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STRUCTURAL AND SEMANTIC FUNCTIONS
OF AFFIXES IN SELECTED TURKIC LANGUAGES

This article examines the structural and semantic roles of affixes in four typologically significant
Turkic languages. Turkish, Azerbaijani, Kazakh, and Uzbek. Characterized by their agglutinative
morphology, these languages extensively employ affixation — primarily in the form of suffixation —
to encode grammatical relationships and facilitate lexical expansion. Through a comparative analysis
of inflectional and derivational affixes, the study investigates both the formal morphological
structures and the semantic contributions of these affixal elements. Findings reveal a typological
core shared across the languages, particularly in systems of case inflection, verbal conjugation,
and derivational processes. Simultaneously, the analysis identifies language-specific semantic
functions of affixes, including the marking of modality, negation, degree, and abstraction. The study
further considers the role of vowel harmony and phonological variation in shaping affix behavior.
Overall, the research highlights affixation as a central mechanism in both grammatical organization
and semantic elaboration, contributing to a deeper understanding of morphological strategies
in agglutinative language systems. The Turkic languages form a widespread and historically
significant language family, spoken from Eastern Europe and the Caucasus through Central Asia
to parts of Siberia and Western China. Among the most widely studied members of this family are
Turkish, Azerbaijani, Kazakh, and Uzbek, which represent distinct sub-branches — Oghuz, Kipchak,
and Karluk — of the Turkic linguistic continuum. Despite regional and structural differences, these
languages share foundational typological characteristics, chief among them being their agglutinative
nature. In agglutinative languages, grammatical and lexical functions are typically conveyed through
the linear addition of affixes, with each affix generally corresponding to a single, discrete function.
Within the Turkic languages, this morphological strategy is primarily realized through suffixation, as
prefixes and infixes are exceedingly rare or absent. This suffix-based system enables complex word
formation while preserving morphological clarity and structural predictability.

Key words: Turkic languages, inflectional affixes, derivational affixes, word formation, semantic
functions, structural functions.

Statement of the problem. The group of Turkic It is characteristic that in the 21st century, rese-

languages is very large. This family combines
many languages. Nowadays, they are spoken not
only by the inhabitants of Turkey and Azerbaijanis
themselves, but also by the peoples of the CIS,
Afghanistan, China, Iran, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria,
Kazakhstan, Albania and many other countries.

From a purely grammatical point of view, multip-
licity indicators play an important role in these lan-
guages. It is unique in itself, as it is actually present
in every language on the planet. In Turkic, it is trans-
mitted mainly through special affixes that stand in
many parts. However, this is such a significant and
extensive system that it is still an urgent problem of
Turkic linguistics.
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arch by Azerbaijani, Turkish, and European scien-
tists in this field is conducted in various directions.
This process is actively promoted by the level of
scientific and theoretical potential, which is inc-
reasing from year to year. On the one hand, Turko-
logists, having before them a specific material — that
is, a certain discourse, rely on grammatical rules
based on the text itself. It is within these bounda-
ries that they analyze the norms of the use of certain
affixes. On the other hand, scientific research is con-
ducted using the method of comparative analysis.
Namely, the available works of both theoretical and
applied nature on the Turkic grammar of the past
centuries are organically compared or compared with
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the laws of the use of affixes within the same group
or with the system of other modern languages.

Affixation in these languages is not merely a for-
mal mechanism -it plays a crucial role in expressing
grammatical relations such as tense, aspect, case, per-
son, and number, while also facilitating lexical deri-
vation and semantic expansion. Despite their shared
reliance on affixation, Turkic languages display nota-
ble variation in the form, function, and productivity
of affixes, shaped by both internal linguistic evolution
and external contact with other language families.

This article undertakes a comparative analysis
of affixation in four Turkic languages — Turkish,
Azerbaijani, Kazakh, and Uzbek — with the aim
of examining both structural (morphological) and
semantic dimensions of affix use. The study sets out to:

1) Analyze the morphological characteristics of
inflectional and derivational affixes, with attention to
phonological processes such as vowel harmony and
morphophonemic variation;

2) Explore the semantic contributions of affixes,
particularly in marking grammatical categories and
extending lexical meaning;

3) Identify shared patterns of affix usage across
the selected languages, alongside language-specific
features arising from historical, phonological, or
sociolinguistic factors.

By focusing on both the form and function
of affixes, this study contributes to a deeper
understanding of how Turkic languages maintain
grammatical coherence and semantic flexibility
through a common but diverse morphological
framework. It further adds to cross-linguistic
discussions in morphological typology and the
semantics of affixation in agglutinative languages.

In this research, the approach centers on
conducting a comparative study of affixation across
four representative Turkic languages: Turkish,
Azerbaijani (Oghuz branch), Kazakh (Kipchak
branch), and Uzbek (Karluk branch). The selection
of these particular languages is based on their
typological importance within the Turkic family,
which provides an extensive yet cohesive range for
analysis. Below, the rationale for language selection,
data sources, and the analytical methodology are
outlined, with reference to insights from leading
linguists on comparative morphological studies.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
In the view of Comrie [2], examining languages
from different branches within the same language
family enhances the understanding of both shared
linguistic features and the mechanisms of language
differentiation over time.

The study utilizes three key data sources:
grammatical texts, corpora, and native speaker
intuition. According to Baker [1], grammatical
descriptions are essential for providing a foundational
understanding of the morphosyntactic properties of
each language, including details on case markers,
verb conjugations, and derivational affixes.

Corpora offer authentic, contextually varied data,
allowing for the examination of real-world usage.
As Sinclair [8] emphasizes, corpora provide a dynamic
representation of how affixes function in different
contexts and can highlight variations that may not be
evident in formal grammatical descriptions.

The inclusion of native speaker intuition
enriches the analysis by offering insights into
colloquial usage and subtle pragmatic nuances that
may not be captured by formal written sources.
W. Labov [7] highlights the value of intuitive data
in understanding variable language patterns, such
as speaker-specific uses of affixes or semantic shifts
that occur in informal speech.

By integrating these diverse data sources, the
study ensures a comprehensive examination of
affixation, accounting for both theoretical and
practical aspects of language use.

The analysis in this study employs both
descriptive and comparative methods. Descriptive
linguistics involves systematically documenting
the morphological features of affixes within each
language, while comparative analysis focuses on
drawing comparisons between languages to identify
both common structures and unique variations in
affix usage.

A central aspect of the analysis is the use of
interlinear glossing, a widely accepted tool in linguistic
research that facilitates the precise presentation of
affixed forms and allows for easy comparison of
grammatical structures across languages. Keenan [5]
underscores that interlinear glossing not only clarifies
the morphological structure but also helps differentiate
between inflectional and derivational affixes, shedding
light on their semantic functions.

Additionally, the study adopts a typological
framework as suggested by Haspelmath [4], using
it to categorize and compare the structural and
semantic roles of affixes across the languages under
consideration. This approach allows for an in-depth
exploration of the grammatical categories expressed
by affixes, as well as their meaning-expanding
functions in lexical derivation.

Task statement. The main task of the article is
the structural and semantic roles of affixes in Turkic
languages in a comparative aspect.
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Outline of the main material of the study. It is
significant that one direction of scientific research
not only does not contradict the other, but also
symptomatically complements it. The unification
of linguistic information from the two positions we
have mentioned above functions promptly. Firstly, by
joining in a certain way with the category of number,
it demonstrates the structure of word inflection
in the Turkic languages. Secondly, it extends
individual theoretical provisions to other logical
and grammatical categories. Thirdly, it provides a
picture of the dynamics of affixes. Moreover, if we
are talking about their use in a diachronic section,
then the indicator of plurality is most often present.
Finally, fourthly, the combined efforts of linguists of
the two directions more vividly and deeply reveal
the functional and lexical-semantic features of
affixes in the process of speech production. Modern
research clearly proves that some affixes in the Turkic
languages are polyvariant. their number, according
to modern phonetic standards, varies from 2 to 16.
Under the common denominator — about twenty-two.
These are: lar, -lor; -ler, etc. According to the same
sample, affixes with the initial consonant “n”, “d”,
“t” and “z” were identified. That is, “nar”..., “dar”...,
“tar”... and “zar”...

It has been reliably established that in the Azer-
baijani language, when compared with the Uyg-
hur language, the named affix (-lar) is used in two
forms: the first and “-lar”, in accordance with the
law of harmony. Therefore, “lar” functions in texts
with a hard base, and “-lor” — with a soft base, res-
pectively. For example: alma-lar, topa-lor — in Azer-
baijani; kitap-lar, is¢i-ler — in the Uyghur language.
Let us also note that the same phenomena are obser-
ved in modern Turkish and Turkmen languages. “tas-
lar”, cicek-ler and at-lar, kol-ler in the two named
languages. An instructive fact: teachers of the Tatar
and Azerbaijani languages in the course of teaching
Turkmen should monitor and correct characteristic
errors in the known and in this case pronounced phe-
nomenon of interference.

It should be emphasized that in some other
languages of this group the use of the affixes
mentioned also has two forms. This is observed in
the synharmonic Kumyk and Karachay languages.
However, there is some difference: the final “-r”
is absent in certain cases, especially when using
lexemes in different cases. For example, in the Kumyk
language, at-lar is rendered by the following sound
[for simplicity and convenience, we will divide it into
syllables]: at-la-ny, at-la-g’a, at-lar-dan, and so on.
In the Karachay-Balkar language, the affixes “-la/-le”
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are used in the nominative case (bala-la), that is,
“children”. Or: inek-ler (“cows”). In Tatar, this affix
has four forms: -lar, -lor, -nar, -nor. In the Khakass
language there are six with the exclusive use of the
plural form. In turn, in Tungus and Bashkir there are
eight. In Altai and Kyrgyz there are twelve. And so
on. Such a large number of meanings of affixes in
the languages of the Turkic group with the constant
use of the plural form tells us about their diversity
and heterogeneity, confirming the above-mentioned
position on the importance, timeliness and relevance
of further research in the analyzed direction.

The decision to analyze Turkish, Azerbaijani,
Kazakh, and Uzbek is informed by their representa-
tive status across the major branches of the Turkic
language family. As noted by Greenberg [3], while
Turkic languages share a common ancestry, they
exhibit substantial internal diversity, making cross-
branch comparisons particularly valuable for under-
standing the evolution of morphological systems.

Turkish and Azerbaijani, though both belonging
to the Oghuz branch, exhibit notable phonological
and lexical differences due to their distinct historical
development. These languages thus provide a use-
ful contrast for studying internal variation within the
same branch.

The inclusion of Kazakh and Uzbek, which
belong to the Kipchak and Karluk branches
respectively, offers a complementary perspective,
particularly with regard to case-marking systems,
verbal morphology, and the impact of external
language contact, such as Persian and Russian
influences.

Affixation, a core characteristic of the Turkic
language family, plays a pivotal role in both the
structural and semantic organization of these
languages. This review examines the inflectional
and derivational affixes, as well as their semantic
functions, providing an academic perspective on the
linguistic implications of affixation in the Turkic
languages, drawing on the views of prominent
scholars in the field.

Affixes in Turkic languages are primarily suffixes,
given the agglutinative nature of these languages,
which implies a relatively clear-cut attachment of
grammatical morphemes to word roots. This mor-
phological strategy allows for the expression of vari-
ous syntactic categories such as case, number, pos-
session, tense, mood, voice, and more.

Case Markers are fundamental in Turkic
languages, marking grammatical relations such
as dative, accusative, and genitive. As noted

by Haspelmath [4], case markers are critical in
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agglutinative languages for expressing syntactic
functions without the need for word order flexibility.
For instance, in Turkish, the accusative case suffix -i
and dative case suffix -e are essential for identifying
the syntactic role of nouns in a sentence. Similar
patterns can be observed in Azerbaijani, Kazakh,
and Uzbek, although each language has its own
phonological variations and morphological rules for
case markers (Azerbaijani using -i, -2, while Kazakh
and Uzbek use different forms).

Verb Conjugation is another area where inflec-
tional affixes play a significant role, encoding
person, tense, mood, and voice. According to Com-
rie [2], verb inflection in agglutinative languages
like Turkish and Azerbaijani follows predictable pat-
terns that are highly regular. In Turkish, for example,
verb conjugation involves a sequence of affixes that
reflect tense, mood (indicative, imperative), and
voice (active, passive). In Kazakh and Uzbek, verb
morphology is similarly structured, though Tatar and
Turkmen can exhibit irregularities due to historical
and regional influences.

Affixes for number and possession are used
across these languages to indicate plurality and pos-
session. For instance, in Turkish, plurality is marked
by the suffix -ler or -lar, while possession is indi-
cated by suffixes like -im (first-person singular), -in
(second-person singular), and -i (third-person singu-
lar). The presence of these affixes reflects the syn-
tactic necessity for precise morphological markers,
which Baker [1] suggests as crucial in maintaining
grammatical transparency.

Derivational affixes play a central role in word
formation, contributing to the creation of new lexical
items. These affixes are essential in the transformation
of nouns, verbs, and adjectives, and their productivity
varies across languages. Kornfilt [6] highlights
that noun formation often involves suffixes like -ci
(Turkish) and -wer (Kazakh), which can indicate
professions or habitual actions. Similarly, adjective
derivation is marked by suffixes like -/i (Turkish) or
-1g (Uzbek), forming descriptive terms.

In the realm of verb formation, Turkic languages
exhibit considerable variation. Turkish and Azer-
baijani have active suffixes like -mak and -mek for
verb formation, while Kazakh uses -u and -yu for
action verb derivation. These productive affixes
are contrasted with non-productive affixes, such as
those forming diminutives (-¢zk in Turkish, -sha in
Kazakh) or intensifiers (-cz in Turkish), which are
less commonly used in contemporary speech.

Word-class change through affixation is another
key feature in these languages. For instance, a

noun like ev (house) can become an adjective evli
(married), or a verb like yaz (write) can become a
noun yaz: (writing). This phenomenon underscores
the flexibility and richness of Turkic languages in
utilizing affixation for functional diversification.

Affixes are not merely structural elements; they
also carry significant semantic functions, expanding
the range of meaning in a language. In Turkic
languages, affixes are used to convey nuances of
polarity, modality, and degree, contributing to the
expressive power of the language.

Derivational affixes in Turkic languages often
serve to create abstract nouns, such as -/ik in Turkish
(giizellik — beauty) or -lig in Uzbek. These affixes
facilitate the derivation of action-result nouns
(e.g., yapmak — to do — yapma — act of doing) and
agentive nouns (e.g., -ct in Turkish, indicating a
person who performs an action). Grammarians such
as Haspelmath [4] point out that these derivational
processes are not only syntactic but also contribute
to the lexical expansion of a language, enriching its
semantic fields.

Modality markers, such as the negation affix -ma
in Turkish and Kazakh, or the ability affix -abil in
Turkish, illustrate the role of affixes in conveying
subtle distinctions of possibility, necessity, or impos-
sibility. Negation markers like -me (Turkish) and
-mas (Kazakh) are indispensable for forming negative
statements, which are central to expressing polarity
in Turkic languages. Obligation is often marked by
affixes like -meliyim (Turkish), signaling necessity or
compulsion, while ability is conveyed by affixes such
as -ebil (Turkish), reflecting capacity or potential.

Affixes also express emotion or degree, for
instance, -ce in Turkish to indicate intensity
(e.g., giizelce — rather beautifully) or the diminutive
-ci for smaller or endearing forms (e.g., kizcagiz —
little girl). Intensity and repetition can be conveyed
by the use of specific affixes that modify the aspect
of verbs, such as the use of repetition markers in
Azerbaijani or Kazakh to indicate habitual or con-
tinuous action.

An interesting phenomenon in the semantic func-
tion of affixes is polysemy, where a single affix may
serve multiple semantic roles depending on the con-
text. For instance, the suffix -/i in Turkish can indi-
cate possession (evli — married, evli bir adam — a
man with a house) or a characteristic (giize/ — beau-
tiful, giizellik — beauty). This ambiguity is noted by
Kornfilt [6], who explains that such polysemous
affixes add depth and flexibility to the language.

A comprehensive examination of Turkic
languages reveals both shared core affixes and
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language-specific innovations. Despite their common
typological features, significant differences emerge
in affix form, productivity, and semantic range. For
example, the vowel harmony rules are present in
languages like Turkish and Azerbaijani, but have
been reduced or altered in languages like Uzbek,
where vowel harmony has a diminished role in
affixation. Language contact with Persian and
Russian has influenced Uzbek’s affixal system,
introducing certain loanword structures that are not
present in Kazakh or Turkish.

The study of affixation in Turkic languages
reveals the intricate relationship  between
morphology and semantics, demonstrating how
affixes serve both as structural tools and as conduits
for meaning. By examining the inflectional and
derivational affixes, we gain insights into the
morphological flexibility and semantic richness
of these languages. This comparative analysis
underscores the significance of affixes in shaping
the syntactic and semantic landscapes of Turkic
languages and offers a valuable contribution to the
field of linguistic typology and affixal semantics.

Conclusions. In summary, this study has
examined both the structural and semantic functions
of affixes in several representative Turkic languages,
including Turkish, Azerbaijani, Kazakh, and
Uzbek. These languages, while sharing a common
typological foundation as agglutinative languages,
demonstrate a rich array of morphological systems
that serve crucial grammatical and lexical functions.

On the structural level, the affixes in these
languages exhibit regular patterns in inflectional
categories such as case marking, verb conjugation,

and possession, which facilitate the precise expression
of syntactic relations. Additionally, the derivational
affixes contribute significantly to lexical creativity,
allowing for the transformation of nouns, adjectives,
and verbs. A notable feature across these languages is
the regularity with which affixes are attached to word
roots, highlighting their role in maintaining syntactic
structure and enriching vocabulary.

On the semantic level, affixes function as key
tools in expressing a variety of meanings, such
as polarity, modality, and intensity, as well as the
formation of abstract nouns, agents, and tools.
The semantic flexibility of affixes is apparent in
their polysemy, with certain affixes serving multiple
meanings depending on the context. This versatility
underscores the capacity of affixation to expand and
refine the lexicon of a language while maintaining its
structural integrity.

However, despite these shared core features,
significant diversity exists within the Turkic family,
particularly in terms of morphological rules,
productivity of affixes, and semantic nuances.
Variations in vowel harmony, for instance, are
seen in the contrast between Uzbek and Turkish, as
well as differences in the level of affix usage due
to historical language contact and geographical
distribution.

The study also reflects on the balance between
morphological unity and diversity within the Turkic
family. While affixation remains a unifying feature
across these languages, the divergence in their use
and the expansion of affixal systems illustrate how
language contact and historical development shape
linguistic evolution.
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Canmanosa Illaga. CTPYKTYPHI TA CEMAHTHUYHI ®YHKIIII A®IKCIB

Y BUBPAHUX TIOPKIBCBbKUX MOBAX

Y yiii cmammi pozenadaromvca cmpykmypHi ma cemMaHmuuni poni agikcie y yomupbox munonio2iyHo
SHAYYWUX MIOPKCOKUX MOBAX. MYpPeyvbKill, azepOalodcancobKill, Kazaxcokitl ma y3oeyvkiu. Lfi mosu, wo
Xapaxmepusyromucs a2iomMuUHaAmMueHoI0 MOpGHOL02I€N0, WUPOKO SUKOPUCOBYIOMb ApiKkcayiio — nepesartcHo
v Qopmi cyghixcayii — O0ns KOOYS8AHHA 2PAMAMUYHUX 36)A3KI6 Ma CAPUSAHHS JIeKCUUHOMY PO3UUPEHHIO.
3a donomozoio nopigHAnLHOLO AHANIZY PREKMUSHUX MA OEPUBAYTUHUX aAGDIKCI68 OOCHIONCEHHS OOCTIONCYE AK
Gopmanvri Mmopghoroziuni cmpykmypu, max i CeMaHmMuyHULL 6HECOK YUX agikcanrvbHux enemenmis. Pezyniomamu
00CHIIHCEHHA BUABTIAIOMb MUNOLO2IYHE A0PO, CHLIbHE O/ 6CIX MO8, 30KPEMd 8 CUCIeMaX 8i0MIHKO8OI (hreKcil,
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diecigno20 GIOMIHIOGANHH Ma Oepugayitinux npoyecie. OOHOUACHO AHANI3 8USHAYAE CneyuiuHi 0N MOGU
cemanmuyHi yHKYil aghikcie, BKIOUANYU NO3HAYUEHHS MOOAIbHOCHI, 3aNepeueHHs, CiyneHs ma abcmpaxyii.
Y 0ocnioocenni makooic pozensidaemocs pons capMonii 2010CHUX ma GoHoI02iuHOT éapiayii y gopmyeanti

nogedinku aghixcis. 3azanom, 00CiOAHceH A NIOKPECTIOE Aikcayiio AK YEeHMPALIbHUN MEXAHIZM K SPAMATNUYHOT

opeamizayii, max i ceManmuyHoi po3pooKU, WO CAPUAE 2AUOUOMY POIVMIHHIO MOpEhono2iunux cmpameziti
8 Q2IIOMUHAMUEHUX MOBHUX CUCTNEMAX.

TropkcbKi MOBU YMEOPIOIOMb NOWUPEHY MA ICIMOPUYHO 3HAYYWY MOGHY CIMIO, AKOH PO3MOGIAIOMD
6i0 Cxionoi €eponu ma Kaexazy uepes Llenmpanvny Asito 0o wacmun Cubipy ma 3axionoco Kumaro.
Cepeo Hatibinbu WUpoKo 6USUeHUX NpedcmasHuKie yici cimi € mypeyvka, azepoanoicancvka, Ka3axcoka
ma y3beyvka, sAKi npeocmasisiioms OKpemi nio2iiKu — 02Y3bKY, KUNYAKCLKY Ma KapayybKy — MIOPKCbKO20
JiHesicmuyHo2o KoHmunyymy. Hezeaxcaiouu na pezionanvni ma cmpykmypHi 6i0OMiHHOCI, yi MOGU MAlOMb
CNibHI (PyHOAMEHMANbHT MUNONO2IYUHT XAPAKMEPUCMUKU, 20T068HOI0 3 SAIKUX € IXHS A2IOMUHAMUEHA NPUPoOa.

B acniomunamusnux moeax epamamuyni ma Jnexcuuni QyHKyYii 3a3euuai nepeoaromvcs uepes NinilHe
000a8aHHA ADIKCI8, NPULOMY KOJCEH AghiKe 3a36Udall BION08IOAE O0HIT OUCKPEMHIt YyHKYTT. Y MIOpKCLKUX MOBAX
ysi Mopghonoziuna cmpamezis peanizyemvcs NepedadcHo uepes Cygikcayir, ocKitbku npe@ixcu ma iH@ikcu
Hao3su4aHo piokicHi abo eidcymui. Ll cucmema, wo 6asyemvcs Ha cy@ixcax, 0036015€ YMEOPHOSAMuU
CKAAOHI closa, 36epieaiodu npu Yybomy MOPQOIOSIYHY ACHICIb MA CMPYKIYPHY nepeddady8aHicms.

Knwuogi cnosa: miopkcovki M0o8uU, C10803MIHMI aghikcu, c1080mMeopyi agikcu, cio6omsip, cemanmuyni

Gyukyii, cmpykmypri QyHryii.
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