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The purpose of the article is to determine the influence of Latin and Greek on the Kazakh IT terminology. In
accordance with the tasks of the article, a review of the theory of borrowed words was conducted, the Greco-
Latin roots were identified, and the frequency of use in the dictionary was determined. The study examined
the relationship of classical languages with others and their role in the formation of scientific language. The
influence of Latin and Greek borrowed words on Kazakh and the ways of their penetration were considered.
The dictionary “Informatics and Computing Technology” (2014), containing 10,060 terms, served as study
material. The article used a comparative historical method to identify Greek and Latin roots and Microsoft
Excel was used to determine the frequency of occurrence of the identified Greek and Latin roots in the dic-
tionary. The study identified 352 Latin and 165 Greek roots. Analysis in Microsoft Excel revealed that Latin
roots appear 3,909 times and Greek roots 2,501 times, making Latin roots 1.54 times more frequent. Greek
roots, though less frequent overall, show higher productivity. Each Greek-rooted word appears 15.1 times on
average, compared to 11.1 for Latin, making Greek roots 1.36 times more common per unit. Their higher fre-
quency indicates widespread use in terminology. The study presents these findings in a diagram and discusses
the phonological adaptation of Greek and Latin borrowings in Kazakh. In Kazakh IT terminology, Latin roots
make up 17.6 % and Greek 11.2 %, with a combined share of 29 %. This reflects the international aspect of
IT terms and highlights the need to advance Kazakh terminology development, proving language conver-
gence under globalization. The formation of IT terminology in English contributes to the lexical convergence
of the Kazakh with the Greco-Latin languages. Although Latin is regarded as a dead language, it still exerts
influence on living languages.
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Introduction

The worldwide globalization of cultures, the development of information technology, and the growth of
intercultural communication have contributed to the English language becoming the lingua franca.
According to Crystal, the influence of English as a global language continues to grow daily, affecting other
languages and serving as the foundation of their scientific vocabulary. In several nations, purist linguists
express significant concern, arguing that English exerts undue influence on their languages. However, it is
important to recognize that English has historically borrowed thousands of terms from other languages and
created thousands more by adapting linguistic elements from diverse origins. Over time, English has
incorporated terms from approximately 350 foreign languages, with more than three-quarters of its
vocabulary consisting of words from classical or Romance languages [1; 23]. Languages with relatively
small numbers of speakers, such as Kazakh — part of the Kipchak group of Turkic languages — are also
influenced by English.

Greek and Latin borrowings play a significant role not only in the terminology of information
technology but also in other scientific and technological domains. These borrowings enrich the language
while contributing to the standardization and unification of terms at an organizational level, a factor of
particular importance in the context of globalization and technological progress. Specifically, Greek and
Latin roots are frequently utilized in coining new terms, ensuring the preservation of scientific precision and
universality.

An important aspect of the coexistence of Greek and Latin borrowings is their adaptation to the
contextual and grammatical norms of the recipient language. For instance, in English medical terminology,
Greek and Latin terms have undergone contextual and orthographic modifications, making them more
accessible to native speakers [2; 96]. This phenomenon is similarly observed in fields such as architecture
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and engineering, where internationalisms of Greek and Latin origin form a significant part of the
terminological corpus [3; 52], [4; 2862].

Moreover, Greek and Latin borrowings aim to establish a unified terminological base, which is
particularly relevant in rapidly evolving fields like information technology. For example, in the Latin
medical tradition, the language continues to serve as a foundational tool for communication, supporting the
creation and standardization of terms [5; 367], [6; 649]. This principle applies across other scientific
disciplines where precision and clarity in terminology are paramount.

In recent years, Greek and Latin-derived terms in information technology have facilitated the creation
of clearer and more comprehensible definitions for complex concepts and processes. For example, terms like
“interface” (from the Latin interfacere) and “system” (from the Greek systéma) describe technologies and
their functions, enhancing both understanding and learning [7; 130].

Thus, Greek and Latin borrowings not only enrich the language but also enable more effective
knowledge and information exchange in an international context. The influence of Greek and Latin borrow-
ings on information technology terminology is a multifaceted and multilayered process that involves both the
adaptation and standardization of terms. These borrowings require adherence to precision and universality,
which is especially critical in the context of globalization and rapid technological development.

In addition, Cabre categorizes the forms of loanword integration in historical contexts as follows:

- Loan terms from Greek or Latin, often referred to as neoclassical borrowings.

- Loan words from other contemporary languages, which are classified as true borrowings.

- Loan words from regional or social dialects or other subject-specific fields within the same lan-

guage, which are generally not considered traditional borrowings.

In terminology studies, neoclassical derivations and compounds are more prevalent than in general lan-
guage use, particularly in the natural sciences. International standards in terminology explicitly promote the
incorporation of neoclassical roots and affixes when creating new terms to ensure a sense of international
uniformity in designations [8; 88].

This research builds on the following theoretical assertions: borrowing is a historical process that can
only be fully understood through historical linguistic approaches, as highlighted by Grimstad [9; 1],
Haugen [10; 227], and Haspelmath [11; 35]; neoclassical words and word elements serve as fundamental
sources for term creation, as emphasized by Cabre [8; 88] and Langslow [12; 36]; language contact is the
driving force behind the formation of borrowed words, as argued by Thomason [13; 10], Gooskens,
Kiirschner, and van Heuven [14; 7], and Campbell [15; 64].

These theoretical perspectives underline the dynamic interaction between languages, particularly in sci-
entific and technological contexts. The integration of Greek and Latin elements into modern terminologies
exemplifies how linguistic borrowing functions not merely as a process of lexical enrichment but also as a
mechanism for achieving clarity, precision, and international cohesion in specialized fields.

The objective of this research is to determine the level to which the terminology of information
technology (IT) in the Kazakh language aligns with international principles or adheres to national principles
by identifying the Greek and Latin roots present in its lexicon. To achieve this goal, we will identify Greek
and Latin roots in IT terminology and calculate their frequency of occurrence in relevant dictionaries.
Additionally, the study will explore how these borrowed roots have been adapted into the Kazakh language.
To date, no quantitative studies focusing on Latin and Greek loanwords have been conducted in relation to
the Kazakh language’s terminology. This makes the research particularly significant for understanding the
lexical composition of the Kazakh language. Through this study, we aim to reveal not only the influence of
English on the Kazakh language but also the impact of Greek and Latin, thereby shedding light on broader
linguistic interactions in the development of scientific and technical terminology.

History and relation of classical languages with other languages and its significance in the formation
of the language of science

After Alexander the Great’s conquests (356323 BC), the Greek language spread throughout the Near
and Middle East. Approximately 400 years later, the Christian apostles utilized Greek to disseminate their
teachings to the West (notably, the words “Christ” and “apostle” are of Greek origin). At the time of Aristo-
tle and Alexander, Rome was still a relatively small city on the world stage but was gradually gaining signif-
icance on the Italian Peninsula. Within 200 years, Rome dominated much of the Mediterranean, including
the ancient Greek city-states. By the first century AD, the vast Roman Empire extended from the Atlantic
Ocean to the Black Sea and from Egypt to the British Isles. Latin, originally an Italic dialect spoken in and
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around Rome, had by then become a widely spoken and written language across most of Western Eu-
rope [16; 5].

Even after the Romans conquered the eastern Mediterranean, Greek continued to serve as the lingua
franca of communication in that region. Beginning in the 2nd century BC, Greek significantly influenced
Latin, and consequently, almost every other language either directly or indirectly. While Greek remains the
national language of Greece today, its historical influence extends well beyond the country’s borders [17;
12], [18; 111].

The Italic languages, part of the Indo-European language family, emerged in central and southern Italy
in the early 8th century BC. Latin, a member of this group, was initially spoken in the Lazio region. During
its formative period, Latin was profoundly influenced by the languages of neighboring peoples, such as
Etruscan and Greek (specifically Koine Greek, adopted in Magna Graecia, which consisted of numerous
Greek colonies established in the southern parts of the Italian Peninsula).

Latin eventually adopted what is now known as the “classical Latin alphabet”, which itself was an adap-
tation of the Greek alphabet. The Etruscans, through their commercial interactions with the Greeks in Magna
Graecia, had incorporated this alphabet into their writing system. By the late 8th century BC, this alphabet
had begun to be used more widely. The Romans subsequently borrowed the alphabet from the Etruscans,
modifying certain elements to suit their own phonetic needs. For example, while the Etruscans wrote from
right to left, both Latin and Greek evolved to be written from left to right. Additionally, modifications were
made to include new letters absent in the original Greek alphabet, tailoring it to reflect the unique phonetic
characteristics of each adopting language.

By the 8th century, the classical Latin alphabet had been adopted by many languages in Europe and
parts of Asia. Latin coexisted with Koine Greek, which it could not supplant due to the latter’s status as a
powerful cultural and intellectual language in the eastern Roman Empire. Latin, however, became the domi-
nant language in the western part of the empire. Like all languages, Latin was never entirely homogeneous; it
exhibited numerous variations based on geographical region, social class, gender, education level, and the
native languages of its speakers [19; 81].

In Roman times, Latin was not widely employed for theoretical, scientific, or philosophical research.
Upper-class Romans were often fluent in Greek, and it was common for parents to send their children to
Greek schools in the eastern regions. For official purposes, the Roman Empire used Latin in its western terri-
tories and Greek in the eastern ones. Consequently, translating imperial documents, decrees, and other offi-
cial texts from Latin into Greek was a routine practice. However, few literary, philosophical, or scientific
works were translated between the two languages. Many believed that Latin was inadequate for conveying
complex intellectual concepts, which were thought to belong to a Greek Denkstil (thought style) and there-
fore best studied in Greek [20; 158].

After the collapse of the Roman Empire, Latin preserved its cultural legacy and further developed as the
language of sciences, including anthropology, chemistry, geology, and medicine. It evolved into Latinus
Scientificus, or Scientific Latin. Although Latin borrowed extensively from Greek during the Roman period
(753 BCE-CE 476), the classical Latin revered by later scholars originated from the central period of its his-
tory, roughly 100 BCE to CE 50. During the European Renaissance, classical Latin was idealized by schol-
ars, and its literature became a model for academic and literary pursuits. This version of Latin evolved into
Church Latin, which remains in use today. Although no longer a spoken language, Latin survives in its mod-
ern descendants — Romance languages spoken across southern Europe. Furthermore, Latin continues to be
taught in educational institutions worldwide and remains the official language of Vatican City [21; 35], [19;
81-106].

Romance languages, particularly French, are often considered modern-day Latin, retaining much of its
structure and essence. While English is primarily Germanic in form and vocabulary, a significant portion of
its lexicon is derived from Latin, often through French. Everyday English words tend to have Anglo-Saxon
roots, but as the language moves from describing primitive to more sophisticated concepts, it increasingly
incorporates Latin-derived terms [22; 18]. A substantial influx of Latin-based vocabulary entered English
following the Norman Conquest of England in 1066, when the Normans brought their French language with
them [23; 10].

In their research article, Culpeper and Clapham (1996) provide quantitative insights into the number of
words borrowed into English. Their study investigates the volume and timeline of English borrowings from
classical languages (Greek and Latin) and Romance languages (French, Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese).
The findings, based on the Oxford English Dictionary’s identification of primary donor languages and first
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citation dates (1989), highlight the profound influence of Latin and French on English, with Latin exerting
the greater impact. During the Renaissance of the 16th century, Latin contributed approximately 7,000 terms
to the English vocabulary, with borrowing peaking between 1600 and 1675. Greek borrowings, followed by
Latin and French, peaked in the 19th century. French borrowings, which peaked between 1251 and 1375,
declined after 1525, except for a slight resurgence in the 18th century, fueled by the growing influence of
French culture. In total, French contributed around 11,000 terms to Middle English vocabulary [24; 218].

Entry of Latin Greek words into Kazakh language

Every language has principles for creating terms. In the field of terminology, adherence to these princi-
ples has given rise to traditions of both international and national term formation. The development of terms
in the Kazakh language has followed different trajectories, shaped significantly by the country’s political and
historical events over the centuries. The terminology of the Kazakh lexicon can be divided into four main
stages:

Second half of the 19th century to the 1910s — Period |

1910 to 1930 — Period 11

1930 to 1990 — Period Il

1990 to the present — Period IV

Each period has distinct characteristics. However, the periods spanning 1930 to 1990 and 1990 to the
present are particularly significant for the development of the Kazakh scientific lexicon. In 1930, the All-
Union Party Meeting in Moscow thoroughly examined the question of terminology development in national
languages. During this time, the foundational scientific principles for creating terms in the languages of the
USSR were established. This led to the establishment of the Commission on Technical Terminology of the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR in 1933, later renamed the Committee on Scientific and Technical Termi-
nologies. That same year, the State Terminological Commission was established in Kazakhstan, functioning
under the language policies of the USSR [25; 87, 111].

The Russian language exerted significant influence on the languages of countries within the USSR.
Greek and Latin influenced Russian at various stages of its linguistic development, driven by political and
historical changes in the state.

Latin and Greek words entered the Russian language not only through English but also due to the cul-
tural development of Russia during the 18th century. Western languages, particularly French and German,
significantly influenced Russian vocabulary, with Latin and Greek borrowings primarily appearing in scien-
tific and cultural contexts. Interestingly, some borrowed terms assume a more “Latinized” form in Russian
than in their original source languages due to the closer alignment of Latin pronunciation with Russian pho-
netics. For example, terms such as tendency and republic, borrowed from French, retain a more Latin-like
form in Russian [26; 177].

Greek also played a pivotal role in shaping the culture and language of Ancient Russia. During the era
of Kievan Rus, active trade relations with Byzantium — a hub of Greek culture — brought Greek influences
into Russian. This interaction began before the adoption of Christianity in the 6th century and intensified
with the spread of Christian culture. The baptism of the Eastern Slavs in the 9th century and the subsequent
use of liturgical texts translated from Greek to Old Church Slavonic further facilitated the penetration of
Greek vocabulary into Russian. This influence remains evident today in scientific, medical, and philosophi-
cal terminologies [27; 119].

While this article does not aim to establish the exact timeline of Greek and Latin vocabulary incorpora-
tion into Russian, it underscores Russian’s role as an intermediary language in the development of infor-
mation technology terminology in Kazakh.

During the Soviet era, a centralized translation strategy significantly increased the borrowing and calqu-
ing of Russian terms into other Soviet languages. This was due to a program requiring literary works and
technical texts to first be translated into Russian and then into other languages spoken within the USSR. As a
result, these languages, including Kazakh, adopted extensive shared vocabulary and terminology [28; 420].

Following Kazakhstan’s independence from the Russian Empire, the Russian language maintained its
influence in education, particularly in technical institutions. For instance, in 1989, the Almaty Polytechnic
Institute (now named after K.I. Satbayev) established the first Kazakh-language information technology
groups. However, since most educational materials were in Russian, these groups participated in translation
efforts throughout their studies. At the time, no standardized translations of specialized terms existed, and IT
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terminology was still in its developmental stages. Until then, the two-volume Russian-Kazakh dictionary
published in 1978 by the Kazakh Council served as a primary reference for specialized terminology [29; 97].

Research methods

Several dictionaries related to the field of information technology in the Kazakh language have been
published to date. These include the two-volume Russian-Kazakh Dictionary published by the Editorial
Board of the Kazakh Soviet Encyclopedia during the initial stages of computer terminology formation in
Kazakh (edited by Musabayev G.G. and Sauranbayev N.T., 1978) [29]; “Russian-Kazakh Dictionary of
Informatics and Computer Science Terms” by S.A. Aldashev and N.R. Akhmetov [30]; “Scientific
Explanatory Dictionary in the Field of Informatics and Computer Science” [31]; “Dictionary of Computer
Terms” by O. Aitbayuly and Zh. Bulanbayeva [32]; and the “Russian-Kazakh-English Dictionary of
Informatics and Computing Technology Terms”, edited by Zh.S. Sarypbekov, B.Q. Shensizbayeva,
S.G. Akhmetova, and Zh.B. Nalibayeva [33]. Additionally, as part of the “State Program for the
Development and Use of Languages for 2011-2020”, the “Informatics and Computing Technology
Dictionary” was included in the 30-volume “Kazakh-Russian, Russian-Kazakh Terminological Dictionaries”
series [34]. The primary object of this research is the “Informatics and Computing Technology Dictionary”,
published in 2014. This dictionary was chosen due to its status as the most recent publication and its
substantial scope, containing a total of 10,060 terms. Among these terms, 1,188 are single-word entries,
6,141 are formed by combining two words, 2,197 by combining three words, and 534 by combining more
than three words [35; 53]. The dictionary thus comprises a significant corpus of 22,197 words.

The first step in the study was to identify and select Latin and Greek words. A comparative-historical
method was used to determine the Latin and Greek roots present in the dictionary. To identify the origins of
all loanwords found in the dictionary, several resources were utilized, including the “Dictionary of Borrowed
Words of the Kazakh Language” [36] and a range of online etymological dictionaries such as [37]
[https:/imvww.etymonline.com/], [38] [https://lexicography.online/], [39] [https://dic.academic.ru/], [40]
[https://kartaslov.ru/], and [41] [https://www.merriam-webster.com/]. Once the Greek and Latin roots were
identified, their frequency of occurrence within the dictionary was calculated using Microsoft Excel. This
approach ensured a systematic and accurate analysis of the corpus.

Results and discussion

The initial phase of our research has shown findings indicating the identification of 352 Latin root
words and 165 Greek root words within the Kazakh Language’s Information Technology terminology dic-
tionary.

In order to illustrate the frequency of Latin-derived roots in Kazakh information technology
terminology, we present word clouds (Fig. 1) generated using Google Colab. As shown in the figure, the
most frequently occurring Latin-derived roots are «aapec» (address) (244 occurrences), «daitm» (file) (195),
«pexim» (mode) (110), «xom» (code) (142), «xommeioTep» (computer) (109), «dpyukiusy (function) (107),
«mporeccop» (processor) (101), «peructp» (register) (90), «omeparop» (operator) (64), and «marmuna
(machine) (70).
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Figure 1. The frequency of usage of Latin-derived loanword roots

Among these, the roots functioning as prefixes in the Kazakh language include: bi+, de+, pre+, super+,
inter+.
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In Kazakh, the most frequently used Greek-derived loanword roots are as follows: «mporpammar
(programme) (401 occurrences), «amekTp», «anekrpon» (electric, electron) (130), «aBromar» (automatic)
(146), «baza» (base) (104), «rorukax» (logic) (102), «cumBom» (Symbol) (124), «muck» (disk) (89), «rum»

(type) (82), «mapamerp» (parameter) (78), «mukpo» (micro) (49), «rpaduka» (graphics) (48), «cuHxpon»
(synchronous) (40), and «rexumkay (technology) (37) (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2. The frequency of usage of Greek-derived loanword roots

Among these roots, those functioning as prefixes in the Kazakh language include: aBro+ (auto+),
Mukpo+ (microt), 6uoc+ (biost), reo+(geo+), runep+ (hyper+), makpo+ (macro+), mera+ (megat), MmeTa
(meta)+, moHO+ (mono+), Tepat(tera+), Tepmo+ (thermo+), aumo+ (endo+t).

The study systematically examined the frequency of usage for each of the identified Latin and Greek
root words. The terminological dictionary of computer science and computer technology in Kazakh-Russian
and Russian-Kazakh comprises 22,197 words. Our research findings indicate that the total absolute
frequency of usage for 352 Latin-derived roots is 3,909. This indicates that Latin words constitute 17.6 % of
the dictionary. A total of 165 Greek root words were identified, collectively demonstrating an absolute fre-

guency of 2501 within the dictionary. Consequently, Greek language words constitute approximately 11.2 %
of the overall dictionary composition (Diagram).

. 11,2 %
17,6%

71%

= Greek roots = |_atin roots Only Kazakh and words from other languages

Diagram. Use of Greek and Latin roots in information technology terminology of the Kazakh language
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Histogram. The comparative frequency of Latin and Greek roots in the lexicon

Latin roots appear significantly more frequently than Greek roots. The total frequency of Latin-derived
roots is 3,909, whereas the frequency of Greek-derived roots is 2,501, indicating that Latin roots occur 54 %
more frequently. This suggests that Latin roots appear approximately 1.54 times more often in the lexicon.

However, in terms of root productivity, despite the lower overall frequency, Greek roots exhibit a
higher usage rate per unit. On average, each word containing a Greek root appears 15.1 times, whereas each
word containing a Latin root appears 11.1 times. Consequently, regardless of their lower overall frequency in
the lexicon, Greek roots are used 1.36 times more frequently than Latin roots. The higher usage frequency of
words with Greek roots suggests their greater prevalence in terminology.

Adaptation characteristics of Greek roots

In the article, we examined the linguistic, lexical and phonological features of the introduction of Greek
and Latin loanwords into the Kazakh language system. It should be noted that the words that entered the Ka-
zakh language served as an intermediary between the Russian language and the Kazakh language. In the pro-
cess of linguistic assimilation, the words that entered the Kazakh language from Greek underwent phonolog-
ical changes, where the final sounds of the words -es, -us, -0s, -s, -on and -0 were eliminated.

For instance, «Apromar» (Automatic) in Kazakh is derived from the Russian «Asromat» (Automatic),
which originates from the Greek “Automates” [37; 17]. Similarly, «Cumeon» (Symbol) in Kazakh comes
from the Russian «CumBo:y, (Symbol) which can be traced back to the English “Symbol” and the Greek
“Symbolon” [36; 453].

The sounds at the end of Greek words are omitted, and the sound +a is connected to the borrowing
words. For instance, in the Kazakh language, the word «/Tumaktuka» (didactics) is borrowed from the Rus-
sian language. In Russian, the word «/Iunakruka» (didactics) is derived from the Greek word “Didaktikos”,
with the sounds +os removed and the sound +uxk (a) added to the root “Didakt”. Greek words entered the Ka-
zakh language according to this pattern:

Kaz. [Tpopunakruka <Rus. [Ipodunaktuxa <Gk. Prophylaktikos [36; 407].

Kaz. I'apmonuka <Rus. T"apmonuka <Gk. Harmonikos [36; 116].

Kaz. I'enetnka <Rus. I'enetnka <Gk. Genetikos [36; 120]

Adaptation characteristics of Latin roots

This section focuses on the specificities of borrowed words from the Latin language. During the bor-
rowing process, the suffix +us was omitted from Latin words, and these words subsequently entered the Ka-
zakh language through the Russian language. Additionally, certain Latin words came into Russian through
intermediary languages such as French, German, and Italian. We illustrate some examples:

Kazakh word «A6comor» is borrowed from Russian «A6comror», ultimately derived from Latin
“Absolutus” — meaning “absolute” [36; 14].

Kazakh word «Monyne» is borrowed from Russian «Moayne», which originates from German
“Modul”, with its roots in Latin “modulus” — meaning “measure” [36; 329].
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Kazakh word «Tepmuny» is borrowed from Russian «Tepmum», which in turn comes from Polish
“Termin”, ultimately derived from Latin “Terminus” — meaning “border mark” [36; 494].

Kazakh word «YTwmmuray is borrowed from Russian «Ytumura», which has its origins in English “Utili-
ty”, ultimately derived from French “Utilite”, with its roots in Latin “Utilitas, utilis” — meaning “useful”
[Etymonline: 9.12.2021] [37].

Furthermore, in the process of borrowing Russian the suffixes +ius adapts instead of suffixes such as
+tionem, +um, +ium, +em are omitted. The Kazakh language also follows this model of borrowing.

For example:

Kazakh word «Mumukamsy is borrowed from Russian «Wuaukarus», which in turn originates from
English “Indication”, ultimately derived from Latin “Indicationem” [37]. (Etymonline: 31. 10. 2022).

Kazakh word «Kommeprus» is borrowed from Russian «Kommepiwms», which traces back to English
“Commerce”, with its roots in Latin “Commercium” [34; 242].

Kazakh word «Mmmmikamms» is borrowed from Russian «Mmmmukarms», which has its origins in Eng-
lish “Implication”, derived from Latin “Implicationem” [37]. (Etymonline: 2. 11. 2022).

Indeed, there are words in which the suffixes +um and +em are dropped when borrowed from Latin, en-
tering the Kazakh language without the addition of any suffixes. Here are the examples provided:

Kazakh word «9xcniepument» is borrowed from Russian «3Oxcnepumenty, Which traces back to Ger-
man “Experiment”, ultimately derived from Latin “Experimentum” [36; 574].

Kazakh word «Cy6mnekt» is borrowed from Russian «Cy6wext», which has its origins in English “Sub-
ject” derived from Latin “Subjectum” [36; 476].

Conclusion

The aim of the article was to determine the influence of Latin and Greek on information technology
terminology. The study revealed that Latin and Greek words constitute a significant portion of the diction-
ary’s composition, with Latin words comprising approximately 17.6 % and Greek words around 11.2 %. The
contribution of classical languages accounts for 29 %. This indicates that the international aspect is also
considered in the creation of terms within information technology terminology. Moreover, it highlights the
need to develop terms in the national language, specifically in Kazakh. It serves as clear evidence of the
convergence of languages under the influence of globalization.

The linguistic characteristics of loanwords were thoroughly examined, shedding light on the assimila-
tion process of Greek and Latin words into the Kazakh language. It was observed that these loanwords un-
derwent phonological changes during their incorporation, including the omission or modification of certain
terminal sounds. The borrowing patterns from the Russian language were evident in the evolution of these
terms, with intermediary languages such as English, French, German, and Italian playing an influential role.

Like any research work, this study has its limitations. The first limitation is that the analysis focused ex-
clusively on the information technology terminology dictionary rather than the full range of Kazakh branch-
specific terminology dictionaries. The second limitation is that the study only examined loanwords with Lat-
in and Greek origins, excluding borrowings from other languages. These limitations will be addressed in fu-
ture research.

In conclusion, this study provides valuable insights into the dynamics of language development in Ka-
zakhstan, particularly in the field of information technology. It underscores the significance of Latin and
Greek root words and their adaptation within the Kazakh language. The findings contribute to a broader un-
derstanding of linguistic diversity and intercultural exchanges in the modern era. The comprehensive collec-
tion of Kazakh-Russian and Russian-Kazakh terminological dictionaries represents a vital resource for ad-
vancing language education and preserving cultural heritage in Kazakhstan. As languages continue to evolve
and adapt, studies like this one play an essential role in documenting and appreciating the rich linguistic her-
itage of the Kazakh people.
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b. Kenec

Ka3zak tringeri IT-TepMiuHOI0rUSICHIHBIH 1aMYbIHA
JIATBIH 7K9HE I'PeK 3JIeMEeHTTEePiHIH bIKIAJIbI

MakanaHblH MakcaTel — Ka3ak TUTiHIH [T-TepMHHOJOTHSACHIHA JATBIH KOHE TPEK TUIAEPiHIH BIKIAJIBIH
aHbpIKTay. MakanaHbIH MiHIETTepiHe ColiKec KipMe CO3AEpiH TEOPHSCHIHA IOy JKacal bl XXOHE TPeK-TaThIH
TyOipyiepi aHBIKTAJBIN, OJAPABIH CO3/IKTe KOJIAHBUTY JKHINIM aHBIKTAIABL. 3epTTEy KYMBICBHIHIA
KJTACCHKAJIBIK TULAEpAiH 0acka TijgepMeH OaiaHBICHI JKOHE OJApIbIH FBUIBIM TUIIH KaJbINTACTHIPYAAFbl
MaHbI3bI 3epaenieH . JIaTbIH KoHe TpeK KipMe CO3IepiHiH Ka3ak TiliHe ocepi, CHY KOJAaphl TaJKbLIaHIbI.
3eprreynin Marepuansl perinae 10060 tepmubmi kamTuThiH 2014 XBUTBI KapblK KepreH «MHpopmaTHka
JKOHE €CeNTeyill TeXHUKay» CANACBHIHBIH CO3MIri ajbHIbL. Makanraga rpek jKOHE JIAaThIH TYOIpJIepiH aHBIKTay
YIIiH CaBICTBIPMAITBI-TAPUXH 9iC KOMAaHBUIABL. OChl aHBIKTAJIFaH TPEK JKOHE JIATHIH TYOipJepiHiH co3/iKTe
Ke3Jlecy JKUUIITiH aHbIKTay yiniH Microsoft Excel 6armapnamacer maiimanansuinsl. 3epTTey HoTmkeciHme 352
naThiH TYOIpi skoHe 165 rpek TyOipi aHbikTanmel. Microsoft Excel GarmapmamacsiMeH JIaThIH TYOipJiepiHiH
xkumiri — 3909 per, rpek TyOipmepi — 2501 peT ce3mikTe Ke3ACCETIHIIN AaHBIKTalAbl. By maThiH
TyOipinepiHiH rpek TyOipiepiHe Kaparanma 54 %-ra sxui ke3zeceTiHiH kepceTerdi. Jlemek, maTeiH TyOipiepi
ce3nikTe mamameH 1,54 ece kxui KoamaHbUlaabl. Anaiima TyOip eHIMIITITT TYPFBICHIHAH ajiFaH[a, MKaJIlbl
JKULTITIHIH TOMEHJIITIHE KapaMacTaH, Tpek TyOipiepi Oipilikke NMIaKKaHIaFbl KOFaphIpak KOJIAHy ICHreHiH
kepcereni. Oprama anranzaa, Tpek Tyoipi 6ap op0Oip ce3 15,1 per ke3mecce, matsiH TYOipi Oap opbip ce3 11,1
pet ke3neceni. OcpuTaiima, CO3MIKTEr] JKANIBI KHULIr TOMEH OOJFaHBIHA KapaMacTaH, rpek TyOipiepi JaTeiH
TyOipnepine kaparanma 1,36 ece XKW KOJNJAHBUIATBIHABIFBI AHBIKTAINBL ['pek TyOipiepi OGap ce3mepliH
JKOFapBIpaK KOJIaHy JKUUIITT ONapAblH TEPMHHOJOTHsANA KEHIHEH TapalfaHblH KepceTedi. MakalaHbIH
HOTHXKEJIEpi AuarpaMMaMeH cumatTaisin kepcetiiai. CoHmai-ak Makanaga TpeK jKOHE JIaThIH TiMiHEH CHICH
ce3aepaiH (HOHONOTHSIIBIK TYPFBIIAH Ka3ak TiniHe OeifiMaenyi cunarranabl. KopbIThIHABLIAN KeAreHae Ka3ak
tiniHig [T-TepMuHONOTHsACHIHAA NaThiH TYOipiepi — 17,6 %, rpek TyOipiepi — 11.2 %. Bapnbirsl naThiH-

rpek cesaepiHiH yneci — 29 %. Byn IT-TepMuHONOTHSACH asChIHIA TEPMHMH jKacayla XalbIKapaibIK
aCIIeKTIHIH Jie ecKepineTiHiH kepcereni. OHBIH YCTiHE Ka3ak TUTIHIE TEPMUH KacaTyabl JaMBITy KaXKETTiri
TYKBIpBIMIananel. byn gereHimiz — »xahaHnaHy ocepiHEH Tiiuep >KaKbIHAACYBIHBIH aiKpiH monemmi. IT-

TEPMUHOJIOTHSACHIHBIH ~aFBUIIIBIH  TUTIHAE KaNBINTACKAHABIFBL, Ka3aK TUIiHE TpeK-JTaThlH TUAEPiHIH
JIEKCHKAJIBIK JKaKbIHAACYbIHA BIKMAN eTin Typ. CoHpmaii-ak JaThlH TiMi 611 TIIIepAiH KaTapbelHaa O6oJica 1a, i
KYHTe JeiiH Tipi Tingepre o3 acepiH THTi3ye.

Kinm co30ep: | T-TepMHHOOTHSA, TaThIH TYOipJiepi, rpek TyOipiiepi, KipMe co3ep, aOCOIOT KHUITUTIK.
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BinsiHue JJATHHCKUX W TPeYeCKHX 3JIeMEHTOB
Ha pa3BuTHe | T-TepMHHOJOrHU B Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKe

Ienmpro cTaThy SBISETCS ONpe/eieHHe BIVSHIUS JIJATHHCKOTO U TPeYecKoro s3bIKoB Ha IT-TepMuHOIOTHIO Ka-
3aXCKOT0 sI3bIKa. B COOTBETCTBHMU C NMOCTAaBIECHHBIMH 3aJadyaMd MPOBeIEH 0030p TEOPUM 3aHMMCTBOBAHHBIX
CJIOB, BBIBJIEHBI I'PEKO-TIATHHCKHE KOPHHU U ONpeJeneHa UX YaCTOTHOCTh B cloBape. B mccnenoBanuu pac-
CMOTpPEHBI CBSA3U KIIACCHYECKHUX SI3BIKOB C JPYTHMH S3bIKAMH U MX POJIb B (JOPMHUPOBAHUN HAYIHOMN JICKCUKH.
IIpoananu3upoBaHo BIUSHUE TaTUHCKUAX U TPEYECKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHUH Ha Ka3aXCKHUH S3BIK, a TAKKe ITyTH UX
NPOHNKHOBEHMS. B kauecTBe MaTepuaia MCCIIeIOBAaHMS ITOCITY I cIoBaph B obiactn «H(popMaTnka 1 BHI-
YHCIUTENbHAsT TEXHUKA», KOTOPbIA ObuT m3maH B 2014 roxy u comepxut 10 060 tepmuHoB. C IebI0 BBISIB-
JICHHS TPEYECKUX U JIATHHCKUX KOPHEH MPUMEHSUICS CPaBHUTENFHO-MCTOPUISCKUIT METOI, @ NX 9aCTOTHOCTh
B CJIOBape OIpelersiIach ¢ MoMoInbio nporpamMmsl Microsoft Excel. B pesynbrare nccienoBanus ObUTO BBI-
sBJIeHO 352 maTuHCKHX U 165 rpedeckux kopHel. [Toxcuér ¢ momompio Microsoft Excel mokasan, 4ro rpede-
CKMe KOPHHU BcTpedarotes B cioBape 2 501 pas, a natunckue kopau — 3 909 pas, 310 Ha 54 % Oosnble, yeM
rpedeckue. CrieoBaTeNnbHO, MOXKHO CIEIATh BHIBOJ O TOM, UTO JIATHHCKHE KOPHHU YIIOTPEOIAIOTCS IPHMEPHO
B 1,54 pa3a gamie, 4em rpedeckue. OfHAKO C TOUKU 3PEHUSI IPOTYKTUBHOCTH KOPHEH IrpedecKkne 3auMCTBO-
BaHUS JIEMOHCTPHUPYIOT OoJiee BBICOKHMI ypOBEHb YMOTpeOJeHHs. B cpemHeM Kaxknoe CIOBO C TPeYecKHM
KOpHeM BcTpedaercs 15,1 pasa, Toraa kak ciloBo ¢ JIATUHCKUM KopHeM — 11,1 pasa. CinenoBaTenbHO, He-
CMOTPS Ha MEHBIIYIO OOIIYIO YaCTOTHOCTh, IPEUYECKUe KOPHHU yHnoTpebisitores B 1,36 pasa varie. OTo cBue-
TENBCTBYET 00 MX PaclpoCTPaHEHHOCTH B TEPMUHOJIOTHH. Pe3ynpTaThl HCClleIOBaHUs IPE/ICTABIICHE] B BU/IE
JIUarpamMmM, a TaKke ONHMCAaHBI ()OHOJIOTHMUYECKUE aJaNTallK I'PEKO-JIATHHCKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHUI B Ka3aXCKOM
a3bIKe. B menmoM mounst matuHCKuX KopHel B IT-TepMuHOIOrHN Ka3axcKoro si3bIka cocTaBisieT 17,6 %, rpede-
ckux — 11,2 %, a obliee KOJIMYECTBO JIATHHCKO-TPEYECKUX 3auMcTBOBaHUi — 29 %. D10 moauépkuBaer
MEX[yHapOAHBIH aCMeKT TEPMUHOJIOTUU M YKa3bIBaeT HA HEOOXOIMMOCTh Pa3BUTUS Ka3aXCKOTO TEPMUHO-
TBOpUecTBa. TakuM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO HaOMOaTh COMMKCHUE S3BIKOB MOA BIMsSHUEM riobamm3ammu. Dop-
MupoBaHue [T-TepMHHOIOTHH B aHITIMHACKOM SI3BIKE CIIOCOOCTBYET JISKCHUECKOMY COJMKEHHIO Ka3aXCKOTO
SI3bIKA C TPEKO-JTATHHCKUMHU 3aMMCTBOBaHUAMH. HecMOTps Ha TO, YTO JTATMHCKUIL SI3BIK CUMTAETCS MEPTBEIM,
OH IIPOJIOKAET OKA3hIBATh BIMSHUE Ha COBPEMEHHBIC SI3BIKHL.

Knrouesvle cnosa: |T-TepMI/IHOJ'IOFI/Iﬂ, JIATUHCKHUE KOPHU, I'PEUCCKUE KOPHHU, 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIC CJIOBA, abco-
JIIOTHasg 4acToTa.
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