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Abstract. The category of negation in the functional-semantic and communicative-
pragmatic aspects is defined as a universal phenomenon, however, having a different
structural expression in different languages. The main function of negation in human
languages is to express disagreement, disapproval, dissatisfaction, prohibition, opposition,
warning. The article aims to provide a brief comparative overview of different negation
patterns in Kazakh and English languages supported by the examples. The scope will be
limited to the description of the negation elements and types, in order to identify similarities
and differences in both languages from morphological and syntactical viewpoint. Kazakh,
genealogically classified as a Turkic language, has its own peculiarities in structuring
negative sentences. Kazakhstani scholars differentiate synthetic and analytical forms,
nuclear and peripheral forms, double negation and negation of negation. As for English, the
main distinction is between constituent (or local) negation and sentential (or clausal)
negation. Theoretical significance of the article is in the attempt to identify the unique
peculiarities in expressing negation in both languages, thus contributing to the further
development of Comparative Linguistics and Contrastive Analysis theories. The practical
aspect involves consideration of native language interference in teaching and learning
negative patterns. To achieve this, the researchers employed the method of Contrastive
Analysis which showed the following results: nuclear means of negative sentences are: in
Kazakh — synthetical means, in English — analytical; in both languages there are words with
negative semantics that can serve to express negation; Kazakh language belongs to the
multiple-negative type, English - to the mono-negative type. The practical implications of
the results can be seen in teaching English to Kazakh speakers as well as teaching Kazakh
to English speakers.
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In our objective reality any phenomenon, thing, action or a quality have
two sides - positive and negative. These characteristics of reality develop in the
human mind ideas about the positive and negative, which, in turn, are reflected
in a certain way in the language. Since sentences are the main means of
expressing ideas, they are classified as positive and negative ones, primarily
from the viewpoint of its relevance to the content of reality.

Negation as a universal grammatical category has been the object of
scientific interest since the early times. It draws the attention of scholars due to
its uniqueness, being the phenomenon that “makes us human, imbuing us with
the capacity to deny, to contradict, to misrepresent, to lie, and to convey irony”
[1, p.1]. Even though the category of negation in the functional-semantic and
communicative-pragmatic aspects is defined as a universal phenomenon, it has
different structural expressions in different languages. The main function of
negation is “to negate parts of or entire sentence or clause” [2, p.1]. Thus, the
function of nuclear indicators of negation is to express the internal nuances of
a general negative meaning, such as disagreement, disapproval, dissatisfaction,
prohibition, opposition, warning.

The current article will shed light on the grammatical markers (elements)
and types of negation in Kazakh and English languages and attempt to highlight
the similarities and differences in expressing the negation in these languages
from the morphological and structural perspectives.

Thus, the following research questions were set for this study:

1. What are the similarities between Kazakh and English negative
markers?

2. What are the differences between Kazakh and English negative
markers?

Starting by reviewing the previous research regarding the category of
negation in Kazakh language, we will proceed with the description of negation
types in English, thus enabling to identify the similarities and differences
between the negation markers in both languages.

Introduction

Category of Negation in Kazakh Language

Kazakh is genealogically classified as a Turkic language and is one of four
members of the Kipchak-Nogai subcategory [3, p.1]. Kazakh belongs to
agglutinative languages, it has a fixed SOV syntactical structure and uses a
number of morphemes to denote grammatical meaning. Contemporary Kazakh
employs the Cyrillic alphabet adapted from Russian throughout the Republic
of Kazakhstan. There was an unsuccessful attempt to transfer into the Latin
alphabet, to preserve a national identity of Kazakhs (see more in Otott-Covacs
[4]). Therefore, the authors decided to provide the examples in Cyrillic, with
the translation in English, as was used in the study of Otott-Covacs [4], devoted
to the investigation of non-finite clauses in Kazakh. It should also be noted that
her work provided valuable interpretations of grammatical paradigms, used in
the current study to represent the examples in Kazakh.



Negation in Turkic languages has its own peculiarities. A number of
studies have been devoted to this area, revealing the nature and patterns of
compatibility of grammatical indicators of negation in the sentence structure.
The earliest works, devoted to the description of negative expressions and
negation types in Turkic languages belong to such founders of Turkic
linguistics, as Kazembek [5], Katanov [6]. Negative sentences of modern
Kazakh language were the object of research in the works of the following
Kazakhstani linguists: Amir [7], Abdygaliyeva [8].

In these works, the category of negation was described from the
functional-semantic, communicative-pragmatic, and syntactical aspects. In the
previous works there is a discrepancy in the definition of negation category and
explanation of its nature and forms of expression. The meaning of such negative
patterns as “ocox” [‘zhog] (no, not) and “emec” [ye’'mes] (not) was
extensively discussed. Kazembek [5] believed that the word o«cox was a verb,
while Katanov [6] argued, that it was an adjective. In some studies, ook
indicates a known fact, emec denies an object or phenomenon, functioning as
an independent unit, in others, these elements are referred to as auxiliary words,
as a modal word, used to denote a predicate, a part of it or a separate word.

It is widely known that language is prone to change throughout the time,
especially, its vocabulary. As for the grammar of the language, it is not so
strongly influenced by time and little has changed in syntactic aspect since then.

In the study of Abdygalieva [8], a comprehensive analysis of the semantic
and structural organization of Kazakh negative sentences is conducted, formal-
logical (communicative) and linguistic (forms of expression and rules of
functioning in the language) negation are clearly distinguished, all possible
means of expressing negation are determined. It is noteworthy, that the
researcher thoroughly examined not only the logical prerequisites and the
nature of negation from a pragmatic point of view, but also the structural
variations according to the logical-communicative meaning. Also, nuclear and
peripheral means were singled out and various ways of expressing constituent
(or local) and sentential (or clausal) negation were classified. In later works,
she added lexico-grammatical and synthetic-analytical means, highlighting the
importance of the predicate in expressing the negation.

Thus, what we know about negation in Kazakh is largely based on the
domestic research. However, there are extensive studies, conducted outside of
Kazakhstan, where they give a detailed description of Kazakh grammar [3; 4].
Although their work offered very important insights into the Kazakh language,
covering a wide range of issues, little attention has been given to the description
of negation patterns.

Category of Negation in English

Studies devoted to negation in English are mainly based on the
fundamental works of Klima [9], Lasnik [10], Jespersen [11] where various
negation elements in English are thoroughly described and various negation
types are examined both diachronically and synchronically. Later studies focus



on semantic and syntactic properties of negative words in expressing negative
concord structures, the semantics of negative prefixes, comparative analysis of
expressing negation in English and Norwegian [2], as well as outline a
comprehensive account on the evolution of negation in English covering the
period from the Old English till the present, contemporary English in its
different forms and variations [12].

Klima [9] did not consider semantics of negation, mainly focusing on the
distribution of morphemes in negative sentences. Later, Lasnik [10]
successfully synthesized the analysis of semantics and syntax of using negative
marker not, thus providing insights into its generating and functioning in
different parts of the sentence. He considered the types of local negation and
the use and semantics of any in negative sentences.

There are also works by such Soviet linguists, as Ivanova et al. [13],
Abdullaev [14], who provided a detailed analysis of various negative sentences
in English and contributed significantly to our understanding of implicit and
explicit grammatical representations of negation forms in English.

Method

The analysis of negation types in both languages will be grounded on the
theory of Contractive Analysis (CA). Lado [15, p.25], a founder of CA, defines
it “as the study of two different languages, belonging to two different families,
in quest of finding the similarities and differences amongst them”.

CA, being a significant area of Comparative Linguistics, is more than
merely a sum of language descriptions, it is aimed at correlating the units of
these languages. Most importantly, it reveals not only language universals, but
unique peculiarities, inherent only to a particular language. Although the
authors support the applied aspects of CA, such as application of the findings
in teaching foreign languages by considering native language interference, the
current article will focus mainly on theoretical aspects and thereby will be
limited to the accounts of similarities and differences between the negation in
Kazakh and English.

Results
Means of Expressing Negation in Kazakh
In the contemporary Kazakh language negative sentences are distinguished
by a variety of ways and forms of expression.
1. Negative words:

a) Simple: xxox, emec (NO, not)

b) Compound: emkim (nobody), emnopce, emrere (nothing), emkaiiga
(nowhere), emkaman (never), embip (N0 One), emkangait (None,
neither), emkaiicer (none)

2. Morphemes:

a) Suffixes: -ma-, -me-, -0a-, -0¢-, -ma-, -me-, attached to a finite verb;

b) Suffixes: -ce13, -ci3, attached to a noun;

c) prefixes: oeii-, Ha-, attached to a noun.



3. Words with the negative semantics: Tyk, nsim, which require the use of
synthetical forms and mostly serve as intensifiers of the negative
meaning.

Types of Negation

There are the following negation types in Kazakh: nuclear and peripheral
forms, synthetic and analytical forms, double negation (DN) and negation of
negation (NN). As for nuclear and peripheral means, all nuclear means refer to
sentential (clausal) negation, and all peripheral forms express a local
(constituent) negation. In both types synthetical and analytical ways can be
rendered.

Nuclear (sentential) negation is considered as a predicative negation,
because the negative element is attached to the predicate, giving the overall
negative meaning to the whole sentence or a clause. Nuclear negation can be
formed with the help of the negative words and morphemes.

Men 6apmanbim.

| go-NEG- past-sgl

| did not go.

On xepMereH.

He see-NEG-past-NF

He did not see.

Peripheral (local) type expresses a partial negation, where only one
constituent part of the clause is negated. In producing local negation mainly the
negative words acox and emec are used. However, the use of local negation
gives the overall negative meaning to the whole sentence, as is illustrated by
the examples below.

Men OapraH MKOKIIbIH.

| go-NF NEG-sgl

| did not go.

On xepreH emec.

He see-NF NEG

He did not see.

Partially negative sentences can also be formed by adding affixes with a
negative meaning -ces, -ci3, ew-, 6eti-, na- to the nouns.

MeH Geiixadap OOJbIIT OTBIPMBIH.

| NEG-information be(l)p sit sgl

| am sitting un-informed. (I am not informed)

bi3 yiizne cycbI3 OTBIPMBI3.

We home-DAT water-NEG sit- pl1

We are sitting at home without water. (We don’t have water at home)

The synthetic way of expressing negation is the construction of negative
sentences with the help of morphemes ma-, -me-, -6a-, -6e-, -nia-, -me-, attached
directly to the root of the predicate verb according to the law of harmonization.
This law governs the use of particular morphemes after the consonants and
vowels depending on their characteristics, based on manner and place of



pronunciation: voiced or voiceless, oral or nasal, etc. This is one of the essential
features of Kazakh language, which is worth mentioning.

These affixes cover all the verbs of the Kazakh language and, with
compound verbs, can also be added to the second component.

O xa3pIn 6epmei.

(S)he write-Ip LV.B-IP NEG past 3

(S)he did not write. (for someone)

Another peculiarity is that after the negative morpheme, the word can
license other morphemes. Negation affixes follow the voice indicator, forming
a negative base to which grammatical markers of a person, number, time, mood,
participle can be attached.

The analytical method includes sentences with the words arcox and emec,
which are declinable according to persons and numbers. It should be noted that
these negation markers are not basic and can be combined with synthetic
agents. JKox is commonly used with the verbs of the past tense and change by
person and number.

Men OapraH KOKIIBIH.

I go NF NEG sgl

| did not go.

Emec is used with verbs in the past tense (-2an, -cen emec), future
transitional tense (--amwin emec), future hypothetical tense (-ap emec), future
tense (-max emec). In all other cases, the synthetic form is used.

On xepreH emec.

He see NF NEG

He did not see.

Thus, the cases when the negation operator is attached to the predicates
and the entire predicative attribute is negated refer to clausal negation. As is
shown above, Kazakh sentential negation can be expressed both by analytical
and synthetic types, whereas in producing local negation only analytical means
can be used.

Special attention should be paid to the so-called double negation or
negative concord, peculiar to the Turkic languages, when in one sentence it is
allowed to use two or more means of expressing negation while maintaining a
negative meaning. This phenomenon is one of the features of polynegative
languages. In linguistic literature, there are also the terms "doubling of
negation", "additional negation", "negation in a broad sense", etc. The main
feature of multiple negation is that negative functional words require sentential
negation with negative auxiliary:

Enikarmag emkiMre emresHe anTiaHbl3.

Never n-body DAT n-thing tell-NEG pl1

(You) Never tell anyone anything.

In this case combination of all negative words emphasize the negative
effect of the entire sentence.

The relationship of several negative elements not only retains a negative
meaning, but even reinforces it. It should be noted that the negative words, myx,



owvim have the characteristics of n-words, described by Giannakidou [12, p.2] as
those that “‘can be used in structures containing sentential negation” and “can
provide a negative fragment answer”.

On TYK KepMereH.

He nothing see-NEG-past-NF

He saw nothing.

JIBIM KOK

Nothing no

There is nothing

In the semantic sense, double negation is opposed to negation of
negation, in which the result is an affirmative meaning.

MeH aaMaii KETKEH KOKIIbIH.

| take-NEG go past3 NEG

I didn’t leave without taking.

Indirect Negation

There are situations when rhetorical questions express the negative
meaning. These are mainly represented in spoken language in dialogical
elliptical sentences.

The diagram below summarizes the negation elements and types in
Kazakh.

Peripheral negation

Nuclear negation

Predicative negation

Synthetical way i “a Analytical way

SENTENTIAL (CLAUSAL) NEGATION

-ma/-me, -ba'-be, -pa’-pe

LOCAL (CONSTITUENT) NEGATION

Figure 1: Negation elements and types in Kazakh

Means of Expressing Negation in English
The following grammatical markers are used to express negation in English:
1. Negative words:
a) Simple: no, not;
b) Compound: none, nobody, nothing, nowhere, never, neither.. nor;
2. Negative particle not (n’t in contracted form), which can stand on its own
(not many) or cliticized to the auxiliary verb (didn’t).
3. Negative morphemes:
a) Prefixes: un-, dis-, in-, ir-,a-, non-, il-;



b) Suffix: -less.
4. Words with negative semantics: hardly, barely, scarcely.

Negation Types in English

There are four zones in the construction of a negative sentence in English:
nuclear, central, intermediate, peripheral:

1) the core (nuclear) is a semantic dominant and in modern English it is
represented by negative particles not, no.

2) the central zone is formed by lexico-grammatical groups of words with a
negative meaning. These include: negative pronouns (no, no one, none, nobody,
nothing, neither), adverbs (never, nowhere, no need), conjunctions (nor,
neither... nor, lest, unless), a preposition (without).

3) the intermediate zone consists of negative morphological elements. These
include: negative prefixes (a-, un-, in-, ir-, il-, im-, dis-, mis-, non-), suffix (-
less), derivational morphemes never-, no-, not -.

4) the peripheral zone of negation is a collection of implicit means. These
include phonetic markers - intonation, logical stress, words with negative
semantics. In case when these words with a negative meaning are used in a
sentence, and at the same time their negative meaning does not apply to the
entire sentence, but only refers to this word, the sentence is affirmative rather
than negative.

He is a very dishonest man.

These seats are for non-smokers only.

It should be borne in mind that the words hardly, barely, scarcely have the
effect of negation and therefore there cannot be a second negation in such a
sentence.

In fact, he was hardly able to say anything at all.

As in Kazakh language, in an English negative sentence, with a sentential
negation, the predicative connection between the subject and the predicate is
negated, while the particle not is attached to the copula to be or do (operator)
and stands prepositionally to the predicate. Generally negative sentences are
generated by means of the nuclear zone. So, the structure of a general negative
sentence is as follows:

S + Operator + not + P + Deut. member.

As a rule, negative sentences are formed by all means of the central and
intermediate zones. With local negation, a negative particle of the nuclear zone
can refer to any member of the sentence, except the predicate. Moreover, with
local negation, the structure of such negative sentence does not differ from the
affirmative, i.e. operators are not used:

Not a person could be seen around.

| could rely on no one in this matter.

Abdullaev [14] systematizes all of the above means of expressing negation
in the following typological classification:

1) level classification, which includes:



a) negation of the morphological type; b) syntactic negation; c) lexical
negation; d) derivational negation; e) lexical and grammatical negation; f)
lexico-phraseological negation;

2) functional classification, which consists of:

a) predicative negation; b) non-predicative negation;

3) distributive-combinatorial types of negation: mononegative type and
polynegative type.

According to this classification, English language has all types of level
typology, i.e. uses all the listed means of expressing negation; functionally uses
both predicative (sentential) negation and non-predicative (local) negation;
according to the combinatorial ability of negation, English belongs to the
mononegative type.

Negative Concord

Although English is considered to be a non-NC language, this appears be a
rather well-researched area. The widely known peculiarity of Standard English
negation is that “the presence of a local negation ... blocks the possibility of
using sentential negation and vice versa, predicative negation makes it
impossible the use of local one” [13, p.182], thus resulting in only a single use
of negation.

You can do nothing about it.

You can’t do anything about it.

However, English literature is abundant in the sentences, as:

Oh, but Helen isn’t a girl without no interests! (E.M.Forster)

Horn [1] elaborated on this issue in more details, admitting the possibility
of DN in English, but labelling it as PN (pleonastic negation). Mohsen [2, p.6]
claims that even though “in Standard English negative concord is
ungrammatical..., in most Non-Standard English dialects negative concord is
a norm”, for example:

You didn’t see nobody. [2, p.6]

Indirect Negation

This type is extensively described by Jespersen [11, p.22] and constitutes
such rhetorical questions as “Who knows?” with the implied meaning / don 't
know.

Discussion
Thus, the comparative analysis of negation patterns and types in Kazakh and
English allows us to conclude the following:

v" nuclear means of generating sentential negation are: in Kazakh language
— synthetical (morphological) means, in English — analytical;

v" predicative negation in Kazakh is formed with the help of morphological
means, in English - with the help of analytical,

v Kazakh peripheral means are expressed by adjective affixes, negative
pronouns and auxiliary words used to express local negation. These
means correspond to English negative pronouns and adverbs, affixes of
adjectives and adverbs, belonging to the central and intermediate zones;



v" in both languages there are words with negative semantics that can serve
to express negation;

v’ Kazakh language belongs to the polynegative type, observing the rules
of NC, whereas English - to the mononegative type, not observing the
NC in SE.

v" in both languages there is a negation of negation, the result of which is
an affirmation.

v In both languages there is an indirect negation, expressed by rhetorical
questions.

Conclusion

In the current article the attempt was made to provide a brief comparative
overview of various negation patterns in Kazakh and English languages in
order to identify similarities and differences in expressing negations from
syntactical viewpoint. Although there are many studies regarding the analysis
of the negation category both in Kazakh and English languages separately,
previous works have not dealt with the contrastive analysis of negation
elements and types in these languages.

Although the present study is of relatively small scale, it highlights the
significant implications to be applied in teaching English to Kazakh speaking
students, as well as teaching Kazakh to English speaking students. It is widely
understood that Contrastive Analysis could be beneficial to learn languages in
contrast, thus contributing to the methodology of teaching foreign languages.
The conclusions drawn from this study could be also used in comprehending
the nature and laws governing the use of negative markers and expressing
negation in both languages. Future research is also desirable to shed more light
on semantical and pragmatical aspects of negation in both languages.
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Anparna. OyHKIIMOHAIIBI-CEMaHTHKAIBIK )KOHE KOMMYHHUKATHUBTI-TIParMaTHKAIBIK
acrekTiiepyeri  OONBIMCBI3IBIK ~ Kareropuschl — oMmOeOam  KyOBIBIC — peTiHAE
allKbIH/IAJFaHbIMEH, OHBIH 9p TUIAE 9p TYPil KYpbUIBIMIBIK KepiHici O6ap. Exi Tinge ae
OOJBIMCBI3IIBIKTBIH  HETI3r1 KBbI3METI KeNICHeYIIUTiK, KaHarartaHOay, TBHIHBIM caily,
KapChUIBIK OUIAIpy, €CKepTy Oombim TalObutagbl. MakamaHblH MaKcaThl — Ka3zakK >KOHE
aFbUIIIBIH  TULIEpIHAETi  OONBIMCBI3BIK ~ KAaTETOPUACHIHBIH  Op TYpJl  YiriiepiHe
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MBICATIApMEH JQJNICICHTeH KBICKAIlla CalbICTRIPMANbI MIONY kacay. MaKajaaHblH KeJemi
MOP(QOJIOTHSUTBIK ~ JKOHE CHHTAKCHCTIK TYPFBIJAH €Ki TUIIETl YKCAacTBIKTAp MEH
alBIPMAIIBUTBIKTAPABI  AHBIKTAY YIIIH OOJBIMCBI3ABIK JJIEMEHTTEPI MEH TYpJIepiH
CUTIaTTayMeH ImeKTeneai. Typki TUIAEpIMEH TEeHEATOTHSUIBIK TYBICTaC KaszakK TUIIHIH
OONBIMCBHI3  coiyieMzep Jkacayna e3iHIiK epekmenikTepi Oap. Kazak rameiMaapbl
CUHTCTHKAJIBIK JKOHC aHAIUTUKAIBIK (opMaiap/bl, SIPOJIBIK JKOHE IMepU(PEPUSIIBIK
dopmanapsl, KOC OOIBIMCBI3IBIK TYPIIEPIH aXKbIpaTaabl. AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHE KeNeTiH 00ICcakK,
HET13T1 albIPMAaIIbUIBIK KOHCTUTYTHBTIK (HEMECE epeKIe) OOJIBIMCHI3/IBIK KOHE COMIEMTIK
(HeMece Kalbl) OOJTBIMCHI3/IBIK apachlHIa. MaKalaHbIH TEOPUSUTBIK MAHBI3IBUIBIFGI - €Ki
TUIE J1e OOIBIMCHI3IBIKTHI OUIIPYIiH KaliTalaHOac epeKIIeTIKTEPiH aHbIKTayFa TAJIBIHBIC
JKacarl, COJ apKbUIBl CaJNbICTBIPMANbl T OUTIMI MEH CalbICTBIPMAbl  TalJay
TEOPHsIAPBIHBIH OJIaH 9Pl JaMybIHA yiiec Kocyaa. [IpakTHKaIIbIK acleKT — T OKBITY/Ia aHa
Tl MHTEp(EPEHIMICHIH eCenKe amyAbl KaMTHIIbl. MakcaTka jKeTy YIIH 3epTTeyIIiiep
CaJIBICTBIPMAJIBI  TaJ/Iay OMICIH KOJJIAHBIN, Kellecl HOTHOKENIepAl KOpCEeTTi: OOJIBIMCHI3
coiNieMAepAIH AAPOIBIK Kypalaaphl: Ka3aK TUTIHIE — CHHTETUKAIBIK Kypaiaap, aFbUIIIbIH
TUTIHJIE — aHAIMTHKAJIBIK; €Ki TUIAE J1e OOJBIMCHI3ABIKTHI OUTIipyre 00saThlH OOJIBIMCHI3
ceMaHTHKacel Oap ce3xep Oap. Kazak Timi — moJM-0OJBIMCHI3, aFbUIMIBIH TiTI MOHO-
00JIBIMCBI3 Typre aTajabl. HoTrokeaep i MpaKkTHKAIbIK MaHbI3AbUIBIFBl — Ka3akK TLTIHJIE
COMJIeHTIHACPTe aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH YHpETYAe, COHIali-aK aFbUILIBIH TITIHIE COMNeHTIHaepre
Ka3aK TiTIH YHpETy/Ie KOJIJaHbUIaIbI.

Tipek ce3aep: aFbUIIIBIH TiTi, CAIBICTBIPMAIBI TANIAYy, Ka3aK TiTi, OOJIBIMCBI3IBIK
KaTeropHsChl, OOJIBIMCBI3 OeIriiep, TANTEP, YKCACTBIKTAp, albIPMAIIIBUIBIKTAP.
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Annoranus. Kareropus orpumanus B (QYHKIIMOHAIBHO-CEMAHTHUYECKOM U
KOMMYHUKATUBHO-IIPArMATUYECKOM aCIIEKTaX ONPENEIIAETCS KaK YHUBEPCAIBbHOE SIBJICHHUE,
OJHAKO MMEIONIIEE Pa3JIMYHOE CTPYKTYPHOE BBIPAXKEHHE B pa3HbIX s3blkax. OCHOBHas
(GYHKIUS OTPUIIAHUS B YEJIOBEUECKUX SI3bIKAX — BBIPAKEHUE HECOTIAcHs, HEOJ0OpeHus,
HEJIOBOJIbCTBA, 3alpeTa, BO3PAKEHUS, NpenocTepexeHus. Llenp cratbu — NpencTaBUThH
KpaTKUH CpaBHUTEIBHBIA 0030p pa3IMYHBIX MOJENeH OTpUIlAaHUS B Ka3axXCKOM H
AHTJIMICKOM SI3BIKaX, MOJKPEIUICHHBIN puMepamMu. O0beM Oy/ieT OrpaHuyueH ONMHCaHUEM
AJIIEMEHTOB W TUIIOB OTPHIIAHMS JJISl BBISBICHHS CXOACTB M PA3IU4YMil B 000MX SI3bIKaX C
MOP(OJIOTHUECKON W CHHTAKCHYECKOW Todek 3peHwms. Kazaxckuii s3bIK, T€HEATOTHIeCKU
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OTHOCSIIUICS K TIOPKCKUM SI3bIKaM, HIMEET CBOM 0COOEHHOCTH OCTPOCHUS OTPULIATEIIBHBIX
npeiokeHnil. KazaxcraHckue ydeHble pa3iMyaloT CUHTETHYECKHE U aHAIUTHYECKHE
dopmbl, sgepHble U mepudepuueckue (HOpMbl, BOMHOE OTPHIIAHWE W OTPHUIAHHE
oTpunanus. YTo KacaeTcs aHIJIMMCKOIrO $3blKa, OCHOBHOE DAa3JIM4YME 3aKIIOYAETCs B
KOHCTUTYTHUBHOM (MJIM YaCTHOM) OTPUIIAHUU ¥ CEHTCHLIMAIBHOM (MM 00IIeM) OTPHUILIaHUH.
Teopernueckass 3HAUYUMOCTb CTaTbU 3aK/IIOYACTCS B IONBITKE BBISIBUTH YHHKAJIbHBIE
0COOEHHOCTH BBIPQKEHUSI OTPUIAHMA B OOOMX SI3BIKAX, TEM CaMbIM CIOCOOCTBYS
JabHEHIIeMy pa3BUTUIO TEOPUU CPABHUTEIBHOIO S3bIKO3HAHMS U COIOCTABUTEIBHOTO
aHanmu3a. [IpakTHUecKUil acleKT MpenarnoyaraeT pacCMOTpeHHE MHTEPPEPEeHIIMHA POIHOTO
A3bIKa B IIPENOJABAHUM U HU3YYEHUU OTPHULATENbHBIX MapKepoB. I TOCTHMXKEHUS LEIH
UCCIJIEIOBATENN IPUMEHWIN METOJ COINOCTaBUTEIBHOIO AaHAIW3a, KOTOPBIM IOKa3ai
CJICAYIOLIME Pe3yJIbTaThl: AICPHBIMU CPEICTBAMU OTPHULIATEIIBHBIX MPEJIOKEHUH ABIISIOTCS
B Ka3aXCKOM $I3bIKE€ — CUHTETUYECKHE CPEACTBA, B AHIJIMHCKOM S3bIKE — AHAJIUTUYECKUE; B
000MX S3bIKaX €CTh CJIOBA C OTPHUILATEIBHOM CEMAaHTHKOW, KOTOPbIE MOTYT CIY>KUTh IS
BbIpaXEHUST OTpuLlaHMs. Ka3axckuil s3bIK OTHOCUTCS K IOJU-OTPULATEIBHOMY THILY,
AHMIMHCKUN - K MOHOOTpHILATENbHOMY THILy. IIpakTHueckoe NpUMEHEHUE pe3yJbTaToB
BO3MOXXHO B OOyYEHUH AHIJIMHCKOMY SI3bIKY HOCUTEJEH Ka3axCKOro f3bIKa, a TAaKKE B
00y4YeHHMH Ka3aXCKOMY f3bIKY HOCUTEJIEH aHIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKA.

KuarwueBble cjioBa: aHIIIMNCKUAN S3BIK, CPABHUTEIBHBIA aHAIU3, Ka3aXCKHM S3BIK,
KaTeropusi OTpULIAHUs, OTPULIATENIbHBIE MapKEPhI, TUIIbI, CXO/ICTBA, Pa3InYHsl.
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