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Abstract. This article examined the semantic divergence of verbal stems in Kyrgyz and Turkish — two languages sharing
Turkic roots but developing distinctly over time. The study aimed to identify specific shifts in verbal meanings and
determine their underlying factors. The research material comprised four pairs of Turkic verbs: gel/ken, ¢ik/ueik, al/an,
and dis/myw. Utilising a comparative analysis of contextual usage and derived meanings, the study identified three
distinct types of semantic divergence. Semantic expansion: observed in the Turkish verbs gel and ¢ik, which acquired
abstract and idiomatic meanings (e.g., related to time or outcomes), whereas their Kyrgyz cognates retained narrower,
spatially motivated semantics. Semantic specialisation: characterised Kyrgyz verbs, which stably preserved their original
meanings. Lacking significant alterations, their semantic structure remained transparent and motivated for native
speakers. Metaphorical divergence: occurred in the pairs al/as and diis/myw, where shared original meanings evolved
in different directions. Turkish verbs focused on external events and pragmatic aspects, while Kyrgyz verbs acquired
abstract meanings associated with internal cognitive states and social concepts. The research demonstrated that these
shifts were driven by a combination of factors. The primary catalyst for Turkish semantic shifts was the 1923 language
reform, which compelled native verbs to express complex abstract ideas. Conversely, the semantic conservatism of Kyrgyz
verbs was sustained by development under Kyrgyz-Russian bilingualism. Divergent cultural environments and differing
cognitive models of metaphorical thinking also played decisive roles. These findings contributed to the comparative
study of Turkic languages, lexical semantics, and language pedagogy for preventing cross-linguistic interference.
Ultimately, analysing Kyrgyz and Turkish verbal stems enhanced the understanding of diachronic semantic evolution,
offering deeper insights into the shared history and cultural trajectories of their speakers

Keywords: comparative linguistics; lexical semantics; cognate verbs; metaphorical transfer; semantic narrowing;
comparative Turkology; polysemy

Introduction

In practically all Turkic languages, the verbal system acts
as a stable and immutable component of the language,
preserving pieces of the Common Turkic heritage over
many hundreds of years. The similarity and proximity of
a large number of verbal stems in related languages sug-
gest that they are close in meaning. However, in reality,
the situation is even more complex: verbs that sound and
are written similarly are not always identical in meaning.
Over time, as a result of historical changes and the geo-
graphic areas inhabited by specific peoples, related lan-
guages found their own paths of development. This was
reflected primarily in the semantics of core vocabulary,
including verbs. Consequently, such cognate verbs, which
share a single proto-language root, can differ from each
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other in modern Turkic languages both in meaning and
in frequency of use. In science, the process of changes in
word meanings due to historical transformation is called
semantic divergence. For example: in the Proto-Turkic
language, the word 6t had the meaning “to pass by, to
pass through”; in the Kyrgyz language, it has retained this
meaning and is translated the same way, whereas in the
Turkish language, this verb is already translated as “to sing
(of a bird), to sound” (Starostin et al., 2003).

Recent scholarship confirms that the external lex-
ical similarity of Turkic languages frequently conceals
deep differences in historical-semantic development.
A. Tabaldieva (2022) demonstrated, on the basis of Yeni-
sei runic texts, that modern Kyrgyz verbs preserve the
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morphosemantic structure inherited from the proto-lan-
guage, which accounts for their conservatism relative to
Turkish. J.N. Washington & F.M. Tyers (2019) showed that
Kyrgyz and Turkish non-finite verb forms constitute fun-
damentally different syntactic classes, which leads to di-
vergence in functional load even when the root is shared.
N. Dogan (2022) established that transitivity in Turkish is a
gradient phenomenon: the same verb can be proto-transi-
tive or low-transitive depending on context, opening addi-
tional niches for semantic expansion. F. Alijonova (2025),
reviewing semantic analysis in Turkic and other languages,
confirmed that polysemy and context-dependent mean-
ing distribution represent the primary challenge in com-
parative lexicology of agglutinative languages. L. Johan-
son (2021) has recently published an authoritative study
on the Turkic language family in which it is assigned an
important role in linguistic divergence across the Turkic
languages. S.A.K. Buhari (2024) synthesised current ap-
proaches to semantic change in historical linguistics and
stated that changes in semantics should be approached
as part of the interaction of cognitive, social, and con-
tact-induced factors rather than only through one of these
factors, thus representing a true multi-factor approach to
the issue. A complementary line of evidence comes from
research on the grammatical behaviour of cognate verbs
rather than their lexical meaning alone. J.N. Washington
& F.M. Tyers (2019) showed, on the basis of six Turkic lan-
guages including Kyrgyz and Turkish, that non-finite forms
built on the same verbal roots do not occupy identical syn-
tactic categories across languages; what looks like a single
converb or participle category in traditional Turcology in
fact splits into distinct classes of verbal noun, verbal ad-
jective, verbal adverb, and infinitive, with the boundaries
drawn differently from one Turkic language to the text.
This finding is important for the present study because it
indicates that grammatical divergence in cognate verbs are
likely to be connected: a verb that has been pulled toward
a new syntactic function in one language is also s plausible
candidate for acquiring new, function-related meanings,
since syntactic recategorisation typically creates the struc-
tural opportunity for semantic reanalysis to follow. A relat-
ed point emerges from work on transitivity: the flexibility
documented by N. Dogan (2022) supplies exactly the kind
of structural slack that a verb needs in order to be reused,
over time, for additional and increasingly abstract sens-
es, since each new construction in which the verb partici-
pated can become the seed of a new figurative meaning.
Taken together with typological observation that Turkic
languages in general are prone to extensive polysemy in
their core verbal vocabulary, these findings support the
expectation that cognate verb pairs separated for rough-
ly a century, such as those examined here, should show
measurable differences not only in dictionary meaning but
in the syntactic company the verb is allowed to keep.

The Turkish language underwent a major language
reform in the early 20" century, carried out by the Turk-
ish Language Society (Turk Dili Kurumu). As a result of
purifying the language from Arabic-Persian and European
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loanwords, native Turkish vocabulary took over the ex-
pression of complex abstract concepts and acquired a
steady tendency toward expanding the semantic potential
of certain verbs. The Kyrgyz language, which developed
under conditions of Russian-Kyrgyz bilingualism, retained
a narrower and more concrete semantics of verbal roots.
This contrast is documented in the Etymological Diction-
ary of Altaic Languages (Starostin et al., 2003) and the Old
Turkic Dictionary (Tenishev et al., 1969). Despite these de-
velopments, the semantic divergence of verbal stems spe-
cifically in the Kyrgyz-Turkish language pair has not been
systematically examined in prior research. Therefore, the
aim of the present study was to identify the main types of
semantic divergence in cognate verbal stems of Common
Turkic origin and to determine the factors contributing to
their development.

Materials and Methods

The research material comprised commonly used verbs of
Kyrgyz and Turkish that share a Common Turkic origin and
actively function in contemporary language practice. Verb
pairs were selected according to three criteria: (1) attes-
tation in the proto-Turkic etymological sources; (2) high
frequency in both languages as documented in the refer-
ence dictionaries listed below; and (3) structural compara-
bility, i.e., the existence of a direct formal cognate in both
languages. No frequency corpora were consulted at this
stage; selection relied on cross-referencing multiple lexi-
cographic sources to confirm active modern usage. Four
pairs were identified as meeting all criteria: gel/ken, ¢cik/
ublK, al/an, and dis/myuw.

The primary lexicographic sources included the Et-
ymological Dictionary of Altaic Languages (Starostin et
al., 2003), the Old Turkic Dictionary (Tenishev et al., 1969),
and the Kyrgyz-Russian Dictionary (Yudakhin, 1985). Ad-
ditional grammatical and comparative references includ-
ed Grammar of the Modern Turkish Language (Konon-
ov, 1956), Turkish: A Comprehensive Grammar (Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005), and Introduction to the Study of Turkic
Languages (Baskakov, 1969). Historical depth was addi-
tionally provided by M. Tyulemissov’s (2005) study of
Mahmud al-Kashgari’s Diwan Lughat al-Turk, the earliest
comprehensive dictionary of the Turkic languages, which
supplied additional attestations for several of the verbal
roots examined. These sources ensured normative de-
scription and comparability of Kyrgyz and Turkish material.

The core (primary) meaning of each verb was de-
termined by identifying the meaning listed first in the
etymological sources and corroborated by the ex-
planatory dictionaries of both languages. Derived and
figurative meanings were identified from the same
dictionaries and cross-verified across at least two in-
dependent sources before inclusion. Contextual data
were drawn from lexicographic example sentences con-
tained in the dictionaries used, supplemented by stable
collocations and phraseological units documented in
the grammatical descriptions of A.N. Kononov (1956),
J. Kornfilt (1997), and A. Goksel & C. Kerslake (2005). The
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methodological basis was comparative-contrastiveanal-
ysis, which involved: (1) identifyingthe core meaning of
each verb; (2) establishing derived and figurative mean-
ings; (3) comparing semantic structures across the two
languages; and (4) classifying the type of semantic diver-
gence. Contextual analysis was applied additionally to
establish verb usage in natural speech. As E.C. Traugott
& R.B. Dasher (2008) argued, the context of use plays a
decisive role in the formation of new meanings. The pres-
ent study did not aim at reconstructing proto-language

meanings or conducting a historical-etymological anal-
ysis; the focus was on a synchronic comparison of verb
meanings in contemporary Kyrgyz and Turkish.

Results

Table 1 presents two illustrative examples from the ety-
mological sources that motivated the study and demon-
strate the general pattern of semantic divergence in
Common Turkic cognates before the four focal pairs are
examined in detail.

Table 1. Semantic divergence in selected Common Turkic cognate verbs

Proto-Turkic root + meaning | Verb (Turkish + Kyrgyz) Turkish (semantic derivation) Kyrgyz (meaning preservation)
tut —to hold, to catch tutmak + mymyy to hold, to catch; to hire, to rent, to hold, to catch
to keep/observe
¢6k — to sink, to kneel, Skmek + 4oz to collapse, to crash; to sink in to sink, to kneel, to plunge
to plunge into water ¢ vy (of eyes); to settle (of a building) into water

Source: compiled by the author

As Table 1 shows, Turkish verbs acquired new mean-
ings over time while Kyrgyz verbs remained largely un-
changed. The following subsections present detailed anal-
ysis of the four focal verb pairs.

The verb pair gel/ken (“to come”). The verbal stems
gel (Turkish) and kes (Kyrgyz) belong to the primary verbs
of motion and go back to a Common Turkic root meaning
directional movement toward the speaker or a reference
point. In both languages this meaning is preserved as the
semantic core. In Turkish, gelmek shows a high degree of
semantic expansion. Beyond the basic meaning of move-
ment, it is widely used to denote the onset of time, the
occurrence of events, and the emergence of states, and
it appears in numerous stable constructions and idiomat-
ic expressions: zamani geldi — “the time has come”; akli-
na geldi— “it came to mind”; bu bana iyi geldi — “this was
good for me”. J. Kornfilt (1997) attributed this expansion
to “the general tendency of Turkish toward the functional
concentration of meanings in basic verbs”. In Kyrgyz, ken
also permits figurative uses, but their range is narrower.
Abstract and idiomatic expressions occur much less fre-
quently than in Turkish: alimkaHsiH keacuHn — “may your
wishes come true”; aaandap 6oopykep Kesem — “women
tend to be kind-hearted”. The pair gel/ken thus exhibits
semantic divergence along the line of abstraction: Turk-
ish demonstrates active meaning expansion and meta-
phorisation, while Kyrgyz retains a more concrete, ob-
ject-oriented structure.

The verb pair ¢ik/ubik (“to go out, to rise”). The orig-
inal meaning of ¢ik/ubik is movement outward or upward.
In their spatial meaning these verbs coincide across both
languages. However, subsequent semantic development
reveals major differences. In Turkish, ¢tkmak is one of the
most polyfunctional verbs. It is used to denote appear-
ance, publication, an increase, the result of an action, and
it features in a large number of stable combinations. As
L. Johanson & E.A. Csat6 (1998) noted, such polyfunction-
ality is characteristic of Turkish, where “a limited number
of verbs are combined with a wide spectrum of semantic
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functions”: disari ¢tkmak — “to go outside”; yarina ¢ik-
mak — “to live until tomorrow”; karpuz kabak ¢ikti — “the
watermelon turned out to be unripe”. In Kyrgyz, ybiK is
also enriched with figurative meanings, but these retain
a connection with spatial semantics: yideH yeikmer — “left
the house”; #o0ndoH ybikmel — “lost one’s way” (Yudakh-
in, 1985). Abstract uses occur less frequently and are more
semantically transparent. The pair demonstrates diver-
gence between semantic expansion (Turkish) and seman-
tic specialisation (Kyrgyz).

The verb pair al/an (“to take”). The verbal pair almak/
an belongs to the most archaic and widespread Common
Turkic roots. In their original meaning these verbs coincide
across both languages. In Turkish, almak is distinguished
by high frequency and breadth of usage: besides “to take”,
it is actively used to mean “to buy, to accept, to receive”,
and it participates in numerous analytical constructions:
elma almak — “to take / buy an apple”; Ahmet komsu kizini
aldi — “Ahmed took the neighbour’s daughter as a wife”
(Kononov, 1956). Turkish thus develops functional-prag-
matic meanings. In Kyrgyz, as retains the basic meaning of
taking but develops additional meanings such as “to win,
to buy, to cut (hair/nails), to capture”: waapdsl ander —
“captured the city”; meipmazeiH andel — “cut one’s nails”.
This suggests a metaphorical expansion of “to take” in the
direction of social or competitive superiority — a different
trajectory from the Turkish functional-pragmatic path. The
pair thus exemplifies metaphorical divergence.

The verb pair diis/myw (“to fall”’). In both languag-
es dis/myw originally signifies downward movement or
falling. In Turkish, diismek is highly metaphorised toward
eventfulness and unintentional change of state: fiyat
diistii — “prices dropped”; basina bir sey diistii — “some-
thing happened to him”. In Kyrgyz, myw along with its
spatial meaning is actively used in the cognitive domain,
denoting the process of understanding or consciousness:
acuHe mywmy — “he remembered (lit. fell into his memo-
ry)”. N.A. Baskakov (1969) noted that such meanings re-
flect “features of semantic derivation in Turkic languages



oriented toward the internal state of a person”. The pair
thus exhibits metaphorical divergence along distinct con-
ceptual lines: Turkish is oriented toward external eventful-
ness; Kyrgyz, toward internal cognitive states. An additional
illustrative case that reinforces the pattern is the pair bak-
mak/6azyy (“to look / to look after”). In Turkish, bakmak
covers both “to look” and “to look after, to care for, to feed”,
whereas the Kyrgyz 6aeyy has preserved primarily “to look
after, to care for, to feed” as its core meaning. This indicates
that the Kyrgyz root is semantically closer to the Old Turkic
source, while Turkish developed a broader semantic range
incorporating both a perceptual and a caretaking domain.
This case further illustrates the pattern of semantic spe-
cialisation in Kyrgyz versus semantic expansion in Turkish.

Seydenalieva

The analysis of the four verb pairs made it possible to
identify three types of semantic divergence: (1) Semantic
expansion: the verb retains its original meaning while ac-
quiring a wide range of abstract and figurative meanings.
This type is characteristic of Turkish, where basic verbs
actively participate in analytical constructions (attested
in gel/ken, ¢ik/ubik). (2) Semantic specialisation: the verb
retains a relatively narrow set of meanings. This type pre-
dominates in Kyrgyz, where the semantic structure of
verbs remains more motivated and transparent. (3) Meta-
phorical divergence: similar verbal stems develop in differ-
ent conceptual directions. The pairs al/as and diis/myw
show that a shared proto-meaning can give rise to quali-
tatively different models of abstraction in each language.

Table 2. Types of semantic divergence of cognate verbal pairs

Pair Kyrgyz semantics Turkish semantics Type of divergence Direction
gel/ken concrete movement movement + events, states, idioms Semantic expansion Tur. > Kyr.
¢ik/ublk | movement outward / upward | exit + appearance, publication, result | Expansion + specialisation Tur. > Kyr.

al/an take + win, capture take + buy, accept, receive Metaphorical divergence | different directions
diis/myw | fall + understand (cognitive) | fall + event occurrence, change of state | Metaphorical divergence | different directions

Source: compiled by the author

Discussion

The present study found that Turkish verbs of Common
Turkic origin consistently demonstrate semantic expan-
sion and metaphorical abstraction, while their Kyrgyz
cognates preserve narrower, denotatively motivated se-
mantics. This finding is consistent with L. Johanson &
E.A. Csatd’s (1998) observation that “changes in meanings
in Turkic languages are often associated with the redistri-
bution of functions between basic verbs”. However, L. Jo-
hanson & E.A. Csaté did not systematically examine the
Kyrgyz-Turkish contrast; the present study provides empir-
ical evidence for this specific language pair, specifying the
direction and type of divergence for each verb.

The finding that Turkish verbs absorb abstract and
pragmatic meanings is consistent with J. Kornfilt’s (1997)
demonstration that the Turkish verb exerts exception-
al morphosyntactic power: through agreement mecha-
nisms, verbs dictate case forms in dependent construc-
tions, which enables them to absorb extensive semantic
domains. This structural feature was not previously linked
in the literature to the specific divergence patterns docu-
mented here. Further support for this is gained through J.
Kornfilt’s (2003) study on case assignment in Turkish nom-
inalised subordinate clauses, in which she demonstrates
that similar morphosyntactic operations enable the verb
to assign case not only in finite clauses but also in nom-
inalised subordinate clauses, thus increasing the number
of contexts where the meaning of the verb can be rean-
alysed. By contrast, N.A. Baskakov’s (1969) classification
of Kyrgyz as belonging to the Kyrgyz-Kipchak group, which
preserved an archaic stratum of lexis, explains the seman-
tic conservatism observed in the present data. The differ-
ence between the two languages is thus not merely lexical
but reflects distinct typological priorities.

The present study’s finding of metaphorical diver-
gence in dis/myw — Turkish oriented toward external
eventfulness, Kyrgyz toward internal cognitive states —
partially differs from the predictions of M. Erdal (2004),
who noted that figurative meanings of verbs “are often
formed on the basis of spatial representations”. While the
spatial origin is confirmed by the data, M. Erdal did not
account for the bifurcation of metaphorical trajectories in
related languages. The present results suggest that social
and historical factors channel the metaphorisation pro-
cess in different directions: the Turkish language reform
of 1923 created a structural need for abstract event verbs,
which diismek filled, while the Kyrgyz sociolinguistic con-
text favoured a different cognitive mapping.

These findings are further supported by recent com-
parative studies. N. Dogan (2022) established that Turkish
transitivity is gradient, meaning low-transitivity verbs are
precisely those that accumulate the widest range of ab-
stract meanings — a structural explanation for the expan-
sion observed in almak and gelmek. This differs from the
Kyrgyz pattern, where the same verbs remain anchored
to higher transitivity and more concrete event semantics.
G. Kagar’s (2024) finding that semantic instability of Kyrgyz
auxiliary verbs causes classificatory disagreements among
grammarians aligns with the present study’s observation
that ken, ybik, as, and myw are productive in compound
constructions with modified semantics, as also document-
ed by A. Tan (2006) for tasvir fiilleri in Kyrgyz Turkish. In the
same way, K. Kamchybekova’s (2011, 2013) research on the
perception and taste-perception verbs of Kyrgyz reveals
the tendency in the Kyrgyz language for semantically close
verb groups to retain their concrete sensory sense instead
of developing abstract meanings. F. Alijonova’s (2025)
review confirms that polysemy and context-dependent
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meaning distribution represent the primary challenge
in comparative Turkic lexicology — a challenge that the
present typology of divergence types begins to address
systematically. K.M. Abdulgader’s (2024) finding that se-
mantic changes in Turkish are primarily determined by
socio-cultural and historical factors is consistent with the
present study’s conclusion that the Turkish language re-
form of 1923 is the key extralinguistic driver of semantic
expansion. The present study extends this observation
from loanword semantics to cognate verbal stems, demon-
strating that the reform affected the entire high-frequency
verbal core, not only the lexical layer.

Conclusions

The analysis of four cognate verbal pairs — gel/ken, ¢ik/
ublK, al/an, and dis/myw — demonstrated that formal sim-
ilarity of verbal roots does not imply semantic identity and
that the divergences are systematic in nature. For gel/ken
and ¢rk/ubik, the dominant factor proved to be the Turk-
ish language reform, which drove semantic expansion and
polyfunctionality. For al/an and diis/myw, cognitive meta-
phorisation along distinct conceptual lines proved decisive:
Turkish developed event-oriented and pragmatic mean-
ings, while Kyrgyz developed cognitive-internal ones. Three
key contributions emerge. First, the study demonstrated
that semantic divergence in Turkic cognates is a systemic
pattern shaped by identifiable historical, sociolinguistic,
and cognitive forces. Second, the typology proposed — ex-
pansion, specialisation, metaphorical divergence — pro-
vides a reusable analytical framework applicable to other
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Kblprbi3 XXQHO TYPK TUAAEPUHAESTU TeKTelld 3TULL Herm3paepmHmH
CeMAHTUKAAbIK AnBepreHUUsChbl

Arbdpusa CeriaeHaAneBa

JOoUeHTTUH MUNOETUH aTKapyydy

Akagemuk KycenH KapacaeB aTbiHAarbl BULLIKEK MaMNEKEeTTUK YHUBEPCUTETMU
720044, YblHrbi3 AMTMATOB NpocnekTr, 27, bullkek L., Kbiprei3 Pecnybamkacsl
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-3507-6190

AHHOTALUMS. Byn makanaga »annbl TYPK TaMblpbiHa 33 60/roH, 6UPOK y6aKbITTbIH OTYlY MeHeH ap 6alka 6arbiTTa
OHYKKOH KbIprbi3 ’KaHa TYPK TUAAEPUHAErM STUWTUK HErusfepAuH CeMaHTUKa/bIK [AMBEpPreHuMAcbl (MaaHWAuK
AXKblpallbllibl) M3UAAeHAN. N3MNABeHYH MaKcaTbl — STUITEPAMH MAaHW/IUK MKbINbILUTAPbIHbIH KOHKPETTYY TUNTEPUH
aHbIKTOO aHa byn e3repyynepre TYpTKy 60aroH dakTopnopay TakToo 6onyn caHanat. 3mngee matepuansl Katapbl TYPK
3TULITEPUHUH TEPT XKy6Y anbiHAbl: gel/ken, ¢cik/vbik, al/an saHa dis/myw. Byn STUWITEPANH KOHTEKCTTUK KOAAOHYYLIYH
’KaHa TYYHAY MaaHWAEPUH CanbIWTbIpManyy Taafo0 apKblyy U3UNL0646 CEMAHTUKANbIK AMBEPreHLMAHbIH Y4 63reue
TMO6WM aHbIKTanabl: CeMaHTUKaNbIK KeHenyy: Typk TuamHaern gel kaHva ¢ik sTuwTepuHeH 6avikanapl; 6yn sTvwTep
abCTPaKTTYy KaHa MAMOManblK MaaHunepre (Mncanbl, ybaKbITKa »Ke HaTblixKara 6aiinaHbiWwTyy) 33 60nyLWKaH, an amu
anapaplH Kblprbi3 TUIMHAETM KOTHATTapbl (TYPKOLW ce34epy) KOHKPETTYY MEMKUHAMKKE HErM3aenreH Tap CeMaHTUKAChIH
CaKTan KasnbllKaH; CeMaHTUKaNbIK agucTellyy (cneunanusauus): Kelprbi3 TUAMHAErV 3STUWITEpre MyHe3ayy 6onyn, anap
©346PYHYH anraykbl MaaHUAEPUH TYPYKTYY CaKTan KajbllWKaH. AnapAblH MaaHWAMK Ty3y/aywy OnyTTyy e3repyynepre
ayywap 60n160roHAYKTaH, TUAAMH 331epu (33/MK Kblyydynapbl) YYYH TYLIYHYKTYY KaHa Kyhenyy 60WOOH KanraH;
Metadopanbik gusepreHuus: al/aa waHva dis/myw sKyntapbiHAA Ke34eLwun, MbIHAA anradkbl »Kajinbl MaaHuep
TanTakblp Galwwka barbiTTapAa eHYKKeH. TypK STULITEPM CbIPTKbl OKyAMapra XaHa nparmaTuKaablk acnektrepre 6acbim
»Kacaca, KbIprbli3 STULITEPU MYKM KOTHUTUBAMK abangap KaHa couManablk KOHLENTTep MeHeH baiinaHblWwKaH abcTpakTTyy
MaaHunepre 33 6onroH. Nsungee byn esrepyynepayH 6Mp KaTap GakTOpAOpAyH alKanbllibl MEHEH LWApTTasraHbIH
fanvngegn. TypK STULITEPUHAETM CEMAHTMKA/bIK JKbINbIWITAPAbIH HErn3rM KblAMbIIAATKbIY Kydy 1923-Kbingarbl
TMn pedopmacbkl 6OArOH, an TYMKY 3TUWITEPAM TaTaan abCTpaKTTyy TyWYHYKTepay bunanpyyre maxbyp KbiaraH. An
3MM KbIPrbi3 STULITEPUHUH CEMAHTMKAJIbIK KOHCEPBATU3MM KbIPrbi3-0pyC KOW TUAAYYAYTYHYH LUAPTbIHAQ ©HYryycy
MEHEH KaMcbI3 KbliblHraH. OWwoHAoM a1e ap H6alka MmazaHuii Yepenep KaHa meTadopanblK O KYTYPTYYHYH ap Kbl
KOTHUTUBAMK MOAENAEPW [a Yeuyyyy posnay OMHOTOH. Byn UAMMMIA XKbIMbIHTBIKTAp CanbIWUTbIPManyy THOPKOOTUATa,
NEKCUMKaNbIK CEMaHTMKara »aHa Tuagep apanblk MHTepdepeHUMAHbIH anfpblH anyy MakcaTbiHAA JIMHIBOAMAAKTMKAra
(Tvn ylipeTyy ycynyHa) MaaHUAyy casibiM KOWOT. MKbIAbIHTbIKTAN alTKaHAa, Kbiprbi3 ¥KaHa TYPK TUALEPUHUH STULITUK
HernszaepvH TanLoo0 ce3 MaaHUNEPUHUH AUAXPOHUATBIK OHYTYY MEXaHU3MAEPUH TEPEHMPIIK TYLLYHYYr® KOMOKTOLLY,
6yn TMNgEpAe cyMnereHAepAYH ¥Kanmnbl TapbiXbl MEHEH MaAaHWI 6arbITTapbiH KEHMPKW aybin 6epeT

Hermnsrin ces3aep: canbiwtbipma TUA UMK, NIEKCUKANbIK CEMaHTUKa; TeKTell 3TUwTep; meTadopanbik Keuypme;
CEMAHTMKA/bIK Tapbl/lyy; Ca/bILWTbIPMa TYPKONOTUA; KON MAaaHUNYYYK
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Semantic divergence of cognate verbal stems...

CeMaHTHnYeCcKas AmBepreHUmsa KOrHAaTHbIX FAQroAbHbIX OCHOB
B KbIPrbISCKOM U TYPEUKOM 4A3blIKOX

Arbdusi CeviaeHarmesa

McnonHsowmin 0653aHHOCTU A0LUEHTa

BULWKEKCKMIA TOCYAaPCTBEHHDbIN YHUBEPCUTET MMEHM akaaemmnka KycenHa Kapacaesa
720044, np. YblHrbiza AMTMaTOBa, 27, I. Bulukek, Koiproidckaa Pecnybnvka
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-3507-6190

AHHOTALUMS. B gaHHOM cTaTbe MCCNeaoBanach CeMaHTUYeCcKas AMBEPreHUMaA r1aro/ibHbiX OCHOB B KblPrbl3CKOM M
TYpEeLKOM A3blKax — ABYX POACTBEHHbIX THOPKCKMX A3blKaxX, KOTOPbIe, Mesi 0bLine KOpHU, Pa3BUBAIMCh B Pa3NYHbIX
NCTOPUYECKUX ycnoBUaX. Lienb paboTbl 3aKNto4anack B TOM, YTO6bI BbISIBUTb KOHKPETHbIE TUMbl CMbICIOBbIX CABUIOB
1 onpeaenuTtb GakTopbl, NpeaonpesenmBne 3TM usmeHeHua. Matepuanom ANA aHaNM3a NOCAYKUAM YeTbipe napbl
6a3oBbix raronos: gel/ken, ¢ik/usik, al/an w diis/myw. Ha ocHOBe CPaBHWUTE/IbHOrO aHa/iM3a KOHTEKCTYyas/lbHOro
ynoTpebaeHnsa AaHHbIX [1aroioB M MX MEPEHOCHbIX 3HAYeHWUn B UCCNenoBaHUM BbiAM BblAeNeHbl TPU KAKYEBbIX
TUNA CEeMaHTMYEeCKOro pacxoxKaeHusa. CemaHTMYecKoe paclumMpeHue: Habnwodanocb B Typeukux rnaronax gel u
¢ik, KoTopble Npuobpenn abCTpakTHble U MAMOMATUYECKME 3HAYeHMA (Hanpumep, CBA3aHHblE CO BPeMeHem WUau
pe3ynbTaToM AEWCTBUA), TOr4A KaK UX KblPrbi3CKME KOrHaTbl COXPaHUAKN Bonee y3Kyto, KOHKPETHO-MPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO
cemaHTUKy. CemaHTUYecKan cneumanmnsaums: NposBuaach B KbiprbI3CKMX I1aronax, NpoaeMOoHCTPUPOBABLUNX BbICOKYHO
YCTOMUYMBOCTb B COXPAHEHUU CBOMX UCXOAHbIX 3HaUYEeHUI. MOCKONbKY OHM He NpeTepnenn paamnKanbHbIX CMbIC/TIOBbIX
M3MEHEHU, UX CeMaHTMYecKasa CTPYKTypa OCTajiacb MPO3payHOM M MOTMBMPOBAHHOW ANA HOCUTENel A3blKa.
MeTadopurueckan ansepreHums: 3adpuKcMposaHa B napax al/asa v diis/myw, rae ncxogHoie obLme 3Ha4YeHUA PasBUINCD
B NMPOTUBOMO/IOXKHbIX HAanpaBaeHUAX. TypeLKne rnaronbl coKyCUpoBaANCh Ha BHELIHUX COBbITUAX U MParmaTUYecKmnx
acnekTax, Tor4a Kak Kblprbi3ckue ywam B chepy abCcTpaKkTHbIX 3HAYEHUIM, CBA3AHHbIX C BHYTPEHHUMWU KOTHUTUBHbBIMMU
COCTOSIHUSAMM U COLMANbHBIMKU KOHLEeNnTamu. B xoae nccnefoBaHuma 6bi10 f0Ka3aHO, YTO AaHHble U3MeHeHUa Bbian
0bycnoBieHbl KOMMIeKCcoM (aKTopoB. [NaBHbIM CTUMYNIOM CEMAHTUYECKOW TpaHchopmaLumu TypeuKux rnarosos
cTana sa3blkoBas pedopma 1923 roga, BbIHYAMBLUAA MCKOHHYIO IEKCUKY NPUCNOCABAMBATLCA K BbIPAXKEHUIO CIOMKHbIX
abCTPaKTHbIX MOHATUI. KOHCEpPBaATU3M KbIPrbi3CKMX F1aroioB, HaNnpoTMB, NOALEPMKMBANCA B YCAOBUAX KblPrbi3CKO-
pycckoro AByA3bluMsA. He MeHee BarKHYK POJib CbIfpanv Pasnnumnsa B KyNbTYPHOW Cpefe M KOTHUTUBHbIX MOZENAX
MeTahpopnYecKoro MbilneHuaA. NMonyyeHHble pe3ynbTaTbl BHOCAT BK/a4, B CPaBHUTE/IbHYIO THOPKOIOTUIO, IEKCUYECKYIO
CEMAHTUKY W NINHTBOAMAAKTMKY B LEeNAX NpefoTBpalleHMA MEeXbA3bIKOBOM MHTepdepeHLMU. B KOHeYHOM cueTe,
dHaNU3 KbIPTbI3CKUX N TYPELLKUX Taro/ibHbIX OCHOB NOMOTraeT rny6>Ke MOHATb MEXaHU3MbI ,qmaxpoumquKon 3BONKOUNU
C/0Ba U MPONMBAET CBET Ha KY/bTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKME TPAEKTOPUM HOCUTENEN 060X A3bIKOB

KAKOUEBbIE CAOBQ: CpaBHUTENbHOE A3bIKO3HAHME; IEKCUYECKAs CEMAHTMKA; KOTHATHbIe [1aro/ibl; MeTadopuyecKkuii
NepPeHOC; CEMaHTUYECKOE CyXKeHWe; CPaBHUTE/IbHAA TIOPKOJIOTUA; NOAUCEMUSA
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