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ON THE POLYSEMANTIC PHENOMENON OF THE GENERAL VOCABULARY
OF TURKIC MONUMENTS AND LANGUAGES*

The article analyzes the polysemantic general vocabulary of the Turkic written monuments and
Turkic languages, which belong to different lexical-semantic, lexical-grammatical and lexical-thematic
groups of the lexical system. The totality of the research history, methods, and methods is called seman-
tic derivation, since the polysemanticity of the vocabulary belongs to semantic categories.

We can say that polysemantic vocabulary has such types as: 1) all Turkic monuments and languages,
2) several monuments and languages, and 3) one monument and language; and the most important rea-
son for the phenomenon of polysemanticism is the designation of several objects by one sound complex.

The fact that, there are some common words common, which convey different meanings in the Turkic
languages, can be explained by each specific national background, and world view. In modern Turkic lan-
guages, the main reason why the same word denoted different phenomena or, in contrast, the same phe-
nomenon in different words is that people’s customs, traditions, prejudices, professions, natural and climatic
phenomena and conditions vary. However, it is necessary to distinguish kinship words in Turkic languages
experimentally. The main reason for the diverse knowledge of one or another Turk group language is due
to the specific worldview characteristics of each nation and its representatives, with how different peoples
learn about the world objective reality. The worldview includes views, psychological features, logic, tastes,
customs, traditions, beliefs, etc. There can be several forms of the same content, the article reveals the nature
of polysemantic names that define similar features of one concept.

Key words: polysemantics in the Turkic languages, polysemantics, lexico-semantic system, semantic
derivation, peculiar cognition of the world.
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Typki eckepTkiluTepi MeH TIAAEPiHiH, )KaANbl CO3AIK KYPbIAbICbIHbIH, MOAMCEMAHTUKAABIK, deHOMEHi

Makanaaa AeKCUKaAbIK, XKYMEHIH 8pPTYPAI AEKCUMKAAbIK-CEMAHTUKAABIK, AeKCUKa-TpaMMaTUKaAbIK,
>KOHE AEKCMKa-TaKbIPbIMTbIK, TOMNTAPbIHA XaTaTbliH TYPKi >ka3ba eckepTkiliTepi MeH Typki TiAAepiHiH
NMOAMCEMAHTMKAADIK, XKaAMbl AGKCMKAChl TAAAQHAAbI. 3epTTey TapuXblHbIH, DAICTEPIHIH KOHE 8AICTEPIHIH,
SKMBIHTbIFbl CEMAHTUKAABIK, TYbIHAbI A€M aTaAAbl, OIMTKEHI CO3AIKTIH KON MaFbIHAABIAbIFbl CEMAHTUKAADIK,
KaTeropusiAaapfa >kataabl.

bapAbiK, Typki eckepTkiwtepi MeH Typki Tiaaepi, GipHelwe eckepTkiwTep MeH Tiaaepi, 6ip
€CKepTKilll MeH TIAAET MOAMCEMAHTMKAABIK, AEKCMKA A€M BOAIHIN, FbIAbIMK TarAayFa TyCTi.[ToAncemMaH-
TU3M KYObIAbICbIHBIH eH MaHbI3Abl cebe6ibip AbIObIC KelleHi apKblAbl GipHellie HbICaHABI GeAriAey ekeHi
aHbIKTaAAbI.

Typki TianaepiHAe Bp TYpAI MarbiHa GepeTiH opTak, ce3aepAiH 6OAYbIH 9pOip YATTbIK, OpTaMeH,
AYHMETaHbIMMeH TyCiHAipyre 6oAaabl. Kasipri Typki TiaaepiHae 6ip co3AiH apTypAi KyObIAbICTapADI
GiAAipYyiHiH Hemece KepicCiHie, 6ip KyObIAbICTbIH BPTYPAI co3aepAe GOAybiHbIH GacTbl cebebi —
AAAMAAPADIHBAET-FYPIibl, CAAT-ASCTYPI, KO@3KapacTapbl, KacinTepi, TabuFn-KAMMATThIK Ky ObIAbICTAp MEH
>KarF AQMAapPAbIH, 9PTYPAI 60AYbI. Typki TiAAEPIHAETT TYbICTbIK, CO3AEPAI IKCMIEPUMEHTAAABI TYPAE aXKbl-
paTy KaXkeT Aen ecenTeiMis. bip Hemece GipHelue TypKi TiAi TONTapbIHbIH ePEKILIEAIKTEPIH aHbIKTayAbIH
MaHbI3bl 6ap. Op YATTbIH XXOHE OHbIH OKIAAEPiHIH 63iHAIK AYHMETAHbIMABIK, epeKLIeAikTepi, apTYpAI
XaAbIKTapAbIH AYHMEHIH 0ObEKTUBTI LUbIHABIFbIH KQAA TaHbIM GiAyi MaHbI3AbI. TIAAIK TaHGaAAP apKbiAbl
GepiAeTiH aknapar AYHMETaHbIMADBIK, KO3KapacTapAbl, MCUXOAOTUSIABIK, €PEKLIEAIKTEPAI, AOTMKaHbI,
TaAFaMAbI, SAET-FYPbINTbI, ASCTYPAI, HaHbIM-CEHIMAI XaHe T.6. KamTuAbl. bip MasmyHHbIH GipHelue
copmacbl 60AYbI MyMKiH, MakaAaAa Gip YFbIMHbIH, YKCAC GEAriAepiH aHbIKTalTbIH MOAMCEMAHTMKAABIK,
aTayAapAblH TabUFaThI allibiN KOPCETIACA|.

Ty#iH ce3aep: TypKi TIAAEPIHAET MOAMCEMAHTMKA, MOAMCEMAHTMKA, AEKCUKA-CEMAHTMKAABIK, XKYHE,
CEeMaHTUKAABIK, TYbIHAbI, AYHWETaHbIMbIHbIH, ©3iHAIK epeKLLeAiri.
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lMoAncemaHTUYeCKasi AeKCHKa TIOPKCKUX MUCbMEHHbIX MaMATHUKOB U TIOPKCKUX 513blKOB

B craTtbe dHAAU3BNPYETCA o6u1,a9| NMOANCEMaHTNYeCKada A€KCHKa TIOPKCKNX MMCbMEHHbIX MaMATHUKOB
NTIOPKCKNX 43bIKOB, OTHOCALLUMXCA K Pa3HbIM AEKCUMKO-CEMaHTUYECKNM, AEKCUKO-TpaMMaTU4eCKM "
AEKCUKO-TeMaTn4eCKMM rpynnam AEKCUYECKOMN CUCTEMDI. COBOKyﬂHOCTb MCTOpl/ll;l NCCAEAOBaHUSA, Me-
TOAOB M NPUEMOB Ha3blBaeTC4 CceMaHTn4YecKom ﬂpOl/I3BOAHOl7|, TaK KaK MHOIO3Ha4HOCTb CAOBaps OT-
HOCUTCHA K CEMAaHTUYECKMM KaTErOpUAM.

Bcg noAncemMaHTUueckas Aekcuka 6biaa noApaspaeAeHa Ha AEKCUKY TIOPKCKUX MaMATHMKOB U TIOPK-
CKHUX 43bIKOB, AEKCNKY HECKOAbKMX MaMATHUKOB U A3blKOB, A€KCUKY OTEAbHOIo nNaMaTHMKa 1 43blka n1
NMOABEPIrHyTa Hay4YHOMY aHaAU3y. yCTaHOBAeHO, UT BaXKHewnLLen ﬂpI/NMHOl;I ABA€HUNA NMOANCEMAHTU3Ma
ABASETCH 0603HauYeHMe HECKOAbKMX npeAMeToB OAHMM 3BYKOBbIM KOMIAEKCOM.

CyLLI,eCTBOBaHMe O6LIJ,I/IX AEKCEM B TIOPKCKKX 43blKaX, MMELWMX pa3HOEe 3Ha4YeHne, MOXKHO obbsc-
HUTb pa3H0171 HalUMOHaAbHOM CpeAOVI M MMPOBO33PEHNEM. B COBPEMEHHDbIX TIOPKCKNX A3blKaX OCHOBHOWM
ﬂpl/lhll/IHOl;l TOro, Y10 OAHO CAOBO obo3Havaer Pa3Hble ABA€HUA UAN, HaO60pOT, OAHO U TO >Ke dBAeHne
BCTpeYvaeTCqd B pa3HbIX CAOBaAX, ABASAETCA TO, YTO Y AlOAEN CyweCTBOBaAM pa3Hble o6b|qam, TpaAuunn,
B3rAgdAbI, npoq:)eccmm, NMPUPOAHO-KAMMaTU4YeCKne yCAOBUA. Mbi CYMUTaEM, 4YTO HeO6XOAVIMO aKCnepun-
MEHTAAbHbIM MYyTEM pPa3AnMYaTb POACTBEHHbIE CAOBA B TIOPKCKMX A3bIKaX. Ba>kHO BbIIBUTbL 0COBEHHOCTH
OAHOM UAN HECKOABKMX TIOPKCKNX 43blIKOBbIX Ipyrmmn. MMeeT 3HauveHme Kak (bOpMVIpOBa/\MCb 0COOEHHO-
CTV MMPOBO33PEHNA OTAEAbHOIO HapoAa 1 ero ﬂpeACTaBVITe/\eVI, TO, KaK pa3Hble HapOAbl NO3HaBaAn
O6'beKTMBHyIO P€aAbHOCTb MMpa. l/lHdI)OpMaLI,VIﬂ, KOTOpasa AaeTcd noCcpeACTBOM A3blIKOBbIX CUMBOAOB,
OTpa>kaeT MMPOBO33peHYeCcKne, NMCMxXoAornyeckme 0OCOOEHHOCTM M OXBaTbiBaeT AOTMKY, MPUBbLIYKNA,
O6bNaM, TPpaAMUMH, BEPOBaAHMA U T. A. Y 0AHOro un TOro xe coAepXKaHMA MOXKET 6bITb HECKOAbKO
(,bOpM, 1N B CTAaTb€ PACKPbIBAETCH MPUPOAA MHOIO3HAYHbIX CAOB, OMPEAEAdIOLNX CXOAHDbIE NMPU3HAKN

OAHOro KoHuenTa.

KAroueBble cAOBa: NoAMCEMAHTMKA B TIOPKCKNX 43blKaX, NMOANCEMaAHTMKA, AEKCMKO-CEMaHTNYeCKas
CnUCTeMa, CeMaHTn4YeCKasa nNpomn3BoAHa4, 0Co6EeHHOCTH MNPOBO33peHns.

Introduction

It is known that there is a close bond between an-
cient, early and medieval Turkic monuments with all
modern Turkic languages. The main linguistic fact that
they are united by the language group, well-known as
«Turkic» languages, thus the main feature of the kin-
ship of languages is the common usage of words.

“In order to grasp the history of language, it
is important to take into account not only the pho-
netic correspondence, but also the laws of seman-
tic change and development of words. The ability
to combine phonetic laws and semantic laws in lin-
guistic research is the key to understanding the his-
tory of language, the ways of its development» [1,
332]. On the one hand, the meanings of the words
being compared and on the other hand, the law of
sounds must be analyzed.

Literature review

Many lexical units in our language require et-
ymological analysis and explanation of their deep
meanings. Etymology requires theoretical substan-
tiation, methodological improvement of the analy-
sis. Fewer methods and elements of reconstruction

in accordance with the goals and objectives of the
etymological analysis of the semantic derivation of
our vocabulary may be applied. In this connection it
is crucial to define the original meaning of one of the
deetimologized words, other meanings of another
word. It is necessary to identify lexical or phraseo-
logical phrases of third words, words that are now
deetimologized in proverbs. Ancient, medieval Tur-
kic inscriptions and data of modern Turkic languag-
es are determined only by: 1) recognition of pho-
netic modification of words, a set of homogeneous
morphological synonyms and grammatical corre-
lations, 2) recognition of its phonological morpho-
logical semantic field. The phono-morpho-semantic
field of the lexical basis — the etymology of pho-
netic, morpheme modifications, basic and ancient
meanings is a set of words derived from the lexical
basis under consideration [2, 3]. In the root words of
the lexicon of the Turkic languages the signs of the
original, basic meanings are preserved, and in the
derived words the signs of the basic, primary mean-
ings are preserved. Therefore, in determining the
original meanings of the root, the derivative bases,
in case the root or its original meaning is out of use,
the root and its original meaning can be restored by
subsequent values in the derivative bases.
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Without a historical study of the derivation of
lexical semantics, it is hard to determine the causes,
consequences, laws and rules, ways, types and types
of semantic changes in the common Turkic lexicon,
which are the result of the historical process, and
determine their composition, structure and system
itself. Semantic derivation of vocabulary as a lin-
guistic process requires the study of historical mile-
stones (V-XIV centuries), linguistic facts (Turkic
written monuments and modern Turkic languages)
from comparative and historically comparative as-
pects. Therefore, Turkic written monuments serve
as the materials for our research since the theoret-
ical basis of semantic derivation for modern Tur-
kic languagesare becoming increasingly relevant for
Turkology.

As the Russian lexicologist F.P. Filin reminds,
one should study the semantic derivation of Turkic
lexicon in details, because: a) in old writings some
important words can be ommitted b) not all words
are collected in dictionaries and card indexes, ¢) ma-
ny words have been de-etymologized [3, 5], c) the
sound of language in historical phonetics, morpho-
logical forms and syntactic construction in historical
grammar are few but there is a large stock of words
in the language. Moreover, the vocabulary is charac-
terized by 4 contradictory properties: volume, vari-
ability, preservation and stability [3, 3-4]. «A com-
pletely special and relatively independent direction
of etymological research is semantic reconstruc-
tions that still ‘suffer’ from a lack of a solid theo-
retical basis and a carefully developed methodology
non-exist» noted by A.M. Sherbak [4, §].

The purpose of the work can be subdivided into
theoretical, methodological and practical goals.

a) Theoretical goals: 1) to define semantic der-
ivation of common vocabulary in Turkic languag-
es, 2) reconstruc the historical and semantic struc-
ture of words, 3) to reveal theoretical and practical
significance of semantic derivation and semantic re-
construction in comparative studies and etymology,
4) to study lexicon in Turkic written monuments 5)
to determine the sequence nature of historical pol-
ysemy, lexical-semantic, lexical-thematic, lexical-
grammatical groups, ie lexical-semantic system and
types of meanings and ways of their connection, 6)
to distinguish polysemy as a system and structure,
from part to whole, ie from individual meanings of
the word in individual Turkic languages to general
Turkic polysemy; as a structure from the whole to
the part, ie from the general Turkic polysemy to the
analysis of individual meanings in individual Turkic
languages. W. Weinreich: “The practice of seman-
tic research reveals the futility of reasoning based
on isolated facts; For progress in the field of theo-
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retical semantics it is necessary to study the system
of interrelated units “[5, 165]. Thus, the basic theo-
retical rules of historical-semantic derivation of Ka-
zakh lexicon, etymology of meaning are substanti-
ated. While the study of Turkic written monuments
and their relationship to the Turkic languages con-
siders the future of historical vocabulary, we aim to
study the derivation of the historical semantics of
that Turkic lexicon.

b) Methodical goals. It is important to deter-
mine the relationship, differences and connections
between the initial and subsequent meanings of
words whose meaning has gradully changed. One
needs to compare the words that have undergone a
sound change and those that kept the original form,
with the root (formal) and semantic (meaningful)
words in modern Turkic languages, Turkic inscrip-
tions. Comparable words are defined by 3 types of
semantic structure of the word: a) generality of the
root meaning, b) generality of semantic elements, c)
generality of associative features [6, 233]. For com-
parison, find the denotative (noun), signifier (con-
tent) features of words of primary meaning, ie ar-
chesemes (initial, basic features), which of these
archisemes is the semantic, formal connecting sign
(integral sign) for words of later meaning, which
distinguishing, differentiating sign (differential) It
is proved that words in the initial and subsequent
meanings are not only homonymous, but also relat-
ed (homogeneous, genetically related). For this pur-
pose, integrated, linguo-statistical, descriptive, com-
parative, comparative, comparative-historical and
structural methods are used.

c) Practical goals: a) to determine the number of
Turkic vocabulary preserved in the Turkic written
monuments; b) to determine the quality of the im-
pact of changes in these different historical periods
and epochs on the lexical semantics of the word, b)
to list them in chronological order and «inventory»
the words, c) to create a model of historical-compar-
ative semantic dictionary of Turkic lexicon.

There are some phenomena that are identified
during the analysis, systematization and research of
language materials. There are difficulties in explain-
ing its laws. There are 3 reasons which can be clas-
siffied as 1) insufficiency of search facts; 2) imper-
fection of search methods; 3) linguistic fact is not
formed as a phenomenon.

In the analysis of language materials, the subor-
dination of a linguistic phenomenon to a theory or
the development of a theory from a linguistic phe-
nomenon is also helpful.

Just as we cannot restore the phonetic and gram-
matical original state of the ancient and medieval
Turkic languages, it is impossible to completely re-
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construct the semantic state of the Turkic lexicon
in the language of these monuments. However, it is
necessary to determine their patterns and systems.
Without it, there is no semantic history of vocabu-
lary. And there is no phenomenon without history.

In the study of semantic derivation of Turkic lex-
icon it is rational to identify the main trends of se-
mantic change of lexicon, to establish the genetic re-
lationship of Turkic written monuments with modern
Kazakh and modern Turkic languages. In the words
of V.G. Kondratyev: “When comparing different Tur-
kic languages, it is necessary to take into consider-
ation the most specific distinctive features in genenal.
When establishing genetic connections between Tur-
kic languages, pay attention only to those common
drawings that are compatible with the corresponding
languages and at the same time differ from them from
other Turkic languages. [7, 5]. In order tounderstand
the inner meaning of words ... it is necessary to study
the semantic structure of the word.

To study the lexical fund in a comparative-his-
torical aspect: a) to separate a certain group of words
from the ancient vocabulary, b) to determine the
laws of development, change of words, c) to study
their semantic process in the material of individu-
al languages or individual language groups. This is
the basis of comparative-historical lexicology. Since
each synchronous frame of the language is a collec-
tion of data that testify not only to the fixed struc-
ture of the language, but also to the states that pre-
ceded it. ““... One must examine any sources, and the
more the better to succeed in discovering the pecu-
liarities of lexical material” [4, 8]. “The more you
delve into the past, the more you collect historical
material, the more chances you have for a success-
ful interpretation of the word under study’ [8, 56].
These words are further grouped under the condi-
tional name: “Common Vocabulary to modern Tur-
kic languages in Turkic written monuments”. The
name “Common Vocabulary to modern Turkic lan-
guages in Turkic inscriptions” is conditional be-
cause the vocabulary of Turkic inscriptions can be
1) common to all Turkic languages, 2) common to
several Turkic languages, 3) common to some Tur-
kic languages, 4) belong to only one language. In
general, according to L. Bloomfield’s statement the
study of language, M.M. Pokrovsky’s study of word
meaning should begin with phonology and form and
phonetics [9, 164] is not always convenient, effec-
tive and correct. This is because, firstly, the word
consists of sounds, but the meaning of the word does
not consist of sounds, secondly, linguistics begins
with the study of linguistic sounds, language begins
with the word, and thirdly, the field of lexicology of
linguistics and its semiotics. The words recognized

as “Turkic vocabulary” can be included in the above
4 groups.

Although historical lexicology and historical se-
miotics are inseparable, closely related disciplines,
they have their specific forms of research. The main
reason for the interdependence of these branches is
that the word (lexeme) is meaningless, the meaning
(semema) is not outside the word, it is marked by
the word. So there is no absolute meaning, no mean-
ingless word. They are in natural unity. And the dif-
ference between historical semiotics and historical
lexicology is that historical epochs and periods, as
a result of various historical processes, differ from
the meaning of the word. The meaning of the word
changes, the word that marks the meaning changes.
Historical lexicology studies the change of the word
that marks the meaning as a result of historical pro-
cesses, historical semantics studies the change of the
meaning of the word as a result of historical process-
es. The history of words is related to lexicology, the
history of meaning is related to semiotics.

The main reason for the change in the meaning
of the word is extralinguistic factors. The ambigui-
ty of the word, its change and development is a long
and controversial process. Changes in word mean-
ings and changes in nouns and properties and func-
tions of things are not and cannot be equilibrium
phenomena. Because word change and substance
change are not equal. These changes “strengthen or
weaken the connections between the meanings in
the structure. Therefore, the relationship between
the meanings formed in certain epochs is broken.
The logical and semantic bases of polysemous word
structure change ”’[16, 14]. Hence the need to con-
sider the epistemological, semiotic and semantic as-
pects of the unity of words and meanings.

Academician A.T. Kaidarov in his report «Turk-
ish etymology: problems and challenges» [10, 5-25]
noted that there are no universal methods and crite-
ria for scientific and theoretical analysis for all con-
ditions of the study of etymological reconstruction,
as well as phonetic and morphological criteria of ety-
mology, also establishes semantic criteria. They are:

1) to recognize whether the initial or subse-
quent meanings of the lexical unit is the original
meaning,

2) to examine with the reference to the devel-
opment of word meaning is mainly individual, fully
or partially, or vice versa,

3) to change the sound of the word, not to for-
get that its meaning changes as well, not to confuse
homogeneous and heterogeneous homonymes,

4) to estimate that there are not only linguistic
but also non-linguistic factors in the change of word
meaning,
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5) to compare the meaning of some words not
only modern, but also their historical roots (sagak,
sakal, saganak, sagaldyryk, need to keep in mind).

The etymological reconstruction of Turkic lan-
guages by semantic criteria lags behind the phonet-
ic, morphological, syntactic and lexical reconstruc-
tion: 1) the nature of the object, ie the abundance
and breadth of the system of elements and units, ex-
plains that the content of the symbol is not evaluat-
ed in general.

Methods and materials

The study of the etymology of etymology con-
sists of 5 columns: word semantics, semantic deri-
vation, types of derivation process and reconstruc-
tion, the basis of semantic reconstruction and word
etymology — comparative studies. The word for et-
ymological analysis is analyzed at the phonemic,
morpheme, lexeme and syntagmic levels, ie in a
complex way. In the analysis of these aspects, the
words go through the retrospective construction of
the 5 pillars mentioned above.

The word is a unit of form and meaning, so if
a phoneme, morpheme is reconstructed as a form,
the semantic aspect of the semema (meaning) lex-
eme must also be reconstructed in the language. °...
Research on historical semantics plays a decisive
role in this question,... and only the meaning of his-
tory, the reconstruction of the ancient meaning of
the word teaches us to consider the evolution of the
meaning of the meaning of a single meaning as a
single’ [11, 7].

The material of etymological research is the an-
cient and modern linguistic data of distant and close
related languages, because only historical or modern
phenomena can be compared. The scheme of the full
etymology of O. Suleimenov:

a) the reconstruction of the exact system of lexi-
cal correspondences;

b) determination of the morphological type of
the word, which would correspond to the restored
proforma;

c) reconstruction of the first hieroglyph — a
graphic symbol, the name of which and became a
word «[12, 23] also applies to the examination of
Turkic written monuments and semantic derivation
of vocabulary common to modern Turkic languages.

Etymology is basically a branch of historical
lexicology, because without etymology or etymolo-
gy, it is impossible to determine the history and ety-
mology of a word. The change of the history of the
meaning of the word, for example, the semantic der-
ivation of the Turkic lexicon is the main form of his-
torical semiotics, and therefore the etymology is in-
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extricably linked with the history of the change of
the meaning of the word.

A Russian linguist, O.N. Trubachev: «The ety-
mological meaning of the word represents not on-
ly historical interest, but also the key to the under-
standing of modern semantics of the word» [11, 9].
It is important not only for itself and for itself, but
also for a complete adequate analysis of the mod-
ern meaning of the word «[11, 11] emphasizes the
importance of reconstruction in the recognition of
word etymology.

To determine the history of the similarity and
coexistence of semantically related words, to deter-
mine the probability of similarity and coherence of
comparable words in different historical periods of
modern languages and related languages, to know
what changes it has undergone, what are the names
of phenomena, based on clear analogies It is neces-
sary to reconstruct the ancient form using the da-
ta of monuments, its phonetic laws. Phonetic laws,
firstly, are a means of restoring the ancient identi-
ty of the word, as well as a means of determining
its semantic association, and secondly, do not allow
accidental convergence of meanings, irrational con-
nections. Polish linguist F. Slavsky: «The enormous
value for etymological research is a detailed knowl-
edge and the range of distribution in the possibility
of the most distant past» [8, 56].

Reconstruction and etymology are closely relat-
ed phenomena. Reconstruction is necessary to cre-
ate an etymology, etymology is realized through
reconstruction. According to the researcher BI Ta-
tarintsev, to determine the etymology of the word:
1) lexical-semantic nature, 2) semantic connections
(similarities and differences) of the word within the
language, between related languages, 3) semantic re-
construction, 4) it must be taken into account wheth-
er the labeling of a particular word is diachronically
basic or substantiating (onomasiological excursion)
[13, 35] Semantic reconstruction is a substantiating
semantic sign. A semantic sign can be called a sema,
a component of meaning, or a meaning. There are 4
drawbacks in etymological analysis and research, as
semantic reconstruction is not carried out on the ba-
sis of supporting semantic features.

The first drawback is that for the semantic re-
construction to consider the etymology of the defi-
nition of archetypes, proforma only on the basis of
phonetic laws, without defining the substantive se-
mantic features, ie without paying attention to the
content. The second drawback is the comparison of
examples from several related and unrelated lan-
guages, the opinion of researchers on the etymolo-
gy of these words, the author himself states some in-
consistencies, that is, the etymologist again «falls»
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before the etymological solution and reconstruc-
tion of the semantic sign, the third and fourth short-
comings. A common vulnerability is an attempt to
find the semantic features of the evidence, to find
them incorrectly, the etymologist’s stalemate. The
third drawback, in particular, is the removal of indi-
rect, auxiliary or derivative signs as a substantiating
semantic sign. The fourth drawback is the fact that
there are several argumentative semantic signs, and
it is not clear which of them is based.

Therefore, the reconstruction of the process of
semantic derivation should create a complete list of
lexicography, lexicographic structure of homoge-
neous, genetically derived roots, basic morphemes
in the semantic aspect and historical-comparative
etymology. We find the history and etymology tak-
ing into account the epoch-making, monumental
and linguistic features.

Discussion/ Experiment

The more objects, phenomena, descriptions,
movements become familiar, the more they have
been used in everyday life. The ambiguity of the
word semantics in one culture and another is associ-
ated with the fact every community recognizes con-
cepts in a different level. For example, there are 11
color varieties for ice among the Siberians when the
Kazakhshave 30 color varieties for domestic an-
imals. There is a strong tendency the decrease of
words with a variety in meanings in the modern Ka-
zakh language result in the increase of such words in
the modern Turkic languages, and vice versa. Con-
sequently quantitative and qualitative characteristics
within one community’ cognition of a certain object
are extremely specific.

The ambiguity of the word has three differ-
ent manifestations in the general Turkic languages.
They are: 1) referring of one word to several sub-
jects in one language — monolingual or intralingual
polysemy, 2) to name several subjects in several lan-
guages using one word — multilingual or Turkic pol-
ysemy, 3) to name one subject in one language using
several words depending on local characteristics, or
to name one subject using one word in a dialect of
several languages — dialectal polysemy.

Homogeneous homonyms common to mod-
ern Turkic languages and Kazakh form a polysemic
branch, a synonymous series, and antonimic pairs.

The polysemantic word naizaghai (lightning) is
used in the meaning of flame, in Khakass, Teleut,
Karaim, Altai, Tuvan languages, a wind in Koibagar
language, the word kisen (handcuffs) in the mean-
ing of a bracelet in Tatar language, #strong in Tu-
van, the word askazan (stomach) in the meanings

of heart in Turkmen language, Azeri, Crimean Ta-
tars, Karagas, Karakalpak, Tatar, Yakut, Chuvash
languages, the word faban (foot) in the meaning of
aya in Turkmen language, legs Kumyk, Karashai,
Balkar, Kyrgyz, Azeri, Turkmen, Gagauz, Nogai,
Tatar, Khakass, Yakut languages, the word ules
(share), in the meaning of part in Turkmen, Turk-
ish, Altai, Bashkir and Karaim languages, a gift
to children (sybaga: kazakh tradition) in Turkish,
Nogai, Kyrgyz languages, alms, donation in Turk-
ish language, a gift to children in Turkish dialect,
a gift from the groom to the bride on the wedding
day in Turkish dialect, sp/it in Turkmen, Altai lan-
guages, gift in Karaim language, the word ushkiru
(recite a verse-prayer and wish healing, when the
human body suffers from diseases) in the meaning
to whistle in Nogai, Yakut, Kyrgyz, Altai, fo puff in
Karaim, in Altai languages, a treatment born of tra-
ditional religion (dem salu), to recite a verse-prayer
and wish healing, when the human body suffers from
diseases(ushkiru) in Tatar, Bashkir, Khakass lan-
guages, fo breathe heavily in Kyrgyz, Altai languag-
es, to puff in Khakass language, fo sneeze in Kara-
im language, the word usu (to be frostbitten) in the
meaning to be frozen in Turkmen, Tatar, Bashkir, Al-
tai, Khakass, Chuvash languages, to shake with cold
in the Karaim language, fo be frostbitten in Nogali,
Karakalpak, Khakass, Teleut, Tuva, Shor languag-
es, to get colder in Turkmen, to become numb in Tu-
van, Chuvash languages, to get colder in a figurative
meaning in Turkish, fo get cold in Karaim, Karagas
languages, fo fall silent out of fear in Chuvash lan-
guage.

In some Turkic languages, including Turkic, the
word usti (top) is a synonym for arka (back) in the
Karakalpak language, the word joghary (upper) is a
synonym for the word north in the Uyghur dialect,
and the word joghary (upper) in the Khakass lan-
guage is a synonym for the word west.

Another semantic phenomenon characteristic of
the vocabulary common to the Turkic languages is
their presence in an antonymic pair. So, for exam-
ple, in many Turkic languages the word ini (little
brother), means “younger relative brother”, but in
the Turkish dialect there is the meaning of “young-
er relative sister”.

The word aka(sister — suyg.) in the antonymic
sense means a woman and a man (father — tur., turk.,
kyrg., qqal., ozb., yak.; brother — tur., karay., tat.,
uzb., uyg., lob., alt., tuv., turk., yak., kaz. dialect of
West Kazakhstan; granddad — tur., q.-b., yak., shor).
The word uryk (sperm) is used in the meanings of
boy in Karagas, Tuvan language, gir/ in Tuvan lan-
guage, the word es (mind) is used in the meanings of
husband in Turkish, Gagauz languages, wife in Turk-
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ish, Gagauz, Altai languages, the word usti (top) is
used in the meanings of north in Turkish language,
south in Yakut language, the word shyn (peak) and
shynyrau are used in the opposite menanings. The
word in Kazakh language erte (early) is used in the
meaning of fomorrow in Gagauz, Turkmen, Uzbek,
Karagas, Uyghur, Turkish, Lobnor languages, the
word zhupar (musky) is used in the meaning of fla-
vour in Turkish, Kyrgyz, Karakalpak languages, in
the meaning of stink in Yakut language, the word yie
(owner) is used in the meaning of a defender, saint
in Yakut language, in the meaning of an evil spir-
it in Chuvash language, the word joghary (upper) is
used in the meaning of west in Khakass language,
east Turkmen language, north in Yakut, Turkmen,
Uyghur dialects. The reason why the Turkmens call
joghary (upper) East and South, Uighurs-South and
North, Yakuts-South is due to the fact that the relief
of their countries is higher in this direction.

The concept is the main element of thinking,
which determines the similar and distinctive fea-

tures of general and individual objects and phe-
nomena [17]. The concept is classified as a gener-
al concept and individual concept. In this regard, the
meanings of words in the language are also subdi-
vided into general meaning and individual, partic-
ular meaning. For example, “apa(sister)” is an old-
er woman, “aga(brother)” — “an older man”, “ini
(younger brother)” — the general meaning of*‘kain
jurt(relaties of husband or wife) has individual, spe-
cific meanings: mother-in-law, father-in-law, sis-
ter-in-law(all sisters, aunts, grandmothers), broth-
er-in-law (all brothers, uncles, grandfethers). So,
for example, the general meaning of the word inir is
blackshadow. karakolenke (time of day). Each Tur-
kic language differentiates this concept in its own
way:

Twilight (turk., karay., kyrg., kkal., tat., bashk.,
suyg., karag., tuv., chuv., k.-b.); evening time (tur.,
karai., k.-b., kyrg., kkal., tat., suyg., alt.); night
(karag.); dawn (tur., karag.); sagym- time when heat
rises from the Earth’s surface (shor.) (Fig. 1).

1-Figure

a) Twilight

b) Evening time
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¢) Night

d) Dawn

e) Saigy

Or, the general concept of the word jaga(shore)
is relief comb. This general Turkic concept is classi-
fied by Turkic languages into separate Turkic language
meanings: edge (turk., tur., karag., kum., kkal., tat.,
uzb., uyg., lob., alt., haq., yak., kyrg.); border (yak., alt.,
shor., koib., kyrg.); side (turk., tur., kum., tat., alt.); belt

(turk., tur.,, kum., balk., kyrg., kkal., uzb., uyg., lob.,
alt., tuv.); collar of clothes (turk., karay., tat., uzb., uyg.,
lob., alt., tur., gag., karag., az., sal., kum., nog., bashk.,
kyrg. , tel., tuv., haq., shor., koyb., tof., yak., chuv.);
mountainous, hilly place (tur., kyrg.); dress stitch (lob.,
bashk., chuv.,, alt.); pants’ waist (hak.).
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The word ab in the meaning of hunting is found
in all monuments of antiquity and medieval times.
And for the purpose of “protection of animals” the
phrase ab abla is used on the Kolichorsky monu-
ment. In the Kazakh language, the word au (net)
means “tool for cathing fish”, the word aula — “an
action of huntion a bird, fish and animal”. In mod-
ern Turkic languages the word au (ab) is used for 12
purposes. 6 meanings refer to verb (hunting — az.,
tat., uzb .; siege, enclosure — tat., kkal .; net hunt-
ing — tel .; bird hunting — kyrg.; fishing — uzb.; chase
— tur.), 6 meanings refer to noun (wild bird — uyg.;
hunting tool — uzb.; booty — tur., az., tat., kum.,
k.- b.etc. -caught fish — uzb., chase — uyg.; sports
— uyg.). Subsequently, F. Engels’ poin of view that
the assertion of said that “In the early stages of lan-
guage development, the subject’s name and move-
ment were conveyed in one word” was confirmed
[28,55]. None of the 12 meanings is used in the Ka-
zakh language as “balyk ustay kuraly(fishing net)”.
These 12 meanings are common to all Turkic lan-
guages, the general content of which is the action of
capturing and catching the substance. Means of ac-
tion on the animals, birds, fish can be different, such
as nets, hooks, vows, traps, and retained objects can
also be different. The main content of the constant
au (ab), abla (aula), common to the Turkic languag-
es: the catching agent, the catching subject, the ac-
tion of catching — ustau(catching). In this sense, the
word avla in the meaning of “to siege animals”, pre-
served from Kolichor, has entered the Russian lan-
guage in the same way as its own words.

So, in the words of oviava: 1. (while hunting)
shelter, fence; 2. fig.meaning (with the aim of cap-
ture) siege, Byedmr [9, 518]. In the case of a verb
ab, the suffix -la is used to describe the meaning of

hip A (karai.)
- X (turk., tur., az., gag., k.tat., karai.,
\ thigh / v kum., k.-b., tuv., uzb., yak., karg.,

nog., kkal., tat., bashk., karag., alt.,

tel.)
Joint (karai.)
A

(az., turk., k.tat., karai.,
kum., tat., uzb,, tof..)

e
N\

Fo[ 1omo]

leg (tur., gag.,karai.)

M—»
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verbs “catch”, “capture”, “catch fish”, that is, the
verb forming suffix -/a clarifies the semantic field of
the word au in the activity of the verb, the argument
for which the content of the verb au in 6 meanings is
given by the words catch, capture, catch fish.

A common concept, a common meaning related
to a language, is sometimes called a constant. Con-
stants are elements of a language or languages that
remain unchanged at all stages of its development,
that is, in synchrony, and in diachrony. And the se-
mantic constants are the seeds that preserve the sta-
bility of the language in the history of its develop-
ment. Families that associate definite words with
a common meaning and content in a definite lan-
guage or languages are the units that remain unno-
ticed even when changing lexical-thematic, lexical-
grammatic groups. This can be confirmed by a few
examples below. During the period of pan-Turk lan-
guage, i.e. when Turkic monuments were common,
modern Turkic languages were an integral language,
the words referred to objects as parts, movements,
directions, without distinction as to critical tones.
So, the baltyr was the name of ‘muscle in the go-
len man” in Turkmen, Turkish, Azerbaijani, Gaga-
uz, Crimean Tatars, Karaim, Kumyk, Karachay-
Balkar, Balkar, Tuvan, Uzbek, Yakut, Karakalpak,
Kyrgyz, Bashkir, Tatar, Nogak. in Teleutic and Ka-
zakh languages, in Azerbaijani, Turkmen, Crimean
Tatars, Karaim, Kumyk, Tatar, Uzbek, Tofalar lan-
guages meant “lower leg”, “leg” in Turkish, Gaga-
uz, Karaim languages, “front legs of cattle” in Ya-
kut language, “thigh” in Karaim language, “stem of
the plant” in Turkmen language, “hand” in the Yakut
language, “joints” in the Karaim language. It is used
in the first meaning on the monument “Manichaean
texts” (Fig.2).

Stem of the plant (turk.)
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Front legs of cattle (vak.)

The word barym[ta] is marked on the Yenisei
monument as “mal(animal)”, on the Orkhon monu-
ment as “mulik(property)”’; the word “zharly(poor)”
means “poor, scarce” in the Kumyk, Bashkir languag-
es, “miserable” in Tatar, Karaim, Kumyk languages,
“pitiful” in Karaim language; The word “zhuzhen
noktasy (the strip of the tool to manipulate a horse)”
in the Karagas, Azeri, Kumyk languages means “the
tool to manipulate a horse”, in Turkish language
means “ the strip of horse equipment”, in Karachay,
Kumyk languages means “horse equipment”.

The polysemantic word bilek (forearm) in Tur-
kic languages means 6 parts of a person’s body from
the tip of the fingernail to the interval of conjuga-

‘ Hand (sx.)

tion with the body. “Bilek” in the Karagas, Altai lan-
guages means muscule, Karagas, Kyrgyz, Uygur,
Altai, Khakass, Tofa, Lobnors call thisway the dis-
tance from the elbow to the wrist, Kumyks and Ui-
ghur — hands, Altai, Tuvinian, Tofas, Balkar — from
shoulder to bracelet, Turkmen, Karaite, Kumyk,
Nogai, Karakalpak, Bashkir, Uzbek, Uighur, Turk-
ish — shoulder (Fig. 3). This is evidence of the dif-
ferentiation of the object, parts of the object by giv-
ing a separate Turkic concept, content, meaning of
the common Turkic name “hand”.

The word e/ in TWM has different meanings:
1) hand (MK, ZhB, AY); 2) hand bracelet (MK,
ZhB, AY); in GTL: 1)hand(turk., tur., az., uzb., uyg.,
gag., chuv., lob., suyg., yak);

3-figure

1.Shoulder (turk., karay., kum., nog
kkal., bashk., uzb., uyg., tur.)

2. Shoulder to wrist
distance (balk., karach.,
tat., bashk.)

s

-

<
<

3.Myshtsy (alt.,

A

<&
<

\ 4

/

karag.)

4.Forearm (turk., karay.,
kum., nog., kkal., bashk.,
uzb., uyg., tur., kaz.)

)

I3

) /
Az
> 6.Elbow

(alt., tuv., tof.)

5. Lower part of the
sleeves (az., k.tat..)
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2) wrist bracelet (tur., turk., az., yak.); 3) fin-
ger (uyg., lob.); 4) unit of measurement (kaz., uyg.
dial.); 5) leaders, authority (az.); 6) power, lead-
ership (az); 7) The reason (tur.); 8) Participation
(az.); 9) Interest (typ.); 10) card game progress,

turn (az.); 11) times (az.); 12) a piece of land that
has been cut down by a meadow (tur.); 13) iron
measuring force (tur. dial.). And the names of hand
parts in different Turkic languages are shown be-
low (Fig. 4).

4-figure

Arm (MK, JB, AY, turk., tur., az, uzbek,
uyg, gag, chuv, forehead, suyg, yak.)

4

Finger
(uyg, lob.)  y

Wrist (MK, JB. AY. turk..tur., az., vak.)

Conclusion

Summarizing, we can assume:

1) the phenomena recognized during the coex-
istence of the Turkic tribes, the names assigned to
them and their meanings remained the same or did
not diverge;

2) the fact that the meaning of words being
the same or close reflects their ‘life-span’. The in-
crease of semantic indifference must be considered
as the result of gaining an independence as a sepa-
rate country;

3) The kinship between Turkic languages from
semantical aspect is characterized by the existence
of common concepts and content and by coexistence
of specific concepts as well.

The logical types of the process of changing the
name of an object, the meaning of a word from gen-
eral to particular, from source to abstract, or vice
versa. According in the development of the abstract
thinking of man, an object recognizable by abstrac-
tion on the basis of certain features may be called
the name of a recognized phenomenon, or abstract
object.

*The article is prepared by the Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan on a financing grant for fi-
nancing and science of 2021-2023 (Based on the basis of the literary-linguistic aspect of the Kazakh language (on the basis of the
Mukadimat AlI-AIB «Dictionary of the Mukadimat Al-ABA» of the Mukadimat AlI-AIB «(XII century).
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