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This paper investigates perfective negation in Crimean Tatar, focusing on the
interplay between verbal and nominative features of participial constructions
formed with -GAn. The study examines how these constructions interact with
negation, aspects, and nominalization, highlighting their dual grammatical nature.
The paper underscores the dual nature of -GAn participles, bridging verbal and
nominal domains. Their flexibility enables their use in various syntactic positions,
from predicates to noun phrases.
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Introduction
Perfective negation in Crimean Tatar is formed through a set of devices, among
which non-nominalized and nominalized -GAn-type phrases hold significant
position. This article examines the verbal and nominative features of negation
constructions in Crimean Tatar, such as Bizni korgeniriiz yoq («You did not see usy).
These features provide insight into the linguistic status of such phrases. Crimean
Tatar exhibits finite/non-finite clause alternations. In finite clauses, negation is
formed by a suffix, while in non-finite clauses, negation follows the verb form.
Negation in finite / non-finite clauses has been frequently discussed from a
typological perspective (Pollock, 1989), reliable for the Turkic languages as well.
Studying the variable position of negation enhances our understanding of verbal
behaviour in the SOV (subject-object-verb) language. The participle in Crimean
Tatar is a non-finite verb form that combines verb semantics and grammatical
properties of a noun, albeit differently from a verbal noun. The syntactic position of
non-finite clauses has been explored in Kornfilt (1997, p. 49-77), Johanson & Csato
(1998), Goksel & Kerslake (2005, p. 404-485). Ottot-Kovacs (2015, p.203)
demonstrated, using Kazakh non-finite -GAn forms with the suffix -Llq, that
agreement marking is restricted to nominalized non-finites. Perfect forms in -GAn
are analyzed as part of post-terminal system by Johanson (1998, p. 44), who refers
to them as “indirective” (Johanson, 1998, p. 45). Kornfilt (2000, p. 337-338)
describes the corresponding Turkish forms in -mlg as “reported tense”. Kavitskaya
analyzes -GAn forms as “evidential past” (Kavitskaya, 2010, p. 66-67). Jankowski
(2010, p.167) analyzes Crimean Tatar perfect forms in -GAn as “reported-
resultative”, noting the difficulty of defining this linguistic phenomenon. Memetov
(2003, p. 240) highlights shared features between Crimean Tatar verbal nouns and
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participles in semantics (action nomination) and grammatical forms (nominal).
Attributive semantics formally aligns participles more closely with adjectives, as
seen in Example (1):

(1) Bizni korgen adamlar

Biz-ni  kor-gen  adam-lar

we-Acc  see-PRTC man-Pl

“People seeing us”.

When used substantively, participles resemble nouns and can take number
markers, as in Example (2):

(2) Bizni korgenler ne aytalar?

Biz-ni  kor-gen-ler ne ayt-a-lar?

we-Acc see-PRTC.PI what say-Pres.3P1

“What are saying those who see / saw us”

Participles also display predicative behavior, which appears secondary and
parallels the model of verbal nouns. Semantically, participles and verbal nouns share
common features, such as denoting the result of an action or perfective semantics, as
illustrated in Examples (3a) and (3b):

(3a) Vay, anay-¢1g-1m, men-im kor-gen-im ne-dir? (Yusuf
Bolat)

INT mum-Dim.Poss.1Sing I-Gen see-PRTC.Poss1Sing what-COP

“Oh, mummy, what have I seen?”

(3b) ...menim arapga oqup - yazuvim ne derecede olganii bilmek i¢iin...
(Idris Asanin)

Men-im arapga oqu-p — yazuv-1m ne derece-de

I-Gen Arabic read-CONV  write-VN.Poss1Sing Q level-Loc

“To know the level of my Arabic reading and writing”.

In the next examples, the possessive suffix indicates the owner, consistent
with the nominative paradigm:

(4a) Men-im tata-m bar.

I-Gen  sister-Poss1Sing  EXIST

“I have a sister”.

(4b) Men-im tata-m yoq.

I-Gen  sister-Poss1Sing EXIST.NEG

“I have no sister”.

When participles in -GAn take possessive suffixes, sentences can express the
result of an action or a process occurring at the moment of speech, often involving
relative subordination (e.g., “something that a specific person does/did”). See
Example (5):

(5) Asa-gan-1m, ig-ken-im iist-lim-e yuq-ma-y (Ibraim Pasi).

Eat-PRTC.Poss1Sing drink-PRTC.Poss1Sing up-Poss1Sing.Dat

“What I ate and drank does not remain on me (lit. eating, drinking)”.

Morphosyntactic pattern
In finite clauses, the subject can often be omitted if contextually clear, but subject
agreement on the predicate is obligatory. In Example (6), finite subject agreement
appears on korirsifi (“you will see”), while non-finite subject agreement appears on
korgeniil (“something that you have seen”):

(6) Coq sey-ler-ni kor-gen-ifi yoq. Daa kor-ir-
sifi (Abduraman Isa)

many thing-Pl.Acc see-PRTC.Poss2Sing EXIST.NEG more see-

AOR.2Sing
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“You have not seen a lot of things. You will see them”.
Agreement in finite clauses follows these patterns:

Singular

1 -Im

2 -slil

3 -0
Plural

1 -mlz

2 -slz

3 -(1Ar)'

Fig. 1. Subject agreement in finite clauses

In non-finite clauses, agreement follows the possessive paradigm:

Singular

1 -Im

2 -Ii

3 -1
Plural

1 -Imlz
2 -Iilz
3 -1Arl

Fig. 2. Subject agreement in non-finite clauses

In non-finite clauses, variations occur in subject agreement and case marking.
The participle’s agreement with the subject remains obligatory, but the head noun or
pronoun typically appears unmarked in the nominative case. Examples with genitive
case-marked subjects are notably common in interrogative sentences, as in
Examples (3a) and (12).

This distinction raises the questions: a) why agreement differs between finite
and non-finite phrases b) why non-finite verb form can be nominalized c) what role
subject agreement plays in the nominalization process d) why similar constructions
mark different verbal aspects. We will try to address these questions.

Perfective participles in -GAn interact with negation in interesting ways.
In past-tense negation, personal forms of the participle -GAn combine with the
existential predicate yoq (“no”), as in Example (7):

(7) Biz-ni  kor-gen-ifiiz ~ yoq

we-Acc  see.PRTC.2P1 EXIST.NEG

“You did not see us”.

Unmarked subject agreement on participle in -GAn denotes an impersonal
and indefinite meaning:

(8) Saba-ga  qadar bu  barak-ta ne ol-di, ne qal-di bil-gen

yoq (Idris Asanin).

Morning-Dat POST DET barrack-Loc Q be-PRF Q stand-PRF know-
PRTC  EXIST.NEG

“It was unknown what happened in this barrack till morning” (nobody
knows).

! Not obligatory.

Ne2(11)/2024 43



Oksana Tyshchenko-Monastyrska

The most frequent negation in past tense in Crimean Tatar involves the suffix
-mA attached to the verb stem, followed by a tense marker (+DI ~11K entries in the
corpus; +GAn ~8K entries). Participial phrases represent a peripheral negation
strategy (~250 entries in Corpus I). In finite sentences, the subject always appears in
the nominative (default/'unmarked) case. Examples (9) and (9a) illustrate acceptable
forms, while (9b) demonstrates an ungrammatical construction:

(9) Men  olar-m kor-me-gen-im.

I they-Acc see-NEG.PRF.1Sing
“I did not see them”.
(92) Men olar-nmi kor-me-di-m.
I they-Acc see-NEG.PRF.1Sing
“I did not see them”.
(9b) *Men olar-n1  kor-di-m yoq.
I they-Acc see-PRF.1Sing EXIST.NEG
“*] did not see them”.
(10) Men olar-n1 kor-gen-im yoq.
I they-Acc see-PRTC.1Sing EXIST.NEG

“I did not see them”.

This mixed pattern of finite and non-finite strategies reveals how negation
operates in Crimean Tatar.

Positive forms and interrogative context
While positive forms of -GAn bar are rare in modern Crimean Tatar, they are more
evident in corpus data involving direct questions. In such contexts, the object may
be unmarked (11), and the subject often appears in the genitive case, similar to
possessive bar/yoq constructions (12):

(11) Boyle eser esit-ken-ifi bar-m1? — de-di (Idris Asanin).

such poem hear-PRTC.2Sing  EXIST.INTER say-PRF.3Sing

“Have you heard such a poem? he said”.

(12) Sidirsalar, senifl teri-fi-ni sidir-ir-lar,  menimne  et-
ken-im bar? (folklore)

skin-COND.3P1 your skin-Poss2Sing.Acc skin-AOR.3P1[-Gen Q do-
PRTC.1Sing EXIST

“If they skin, they will do it, what did I do?”

Interrogative pronouns like ne (“what?”) can replace syntactic elements
like bar:

(13) Unutqanim ne?

forget-PRTC.1Sing Q

“What did I forget?”

Semantic features of predicate yoq
The negation system in Crimean Tatar includes several devices: the suffix -m4, the
predicate yogq, the particle degil, and the paired clausal particle ne...ne. This article
focuses on the existential predicate yog, which conveys meanings related to absence:
“to have—not to have” and “to be-not to be”. In contrast, degil negates existence or
identity, while -mA4 expresses the negation of action. Examples (9) and (30)
demonstrate that non-finite forms in -GAn can be negated using all these devices,
reflecting both nominal and verbal negation.

In the negation phrases under investigation, -GAn forms behave as noun
phrases, although the -GAn marker itself is not a nominalizer. This duality raises
questions about the constructions’ nominal and verbal characteristics.
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Double-marked negation involving nominal phrases (e.g., bir kere, bir sey)
and particles (i¢, ne) can amplify negative polarity, as illustrated in Examples
(14-16):

(14) Oz peygamber-i-ne ber-gen sey-ler igiin siz ne at ve ne deve gap-tir-gan-
111z yoq (Y1ldiz magazine, 1993).

siz ne  at ve ne deve c¢ap-tir-gan-ifiz yoq

PRON NEG horse CONJ NEG camel run-CAU.PRTC.2P1 EXIST.NEG

“You did not ride a horse or a camel for things given to your prophet”.

(15) I¢ Ooyle sey kor-gen-im yoq (Umer Ipgi).

NEG such thing see-PRTC.Poss1Sing  EXIST.NEG

“I have not seen such things at all”.

(16) Onm1 ev-leri-nde bir kere bile kor-gen-i
yoq (Uriye Edemova).

he-Acc  house-Poss3Pl.Loc NUM period even see-PRTC.PosslSing
EXIST.NEG

“(S)he never even saw him at home”.

In some cases, negative polarity is reinforced by the existential verb
combined with negative pronoun kimse “nobody”:

(17) Netice-de kimse-ge, bir  sey-ge muhtac-1
ol-gan-1 yoq.

result-Loc smbd-Dat ART thing-Dat need-Poss3Sing
be-PRTC.3Sing EXIST.NEG

“As a result, he needed nobody and nothing”.

Nominal features of -GAn
Examining nominalization properties in Crimean Tatar supports the theory of
nominalization (Alexiadou 2001), which identifies features like plural marking,
determiners, and case. Data suggests that -G4An has a nominal layer, enabling
modification with markers of number, determiners, and case. Similar processes are
noted in other Turkic languages, such as Kazakh (Ottot-Kovacs, 2015, p. 179).

Verbal features: -GAn yoq and Aspect of verb
Crimean Tatar grammars indicate that -GAn forms can convey both perfective and
imperfective aspects (Memetov, 2006, p.246-247; Jankowski, 2010; Seit-Celal,
2021, p. 399). In the perfective sense, they denote results or completed actions; in
the imperfective sense, they indicate continuous or ongoing actions in the past or
present. These forms are sometimes referred to as “indefinite past” due to their
ability to mark vague or unspecified past events.

(18) Yaprag-lar quyu kenar-1-na gon-gan-lar (Umer Ipgi).

leaf-P1 well  edge-Poss3Sing.Dat sit-PRF.P1

“Leaves fell down to the edge of well”.

Double-marked past negation combines participial negative constructions
(perfective aspect) with the auxiliary edi:

(19) Evel  su yer-ge kel-gen-i yoq
e-di.

ADV DET place-Dat come-PRTC.Poss3Sing EXIST.NEG

AUX.PRF.3Sing

“He has not come here earlier”.

(20) Lakin ¢ift — ¢ift olip oynaganlar arasinda da, seyirciler arasinda da onifi
aragani yoq edi (Yusuf Bolat).
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o-nifl ara-gan-1 yoq edi

he-Gen  look for-PRTC.Poss3Sing EXIST.NEG AUX.PRF.3Sing

“But he did not look for her among dancing pairs and visitors”.

Durative aspect forms, such as those with the suffix -yat-, shift the meaning to
the present:

(21)Bir  kapig-i-ni masraf et-ken-im yoq (Abduraman

Isa).
One  coin-Poss3Sing.Acc spend do-PRTC.1Sing EXIST.NEG
“I did not spend a single penny”.
(22) Men  cinayet et-e-yat-qan-im yoq (Abduraman Isa).
I crime do-HAB.PRTC.1Sing EXIST.NEG

“I do not commit a crime”.

(23) Ciinki  daa cog-lar-imiz ~ gaflet yuqu-sin-dan uyan-gan-
1miz yoq (from magazine).

CONIJ yet alot-Poss.1Pl unwatchful sleep-Poss3Sing wake up-
PRTC.1P1 EXIST.NEG
“Because a lot of us do not wake up because of light sleep”.

Causality in non-finite verb forms
Causality in non-finite verb forms is marked by the suffix -DIr-. Examples (24-26)
demonstrate the interplay between causality, non-finite forms, and negation.

(24) Men-i  o-nifi yas-1 meraqlan-dir-gan-1
yoq (Abduraman Isa).

I-Acc  he-Gen age-POSS3Sing be interested-CAU.PRTC.3Sing

EXIST.NEG

“I did not care about his age”

(25) Anla-ma-gan-iiiz ne ya, ana-m!-— Isan-dir-gan-
m yoq! (Abduraman Isa)

understand-NEG.PRTC.2P1 what PRT mother-Poss1Sing believe-
CAU.PRTC.1Sing EXIST.NEG

“What did you not understand, mother. I did not promise!”

(26) Mafia inan-ifiiz, Rasid Abdurasidovig, cam-n1 men  sin-dir-
gan-1m yoq (Ibraim Cegertma).
[-Dat trust-IMP2P1 PN glass-Acc 1 break-

CAU.PRTC.1Sing EXIST.NEG
“Trust me, Rasid Abdurasidovig, I did not break the glass”.

Temporal framing
Temporal framing in negation can be achieved using particles like daa (“yet”) or ald
daa (“still”). These markers highlight actions completed in the past but still relevant
at the moment of speech:

(27) Saba-dan daa bir  daqqaciq oturganim yoq (Ayse
Akiyeva).

morning-Abl yet ART minute-DIM sit-PRTC.1Sing  EXIST.NEG

“Since the morning, I have not taken a seat for even a single minute”.

(28) Koterilgen qar dumanindan qomsuniii penceresinde yangan ciraq 15181
bile kdriinmey. Ay daa doggani yoq (Subhi Vapiyev).

ay daa dog-gan-1 yoq

moon yet  be born-PRTC.Poss3Sing EXIST.NEG

“Due to the snow’s mist, even the neighbor’s window light cannot be seen.
There has not been a moonrise yet”.
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(29) Lakin bu mesele-de ala daa  sofki noqta qoy-ul-gan-1
yoq (Ablaziz Veliyev).
CCONJ DET issue-Loc  yet last dot put-PASS.PRTC.3Sing
EXISTNEG
“But the final point in this issue has not yet been made”.
Forms with the negation particle degil also occur, often modifying participial
constructions, as it seen in the Example (30):
(30) Kok-ten en-gen degil-im (Abduraman Isa)
sky-Abl come down-PRTC not-1Sing
“I did not come down from the heaven”.
Non-finite forms like -GAn closely interact with tensed verbs, as shown in
Example (31):
(31) Azizov  kel-di, nevbet bekle-gen-i yoq, dogru kir-di
ket-ti (Umer Ipgi).
PN come-PRF3Sing line wait-PRTC.3Sing NEG direct enter-PRF
go out-PRF
“Azizov came, did not wait in line, and went straight inside”.
In some communicative contexts, -GAn and -DI forms can appear
interchangeably, as in (32):
(32) De-mek, sen daa seer-ni kor-gen-ifi yoq, €?  Alime.
Ayt-am da, kor-me-dim de-p (Umer Ipgi).
say-INF you yet city-Acc see-PRTC.Poss2Sing EXIST.NEG Q PN
say-PRES.1Sing EMPH see-NEG.PRF.1Sing say-CONV
“That means you have not seen the city yet, right? Alime: I tell you, that I did
not see”.
Predicative negation with yoq can also include copulative suffixes, as seen in
Example (33):
(33) Men-daym dohtur daa dog-gan-1 yoq-tir.
I-COMP doctor yet be born-PRTC.3Sing EXIST.NEG.COP
“A doctor like me was not yet born”.

Compound non-finite
In some cases, compound constructions combine converb and auxiliary verb that is a
typical verbal feature:
(34) Ozii uydur-1p ¢iqar-gan-1 yoq (Samil Aladin).
himself invent-CONV AUX.PRTC.Poss3Sing EXIST.NEG
“He did not invent it himself”.

Conclusion
Participles in -GAn exhibit verbal properties, functioning to denote both perfective
and imperfective aspects. In the perfective sense, they highlight results or completed
actions, while in the imperfective sense, they express continuity or ongoing
processes. The interaction with negation reveals a nuanced system where participial
constructions (-GAn yoq) coexist with finite negation strategies (-mA + tense
markers). Crimean Tatar utilizes participles to convey vague or indefinite past
events, often labeled as “indefinite past”. Participial constructions maintain subject
agreement, either explicitly marked or implied by possessive suffixes. The co-
occurrence of participles with auxiliary and existential predicates (yoq)
demonstrates their adaptability in complex sentence structures. Crimean Tatar
participial constructions embody a hybrid grammatical status. Their verbal roots are
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evident in their aspectual and action-related semantics, while their nominal features
enable syntactic versatility. This duality allows participles to function as predicates,
modifiers, or standalone noun phrases, depending on context. The interaction
between verbal and nominative features enriches the language’s negation strategies.
The presence of both finite (-mA) and non-finite (-GAn yoq) negation options
provide flexibility and precision, reflecting the dynamic grammatical framework of
Crimean Tatar.
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Pe3ome
Tumenko-MonacTupcbka Oxcana

3ANEPEYHI ®OPMH MUHYJIOI'O YACY
Y KPUMCBKOTATAPCBKIN MOBI

IMocTanoBka npo6aemu. 3anepeuri ¢popmu QiHITHUX Ta HEDIHITHUX KOHCTPYKITIH
Ha TIO3HAUYCHHS MHHYJIOTO 4acy Yy KPHMCBKOTATapChbKid MOBi, K 1 3arajiom Yy
TIOPDKCBKAX MOBaX, (OPMYIOTBCS IO-pI3HOMY, JCMOHCTPYIOUHM BIJIMIHHICTBH
MOBEJIIHKK Ji€ciioBa Ta HeiHITHUX (OpM Ji€CiioBa y peducHHIi. 3anepedHi (GopMu
MHHYJIOTO 4Yacy Yy KpPHMCBHKOTarapChKiii MOBI YTBOPIOIOTbCS, MO-Tiepiie, 3a
JIOTIOMOTOF0 4acoBHX (HOpPM II€CIIOBA i3 OJaBaHHIM 3alepedHoro cydikca -mA ra,
Mmo-JIpyre, 3a JONOMOTOI0 JIENMPUKMETHHKOBOT KOHCTPYKIii -GAn y NpHUCBIHHIN
¢dopmi i3 3amepeyHHM cIOBOM yog. CraTtd mNpHCcBIYeHA MOPQOJIOTIYHUM Ta
CUHTAaKCUYHHUM OCOOIUBOCTSIM JAPYTOTO TUIY 3AIIEPEUHUX KOHCTPYKITIH.
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Meta. MeTor0 HAIOro AOCHTIKCHHS € 1) BU3HAUSHHS JIECTIBHUX Ta IMEHHHUKOBUX
0COOIMBOCTEH JIEMPUKMETHUKOBAX KOHCTPYKIiHl KPUMCHKOTATapCHKOI MOBH THITY
Bizni korgeniiiiz yog «Bu Hac He Oauwnm», 2) 3’ICYBaHHS CTaTycy 3a3HaYCHUX
KOHCTPYKITiH.

Metoan. Y n0CiiKeHHI BUKOPUCTAaHO KOMOIHOBaHUE MeTon aHamidy (QIiHITHUX Ta
HediHiTHHX (OpPM Ji€CTOoBa, OMUCAHWUN HAa Marepiaii IHIIUX TIOPKCHKUX MOB
Kopuint (1997), Horauncon, Yaro (1998), I'vokcems, Kepcneiik (2005), OT1oT-
Kogau (2015), MmeTomos0rito TOCHiPKEHHS 3armepeueHast y QiHITHUX Ta HeiHITHUX
tdopmax giecnmoBa 3a Ilommokom (1989) Ta wmeron anamizy HOMiHami3amii 3a
Agnekciamy (2001). Crouparounch Ha 3a3HA4YCHi JOCHDKCHHS, MU 3 sACYyBaJIU
a) MOp(OJIOTO-CHHTAKCUYHY MOJEb JOCTIPKYBAaHUX KOHCTPYKIIiH, 0) 0coOIUBOCTI
(YHKIIIOHYBaHHS X KOMIIOHEHTIB HE JIMIIE y 3alCPEUHUX, a H Y CTBEPIKYBAIBHIX
Ta TUTAIPHUX PEYCHHSAX, B) CEMAHTHYHY XapakTepPHUCTHKY IIpeauKaTa yoq y
MOPIBHSHHI 3 IHIIMMU 3ac00aMU 3aTlepeueHHs], T') IEPEBIPHIIN HASBHICTh IMCHHUX Ta
JUECITIBHUX XapaKTEPUCTHK JIENMPUKMETHHKA Ha -GAN.

Pesynsratn. Jloci 3amepedni KoHCTpYKIii -GAn yog He CTaHOBWIM 00’ €KTa
JNOCTIKEHHs. Xo4a y IpaMaTHKax Il KOHCTPYKIII IMOCialoTh pIBHO3HAYHE 3
cydikcanpHuM criocodoom Mmicte (Memetos, 2006; SakoBcekuid, 2010; Ceir-Jlxemns,
2021), 3aificHeHI HAMU KOPITYCHI JTOCIIKEHHS IPOJEMOHCTPYBAIH 1X Tepudepiiine
Mmiciie (~11 000 omwuMIs cydikcanpHOTO 3amepeucHHs 3 ¢opmamu -DI, 8 000
cydikcanpHOTO 3arnepedeHHs 3 Gopmamu -GAn nipot ~250 npuKiIagiB TPUCBIHHOT
KoHCTpYKIii -GAn yogq). Hame nocmimkeHHS Moka3ano, mo y HediHITHUX
3anepeyHUX KOHCTPYKIISAX Y3TOMKCHHS MIEMPUKMETHHKA 32 0COO0I0 IMEHHUKOBOTO
TUIy € KIIOUYOBOK) PHCOI0, M0 HAONIKAE KOHCTPYKIIIO N0 IMCHHUKOBHX
NPUCBIMHUX KOHCTPYKIIH Ha 3pa3ok Menim tatam yoq «51 He Maw CeCTpm».
Heo0oB’si3koBicTh MapKyBaHHS CyO’€KTa pONOBHM BiJIMIHKOM Yy 3a3Ha4eHUX
He(IHITHUX KOHCTPYKISIX BHSBISAE MOAIOHICTH JIO THIIOBUX pedeHb 3 (DiHITHUMH
(dhopmamu giecnosa. 3anepeueHHs 3a jgonomororo -GAn yog € ribpumHowo dopmoro,
sIKa TIOETHYE B cOO1 IMEHHI Ta JI€CTiBHI O3HAKH.

Huckycisn. Kareropist npucBiiiHOCTI (IOCECHBHOCTI) XapaKkTepu3ye iMEHHI YaCTHHU
MOBH, 3IaTHICTh Y3rO[DKYBaTHCS 3a MPHCBIHHICTIO Bimpi3Hse HeDiHITHI (PopMu
niecmoBa Bijg 0coOoBuX ¢GopMm (iHITHUX mieciiB. TakuM YHMHOM, Y3TO/DKEHHS 3a
MIPUCBIMHICTIO BiJlirpae KIIFOYOBY PoOJib Y Mpoleci HOMiHami3alii HeGiHITHUX GopM
JIECTIOBA. YXKUBaHHS KPUMCBKOTATapChKOTO Ai€NMpHKMeTHHKA -GAn 3 Mapkepamu
NPUCBIHOCTI, XapakTepHUMH il IMEHHHX 4YacTHH MOBH, € OCOOJHBICTIO
HOMiHaJi3aMii i€l giecniBHOT (OPMHU Y KPUMCHKOTATAPCHKIN MOBI.

KarouoBi ciaoBa. @initHi  Qopmu  miecnoBa, HediHITHI (GopMH  Hi€CIIOBa,
3arepeueH s, MUHYIHHA 9ac, KpUMCBKOTaTapchka MOBa

Abstract
Tyshchenko-Monastyrska Oksana
PERFECTIVE NEGATION iN CRIMEAN TATAR

Background. This paper examines perfective negation in Crimean Tatar, focusing
on participial constructions with -GAn and their interaction with negation, aspect,
and nominalization. It highlights the hybrid nature of -GAn participles, which
exhibit both verbal features, such as aspect marking and predicate formation, and
nominal characteristics, including case marking and possessive agreement. Through
detailed syntactic and morphological analysis, the study demonstrates how Crimean
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Tatar employs these constructions in negation strategies alongside finite forms
marked by -mA. The findings reveal the flexibility of participial constructions,
which can function as predicates, noun phrases, or modifiers, depending on context.
This multifunctionality enriches the language’s system of negation and aspect,
offering insights into patterns across grammatical categories.

Purpose. The purpose of this study is twofold: 1) to determine the verbal and
nominal features of Crimean Tatar participial constructions like Bizni kérgeniriiz yoq
“You did not see us”, 2) to clarify the grammatical status of these constructions.
Methods. This study employs a combined methodology, integrating analysis of
finite and non-finite verb forms as described in prior works on Turkic languages by
Kornfilt (1997), Johanson & Csat6 (1998), Goksel & Kerslake (2005), and Ottot-
Kovacs (2015). It also draws on Pollock’s (1989) framework for negation in finite
and non-finite verbs and Alexiadou’s (2001) approach to nominalization patterns.
Based on these methodologies, the research addresses: a) the morphological and
syntactic models of the studied constructions; b) the functional peculiarities of these
constructions in negated, affirmative, and interrogative contexts; c) the semantic
characteristics and usage of the predicate yogq compared with other negation devices;
d) the nominal and verbal characteristics of the -GAn participle.

Results. Until now, negative constructions with -GAn yoq have not been a central
focus of study. Although grammars describe these constructions as equivalent to
suffixed modes (Memetov, 2006; Jankowski, 2010; Seit-Celal, 2021), corpus studies
indicate their peripheral role. For example, suffixed negation with -DI occurs
~11,000 times, suffixed negation with -GAn appears ~8,000 times, while possessive
constructions with -GAn yoq are limited to ~250 examples. The study shows that in
non-finite negation constructions, the participle’s agreement with the subject’s
person, akin to possessive noun constructions (e.g., Menim tatam yoq “l have no
sister”), is a key feature that aligns them closer to nominal possessive constructions.
The optional genitive case marking of the subject in these constructions also
highlights similarities with finite verb sentences. Overall, -GAn yoq negation
emerges as a hybrid form combining nominal and verbal features.

Discussion. The category of possessiveness is a feature of nominal parts of speech,
and the ability to agree in possessiveness distinguishes non-finite verb forms from
finite verbs. In Crimean Tatar, the use of the participle -GAn with possessive
markers — characteristic of nominal parts of speech — is a defining feature of its
nominalization. Case agreement, in particular, plays a crucial role in this process.
This analysis underscores the nominalization of the -GAn participle in Crimean
Tatar and its role in the language's rich system of negation strategies.
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