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Abstract: The present paper attempts to provide a brief description of the
ways expressing the modal notion necessity in the two significant Turkic lan-
guages, Turkish and Uyghur. It constantly compares both grammatical and lexi-
cal means expressing necessity in the both two languages and tries to illustrate
common properties of and departures between Turkish and Uyghur in express-
ing necessity.
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The modal notion necessity is coded in some Turkic languages by
means of specific suffixes, while in some other language varieties
within the same language family it is expressed with modal auxiliaries
and morphosyntactic units. The Old Turkic necessitative suffix -gUlXk
survived at least in two peripheral Turkic varieties Khalaj and the Kho-
tan dialect of Uyghur, whereas the languages in the Southwestern
branch of Turkic developed a new necessitative marker during the last
several centuries. In addition to the Old Turkic modal auxiliary k(d)rgdk
considerable Turkic varieties introduced new modal auxiliaries from
some contact languages; the verbal complement preceding modal auxil-
iaries also made different developments in divergent Turkic varieties.
Proper description and analysis of these synchronic and diachronic
processes not only shed some light to the study of tense, aspect, modal
categories in Turkic but also is useful for broad typological analysis of
modality, including necessity as a whole. Morphological affixes ex-
pressing necessity in Turkish and Turkmen are relatively well described;
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see Clark 1998: 294-296; Kornfilt 1997: 373; Lewis 2000: 126-128.
Some recent publications began also to pay attention to other means of
expressing necessity except suffixes; see Goksel et al. 2005: 351-355;
Ozsoy 2005: 95-97. However, the modal categories, including necessity
in many other Turkic languages remained unexplored. The present pa-
per attempts to provide a brief survey of the ways expressing necessity
in the two significant Turkic languages Turkish and Uyghur that repre-
sent two different branches of Turkic, the Southwestern Turkic (Oghuz
Turkic) and Southeastern Turkic (Uyghur Turkic). It constantly com-
pares both grammatical and lexical means expressing necessity in Turk-
ish and Uyghur.'

1. Modal suffixes

In Turkish necessity is marked by means of the suffix -mAll on the
verb; it goes back to the Ottoman Turkish -mAIU appeared in the four-
teenth century. In earlier period this suffix seems to be used as part of a
composite predicate, expressing prospective aspect, rather than neces-
sity; see Kerslake 1998: 194.° Predominantly, -mAll expresses deontic
necessity, that is the event is expected or forced to occur because of
local, general external circumstances, and which may thus be partly
beyond the power and control of the participant (Nuyts 2006: 3). Put
differently, the form in question stands both for weak necessity, as in
(1a), and necessity, as in (1b-c):

(1a) Arkamda biraktigim igreng diinyaya bir kere daha donmeliyim. (Cali-
kusu 111)

‘I have to return once again to that sick world which I have given up.’

b)Vasiyetini yapmali, her an 6liime hazir olmahyda artik. (Nasreddin 128)

‘Now he had to prepare his testament and hold himself ready for his death
any moment.’

'For linguistic terms and framework used in this paper mainly see Bybee et al. 1995,
Boland 2006 (volume 1), Nuyts 2006, de Haan 2006, Palmer 2001, Sweetser 1990 and
Van der Auwera et al. 1998.

’Besides Turkish, two further Turkic languages Azarbaijan and Turkmen in the South-
western branch display comparable necessitative suffix of same origin; see Schonig 1998:
255; Clark 1998: 294-197.
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¢) “Soylememelisin,” dedi Ipek. “Ona da bizlerden, babamdan hi¢ bahset-
memelisin.” (Kar 91)

“You shouldn’t tell anyone,” said ipek. ‘You shouldn’t say anything to him
about us, or about my father, either.’

In some instances, most often in the third person, -mAll is also used to
express proposition-oriented necessity. In this case, the scope of neces-
sity is the proposition and -mAll expresses certainty about the truth of
the proposition, as in (2a-b), or the speaker’s own values and opinions
about how the world should be (Boland 2006: 150), as in (2c-d). Some
examples are:

(2a) Kapr1 acik, evde olmalilar. (Goksel et al. 2005: 345)

‘The door is open; they must be at home.’

b) Insan, segtigi hayat1 sonradan benimseyecek kadar sevmeli. (Beyaz Kale
69)

‘A person should love the life he has chosen enough to call it his own in the
end.’

¢) Amerika Tiirkiye’ye destek vermeli. (Sabah, December 17, 2007)

‘United States of America must support Turkey.’

d) Tarihimiz anneler iizerinden yazilmali. (Yeni Safak, December 21, 2007)

‘Our history must be written by mothers.’

When -mAll is used in the first and third person, it may express par-
ticipant-oriented necessity. However, this meaning of this suffix basi-
cally relies on the context. Consider:

(3a) Simdi bir seyi yemeliyim, yoksa ¢alisamam.

‘Now I have to eat something, other hand I can not work anymore.’

b) Simdi onlar kiigiimser duruma diigmemek icin gitmelisiniz. (Kar 133)

‘In order not to cause terrible offence, you should go now.’

In Turkish, the verbal noun suffix -mAk is also used to express neces-
sity, e.g. Uzerinde hemen anlastigimiz ilke, ¢cok fazla bilgi vermemek,
ama verdigimizi hemen dogrulatmakti (Beyaz Kale 100) ‘We agreed at
once that we should not give much information and mention only what
was likely to be informed’.

Modern Uyghur displays three suffixes, -GUIUK * , -mAslIK
and -dlyan to express necessity. The first one originates from the Old

?As a necessity marker -GUIUK also exists in Khalaj, but unlike the Uyghur suffix which
is impersonal it is personal in Khalaj; see Doerfer 1988: 141-142.
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Turkic necessitative suffix -gUIXk, which is the composite of -gU and -
[Xk; see Erdal 2004: 303. Perhaps, it has come to modern Uyghur via
the Chaghatay literary language, in which -GUIUK basically had parti-
cipial function but was hardly used as a necessity marker, because in
Chaghatay the necessity is mainly marked by means of the suffix -GU
along with other lexical and morphosyntactic means, e.g. drdn drdin
ortmis teg ok ham tisi tisildrdin ortgii ham 0z qizidin (Islam, Mu ‘inu’l
murid, 180v: 17) ‘Just as a man covers himself in the presence of other
man, a woman, too, must cover herself in the presence of other woman,
even in the presence of her own daughter.” (see Bodgrogligeti 2001:
261-262.) The necessitative suffix -mAKIIK existed in the early nine-
teenth-century written texts did not survive in the present day literary
Uyghur language.”

In general, the Modern Uyghur necessity marker -GUIUK is imper-
sonal, and it expresses proposition-oriented necessity, that is, there is no
obligation actually laid on the participants: it is only the speaker’s atti-
tude towards the proposition that is expressed; see Boland 2006: 155.
This suffix is basically specific to the Khotan dialect,” while in the liter-
ary Uyghur language its usage is mainly restricted to poems, e.g. (cited
from T. Eliyop, Addm biz mdlhdmgd muhtajmiz):

(4) Saylamliq asralsun deyilsd

kesilnin aldini alyuluq

keséldin alamit koriilsa

hayalsiz doxturya baryuluq

“If one says, ‘The health should be protected’”

‘one must guard against illness.’

‘as far as any symptom of a disease is known.’
‘one must go to the doctor.’

Occasionally, -GUIUK also occurs as part of certain frozen expres-
sions in the literary Uyghur language, e.g. nemd degiiliik ‘what could be
said’, kdl desd kdlgiiliik, kiit desd kdtkiiliik ‘One must come when one
asks to come and must go away when one asks to leave’, kicik balini

“Le Coq 1921-1925 provides abandon examples for this suffix. Here let me just mention
one of them: dr kisT xatuniyd’ mdrdand bolmaglyg ‘Man must be chivalrous to his wife’.
°For a simple description of this suffix in the Khotan dialect see Sait et al. 1986.
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mundaq ogdtmigiiliik ‘A little child should not be taught in this way’
(Tomiir 2003: 318)

As for the second suffix -mAslIK, it is clearly a composite suffix
based on the negative aorist suffix -mAs; it is rather frequently used in
law entries, school rules etc. Basically, it denotes negated event-oriented
necessity. Consider (5a-b):

(5a) Miktiptd haraq i¢maéslik, tamaka ¢akmislik, savaqdaslar bildn
uruSmasliq. (Oquyucilar ga’idiliridin)

‘In the school (schoolboys) should not drink alcohol, should not smoke to-
bacco and should not fight with classmates.’

b) kesillirge qopalliq qilmasliq, takallasSmasliq. (Boyda doxturxanisi,
qa’idd tiiziimldr)

‘(The employs of this hospital) must not act angrily to the patients and
should not quarrel (with them).’

Very often, the verbal nouns in -mAslIK also occur as complement of
the modal auxiliaries kerdk and lazim; see next section.

Somewhat different from the two suffixes discussed above, the suffix
-dlyan (<copula dur-+-yan), expresses proposition-oriented weak neces-
sity. After the subject of such sentences often the topicalizer degdn is
used (Tomiir 2003: 318), e.g.

(6a) yaxsi bala degén giip aglaydiyan.

‘As for a good child, he/she should be obedient’

b) Oyul bala degiin gepidi turidiyan.

‘As for a young boy, he must hold onto his word’

As it is well known, -dlyan actually is a present participle, and it is
usage as a necessity marker, as we have seen, is dependent on context.

2. Modal auxiliaries

Both Turkish and Uyghur display several auxiliaries denoting neces-
sity, which might be precisely called necessity auxiliaries. The Old
Turkic necessitative auxiliary k(d)rgdk ‘necessity, necessary’ survives
in Turkish in the form of gerek, while in modern Uyghur it exists in the
phonetic shape kerdk, both basically result from the deletion of the velar
consonant g. However, Turkish gerek and Uyghur kerdk are used nei-
ther with the participles in -ml$, as in Old Turkic, nor with the verbal
nouns in -GU, as in Old Turkic as well as medieval Islamic Turkic liter-
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ary languages. The Turkish modal auxiliary gerek usually requires the
preceding verb to occur in the verbal noun form in -mAk, while in Uy-
ghur the embedded verb preceding kerdik is generally marked with the
verbal noun suffix -(X)s, in very few cases also with the verbal noun
suffix -mAK.° In Turkish the -mAk + gerek construction is impersonal,
person is marked by adding possessive suffixes to the verbal nouns
formed by means of another suffix -mA. Both verbal nouns in -mAK +
gerek and verbal nouns -mA + possessive suffixes + gerek basically
denote event-oriented necessity, as in (7a), and proposition-oriented
necessity, as in the examples (7b-c):

(7a) Bu diinyada ¢ok calismak gerek (Ozsoy 2005: 96)

‘It is necessary to work hard in this world.’

b) Oliimli savasmak gerekiyor. (Olmeye yatmak 2)

‘One has to fight with death.’

¢) Ateist olmasi i¢in kiginin 6nce Batili olmasi gerekir. (Kar 82)

‘In order to be an atheist one first has to be Occidental.’

Personal forms of this construction may also express participant-oriented ne-
cessity. In this case, most often the predicate is forced to occur because of ex-
ternal circumstances, e.g.

(8a) Masanin iki ucuna oturup karsilikli yazmamz gerektigini soyledi.
(Beyaz Kale 68)

‘He said we must sit at the two ends of the table and write facing one an-
other.’

b) Kapuyt acti, “Gitmem gerek,” deyip uzaklasti. (Kar 118)

‘She opened the door and said, “I have to go”, and went away.’

The corresponding Uyghur construction verbal nouns in -(X)$ + kerdk
is personal: person is marked by adding possessive markers directly to
the verbal nouns. In contrast to the Turkish construction that mainly
expresses event-oriented necessity or proposition-oriented necessity the
Uyghur construction is rather frequently used to denote participant-
oriented necessity in addition to the event-oriented necessity and propo-
sition-oriented necessity. Below (9a-b) are some examples for the par-
ticipant-oriented necessity, while (9c-d) express event-oriented neces-
sity and proposition-oriented necessity, respectively:

®-mAk + kerik is archaic in Uyghur, it only occurs in the speech of seniors or historical
literary works; we do not discuss this construction in this paper.
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(9a) At dtigin turup ¢eniqimin desim burunraq uxliim kerik.

‘If T want to get up early and train tomorrow it is necessary for me to sleep
earlier.”

b) Bu kesildin qutulus ii¢iin tamakini az ¢ekiSipiz kerak.

‘In order to escape from this disease you must reduce your smoking.’

¢) Dirs toqquzda baslinidu, sa’#t sikkizdd yataqtin €iqiS kerik.

‘The lesson starts at nine o’clock, so (we) must leave from the apartment at
eight o’clock.’

d) Himmimiz tiri$ip 6giniSimiz kerak. (Tomiir 2003: 267)

‘We must all work hard.’

The negated form of this Uyghur construction is suppletive, it is
formed by adding kerdk to another verbal noun formed with -mAslIK,
e.g. dtd mehman kelidu, oydin Cigmasliqgimiz kerdk ‘Tomorrow we will
have a guest, we shouldn’t leave the apartment/house’, bu isni dadiniz
bilmasliki kerdk, ciinki dadiniz u ydrdd yoq edi ‘your father shouldn’t
know this matter, since your father was not there.’

Both Turkish and Uyghur exhibit certain identical modal lexemes of
Arabic origin to express necessity: Turkish has lazim ‘necessary, ought’
(<Ar. ldzim), sart ‘condition, must, necessarily’ (Ar. sarf), whereas
Uyghur displays zoriir (<Ar. Zarir) in addition to lazim and Sdrt. Turk-
ish also displays secondary gerekli. In general, Turkish lazim, sart and
Uyghur lazim, $drt and zoriir are used in the same syntactic environ-
ment and function, as gerek/gerekli or kerdk; for the case of Turkish see
Ozsoy 2005: 96; Csat6 1999. As a first approximation, it seems can be
said that sart/sdrt and zoriir denote relatively stronger event-oriented
necessity than the necessity constructions containing gerek/kerik and
lazim/lazim. Below are some examples from Turkish (10a-c) and Uy-
ghur (10d-e):

(10a) Ama daha 6nce Hoca’y1 unutmam sartti. (Beyaz Kale 98)

‘But before that it was essential that I forget Hoja.’

b) Bu diinyada insanlarin ¢ok ¢alismalar1 lazim/gerek/sart. (Ozsoy 2005: 96)

‘It is necessary for people to work a lot in this world./ It is obligatory for
people to work a lot in this world.’

¢) Bu isi yapman gerekli. (Csat6 1999: 28)

‘It is necessary for you to do this job.’

d) Ati sa’dt ikkidi bu yirdd bolusiniz kerik/lazim/Séart/zoriir.
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‘Tomorrow at two o’clock you have to be here. / It is obligatory for you to be
here tomorrow at two o’clock.’

e) Ata-anilar balilarya rast sozlisi kerik/lazim/Sart/zoriir.

‘Parents must speak honestly to the children. / It is necessary for parents to
speak honestly to the children.’

We do not posses yet any quantitative data, however, our impression
is that Turkish sart seems to be less frequent than gerek and lazim in
this function, while between the comparable modal auxiliaries in Uy-
ghur no clear frequency difference is observed.

Translation literature shows that Uyghur necessity constructions con-
taining kerdik, lazim etc. cover almost all necessity notions expressed by
means of the Turkish suffix -mAIl as well as the necessity constructions
-mAk + gerek and -mA + possessive suffixes + gerek. This is clearly
seeable from the translation of the sentences containing necessity mark-
ers from Turkish to Uyghur and vice versa. Compare the following sen-
tences:

(11a) Bu mektepte nasil bir felaketle karsilastigim tafsilatiyla anlatmaliyim.
(Caltkusu 135)

‘T have to explain in detail what kind of disasters I have experienced in this
school.’

Uyghur: bu méktiptd qandaq palakitkd du¢ kélganlikimni tépsiliy sozliSim
kerik (Caliqusi 179)

b) Kim bilir belki sdylenmemesi lazim gelen bir sirdir. (Calikusu 198)

‘Who knows, perhaps there is a secret shouldn’t be spoken.’

Uyghur: kim bilidu, bdlkim deméislik kerik bolyan sirdur.

¢) Sen uni bextim dip bilisin keriik. (Oztiirk 1994: 88)

“You should consider it your fortune.’

Turkish: sen onu bahtim diye bilmelisin.’

Necessity constructions might be modified by the modal adverbs co-
qum ‘necessarily, definitely’ (in affirmative sentences), gdt’iy ‘in any
case, at any rate, whatever happens’ (in negated sentences) in Uyghur,
e.g. bu maqald oqum biigiinki gezitta Ciqisi kerdk ‘In any case this
paper must appear on today’s newspaper’, biigiin qdit’iy kecikmdislikimiz
kerdk “Whatever happens, today we should not come late.” In contrast to
the constructions without cogqum and gdt’iy, the modal constructions
containing coqum and gdit’iy express strong necessity.
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It should be noted that the conditional marker -sA + kerdk construc-
tion in Uyghur basically does not express necessity (gereklilik), as Oz-
tiirk claims (1994: 87-88), but assumption of the speaker, very often
also probability. Objectively, the realization of the event is not certain.
For instance, ular dtd kélsd kerdk means ‘Perhaps they will come to-
morrow’ or ‘Presumably, they will come tomorrow’. Therefore, the
translation of the example yazsam kerdk into Turkish by means of
yazsam gerek or yazmaltyum is not proper, since in Turkish the -sA
gerek construction may be an elliptical conditional, as Lewis (2000: 268)
explained, while the suffix -mAll signals necessity. Yes indeed, the -sA
kerdk construction in Uyghur sometimes may also express proposition-
oriented weak necessity, that is, the construction denotes that S expects
p to be true (Boland 2006: 154). Usually, the ground for such expecta-
tion is speaker’s personal knowledge or own opinion. However, make
use of the -sA kerdk construction in this sense is restricted to one verb
bol- ‘to be’ and often used together with the modal expressions oy-
laymdnki ‘I think’, meniy qgarisiméd ‘from my point of view’ etc., e.g.
menincd u uyyurlar icidiki dn yaxsi muzikantlardin bolsa kerdk ‘From
my point of view, he should be one of the best musicians among the
Uyghurs’; see also the last two examples in Oztiirk 1994: 88.

3. Morphosyntactic means

In Uyghur strong necessity is also expressed by means of double ne-
gation, namely with the NEG.COND + bolma- construction; see
Rentzsch 2005: 66-67; Yakup 2006. Generally, the construction in ques-
tion is used to denote participant-oriented strong necessity, that is “the
argument x is forced to predicate. The source of this force may be inter-
nal characteristics, which expresses the meaning of internal need: x is
forced by internal/intrinsic factors to PRED” (Boland 2006: 151). Very
often the argument is forced to predicate because of external circum-
stances, as shall we see in (12d-e):

(12a) Kéciiriin, amdi ddrhal oberniya Kirmisdm bolmaydu.

‘Excuse me, I have go to the WC urgently.’

b) Tamakini #mdi taslimisiniz bolmidi, bolmisa 6lisiz.

‘Now you have to give up smoking, other hand you will die.’

¢) Bovaq dmdi &mmiséi bolmaydu.
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‘The child now must suckle.’

d) Mién biigiin kiitmisdm bolmaydu, &t yurtimizya poyiz yoq.

‘T have to return today, tomorrow there is no train to our home land.’

e) Doxturnin degini boyi¢d dmdi ydna dora i€émisiniz bolmaydu.

‘According to the request of the doctor, now you must take your medicine
again.’

This construction is also used to indicate event-oriented strong neces-
sity. Put differently, the event is forced to occur because of deontic
source, such as a general rule or law. Below are some examples:

(13a) Toxtamya qol qoyus$tin burun basliq bilin maéslihitldisSmisik bol-
maydu.

‘Before we sign the contract we must consult with the boss.’

b) Kitab vaqtida naSir qilinmisa bolmaydu.

“The book must be published on time.’

(c) Universitetta oqutquci bolus ii¢iin doktorlugni tiigétmiséd bolmaydu.

‘In order to work as university teacher one has to complete Ph.D.’

Very often, this construction is also be modified with the modal ad-
verbs coqum and gdit’iy. In this case, the modal adverbs usually precede
the whole double negated construction, e.g. bu yil gdrzni coqum/qdit’iy
qayturmisaq bolmaydu ‘This year, at any rate, we must pay back our
debt’, sometimes they might also be inserted between the negated units,
e.g. bu yil gdrzni gayturmisaq coqum /qit’ty bolmaydu ‘This year,
whatever happens, we must pay back our debt.” When the intensifiers
precede the whole double negated construction, it has wide scope, while
if they immediately precede the last negated unit, it has narrow scope.

Turkish has comparable double negated construction NEG.COND +
olmaz, e.g. olmazsa olmaz ‘absolutely necessary’, varmasam olmaz ‘1
have to go’. In general, this construction is used to express event-
oriented necessity, as in (14a), but it also expresses participant-oriented
necessity, as in (14b-c):

(14a) Boylelerine ara sira gozdagi verilmezse olmaz. (Caltkusu 139)

‘Such persons sometimes have to be threatened.’

b) Sizleri gormesem duymasam olmaz. (Siki dostlara hosgeldiniz, 02
Temmuz 2007)

‘T have to see you, feel you.’

¢) Gitmesen olmaz mi1? Daha ¢ok erken.

‘Should you go? It is yet very early.’
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In both two languages the double negated constructions are not used
to denote proposition-oriented necessity.

As late Professor Hamit Tomiir (2003: 317) writes, -sA + bolidu con-
struction may also express weak necessity, e.g. seniy bu pikriy toyra
amds, waz kdcsdy bolidu ‘This opinion of yours is wrong, you must
give it up. However, such a use of this construction depends on context,
and usually such constructions express possibility, e.g. dmdi kdtsiniz
bolidu ‘Now you may go’; see Tomiir 2003: 317-318; Friederich 2002: 188.

4. Less grammaticalized expressions

Besides affixes, modal auxiliaries and morphosyntactic means, there
are also some specific expressions and constructions of expressing ne-
cessity both in Turkish and Uyghur. In contrast to affixes and modal
auxiliaries they are relatively less grammaticalized, that is, the original
lexical meaning of the expressions is clearly preserved. Turkish mainly
uses the following two types of expressions (see Goksel et al. 2005:
353-354; Ozsoy 2005: 96-97):’

i. Verbal nouns in -mAk + zorunda (+ copula)

ii. Verbal nouns in -mAk + zorunda/mecburiyetinde kal-/ol-

In Turkish both two types of expressions denote participant-imposed
dynamic, that is, the needs/necessities are determined by the local cir-
cumstances of the participant. Some examples are:

(15a) Tiirkiye demokratik devlet modeline gecmek zorunda. (Haberk, 15
Aralik 2007)

‘Turkey is forced/obliged to move to the model of a democratic country.’

b) s kehanete kalmadan, Hoca ¢tkmak zorunda kalmus. (Beyaz kale 56)

‘Hoja had to leave before the subject of astronomy could arise.’

¢) O zaman sen de yazin1 Avrupa’da yayimlamak zorunda kalirsin. (Kar
44)

‘In that case you will also have to publish your writing in Europe.’

d) Bu hafta sonu yine ndbet tutmak zorunda/mecburiyetinde kala-
cagim/olacagim. (Ozsoy 2005: 96)

‘I will have to/be obliged to be on duty this weekend again.’

"Perhaps, muhakkak ‘definitely’ might be counted for necessity adverb; see Kornfilt 1997:
376.
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The first type of necessity expressions are negated by means of the
negation copula degil, while the negation of the expressions of the sec-
ond type, namely (ii), is formed by adding negation suffixes to the verbs
kal- and ol-. Negated forms of these expressions usually express event-
oriented necessity and weak proposition-oriented necessity. Consider
the examples in (16):

(16a) “Olmek zorunda degilsin,” dedi Ka. (Kar 177)

““You are not forced to die,”” Ka said.

b) Hi¢bir sey aciklamak zorunda degilim.

‘I am not obliged to explain anything.’

¢) Bu program ile giincel driver aramak zorunda kalmayacaksimz. (Aktif
Mail.net, June 10, 2007)

‘With this program you will not obliged to search for the actual driver.’

Uyghur also displays the following two types of less grammaticalized
constructions expressing necessity:

(i) Verbal nouns in -(X)s+dative+mdjbur

(ii) Verbal nouns in -(X)s+dative+toyra kelidu

In the case of the first type of construction, verbal nouns do not take
any personal markers, this means that person is indicated with the aid of
personal pronouns in the subject function; in (ii) the verb is also not
marked for person, person is indicated by adding possessive suffixes to
the verbal noun. Similar to the case of the Turkish expressions, the Uy-
ghur constructions also denote participant-imposed dynamic, actually a
type of event-oriented necessity. Some examples are:

(17a) Biz unin deginini qiliSqga méjbur.

‘We are obliged to do what he says.’

b) Bu 9ydd turmaymén desiniz basqa yérdin Oy tepisigizya toyra kelidu.

‘If you don’t want to stay in this apartment, you have to find apartment in
other place.’

¢) Doktorluqqa kiris$ ic¢iin ¢4t’dl tilidin imtihan beriskéa toyra kelidu.

‘In order to become a Ph.D. student one has to take exam in a foreign lan-
guage.’

The first type of expression, namely the expression (i) is negated by
means of the negation copula dmds, e.g. biz uniy deginini qiliSqa
mdjbur dmds ‘we are not obliged to do what he says’. The negation
form of the expression (ii) is suppletive, that is, it is formed by another
unit hajtsiz. However, unlike the toyra kelidu, hajitsiz does not require
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the preceding verbal noun to be in dative, e.g. doktorlugqa kiris iiciin
car’dl tilidin imtihan beri§ hajdtsiz ‘In order to become a Ph.D. student
it is not obliged to take exam in a foreign language.’

5. Conclusions

Both Turkish and Uyghur express necessity through verb inflection,
by modal auxiliaries, by means of double negation as well as less
grammaticalized lexical phrases. The semantic scope expressed by the
Turkish necessity suffix -mAIl covers deontic and epistemic modalities.
They are basically realized as participant-oriented necessity (partici-
pant-internal and participant-external), event-oriented necessity and
proposition-oriented necessity, sometimes only an expectation, namely
weak necessity, while the Uyghur necessity suffix is impersonal and
mainly expresses proposition-oriented necessity. Moreover, its scope of
use is restricted to certain style of the Uyghur literary language. In Uy-
ghur the modal/necessity auxiliaries are the most common means of
expressing necessity, they are used to express almost all modal notions
coded by the necessity suffix -mAIll and comparable modal auxiliaries
expressing necessity existing in Turkish. In contrast to the necessity
expressed by suffixes and modal auxiliaries the double negation signals
strong necessity, at least it is the case of Uyghur. Note, however, that
there is no a binary opposition necessity vs. strong necessity both in
Turkish and Uyghur, in certain instances there are even some overlaps
in the notions expressed by the double negation and other operators. The
degree of grammaticalization of the Turkish constructions -mAk +
zorunda (+ copula), -mAk + zorunda kal-/ol- etc. seems to be higher
than the corresponding Uyghur units, being frequently used both spoken
and written varieties of Turkish, while make use of the Uyghur phrases
expressing necessity is mainly restricted to the written language, though
this point was not discussed in this paper in detail.
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