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THE DECEPTIVE PRODUCTIVITY OF GREEK AND LATIN FORMATIVES
IN KAZAKH LINGUISTIC TERMINOLOGY

Abstract. While compiling a trilingual dictionary of Greek and Latin
terminological elements used in linguistic terminology, the formatives VOC-, CATA-
, and ONOMAS-/ONOMAT- were identified as the only candidates for reverse
configuration status. The Kazakh material initially demonstrated productivity where
the English and Russian material did not. The productivity of each formative was
verified in two stages: first, its dictionary attestation was established, and then its
actual combination with different bases in modern academic literature was examined.
A line-by-line analysis of seven primary sources of Kazakh-language scientific
discourse did not confirm this initial assumption, since in every case the formative
occurred as part of a word borrowed in its entirety. Kazakh case, number, and word-
forming markers are attached to the word as a whole, while the formative does
not participate in this process as a separable and combinable element. This type of
inflection is typical of any assimilated borrowing in an agglutinative language and
does not indicate the productivity of its parts. The same diagnostic criterion, when
applied to all the languages, proved less reliable for Kazakh precisely because of this
regular suffixation, which led to the misleading finding. No reverse configuration was
found in the corpus under study; the three items in question represent not exceptions
to the general typological asymmetry but a separate category — more specifically, cases

of words borrowed in their entirety and mistakenly classified as productive derivation.
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It is recommended that this criterion be tested using data from another agglutinative
language. The research findings are methodologically significant for the terminography
of languages with different types of inflection.
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Introduction

Linguists differ in their opinions on the classification of the Greek and Latin
elements. Bauer considers that there is no distinct boundary between roots and affixes
and there is only a transitional zone (Bauer, 1998). Those scholars who admit this class
can be divided into two groups: the first includes word compounding, abbreviation
and analogy (Mattiello, 2022). The second group narrows the concept to affixoid
(Kastovsky, 2009). It is not clear if the specific element is integrated into the recipient
language in the same way as an ordinary loan word (Pulcini and Milani, 2017);
and if the formative productivity is transferred automatically from one language to
another (Panocova and ten Hacken, 2020). The distinction of the status of Greek and
Latin elements and the nature of their productivity are still being actively discussed
(Hayashi, 2024). These elements have previously been studied in terms of linguistic
terminology, primarily at the level of their semantics and functions (Vasilieva, 1983).
The issue of whether these elements keep the status of productive word-forming units
after their inclusion in a typologically different language as the agglutinative Kazakh
language, remains largely uninvestigated.

The linguistic terminographic dictionary (Suleimenova, Azamatova, 2026)
contains 111 Greek and Latin term elements in the Kazakh, English, and Russian
languages. When developing this dictionary, three forms (VOC-, CATA-, and
ONOMAS-/ONOMAT-) were standing out as the only candidates for the status of
reverse configuration. In these forms, the Kazakh language was the language that
turned out to be productive, while the other two languages were not. Before being
accepted as a significant finding but not as an artifact of insufficient verification, it

had to be verified separately. Of these three formatives, two of them are of Greek
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origin. CATA- originates from the Greek word xazad, which means 'down', 'against', or
'according to', while ONOMAS-/ONOMAT- comes from dvoua, évouatr- which means
'name.' VOC- originates from the Latin term vox, vocis, which means 'voice' and is also
the source of the Latin verb vocare, which means 'to call.' In ancient Greek and Latin,
as well as in the international language of science, each of the three formatives has
the ability to combine with different lexical bases. The reason why this investigated
case is interesting lies in the fact that the element that is productive at the level of
international scientific discourse turns out to be the integral part of the whole word in
all receptor languages simultaneously.

The present article conducts this verification line-by-line according to the
primary sources of the Kazakh scientific discourse for each formative and demonstrates
that we do not have an exception from the whole picture but a phenomenon different

by its nature.

Materials and methods

The material of research includes two groups of sources. The first group
comprises the trilingual terminographic dictionary (Suleimenova, Azamatova, 2026).
The dictionary is based on twelve sources of linguistic terminology. There is a set of
four dictionaries for each of the three languages. It is the material that established
the dictionary fixation of all 111 Greek and Latin terminological elements of the
corpus. The second group includes seven primary sources of the Kazakh scientific
discourse. These sources were used to verify the productivity of VOC- (Aralbayeyv,
1988; Omarbekova, 2023), CATA- (Meirmanova & Kenzhegulova, 2021; Abdikarim,
2022), and ONOMAS-/ONOMAT- (Aidarbek, 2010; Rustemova, 2013; Beibitova et
al., 2025).

Only three of the 111 term elements have been classified as candidates for the
status of reverse configuration. The formative was described as productive while the
other two languages had a reverse case which called for a different verification using
the second group of sources. The productivity of the three formatives in English and
Russian was previously established in a wider corpus verification and will not be
considered again in this paper. The objective of this study was to verify the formatives
in the Kazakh language resources as the incorrect classification occurred in that
language.

At the first stage of the research, the formative was fixed in the normative
dictionaries and established in several independent publications by using the method
of exhaustive sampling. Also, the formative was considered fixed in the cases when a

dictionary item divided a larger term into the constituent parts by brackets.
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The formative was considered productive if it participated regularly in the
formation of new words rather than in the separate isolated cases of usage (Bauer, 2001),
since a single dictionary attestation was not sufficient for this. A comparable two-stage
design, combining dictionary and corpus evidence to establish the productivity of
new combining forms, has recently been applied to American English (Huang & Gao,
2025). The following verification stage was based on the word formation analysis,
not on the etymological one. This stage required identifying at least two words that
are not only listed in dictionaries but also factually used in the modern academic
literature. These two words should combine the formative with different bases instead
of representing two forms of one and the same derivative. Even if two words of such
a pair mean different phenomena, this is not sufficient, since both can be transferred
into the language in the ready-made form, by the same way of borrowing, and then the
formative in them is not an active element of word formation, but only a recognizable
part of the common donor word. In other words, it was necessary to distinguish a word
constructed by attaching an element to an independent base within a given language

from a word entirely borrowed from another language along with this element.

Results

VOC-

According to the preliminary classification, the element VOC- was referred
to the cases of reverse configuration, since only Kazakh out of the three languages
demonstrated the productive behavior of the formative. This was the only similar
example in the corpus, so it required a separate verification before being considered a
theoretically significant finding.

The verification was conducted using two sources, and it is important to
immediately specify what they prove and what they do not. Neither Aralbayev nor
Omarbekova discuss the origin of the words vocalism and vocative and do not qualify
them as borrowings. The etymological status of these words is established by using
other data. The data obtained during the study show the real terminological functioning
and grammatical mastery of complete words with this component in the Kazakh-
language scientific text.

Aralbayev offers three specific pieces of evidence of this statement. If we start
with the subject relationship, then his work refers vocalism to the system of vowel
phonemes of the modern Kazakh language: “Kaszipei kazax mininoe on 6ip oayvicmel
¢onema b6ap. Bokanuzm conapovly e3apa kapwvim-Kamvicvinan Kypaiaowst” (1988, p.
30) (lit. There are eleven vowel phonemes in the modern Kazakh language. Vocalism

is based on their interaction). As for its terminological function, the word is used not
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by chance, but as the name of the object of description. The section is called “Ka3zak
Bokanusmi” (lit. Kazakh vocalism), and all subsequent analysis of vowels is based on
this term. From the point of view of grammatical mastery, the form soxanuszmi (lit.
vocalism) indicates the Kazakh possessive marker -, that is, the word is embedded in
Kazakh grammar as an ordinary noun. At the same time, the source does not establish
that the word is formed by means of the Kazakh language, or that it is perceived as an
independent element. He also does not claim that the term is opposed to other words
with VOC-, or that this element is productive.

Omarbekova has a different picture: as the central subject of analysis,
anthroponymic vocatives are collected from M. Auezov's letters and grouped according
to their lexico-grammatical features (2023, p. 130-143). The article contains the
forms eoxamuemep, sokamuemepoiy, soxamusmepee, sokamusmepoi, sokamusi and
the derivative sokamusmixk. Vocatives are understood here as Kazakh personal names
(Muratai, Yskak, Smagul, Gabiden and others). Omarbekova, like Aralbayev, does not
qualify vocative as a loanword and does not consider voc- as a separable element. The
listed forms are obtained by attaching Kazakh affixes to the same word “vocative”.

The soxodep/vocoder pair, which we initially considered as a candidate for
transcoding status, was also verified separately. However, since there was only one
source for the Russian version, which was insufficient to confirm the regularity of this
model, the pair was excluded from the evidence base.

Both sources confirm the lexico-terminological and morphosyntactic
integration of these (complete) words into the Kazakh scientific discourse. Vocalism
is a mastered international term that is regularly applied to the vowel system of the
Kazakh language, and vocative is a morphologically mastered term that is regularly
applied to anthroponymic addresses in a Kazakh—language epistolary text. Both cases
indicate the borrowing and subsequent grammatical adaptation of whole lexemes,
but they do not indicate reproducible Kazakh word formation with VOC-. No source
considers it as a separate productive element.

The initial reverse configuration for this position is not confirmed, but not
because borrowing as such has been proven, but because there is no positive evidence
of the formative productivity in any of the primary sources.

CATA-

The initial classification referred CATA- to the same type of reverse configuration
as VOC-: unlike English and Russian, Kazakh demonstrated the productive behavior
of the formative.

Meirmanova and Kenzhegulova define the word cataphora as “Kamagopanut

wapmmsl mypoe “‘andvin anywwl’ Oden xonoanamwiz” (2021, p. 136) (lit. We
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conventionally designate the cataphora as a precursor). In the same article, there are
forms such as kamadgopanv (the word in the accusative case), kamagpopanvix (the
relative adjective with the Kazakh suffix -zs15, meaning “referring to the cataphor”)
and kamadghopanw (the relative adjective with the Kazakh suffix -zs1, meaning “having
a cataphorical property”). At the same time, cata- is not divided anywhere as a separate
element, kamagopanevix and kamagopaner are formed using Kazakh suffixes from
the whole word xamagopa, and the article does not explain the meaning of cata-
or formation of other terms with its help. Other mentions of the cataphora found (a
secondary student retelling and a Russian-language article without Kazakh material)
do not add independent data.

The word catachresis is found in Abdikarim in the enumeration of a number of
stylistic devices: “catachresis, oxymoron, hendiadys, enallage” (2022, p. 95). We see
that here the form of this word remains unchanged, and there are no Kazakh inflectional
indicators. The cata- element is not attached to an independent base here or anywhere
else.

Cataphora and catachresis in Kazakh scientific discourse turn out to be the
same case as vocalism and vocative in 3.1, that is, the complete borrowed terms have
grammatically been mastered by Kazakh morphology, but without being separated
into cata- as a separable, productive element. The initial reverse configuration for
CATA- is not confirmed for the same reason as for VOC-.

ONOMAS-/ONOMAT-

The forms ONOMAS-/ONOMAT- initially showed the same picture as VOC-
and CATA-: a productive form in Kazakh with its absence in English and Russian.

Aidarbek introduces the term in a monograph entirely devoted to Kazakh
terminology: “Onomacuonocusnviy ey 6acmvl MaKcamsl — COULEYULIHIY AMAlbIMOBIK
Kbl3Memmi OpbiHOay 6apvicbiHOa Yyemanamull Heeizel npunyunmepin anvikmay” (2010,
p. 12) (lit. The main purpose of onomasiology is to determine the principles that guide
the speaker in nominative activity). This word is not a one-time mention here, but the
central concept of the entire book, so you can find its different forms: onomacuonocusanviy
(genitive case), onomacuonozusada (local case), onomacuonozusanvix (relative adjective),
oHomacuonozusaHwvl (accusative case). At the same time, the monograph does not single
out onomas- anywhere as a separate element and does not use it to construct other
Kazakh terms. Onomacuonorusuislk is formed by the Kazakh suffix from the whole
word, and not from the element onomas-.

Onomatopoeia shows a similar picture from two sources. Rustemova
explains the origin of the word through Greek: “Onomamonoea cesi kene epexmin

ovouatomoiio, ... deeen cosinen wwuikkar” (2013, p. 98) (lit. The word “onomatopoea”
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comes from the ancient Greek dvopartorotio) and explains the initial components as
ovouo. “name”, moiew “do”. The author explains the origin of the complete word in
its entirety, rather than showing that the onomat- functions as a productive element of
Kazakh word formation. Beibitova et al. give a broader case range: onomamonesnvix,
oHoMamonesHviy, oHomamonesinvl, as well as the word onomamonesnap-ovr in the
plural form as a stable declension and word formation from the whole base (2025, p.
56, etymology p. 49). The Kazakh suffix is productive here on a borrowed base, but
not the onomat- itself.

Onomasiology and onomatopoeia agree with the already analyzed vocalism/
vocative and cataphora/catachresis in one point: we have complete borrowed terms
mastered by Kazakh morphology, but not formatives, isolated and productive as such.

As in the first two examples, the reverse configuration is not confirmed here. Table 1.

summarizes the data for all seven sources.

Table 1. Verification of the productivity of VOC-, CATA-, and ONOMAS-/
ONOMAT- in the Kazakh material

Position Source Kazakh forms Indicators Verdict
VOC- Aralbayev, 1988, sOKaANUIMI possessive not
p. 30 productive
VOC- Omarbekova, soxamusmep, plural, genitive case  not
2023, p. 138 goxamuemepoiy productive
CATA- Meirmanova and  xamagopanoi, accusative case, two  not
Kenzhegulova, Kamagopanvlx, derivational forms productive
2021, p. 136 xamaghopanvi
CATA- Abdikarim, 2022,  xamaxpesa none (unchanged not
p. 95 form) productive
ONOMAS-/ Aidarbek, 2010, oHomacuonozusHwvly,  genitive, locative not
ONOMAT- p. 12 -0d, -IblK, ~Hbl cases, relative productive
adjective, accusative
case
ONOMAS-/ Rustemova, 2013,  onomamonoea none (unchanged not
ONOMAT- p.98 form) productive
ONOMAS-/ Beibitova et al., OHOMAMONESLIBIK, relative adjective, not
ONOMAT- 2025, p. 56 -HbIH, -HbL, ~1aAP-0bl genitive and productive
accusative cases,
plural
Discussion

None of the three candidates for the status of reverse configuration (see section

2) was confirmed in section 3. The formative turned out to be unproductive not only
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in Kazakh, but also in the other two languages. This is not the same case that confirms
the general pattern of asymmetry once again, since VOC-, CATA-, and ONOMAS-/
ONOMAT- are not on a par with positions where only English and Russian are
productive.

We propose to consider them as a special, independent category, separate from
both the typical asymmetry and the hypothetical reverse configuration. In other words,
we classify it as a category introduced in this study, rather than introduced from an
existing typology. Taking into account the fact that the remaining 108 positions of the
corpus were not such candidates from the beginning, no real reverse configurations
were found in the collected material.

A narrower methodological result concerns the nature of the error itself in
the original classification. In all three situations, the Kazakh material demonstrates
a strong grammatical mastery of the complete borrowed word. Boxaruszmi indicates
a possessive marker. Bokamuemep and eoxamuemepdin are indicators of number and
case. Kamadgopanwvi, kamaghopanvix and xamagopanvr are formed using case and
word-forming affixes. Oromacuonocusnviy, oHOMACUONO2UAOA, OHOMACUONOSUSLBIK,
and onomacuonocuansr demonstrate the same set of case and word-formation forms.
Onomamonesinvlk, onomamonesnvl and onomamonesnap-ovl repeat the same pattern.

Seven sources were independently verified, but the result was the same: both
case and word-formation indicators were regularly attested, but the formative itself
never acts as a separable, combined unit.

The grammatical mastery of a complete word by agglutinative indicators and
the synchronous productivity of a formative within this word are different phenomena,
and it turned out to be easy to confuse them not once, but three times, on independent
material and in different sources each time.

Modern morphology for this category distinguishes between an affix, which is
combined with different roots of its class, and a welded form. It is a related element,
phonologically and structurally inseparable from the specific base with which it
once merged (Haspelmath, 2021). The formative voc-/cata-/onomas- is productively
connected to the base by means of the recipient language in none of the seven
sources. Each word where it occurs is borrowed in this form entirely, ready-made,
and not assembled from a formative and an independent base within the Kazakh,
English or Russian word formation. At the same time, the Kazakh language reveals
a predominantly agglutinative organization of the word form, although a single set
of features that reliably unites all languages of this type has not been empirically
established (Haspelmath, 2009). For the present study, special attention should be paid

to the following point: the indicator is attached to almost any noun, regardless of its
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origin and internal structure (cf. Kirchner, 1998; Abish, 2022), which is confirmed by
the material of specific case indicators (Dees, 2025).

It is significant not only the fact that there is a complete borrowing (it is expected
for international scientific vocabulary in any of the three languages of the studied
corpus), but that the same diagnostic test gave different verdicts depending on the
language. As shown by a broader verification of the corpus (see section 2), for English
and Russian material, the referential difference of the pair (vocative and vocalic really
mean different phenomena) was considered insufficient to conclude about productivity.
Both words were recognized as integral borrowings in spite of this difference, which is
consistent with independent results on the degree of Latinization for the same language
pair based on terminology from related fields (Sokolova, 2022). The same test initially
worked differently for the Kazakh language because of this regular suffixation (see
above), which created a deceptive impression of mastery exactly in the point where
there was no such signal for English and Russian material at all. We believe that the
same productivity criterion should be applied to different languages equally strictly,
and agglutinative morphology is not the basis for a milder verification, but a source of
additional risk of a false positive result.

The distinction between these two phenomena can serve as a hypothesis for
testing on other agglutinative material, and not just a diagnostic observation based on
Kazakh data. For lexicographical practice, it also means a more specific consequence.
The trilingual terminographic dictionary based on this study (Suleimenova &
Azamatova, 2026), like any similar publication for agglutinative languages, encounters
this distinction whenever it is necessary to decide whether to allocate a formative to
a separate dictionary entry as an independent word-formation unit. The article has
shown the example of all three forms when a grammatically mastered borrowing is
at the risk of being periodically considered as productive derivation without strict
two-step verification. Moreover, word-forming suffixes, unlike the case and numerical
formalization of a borrowed word, have already been described as an independent, truly
productive mechanism for creating new terms through calque (Aldash et al., 2025),
and the inconsistency of terminological practice between related Turkic languages is

fixed as a separate problem requiring coordination (Kurmanbaiuly, 2025).

Conclusion

The formatives VOC-, CATA- and ONOMAS-/ONOMAT- never act as
separable units of word formation in the Kazakh material. In all three cases, the
element is closely linked to the specific base from which it was borrowed, and does not

combine freely with other bases. There is no reverse anomaly in the corpus; there is
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only an appearance generated by the fact that an agglutinative language grammatically
masters any noun, regardless of its origin.

The article considers only three positions of one (Kazakh) language. The
productivity of the English and Russian material is taken from a broader verification
of the corpus and is not reestablished here, although the corpus itself (Suleimenova,
Azamatova, 2026) serves as the material of the entire case study. Before considering the
proposed distinction as a general diagnostic criterion, we recommend verification on
material from another agglutinative language. Trilingual terminographic publications
for languages of this type require a method to differentiate one word from the other,

otherwise a complete borrowing will continue to resemble productive derivation.
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A.K. AzamaroBa
KUMDII Ynueepcumemi
Anmamel, Kazaxcman
9.. CyneiimeHoBa
on-Papabu amvindazvl Kazax YyimmoulK yHU8epcumemi

Anmamel, Kazaxcman

KA3AK JIMHI'BUCTUKAJIBIK TEPMHUHOJIOI'UACBIHIAT BI
I'PEK-JIATBIH ®OPMAHTTAPBIHBIH AJIJAMIIbI OHIMALJIIT'T

AHaarna. JIMHTBHCTHKAJNBIK TEPMHUHOJOTHS CallaChIHIAFbl T'PEK-JaThIH
TEPMHUHODJIEMEHTTEPIHIH YIITUIAI CO3IITiH KypacTeipy OapeichiHga BOK-,
KATA- )xone OHOMAC-/OHOMAT- neren yur ¢pOpMaHTTBIH Kepl KOHPUTYpaAILTUS
MopTeOeCciHe KaNFbhl3 YMITKEp ©€KeHI aHbIKTalabl. Ka3zak TidiHIH MaTepHalbl
aFBUIIIBIH JKOHE OPBIC TUIAEpiHAE OalKalMaraH TycTapja OacTamKblga ©HIMIIIIK
TaHBITKAH ei. ®OpPMaHTTBIH OHIMIIIITT €Ki TYpJi Ke3eHJe TeKCEpIIi: aaabIMEH
OHBIH CO3IIKTE TipKeaeyi, COAaH COH Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbI FRIJIBIMU alWHAJIBIM/IA dPTY PJIi
HETI3JIepMEH HaKThl TipKeciMIiairi kapanaabl. KazakTingi FBUIBIMH JTHCKYPCTHIH
KeTl OacTamKbl JEPEKKO31H KOJIMa-KOJ Taljay kacay OyJl OacTamKbl OOJIKaMIbI
pactamazabl, cebebi GopmaHT OapiblK jkaFmala TyTacTal €HTEH KipMe CO3JIiH

KypambiHa Kipeni. Ka3ak TinmiHaeri cenTik, CAaHAbIK )KOHE Co3)KacaM KOpPCETKIITepi
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ce3re OyTiHIeH >kanraHaabl, ad GopmaHT nepbec OeiHETIH opi OIpIreTiH PIEMEHT
peTiHae Oy KOCBhUIY MpoIleciHe KaTbicmaijabl. MyHIail ce3 TypJieHy KYOBUIBICHI
arrIIOTUHATHBTI TUIAETT Ke3 KEeJITeH WIepUIreH KipMe ce3lepre TOH KachueT OOJIbIM
TaOBLIAIBl J)KOHE OHBIH Kypamjac OeJIIKTepiHIH OHIMIIIIriHe 1oyies 0ojla aaMaiabl.
Bapnbeik Tingepre Oipjael KONJAaHBUIFAH OCHI JHATHOCTUKAJIBIK KPHUTEPHH Ka3ak
TUTIHE KaTBICTBI JOJ OCBHI TYPaKThl KYPHAKTaHY KYOBUIBICHIHBIH CallJapbIHAH
oJIcipen, ajAaMIIbl HOTHOKETe albIll Kel. 3epTTENreH KOpIycTa OHIMIUTIKTIH
Kepi KOHQUTYpaIusAchl MYJIIEM Ke3JeCIeiIi, ajl arajifaH YII TO3WUIHS JKaJIIbl
THIIOJOTHSUTBIK aCUMMETPHSIIaH ThIC ayBITKY €MecC, )KeKe CAHATTHI, JAJIIPEeK alTKaH/a,
OHIMJI1 AepUBAIMs PETiHIE KaTe KaObUIIaHFaH TYTac KipMe CO3Jep/iH MbICAJIapbIiH
Kypaiael. byn kputepuiini Oacka arrIlOTHHATHBTI TULACPAIH MaTepHajbIHIA
TEKCEPY YCHIHBLIAIBI. 3epTTEy HOTHIKENEPl €63 TYPJICHY THIN OpTYpJi TIIASpIiH
TepMHUHOTPA(UACH YIITIH 9[iICHAMAIIBIK TYPFBIIaH MaHBI3bI OOJIBIT TAOBLIAIbI.
Tyitingi ce3gep: TepMuHOANTEMEHT; (GOPMAHTTBIH  OHIMAUIIT;  Kepi
KOH(DUTYpamus; ce3KacaMIbIK JEpHBAlMA; AarnIFOTHHATHBTI  TUT;  YIOTUIAL

TCpMI/IHOFpa(bI/IH; THUITOJIOTUAJIBIK aCUMMCETPHU .

A.X. AzamartoBa
Ynusepcumem KHUMOIT
Aamamoet, Kazaxcman
.. CyaeiimeHnoBa
Kazaxckuii nayuonanvhwiil ynusepcumem umenu aio-Dapabu

Aamamet, Kazaxcman

OBMAHYMBASA TPOAYKTUBHOCTD I'PEKO-IATUHCKHUX
®OPMAHTOB
B KA3AXCKOM JJUHTBUCTHYECKOIN TEPMUHOJIOT A

AnHotanus. [Ipu cocTaBiIeHHH TPEXbI3BIYHOTO CIIOBApS TPEKO-TATHHCKUX
TEPMHHOJIOTHYCCKAX  DJIEMEHTOB B  JUHTBUCTHYECKOW TEPMHUHOJIOTHH  OBLIO
obnapyxeno, uyro ¢opmantel BOK-, KATA- u OHOMAC-/OHOMAT- oxka3anuch
€IMHCTBCHHBIMU KaHJMJIaTAMU Ha cTaryc oOparHOW koHQurypanuu. Kazaxckwii
MaTrepual MmepBOHaYaIbHO JAEMOHCTPUPOBAI MPOMYKTUBHOCTh TaM, TJ€ aHTIIUHACKHMA
U pyCCKHil ee He ToKasbBaiH. [IpogykTHBHOCTH (hOpMaHTa MpoOBepsIach B JiBa
JTama: CHavyajga yCTaHaBIMBAJIach €ro ClOBapHas (QUKCalus, 3aTeM pealbHOE
COYETAaHUE C Pa3HBIMH OCHOBAaMHU B COBPEMEHHOM HayyHOM oOoporte. [locTpouHsrii

dHaJIn3 CCMHU IICPBHYHBIX HCTOYHHUKOB Ka3aXOA3bIYHOI'O HAYYHOI'O JHCKYypCa 3TOrIO
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MIEPBOHAYAIPHOTO TPEATOJNIOKEHUSI HE TIOATBEPIMJI, TaK Kak (GOpMaHT BO BCEX
CIydYasix BXOJIHUT B COCTaB IIEJIMKOM 3aMMCTBOBAHHOTO cioBa. Kazaxckue maaexHbIe,
YHCIIOBBIC M CJIOBOOOpA30BaTEIbHBIC TTOKA3aTEN MPUCOCTUHSIIOTCS K CIIOBY IIEITUKOM,
a GOpPMaHT KaK OTJEISICMbI B KOMOUHUPYEMBIH 3JIEMEHT B 9TOM MPUCOCTUHCHUU HE
ydacTByeT. [lomoOHOE clIoBOM3MEHEHHE CBOMCTBEHHO JIFOOOMY aCCHUMHIMPOBAHHOMY
3aMMCTBOBAHUIO B arrIFOTHHATHBHOM SI3bIKE M1 HUUETO HE TOBOPHUT O MPOJAYKTUBHOCTH
ero yacteid. OQUH U TOT K€ JUArHOCTUYECKUU KPUTEPUU, TPUMEHEHHBIM KO BCEM
s3bIKaM, JUISi Ka3aXCKOro OKa3ajics OcCjallieH WMEHHO HW3-3a JITOW peryaspHOU
cypdukcauu, 4To M MOPOAUIO0 OOMaHYMBYIO HaxoAKy. B mcciaemyemom kopmyce
oOparHast KOHGUTYpalus MPOAYKTHUBHOCTH HUTNIE HE BCTpeYaeTcs, U 0003HAYCHHBIS
TPU TIO3HMIIMU TPEACTABISAIOT COOON HE HCKIIOYEHHE M3 OOIMIEeH THITOJOTHYECKOU
ACUMMETPHH, a OTACIbHYI0 KaTErOpHI0, TOUHEE CIIydyad LEJIOCTHOTO 3aMMCTBOBAHMS,
OIIMOOYHO TPHUHATHIC 32 NMPOAYKTUBHYIO JAepHUBaIni0. PexoMeHIyeTcss NMpOBEPHUTH
ATOT KPUTEPUH HA JPYroM armIFOTHHATHBHOM Marepuase. Pe3ynbrarsl uccienoBaHus
SBJISIIOTCS METOJIOJOTHYCCKH 3HAYMMBIMH IS TEPMUHOTpauu S3bIKOB C Pa3HBIM
THUIIOM CJIOBOM3MEHEHUS.

KuarwueBble c10Ba: TEpPMHUHOIIEMEHT; IPOAYKTUBHOCTh (popmaHTa; oOpaTHas
KOH(DUTYpamus; CIoBooOpa3oBaTelibHAs JICpPHUBAILMS; AarTIFOTUHATHUBHBIA  SI3BIK;

TPEXbA3bIYHASA TepMI/IHOFpa(l)I/IH; THUITOJIOTNMYCCKasA aCUMMCTpPUA
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