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HYBRID TERMS IN KAZAKH: THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
AND CRITERIA FOR CLASSIFICATION

Abstract. The article examines the theoretical foundations of hybrid terms in Kazakh and the criteria needed to
distinguish them from borrowed terms and morphologically adapted loanwords. The study aims to clarify the
relationship between etymological heterogeneity, word formation, and specialised naming, while retaining the
distinction between the Kazakh designations 6yman and ru6pua. A critical narrative review is combined with
comparative and structural-semantic analysis of theoretical accounts and illustrative examples from Kazakh and other
linguistic traditions. The comparison identifies three recurrent sources of disagreement: the treatment of borrowed bases
with native affixes, the classification of formations imported as complete lexical units, and the relationship between
morphological structure and terminological function. English, German, French, Turkish, and Russian approaches are
considered alongside the development of Kazakh terminology studies. The analysis supports a recipient-language
perspective in which component origin, formation history, structural pattern, degree of integration, and specialised
function are recorded separately. On this basis, a working classification distinguishes recipient-language hybrid
formations, borrowed terms of hybrid origin, and a boundary class of derivatives based on loans. The historical
discussion connects these distinctions with changing practices of translation and adaptation in Kazakh. The proposed
framework provides a basis for consistent terminographic description; it is an analytical proposal rather than an
empirically validated classification or a new estimate of hybrid-term frequency.

Keywords: hybrid term; lexical hybridisation; Kazakh terminology; borrowing; morphological adaptation; word
formation; terminography.

Introduction

The concept of a hybrid term occupies an intermediate position between borrowing,
translation, and word formation. In Kazakh terminology studies, it is commonly applied to
designations that combine a borrowed component with a Kazakh element. However, this apparently
straightforward definition conceals several different objects: a newly formed compound, a partially
translated foreign designation, a derivative built on a borrowed base, or a term already composed of
elements from different languages before entering Kazakh. Kurmanbayuly’s discussion of the
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internal and external resources of terminology provides a starting point for examining these
relationships, but their interaction does not itself establish a single, unambiguous category [1].

The difficulty is therefore not simply the presence of material of different origins. It concerns
the analytical perspective from which a designation is classified. A historical account asks where its
components originated; a synchronic account asks how they function in the receiving language [2].

A word-formation analysis identifies the constructional relationship between the components,
whereas a terminological analysis establishes which specialised concept the whole designation names.
Kortas’s treatment of lexical hybrids and the models discussed by Momynova and Anessova demonstrate
that different combinations of these questions produce different boundaries for the category [3].

This distinction is particularly important when Kazakh material is compared with findings from
other languages. A count of etymologically mixed dictionary entries is not equivalent to a count of terms
created through the combination of Kazakh and borrowed elements. Nor does a list of international
combining forms show that every designation containing one of them was formed in Kazakh. Earlier
work on the study of Kazakh hybrid terms has already identified problems of definition and classification
[4]. The present article develops these problems into a comparative account of the criteria that underlie
competing classifications, rather than treating the existence of hybrid terms as a new discovery.

The purpose of the study is to clarify the theoretical foundations of hybrid terms in Kazakh
and formulate a transparent basis for their description. Three objectives guide the analysis: to
distinguish the metalanguage of hybridity from the processes it describes; to compare the treatment
of lexical hybrids across the research traditions represented in the material; and to relate the
resulting distinctions to Kazakh terminology history and word-formation patterns. The proposed
contribution is an analytical synthesis that separates component origin, formation history, structural
organisation, integration, and specialised function. It does not offer a new prevalence estimate or
claim that the proposed classification has already been empirically validated.

Materials and Methods

The material comprises selected theoretical accounts of lexical hybridisation, studies of Kazakh
terminology, and linguistic examples discussed in these sources. Nineteen publications and resources
are used in the article. They include general accounts of terminology and word formation, language-
specific discussions, domain-oriented studies, and an earlier review of Kazakh hybrid terms. The
selection is purposive: sources are included because they address a relevant definitional distinction or
provide an identifiable formation pattern. The study is a critical narrative review, not a systematic
review of all publications on hybridity. No claim of bibliographic exhaustiveness is made.

The analysis proceeds through three connected operations. First, definitions are compared to
establish whether hybridity is attributed to the origin of components, their combination within the
recipient language, or both. Second, the examples are examined for structural differences between
affixal derivatives, compounds, formations containing international combining forms, and
multiword terms. Third, these distinctions are related to the history of borrowing and partial
translation described in Kazakh scholarship. Historical positions are examined through the
published accounts assembled for this study; the analysis does not constitute a new archival
investigation or establish the earliest attestation of individual forms.

A concept-oriented perspective is retained throughout. 1SO 704:2022 addresses the
relationships between objects, concepts, definitions, and designations and includes principles of
designation formation [5]. Here this perspective is used to keep the classification of a linguistic
form separate from the identification of its specialised meaning. It is not treated as evidence that a
particular Kazakh equivalent is obligatory, or that mixed-origin terms are intrinsically unsuitable.
The preference for a consistent Kazakh metalanguage is presented as a terminological proposal,
distinct from a claim about the requirements of the standard.

Kazakh examples are retained in Cyrillic, with English glosses where necessary. These
glosses explain the examples and are not presented as officially approved English equivalents.
Structural segmentation is restricted to what is needed to demonstrate a pattern; it does not
substitute for a complete etymological investigation. Quantitative totals reported in the preparatory
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material are not recalculated into research findings, because the underlying inventories and uniform
inclusion rules are unavailable. In particular, dictionary-entry totals, variant spellings, and terms
imported as complete units cannot be assumed to represent the same counting unit.

Results and Discussion

The concept of hybridity and the Kazakh metalanguage

The comparison first requires a distinction between the name of the phenomenon and the
linguistic objects assigned to it. In the Kazakh material, 6yoan and cu6puo refer to the same general
idea of a formation involving heterogeneous components. The former supports the terminological
series 6yoan ces ‘hybrid word’, 6yoarn mepmun ‘hybrid term’, and 6ydanoacmuipy ‘hybridisation’.
Maintaining this series makes it possible to distinguish the resulting unit from the process of its
formation without multiplying equivalent labels. The preference for 6yoan follows the position
developed in the Kazakh discussion, while hybrid remains the appropriate English designation [1].

The extension of the hybrid metaphor from biological to linguistic discussion does not transfer all
the properties of the original concept. Bolton’s examination of language and hybridisation is relevant
precisely because the term carries a broader intellectual history than any one morphological definition
[6]. For lexical analysis, the necessary question is which elements are combined and under what
linguistic conditions. Neither the biological metaphor nor the cultural associations of hybridity establish
that a lexical formation violates language norms. Such an evaluation requires evidence about meaning,
structural compatibility, usage, and integration, not the metaphor alone.

A further distinction concerns the transfer of an existing designation between specialised
domains. The Kazakh account describes this as iwxi mepmundeny, or internal terminologisation [1].
It concerns the development of terminological meaning and is not identical to combining
components from different languages. A designation can acquire a new specialised meaning without
undergoing morphological hybridisation. Conversely, a mixed-origin word may remain part of
general vocabulary and never become a term. Lexical hybridity and terminological status must
therefore be described separately, even when both properties occur in the same unit.

For the purposes of this article, a hybrid term is approached as a specialised designation
whose formation in Kazakh involves an identifiable borrowed element and a Kazakh linguistic
resource. The latter may be an inherited element or an established, previously assimilated resource
of the language. This recipient-language orientation is a working delimitation, not a claim that
broader etymological definitions are illegitimate [4, 5]. It places formations borrowed as complete
units outside the core class of hybrid term formation in Kazakh. Derivatives based on borrowed
stems are retained as a boundary class, because the reviewed literature does not consistently
distinguish their derivational and assimilative properties [6].

International approaches: shared questions and different units of analysis

The English-language tradition connects hybridity with the historical development of the lexicon
and the interaction of inherited and borrowed word-formation resources. Jespersen’s account provides
the historical background for considering how contact affects the structure of English vocabulary [7].
Sazanets’s analysis organises English derivatives around four possibilities: a native prefix with a
borrowed base, a borrowed prefix with a native base, a borrowed base with a native suffix, and a native
base with a borrowed suffix. These patterns make the direction of combination explicit [8]. They do not,
however, resolve whether all historically mixed derivatives should retain hybrid status after the
borrowed component has become an ordinary productive resource.

German scholarship offers a more differentiated discussion of foreign word formation.
Fleischer and Barz, Miiller, and Munske address the relationship between borrowed lexical material
and the productive mechanisms of the receiving language [9; 10; 11]. The examples represented in
the material include Luxuswohnung, where a borrowed lexical element combines with a German
one; Glasmanufaktur, with the reverse order; and Ex-Konig, in which a borrowed prefix combines
with a native base. Forms such as abmontieren and Autorschaft also show why borrowing and
derivation cannot be treated as mutually exclusive descriptions. A borrowed component may
participate in a construction whose organisation belongs to German.
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The distinction between endogenous and exogenous formations requires particular care. It may
refer to the place where a word was formed, but it can also be used to describe the origins of its
components. These are different criteria. A combination of two foreign-origin elements is not
necessarily a word created abroad; the combination may have been made within the recipient language.
Equally, a term whose components have different remote origins may be borrowed as a single unit.
The German discussion is useful for Kazakh precisely when the relevant meaning of endogenous or
exogenous is stated, rather than imported as an unexplained classificatory label [10, 11].

French research foregrounds the delimitation of the category and the status of learned elements.
Kortas considers lexical hybridity in relation to competing morphological and etymological
approaches [2]. The discussion includes formations with Greek and Latin elements as well as
combinations involving contemporary French resources. The central difficulty is that a combining
form is not always equivalent to either an autonomous word or an ordinary affix. Consequently, the
analysis of a hybrid cannot be reduced to counting roots. For Kazakh terminology, the parallel is
methodological: an international element such as 6uo- or muxpo- should be identified by its function
in the formation, not assigned to an undifferentiated category of foreign words.

Turkish research provides a related but not identical point of comparison. Erkinay Tamtamis
examines 1,839 hybrid formations selected from dictionary material and classifies combinations of
elements from different linguistic sources [12]. This is a reported result of that study, not a new
count in the present article. Its methodological relevance lies in the relationship between the
selected dictionary unit and the resulting classification. The Turkish and Kazakh materials cannot
be compared quantitatively merely because both are described as hybrid: the inclusion of
derivatives, compounds, and formations involving two foreign-origin components must first be
made equivalent. Typological proximity does not remove the need to specify these boundaries.

Russian discussions further illustrate the difficulty of treating origin, derivation, and writing
as a single property. Marinova’s work addresses the etymological interpretation of hybrid words
[13]. The wider material reviewed here includes formations such as annapamuux, yrempazeyx, and
yumabenrvbnocms, as Well as units combining abbreviations with lexical components. For
comparison with Kazakh, it is important to ask whether a designation is mixed in its component
origins, its graphic representation, or both. A change of script does not necessarily constitute a new
word-formation operation. Similarly, writing every component in Cyrillic does not erase a
difference in their linguistic histories.

The comparison is summarised in Table 1. The rows represent emphases in the selected
literature, not homogeneous national schools or mutually exclusive theories. Their shared
contribution is to show why an explicit unit of analysis is indispensable. Their differences concern
whether the primary object is a lexical history, a productive construction, a learned combining form,
a dictionary entry, or a specialised designation.

Table 1 — Analytical emphases in the research traditions represented in the review

Literature Main emphasis Implication for the Kazakh analysis
considered
English [7; 8] Historical interaction of inherited and | Distinguish component history from the current

borrowed word-formation resources.

productivity of a construction.

German [9; 10; 11]

Foreign word formation; affixes,
lexical bases, and combining forms.

State whether endogenous/exogenous refers to

component origin or formation location.

French [2]

Concept delimitation; synchronic and
etymological approaches.

Make the boundary between hybridity and
adaptation explicit.

Turkish [12]

Dictionary-based classification by the
origins of components.

Specify the dictionary unit and inclusion rules
before comparing totals.

Russian [13]

Etymological interpretation of mixed-
origin formations.

Keep component origin separate from graphic
representation and derivation.

Kazakh [1; 3]

Partial translation, borrowing,
adaptation, and specialised naming.

Distinguish  formation in Kazakh from the

importation of complete terms.

Note: analytical synthesis of the cited literature; the rows do not represent mutually exclusive schools.
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Borrowing, adaptation, and the boundary of hybrid formation

The most consequential disagreement concerns the pattern «borrowed base + native affix”.
Under a broad etymological definition, this pattern is hybrid because the components have different
origins. In a more restrictive interpretation discussed by Kortas, native affixation can instead
indicate the assimilation of a borrowed base [2]. The Kazakh literature also recognises derivatives
among hybrid formations [3]. These accounts should not be collapsed into a single conclusion. They
describe partly different questions: the historical composition of a derivative and the process by
which a borrowed item becomes available to the receiving language’s morphology.

For example, cazdanowipy ‘gasification’ and onexmpaenoipy ‘electrification’ contain
borrowed lexical material and Kazakh derivational resources. This observation is sufficient to
identify a mixed-origin structure under the broad definition. It is not sufficient to establish whether
a particular attested form arose through partial translation, productive derivation within Kazakh, or
the adaptation of an existing foreign term. These pathways may converge in a similar surface form.
The appropriate response is to record the structural facts and the available formation evidence
separately, leaving the historical pathway unresolved where documentation is absent [1, 14].

A second boundary separates a hybrid formed in Kazakh from a borrowed term that was
already hybrid in another language. The distinction is relative to the receiving language. An
etymological description can identify components from different languages inside a borrowed
designation, while a borrowing history can show that the whole designation entered Kazakh without
being assembled there. Both descriptions may be correct, but only the former concerns remote
component origins. The latter determines whether the example provides evidence of hybrid term
formation in Kazakh. Treating every imported mixed-origin term as a locally formed hybrid
obscures this distinction and can inflate the apparent productivity of a pattern [4].

A third boundary concerns the relation between linguistic hybridity and specialised naming.
Research on computer terminology and bionics demonstrates that relevant units are not necessarily
confined to single-word compounds [15, 16, 17]. Ivlieva’s Spanish material includes multiword
formations such as error de hardware and herramienta de filtrado de cookie, in which a borrowed
component is embedded in a recipient-language construction [16]. These examples show why the
internal organisation of a specialised designation matters. They do not justify treating every
ordinary phrase containing a loanword as a hybrid term: the phrase must also function as a
designation within a specialised conceptual system.

The resulting distinction is threefold. Core hybrid formations involve the combination of
differently sourced resources within the recipient language. Borrowed terms of hybrid origin enter
that language as complete designations. Loan-based derivatives form a boundary class whose
treatment depends on the declared relationship between derivation and adaptation. This arrangement
preserves the competing positions represented in the literature while preventing an ambiguous
example from silently determining the scope of an entire dataset. It also makes future comparisons
possible: researchers can report the core class and the boundary class separately rather than
presenting a single total based on undisclosed assumptions.

The Kazakh tradition: historical continuity and changes in adaptation
Kazakh scholarship relates hybrid formations to the broader development of scientific vocabulary.
Kurmanbayuly distinguishes four major periods in the development of Kazakh terminology: the
emergence of a terminological basis in the later nineteenth century, the expansion of national
scientific naming in the early twentieth century, the development of terminology through Russian-
mediated models during the Soviet period, and renewed attention to Kazakh resources from the
1990s onwards [1]. Table 2 uses this periodisation as a framework for interpreting the practices
discussed in the source literature. It does not imply that one formation mechanism disappeared
when another became prominent.
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Table 2 — Hybrid-term formation in the periodisation of Kazakh terminology

Period Processes emphasised in the literature Question for hybrid-term research

Later nineteenth | Emergence of scientific and educational | How are specialised meanings distinguished

century—1910 naming in print; borrowing and translation. from general vocabulary?

1910-1930 Debates over translation, adaptation, and the | Which components were translated or
use of Kazakh affixes with borrowed material. | adapted, and which were retained?

1930-1990 Russian-mediated terminology, partial | How does the mediation language affect form
calques, and combinations with international | and the route of formation?
elements.

From the 1990s Renewed attention to Kazakh naming | How should locally formed hybrids,
resources and explicit study of hybrid | derivatives, and complete borrowings be
formations. separated?

Note: adapted from Kurmanbayuly’s periodisation [1]. The periods describe historical emphases, not mutually
exclusive formation mechanisms.

The early discussions are significant because they address questions that later became central
to the definition of hybrid terms, even when the modern label was not used. The material considers
the translation of parts of foreign designations, the adaptation of borrowed forms, and the
attachment of Kazakh suffixes. Historical examples such as caxmuix xanuman, memnexem
brooacemi, and denec ninzi preserve the coexistence of a Kazakh component and a borrowed one.
Their historical spelling should remain visible when they are used as evidence. Replacing it with
contemporary spelling would remove part of the information needed to study adaptation [1].

Zhubanov’s discussion of international elements is particularly relevant to the status of
recurring components in Kazakh [14]. Examples such as aspowana, yrempaxynein, and
muxpomapaswl illustrate the combination of an international element with a Kazakh base. The
theoretical question is not merely whether the international component was once borrowed. It is
whether repeated participation in Kazakh formations gives it a productive role within the language.
This question connects the historical practice of partial translation with the synchronic analysis of
word-formation resources. It also explains why the same element may be perceived differently at
different stages of integration.

In contemporary descriptions, the range of patterns extends beyond borrowed components in
initial position. The material includes asmooiwcon, ayouoximan, 6uoomein, and gomoxyocam, but
also ayeburem and 6eiinexamepa, in which a Kazakh resource precedes a borrowed lexical
component [1, 3]. This variation is important because hybridity is not a fixed order of components.
The same general relation between local and borrowed resources can be realised in different
structures. Whether an individual formation is established, productive, or normatively preferred
must be investigated separately from its structural classification.

Domain-based work also demonstrates the need to distinguish the object of description from
the method of counting. Kulmanov analyses the quantitative and qualitative composition of Kazakh
terminological dictionaries, while Kenes examines hybrid terms in information technology
terminology [18, 19]. Such studies provide relevant materials and classification questions, but
dictionary entries are not automatically comparable with corpus tokens or unique concepts.
Repeated entries, variant designations, and imported complete terms can affect totals. Accordingly,
the present synthesis does not combine figures from these studies into a general percentage for
Kazakh terminology. The immediate task is to make inclusion criteria comparable before
interpreting numerical differences.

The historical discussion therefore supports a distinction between continuity of mechanisms and
change in their treatment. Partial translation, borrowing, and the use of Kazakh derivational resources
recur across periods, but the preferred degree of adaptation and the status assigned to international
elements vary in the scholarly accounts [14]. Digital publication and electronic term collections make
the material more accessible; by themselves, they do not establish a new word-formation mechanism. A
periodisation of terminology should therefore explain a change in naming principles or practices rather
than rest solely on the introduction of a new storage or retrieval technology.

Structural patterns and the scope of the proposed classification
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Table 3 brings the structural observations together without claiming to provide an exhaustive
inventory. The examples are drawn from the Kazakh material discussed in the literature and are
used to illustrate component relations. A structural label does not certify a term’s official status,
establish its frequency, or identify the language in which the complete designation first arose. The
separation of these questions is particularly important for elements that recur in international
scientific vocabulary: their recognisability does not remove the need to examine the formation as a

whole [14].
Table 3 — Illustrative structural patterns and their classification limits

Pattern Kazakh examples and explanatory glosses Analytical qualification

Borrowed lexical base + | easxy6wip —gas pipeline Mixed-origin compound; formation

Kazakh base history still requires documentation.

Kazakh resource + | ayebunem — air ticket; éGetinexamepa — video | Component order differs from the

borrowed lexical base camera preceding pattern.

International  combining | 6uoomwin — biofuel; ayouoximan — audiobook; | Identify the bound element’s function,

form + Kazakh base Mmukpodenzeii — microlevel not only its remote origin.

Borrowed base + Kazakh | cazoanowipy — gasification; azexmprenoipy — | Boundary class: hybridity in the broad

derivational resources electrification account, adaptation or loan-based
derivation in a narrower account.

Multiword partial | memaexem 6roocemi — state budget;, oenec | Historical forms retained; termhood

translation ain3i — convex lens and formation pathway must be
established  for the  complete
designation.

Note: examples from the material discussed in [1; 3; 14]. Glosses are explanatory; the table does not establish
frequency or official approval.

The distinction between a borrowed lexical base and an international combining form also has
practical consequences. In ecaskyowip, the first component is identifiable as a lexical item used in
Kazakh. In muxpooenzei, the first element functions as a bound modifier within a productive series.
Both formations can be described as mixed-origin, but their component status and derivational
behaviour are not identical. Grouping them together may be useful at one level of classification,
provided that the next level retains the structural difference. Otherwise, the label «hybrid» explains
too little about how a designation is organised [1, 10].

The same caution applies to the treatment of established loans. A synchronically integrated
element may be available to speakers as part of Kazakh vocabulary even when its remote origin is
known. A classification based only on remote etymology would continue to treat such an element as
foreign indefinitely. A purely synchronic classification, on the other hand, could conceal the
historical conditions of its incorporation. The proposed solution is not to discard either perspective,
but to keep separate descriptions for component history and present linguistic status. Their
relationship can then be investigated rather than predetermined by the choice of one label [2, 13].

For multiword terms, the unit of classification must be the specialised designation as a whole,
not an isolated component removed from its construction. The presence of a borrowed word may be
structurally relevant, but it does not establish that the surrounding phrase is a term. The concept
named, the stability of the designation, and its function in the relevant domain remain necessary
considerations. This condition links morphological analysis to terminology work without reducing
the latter to word formation. It also allows a term to be classified as structurally mixed while its
precise route of formation remains an open historical question [5, 16].

Implications for terminographic description

The comparative analysis supports a descriptive framework with five separate fields.
Component origin records the linguistic sources that can be established. Formation history
distinguishes a designation assembled in Kazakh from one borrowed as a complete unit. Structural
pattern identifies the relationship between lexical bases, affixes, combining forms, and multiword
constructions. Integration records the evidence for the component’s current role in Kazakh, without
equating remote origin with present foreignness. Specialised function identifies the concept and
domain in which the complete designation operates. These fields are an analytical proposal derived
from the preceding comparison, not a validated annotation standard.
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Such a description would make uncertainty visible at the appropriate point. A term may have a
clearly identifiable structural pattern but an undocumented formation history. A borrowed component
may be well integrated into Kazakh while the complete designation remains variable in specialist usage.
A multiword designation may have a stable concept but competing spellings. Recording these properties
separately avoids a forced choice between an entirely native term and an entirely foreign one. It also
allows researchers who adopt broad and narrow definitions of hybridity to retrieve different subsets
from the same documented material without changing the underlying observations.

The proposal also separates classification from recommendation. A structurally transparent
hybrid is not necessarily the preferred designation of a concept; conversely, an established specialist
term is not invalidated by its heterogeneous origin. Terminographic decisions should consider the
concept expressed, consistency with related designations, the possibilities of further derivation, and
documented usage. The preference for 6yoan in the Kazakh metalanguage serves consistency in
describing the phenomenon. It should not be confused with a universal prescription to remove every
borrowed component from every terminological system [1, 5].

Limitations and directions for further research

The conclusions are limited by the nature of the material. The review draws on selected
accounts and illustrative examples rather than a newly compiled representative corpus. It does not
establish the proportion of hybrid terms in Kazakh, the productivity of every listed pattern, or the
degree to which specialists accept individual forms. It also does not determine the earliest
attestation of the examples or independently resolve every etymological disagreement. Historical
periodisation is used as an interpretative framework, while the proposed boundary between
hybridisation and adaptation remains a declared analytical choice.

Further work should test the framework on a documented set of dictionary entries and specialised
texts. Each item would need a source, a clear counting unit, an explicit structural analysis, and evidence
for the proposed formation pathway. Separate annotation of core hybrids, loan-based derivatives, and
borrowed terms of hybrid origin would permit comparison between broader and narrower definitions.
Independent classification of the same material would then show which distinctions can be applied
consistently. Until such testing is undertaken, the framework is best regarded as a basis for corpus design
and terminographic analysis, not a demonstrated solution to all problems of hybrid-term identification.

Conclusion

The study has examined the theoretical foundations of hybrid terms in Kazakh through a
critical narrative review and comparative structural-semantic analysis. The principal result is that
etymological heterogeneity, formation in the recipient language, and specialised naming are related
but distinct properties. A definition that relies on only one of them cannot adequately distinguish a
locally formed hybrid from a borrowed term of hybrid origin, a loan-based derivative, or a general-
language phrase containing a borrowed component. The comparison of research traditions explains
why these categories are treated differently and makes the source of the disagreement explicit.

For Kazakh, the working classification gives priority to formation within the recipient language
while retaining loan-based derivatives as a boundary class. It recognises that a component may have a
foreign history and an established synchronic role at the same time. The historical discussion connects
this distinction with recurring practices of partial translation, morphological adaptation, and
combination with international elements. The consistent use of 6yodan is proposed for the Kazakh
metalanguage, with a clear separation between the resulting term and the process of hybridisation.

The practical outcome is a framework that records component origin, formation history,
structural pattern, integration, and specialised function separately. Its value lies in making
classification decisions and evidential limits inspectable. It provides a basis for selecting material,
comparing alternative definitions, and designing future termbase descriptions. Empirical validation
requires a documented corpus and independently applied criteria; no claim of such validation or of
newly established frequency is made here. The next stage is therefore not the expansion of
undifferentiated hybrid-term lists, but the systematic documentation of how particular designations
are formed and function in Kazakh.
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KA3AK TUITHAETT BYIAH TEPMUAH/IEP:
TEOPUSLIBIK HETI3JJEPI MEH KIKTEY OJIIIEM/IEPI

Anpnarna. Makanana Kasak TutiHzeri OyJaH TepMHHICPHAIH TEOPHSUIBIK HETi3fepi »KoHe ojapisl KipMme
TEPMHUHIECP MEH MOPQOJOTHSUIBIK TYPFBIAAH WIEpUIreH KipMe CO3AEpICH aXbIpaTy ejueMaepl KapacThlpbLIajbl.
3epTTeyaiH MaKcaThl — STUMOJIOTHSUIBIK OPTEKTIIK, Co3KacaM )KOHE apHaYJIbl YFBIM/IbI aTay apachlHAarbl OaiIaHbICThI
HaKTbUIAM, «OyIaH» KoHEe «KIHOpUI» aTayNapblHbIH apaKaTbIHACHIH TEPMUHTAHBIMIBIK TYPFBIAAH TYCIHIIpY. 3epTTeyne
FBUIBIMH 9JleOMeTTepre ChIHM ILOJY »Kacay, CalbICTHIPMalbl JKOHE KYpPBUIBIMIIBIK-CEMAaHTHKANBIK Tajnay oiicTepi
KOJNJAHBUIAR. MaTtepuan peTiHae Ka3ak jKOHE e3re TUT OUTIMIHAETI TeOpHSUTBIK TYKBIPBIMIAp MEH COJ eHOeKTepIe
KeNTIpUIreH TiNAiK MbIcampap anslHAbBl. CanplcThIpy OapbICHIHIA TIKip alNMAKTBIFBIH TYFBI3aTBIH YII MOcele
afKBIHAJIABL: KipMe HETi3re TeJl KOChIMIIA JKalFaHFaH TYJIFalapIslH MopTeOeci; e3re TUIIE jKacaiblll, JalblH KyHiHIe
KaObUIIaHFaH aTayJIapblH KIKTEIyl; MOP(OIOTHIIBIK KYPBUIBIM MEH TEPMHUH/IK KBI3METTIH apaKaTbIHACHL. AFBUIIIBIH,
HeMmic, (paHIy3, TYPIK JKOHE OpbIC TiNl OLTIMIHIETi OarbITTap Ka3ak TEPMHUHTAHYBIHBIH JaMyBIMEH cabaKTacThIphIIA
KapacThIppUIbl. Tannay HOTH)KECIHIEC KOMIIOHEHTTIH IIBIFY TETiH, aTayAblH jKacally TapHXbIH, KYPBUIBIMABIK YJITICiH,
TIJIT'e UTEPLTy ASPEKECIH KIHE apHayJIbl KbI3METIH KeKe CHIaTTay KaXeTTirl Herizaenai. OchiFaH colikec KaObU1gayIbl
TiNJe JkacanraH OylaH TepMHHJED, WIBIFY Teri OyAaH KipMe TepMHUHIEp XXOHE KipMe Heri3/ieH jKacajFaH TYbIHJIbI
TYJIFaNIapIbIH IeKapaiblK TOOBI aXbIpaThULAbl. Tapuxu Tajjiay aTajifaH ailblpMallbUIBIKTapbl Ka3aK TUTIHAET] aynapy
KoHe Oeilimzey ToxipuOeciMeH OalylaHbICTBIpaZbl. Y CBIHBUIFAH  YJTT  TEPMUHOTPA(USUIBIK  CHUIIATTaMaHBI
Oipi3eHnipyre OarbITTaJFaH; OJI TOKIPUOEMEH pacTajFaH XKIKTelniM Hemece OyJaH TEpMHHAED/IH JKHIJIITiH jKaHaJaH
€cenTey HOTH)KEC] PeTiH/le YCHIHBIIIMAN/IbL.

Tipek ce3mep: OynmaH TepMHH; JEKCHKAJIBIK OyIaHIacThIpy; Ka3ak TEPMHHOJIOTHACH; KipMe Ce3;
MOpPhOIOTHSITBIK, OeiiMIeIy; cokacaMm; TepMUHOTpadus.
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I'MBPU/IHBIE TEPMHUHBI B KASAXCKOM A3bIKE: TEOPETUYECKHE
OCHOBbBI 1 KPUTEPUU KIIACCUDPUKALINN

AHHoTammsl. B crathe paccMaTpmBalOTCS TEOPETHUYECKHE OCHOBBI THMOPHIHBIX TEPMHHOB Ka3aXCKOTO S3bIKAa M
KPUTEPHH MX pasTpaHUUYEHMs C 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIMU TEPMHHAMH U MOP(OJIOTHUECKH OCBOSHHBIMHU 3aMMCcTBOBaHMsIMU. Llenb
UCCIIEIOBAaHNSI — YTOYHWTH COOTHOLIEHHWE 3THMOJIOTMYECKOH HEOJHOPOJHOCTH, CJIOBOOOPAa3OBaHMS M  CIICIUAIBLHON
HOMUHAIIUY, @ TaKKe OINpENEINTh OTHOLICHHE MEXIy Ka3axCKMMH O0O3HAueHWsIMH «OymaH» W «rulpum». Kputnueckuid
HappaTUBHBINA 0030p COYETAECTCS CO CPABHUTENBHBIM U CTPYKTYPHO-CEMaHTHUECKUM aHAIM30M TEOPETHUECKUX TOJIOKEHUH
U S3BIKOBBIX IPUMEPOB, ITPE/ICTABICHHBIX B Ka3aXCKOM M 3apyOe:KHOM s3bIKO3HaHWH. COINOCTaBlIEHHWE BBISBISCT TPU
OCHOBHBIX HCTOYHHMKA pa3HOIVIACHI: CTaTyC 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIX OCHOB C MCKOHHBIMH addukcaMy, KIaccU(PUKaIIIO
00pa3oBaHMii, 3aMIMCTBOBAHHBIX B TOTOBOM BH[E, M COOTHOLICHHE MOP(OJIOTHIECKON CTPYKTYPHI C TEPMHUHOJIOTUUECKOM
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¢yskumeit. [logxoap! aHMIMHACKOT0, HEMELKOTO, (PPAHITY3CKOT0, TYPELKOTrO U PyCCKOTO S3BIKO3HAHUS PACCMaTPHBAIOTCS BO
B3aUMOCBSI3H C Pa3BUTHEM Ka3aXCKOTO TEPMHHOBEACHHs. Pe3ynpraTel 0OOCHOBBIBAIOT HEOOXOIMMOCTBH Pa3fieibHOIO
OIIMCaHUS TPOHCXOXICHUS KOMIIOHCHTOB, HCTOPHM 0Opa3OBaHWS HAUMCHOBAHHMS, CTPYKTYPHOH MOZENH, CTCICHH
OCBOCHHOCTH W crienuanbHol ¢yHKumn. Ha sToif ocHOBe mpemmaraercsi pabodast KilacCH(UKAIWS, pa3rpaHAYHBAIONIAs
rUOpHUIHbIE TEPMUHBI, CO3JAHHBIE B S3BIKC-PELMIIMCHTE, 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIE TEPMHHBI THOPUIHOTO IPOMCXOXKICHUS H
HOTPaHUYHYI0 TPYIILY IPOU3BOIHBIX OT 3aWMCTBOBAHHBIX OCHOB. VcTOpHuecKkHil aHamM3 CBS3bIBAaCT NAaHHbBIC Pa3iUyMs C
W3MEHEHHWEM TMPaKTHUK MepeBoja W ajanTallid B Ka3aXCKOM s3bIke. [Ipe/yiokeHHBIH IOJXOM IpeiHa3HaueH Juis
TIOCJIEI0BATENIFHOTO TePMUHOTpaduueckoro onvcaus. OH MMeeT XapakTep aHAJIMTHYECKOW MOJENH, a HE SMIIMPHYECKU
MPOBEPEHHOM KIIaCCU(UKALMM WM HOBOTO KOJMYECTBEHHOTO WCCIIEAOBAHUS YAaCTOTHOCTH THOPHIHBIX TEPMHHOB.
[pakThdeckass 3HAYMMOCTb pa0OTHI 3aKIIOYAETCS B YTOUYHEHWH OCHOBAaHMHM OTOOpa M ONMCAaHMs Marepuaiga Juisi
TOCTIE/YIOIINX KOPITYCHBIX U JIEKCUKOTpa(UUeCcKUX UCCIIEI0BAHMUH.

KnioueBble cjoBa: THODHIHBIA TEepMHH; JIEKCHMYeCKass THUOpPHIM3aLUsl; KazaxcKas TEPMHHOJIOTHS
3aMMCTBOBaHUE; MOP(OJIOTHYECKas aJanTaIlis; cJI0BOOOpa30BaHNE; TEPMHUHOT AU
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