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A comparative analysis of the morphological functions
of Clitic Morphemes in Kazakh and English Word Formation

This paper applies a comparative and corpus-based approach to examine the morphological functions of clitic
morphemes in two unrelated languages: Kazakh and English. Clitics lack full phonological autonomy and oc-
cupy an intermediate position between independent words and bound morphemes, playing a significant role
in word formation, grammaticalization, and syntactic organization. Research into this process is significant
because it shows how reduced dependent forms contribute to grammatical economy in languages with differ-
ent structures. The study identifies key differences in the functional distribution of clitics and systematically
analyzes their similarities and differences. English clitics primarily serve to simplify grammatical structures,
while Kazakh clitics function as multifunctional elements in morphological and syntactic constructions. In
this context, clitic behaviour is considered across three main dimensions: morphology, syntax, and prosody.
English forms such as «I’ve,» «she’ll,» and «can’t» illustrate reduced dependent forms used in speech, while
Kazakh forms such as «ma,» «roii,» and «emec» demonstrate broader functional diversity, including interro-
gation, emphasis, negation, and speaker attitude. The comparison highlights typological differences between
analytic and agglutinative languages while revealing shared tendencies in cliticization and
grammaticalization. Corpus data were analyzed using AntConc with material from the British National Cor-
pus and the Kazakh language corpus described in the study. The results show that clitics are especially salient
in dialogic and informal language and contribute to rhythmic and grammatical economy. In Kazakh, clitic el-
ements also provide pragmatic nuance and interact closely with word forms and sentence structure. Because
clitics adapt to different grammatical systems, their comparison contributes to linguistic typology and to the
study of interactions among grammar, morphology, syntax, and prosody. Practically, the results may be ap-
plied in bilingual education, translation studies, and digital language technologies. By examining the main
functions of clitics in the two languages, the study provides material directly relevant to both applied and
comparative linguistics.
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Introduction

In contemporary linguistics, clitic morphemes occupy a significant position, as their unique characteris-
tics and functions enable researchers to explore the intricate relationship between morphology and syntax.
Clitics represent a distinct category of linguistic units that do not possess phonological autonomy and are
unable to function as independent stressed words [1]. Nevertheless, they play a crucial role in shaping word
forms and in the development of syntactic structures. Their functional behaviour differs across languages,
depending on the specific features of each grammatical system, which makes them an important subject in
comparative typological research [2]. This study is motivated by the lack of a consistent and systematic anal-
ysis of clitic morphemes in two genetically unrelated languages, as well as by the limited number of compre-
hensive comparative studies focusing on their functional transformation into bound word forms and syntactic
constructions. Furthermore, insufficient attention has been given to the investigation of clitic elements in
languages representing different typological groups. For instance, the work of Haspelmath [1] addresses uni-
versal properties of clitics across various languages worldwide. In contrast, Avagyan’s research concentrates
on grammatical abbreviations, and both studies provide only limited coverage of clitics in the Kazakh lan-
guage [2].

The present study is designed to investigate the morphological characteristics of clitic morphemes, fo-
cusing on their similarities and differences in English and Kazakh, as well as the mechanisms through which
they participate in word formation. To accomplish this aim, the following objectives are pursued:

— to outline the key properties and classifications of clitic morphemes in both English and Kazakh;

— to analyze the contextual conditions of clitic usage within word forms and syntactic structures;
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— to carry out a comparative examination of the typological features and shared traits of clitics in the
two languages.

The scientific novelty of this research lies in its integrated analysis of clitic morphemes across two ty-
pologically distinct language systems. The findings contribute to a deeper understanding of clitics within the
broader linguistic framework and highlight their influence on both morphological and syntactic processes.

A supplementary contribution of this study is that the clitics in English and Kazakh languages are de-
veloping towards functionally significant grammatical morphemes, regardless of their different typological
origins. In English, the clitic is not only a means of grammatical economy, but also a multifunctional symbol
denoting grammatical categories such as person, number, tense, aspect, voice and mood. Forms such as «M»
and «ve» retain important grammatical information, despite the phonological reduction. In Kazakh, clitics
often express the modality, accent, interrogation, and attitude of the speaker. Thus, in both languages, clitics
serve as important morphosyntactic units linking morphology and syntax, and participate in the ongoing
grammaticalization processes.

From a practical perspective, the results of this study can be applied in foreign language pedagogy,
translation practice, and the advancement of computer-assisted language technologies.

The findings indicate that the distribution of clitics varies considerably between analytic and agglutina-
tive languages, particularly with regard to their degree of syntactic integration and frequency of occurrence.
Moreover, grammaticalization is a key process in the development and transformation of language systems.
It involves changes through which lexical or less grammatical expressions acquire more grammatical func-
tions and may become increasingly dependent on surrounding linguistic material. The history and theoretical
parameters of grammaticalization have been treated in detail by Lehmann [3, 4]. In this process, a linguistic
unit may lose part of its semantic and structural autonomy while becoming more tightly integrated into a
grammatical construction.

Grammaticalization commonly involves gradual semantic, morphosyntactic, and phonological changes
through which formerly more autonomous expressions become more grammatical and more dependent on
their hosts [4]. Cliticization is one pathway within this broader process: reduced forms may preserve im-
portant grammatical functions even as their phonological autonomy decreases [5]. These mechanisms are
relevant to the comparison of English and Kazakh because they help explain why formally small elements
can remain functionally significant in different grammatical systems.

The distinctive characteristics of the grammaticalization of the Kazakh language are considered within
the framework of the morphology and semantics of cooperation. However, the approach to grammar in the
Kazakh language, in particular, is characterized by insufficient precision in distinguishing these aspects. One
of the first fundamental contributions in this area was made in 2009 with the development of a procedural
method for morphological analysis in the Kazakh language. The presented method structured the morpholog-
ical knowledge of the language and step-by-step stages of identifying foundation words, their interactions,
and their coordination with the presented morphological feature. In this regard, a systematic characterization
of the morphology of the Kazakh language was developed, which became an important step for subsequent
linguistic analysis [6].

Clitic morphemes occupy an intermediate position between independent word forms and bound mor-
phology, combining phonological dependence with a degree of syntactic autonomy [7, 8]. In Melchuk’s
morphological framework, clitics are likewise treated as units whose prosodic dependence distinguishes
them from fully independent word forms while their distribution distinguishes them from ordinary affixes
[9]. This mixed status explains why clitics are especially useful for examining the interface of morphology,
syntax, and prosody.

Innovative research notes three fundamental functions of clitics:

1. Morphological — clitics participate in verb formation and account for words, forming the expression
of grammatical constructions of categories.

2. Syntactic — clitics act as a connecting element among sentence parts, which include particles, arti-
cles, and negations.

3. Prosodic — clitics impart intonational and rhythmic consistency to sentences.

Clitics show considerable adaptability in syntactic structures [10]. In English, reduced auxiliary forms
can become stable grammatical units attached phonologically to a neighboring host. This allows longer
grammatical combinations to be realized in compact forms that meet the communicative and prosodic needs
of speakers.
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A special place in training is occupied by the study of grammar in agglutinative languages, such as Ka-
zakh. Unlike analytical languages, where grammaticalization is often manifested through the simplification
of syntactic constructions, in agglutinative languages this process is often associated with the development of
complex affix systems. The approach to the grammar of the Kazakh language in modern research suggests a
weak relationship between morphology and semantics, which requires detailed analysis. For example, the
procedural analyzer of the morphology of the Kazakh language, developed in 2009, allows systematizing
morphological knowledge and creating algorithms that take into account the unique features of the Kazakh
grammatical system [6].

During the nine-year study of clitics as one of the national grammaticalizations, special attention is paid
to their functional and prosodic characteristics [11]. Clits, like Melchuk's bases, are an intermediate class
between morphemes and word forms, which makes them an object of study. They do not take into account
accentual independence but are integrated into prosodic unity with other elements of the sentence. For exam-
ple, in the Kazakh language, clitics can perform the functions of deflection, clarification or provision, while
in English they are often used for auxiliary constructions. Melchuk notes that clitics can be freer in sentences
than morphemes, but at the same time less autonomous than full word forms. Their ability to move within
sentences or form tonal units from other elements makes them an important part of the language structure.
For example, in English, clitics such as «I» or «I can't» are the result of the grammar of auxiliary verbs. In
Kazakh, clitics such as «emec» (not) or «omapasie» (they) include more complex functions related to the
grammatical organization of the sentence [12].

Thus, the study of clitics as a manifestation of grammaticalization deepens our understanding of general
mechanisms of language change while also revealing language-specific typological features. Analysis of
grammaticalization in English and Kazakh therefore provides a basis for comparing the interaction of mor-
phology, syntax, and prosody in the two systems.

4. Materials and Methods

The study used data from two linguistic corpora: the British National Corpus (BNC) [13] and the Na-
tional Corpus of the Kazakh Language [14]. The corpora include materials from multiple genres and regis-
ters and provide the empirical basis for comparing clitic use in English and Kazakh. The analysis also in-
cluded a review of academic research on clitic phenomena in the two languages. A comparative method was
used to identify structural and functional similarities and differences, while corpus analysis was used to ex-
amine the contextual distribution of the selected clitic forms. The data were systematized with AntConc and
Python, and the summarized patterns were visualized for comparison.

Clitics have been analyzed from several complementary perspectives, including language change,
morphosyntactic structure, phrase-structure grammar, and cross-linguistic typology [15, 16, 17, 18]. These
approaches emphasize that clitics occupy a boundary area between words and affixes and that their behav-
iour depends on the interaction of morphology, syntax, and prosody. Structural classifications of weak and
clitic-like elements also provide a useful comparative background for describing different degrees of de-
pendence [19]. In the present study, these theoretical perspectives are used to interpret the corpus patterns
rather than to impose a single universal classification on both languages.

5. Results and Discussion

The results of the frequency analysis show that English clitic forms are especially frequent in informal
and dialogic material. In the analyzed dialogue data, their reported frequency exceeds 60 % among the
grammatical markers considered. In English, clitics contribute to economy of expression and help maintain
the rhythm of connected speech [20]. In Kazakh, an agglutinative language, the reported frequency is lower
in the corresponding dialogue material, but the functional range is broader. Forms discussed in the corpus
perform grammatical and pragmatic functions, including negation, interrogation, emphasis, and clarification.
The reported frequency of clitic forms in Kazakh dialogues is about 50 % of the grammatical elements
counted in the study. These differences reflect the contrasting typological organization of the two languages
and the different ways in which grammatical relations are expressed.

Functional differences are also evident in the English—Kazakh comparison. In English, clitics frequently
arise through phonological reduction of auxiliaries and negation, as in «I’ve,» «she’ll,» and «can’t». Such
forms make spoken constructions more compact while preserving grammatical information and prosodic
continuity [21]. In Kazakh, clitic-like particles perform a broader range of discourse and modal functions.
For example, «roii» and «ma» can contribute emphasis, speaker attitude, or interrogation depending on con-
text. This makes Kazakh clitic elements relevant not only to grammatical structure but also to pragmatic or-
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ganization. Their integration into syntactic constructions reflects the interaction of morphology, syntax, and
discourse typical of the language’s agglutinative structure [22].

For the purposes of the present comparison, the analyzed items are organized into three descriptive cat-
egories: true clitics, semi-clitics, and quasi-clitics. In the English material, contracted forms such as «’ve»,
«ll», and «n’t» represent highly grammaticalized dependent forms, whereas the Kazakh material includes
particles such as «roii» and «ma», whose distribution is more closely connected with discourse and prosody
[10, 11]. The semi-clitic and quasi-clitic labels are used in the study to capture intermediate degrees of pho-
nological dependence and syntactic freedom rather than to imply that the same forms behave identically in
both languages.

To summarize the English—Kazakh comparison, Diagram 1 visualizes the principal corpus metrics used
in the study and their distribution across the two languages. The figure combines the reported percentages for
informal texts, dialogues, grammatical and emphasis/clarification functions, and the three descriptive clitic
categories. The values were derived from the corpus analysis conducted with AntConc and are presented as a
compact overview of the patterns discussed above.

Diagram 1 below provides a comparative analysis of the frequency of clitics in English and Kazakh, as
well as their typological differences. The data presented show that in English, clitics perform the main role of
separating grammatical forms, while in Kazakh, they are integrated into syntactic constructions and perform
more complex functions.

Metric English (%) Kazakh (%)
Frequency of Clitics in Informal Texts 55 45
Frequency of Clitics in Dialogues 65 50
Grammatical Function 40 60
Emphasis/Clarification Function 20 40
True Clitics 70 30
Semi-Clitics 20 50
Quasi-Clitics 10 20

Relationships between Clitic Metrics in English and Kazakh Languages

Clitics in
nformal Texty

Grammatical
Function

Em|

ghasis/Clarificqtion
Function
Clitics in
Dialogues

Diagram 1. Network representation of clitic feature distribution in English and Kazakh

A comparative investigation of clitic elements in Kazakh and English demonstrates that, although both
languages employ clitics, their distribution and functional roles differ in accordance with their typological
characteristics. In English, clitics primarily operate as devices that reduce structural complexity, thereby fa-
cilitating smoother and more natural spoken interaction. In contrast, Kazakh clitics tend to occur within more
elaborate syntactic frameworks, where they contribute significantly to both semantic nuance and syntactic
organization.

These distinctions, however, do not diminish their shared importance. In both languages, clitics serve as
integral components of linguistic structure, playing a crucial role in shaping meaning and supporting the
formation of grammatically and pragmatically coherent utterances.
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The present analysis also allows for a more precise interpretation of how clitics function as authentic el-
ements of speech. Expanding this line of inquiry to include a wider range of discourse types, as well as addi-
tional analytic and agglutinative languages, would offer valuable insights for future research.

Conclusion

This study set out to provide a comparative account of clitic morphemes in Kazakh and English, focus-
ing on their occurrence rates, structural classifications, and functional roles across grammatical environ-
ments, informal communication, and dialogic contexts. Through the use of corpus-based analysis combined
with an in-depth examination of linguistic literature, clitic forms in both languages were systematically iden-
tified and categorized.

The outcomes of this research enhance our understanding of clitic phenomena by highlighting both
cross-linguistic parallels and language-specific distinctions. In English, forms such as «I’ve,» «she’ll,» and
«can’t» illustrate how clitics contribute to brevity and communicative efficiency, particularly in informal
settings [11, 20]. Conversely, in Kazakh, clitic elements demonstrate a wider range of discourse and
morphosyntactic functions, including negation, interrogation, emphasis, and semantic specification.

An important conclusion of this study is that English clitics should be viewed not only as mechanisms
of linguistic economy but also as morphosyntactic markers that carry essential grammatical information.
Although phonologically dependent, forms such as «m,» «ve,» «re,» and «ll» retain the categories of person,
number, tense, aspect, and mood. This multifunctionality allows English clitics to serve as a link between
syntactic structure and morphological expression. In comparison, Kazakh clitics are more strongly associated
with modality, stress, and interrogative meanings, reflecting the typological features of an agglutinative lan-
guage. Despite these differences, both systems exhibit common tendencies toward grammaticalization and
functional specialization.

The Kazakh examples discussed in the study illustrate how clitic-like elements participate in
morphosyntactic and pragmatic organization, while typological research shows that clitic behaviour varies
substantially across languages [1, 10]. The practical relevance of such analysis extends to language teaching:
research on grammar pedagogy supports explicit attention to grammatical form when it is integrated with
meaningful language use [23]. For linguists, clitic analysis is valuable because these units link morphological
expression with syntactic structure. Cross-linguistic studies of clitic placement and morphology likewise
show that their behaviour emerges from interactions among syntax, morphology, and phonology [24].

The results indicate the broader significance of clitic analysis within linguistic typology. Comparing
Kazakh and English illustrates how different grammatical systems realize dependent forms through different
combinations of morphology, syntax, and prosody, a pattern consistent with cross-linguistic analyses of clitic
placement and structure [24, 10]. Future studies could extend the corpus to additional text types and compare
the observed patterns with other analytic and agglutinative languages.

Comparative analysis also shows that clitics cannot be interpreted only as abbreviated grammatical
forms. In English, clitics often act as carriers of mandatory grammatical meanings and serve as markers of
predicativity, while in Kazakh they often serve as modal and discursive — oriented elements. Despite differ-
ences in their historical development, clitics in both languages reveal similar trends towards
grammaticalization and increasing functional specialization. This observation expands the typological under-
standing of clitic systems and highlights their role as a link between morphological and syntactic organiza-
tion.

The comparative approach adopted in this study demonstrates that clitics occupy an intermediate posi-
tion between morphology and syntax in both languages. Their functional evolution reflects broader processes
of grammaticalization, as a result of which reduced linguistic forms acquire increasingly specialized gram-
matical functions. This observation contributes to contemporary typological research and provides further
evidence of the dynamic nature of morphosyntactic change.

The findings provide a more in-depth understanding of the complexities associated with clitic mor-
phemes and highlight their significance in the linguistic systems of Kazakh and English [25, 17]. Combining
theoretical and practical aspects of linguistics, the results confirm that clitics, despite their small formal size,
can play an important role in the construction and interpretation of grammatical meaning.
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J.K. Tomycmaesa, XK.A. EckasunoBa, M.Jl. bopre6aes, T. Xocceitn

Ka3ak koHe arpbLIIIBIH TUTIHAETI CO37KacaMIAFbl KIUTHKAJBIK MOpdeManapabiy
MOP(}OIOTHSIIBIK KbI3METiHE CAJBICTHIPMAJIBI TAJIIAY KACAY

Makanaga Kaszak >JKoHE aFbUIIBIH  TUAEPIHAEri KIMTHKANBIK —MopdeManapasH — MOpP(hOIOTHSIIBIK,
GyHKUMSUTApBIH  3€PTTEY YIIIH KOPIYC JKOHE CalbICTBIpManbl Taigay KOJAAHBUIABL. KIIMTHKANIBIK
MopdeManap/bH JTHHTBUCTHKAIBIK MaHBI3bl TOYEINCI3 JICKCHUKAJIBIK MarblHAFa Me eMec; onap Mopdemanap
MEH CO3/Iep apachlHIa eMip cypesi, co3kacam/ia, rpaMMaThKa/Ia KOHE OIpTiHAeN CHHTAKCHCTIK 9BONIOLHUS A
pen arkapanbl. Byn mnporecti 3epTrey MaHbI3zbl, ceOebi 01 KIMTHKAIbIK MopdeManapablH opTypii
KYPBUIBIM/BI TiIAEpIETi IPAMMATHKANBIK KbICKAJIBIFBIH KaJlail LICIeTiHIH kopceTe . MakallaHbIH YKaHAIIBIFbI
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eKi Tinmeri KIMTHKaIBIK — MopdeMalapblH OKyHeni  Taijayna, OJaplIblH  YKCACTBIKTapbl — MEH
afBIPMAIIBUIBIKTAPBIH  aHBIKTAya JKaThlp. HakThIpak alTKaHAa, aFbUIMIBIH KIHTHKAIBIK Mopdemanap
CHUTHAIIap MeH TIpaMMaTHKaHBl JKEHUIIETyre KbI3MET eTeli, al Ka3aKk KINTHKAIBIK Mopdemanap
MOPQOJIOTHSIBIK JKOHE CHHTAKCHUCTIK KYpBUIBIMAAp/a Kol (YHKIMSUIBI KOHBIOHKTYpalap PETiHAE dpeKeT
eteni. OcBl TYpFBIa KIUTHKAIBIK MOpheManapIsH TopTiOl YII HeTisri GyHKuusFa acep eresi: Mophoorus,
CHHTaKcHc oHe mpocomua. «I’ve», «she’ll» sxoHe «can’t» CHSAKTBI aFBUIMIBIH KIUTHKAIApbl KYpAeni
rpaMMaTHKAIBIK KYPBUIBIMIAAPIBl JKCHIIAETei, OChUIaiIa aybl3eKi TUNIIH JKBUIJAMJIBIFBl MCH BIPFAFbIH
JKaKCapTambl. «May, «FOH» JKOHE «eMec» CHSKTHl Ka3aK KINTHKaIapbl KeH (QYHKIMOHAIABI OPTYPILTIKTI
kepcereni. Onapapl TepicTey YIIiH Ae, SMOLMsUIAp MeH ce3imzaepai Ounmipy yuriH e maiinanaHyra Oomajbl.
JKorapbeInarsl CaNbICTBIPY AQHAINTHKAIBIK JKOHE AarrJIIOTHHATHBTI TSP apachblHAAFBl THITOJIOTHSUIBIK
alBIPMaIIBUIBIKTapAbl KOpceTeal, KIMTHKAIaHy YAEPiCiHIH opTak yirinepid amansl. Kasak Tini Kopmycsl MeH
British National Corpus (BNC) marepuangapblHIarsl KIUTHKA x)HiTiKTepi AntConc KeMeriMeH TalliaH[bl.
Hotmwxenep xiuTHKamapAiH HETi31HEH THANOTTHIK JKoHE OefpecMHU aybI3eKi TiIAe Ke3[eceTiHiH, KalTalaHyabl
a3afThIN, MHTOHAIIMSUIBIK BIPFAKTHl JKaKcapTaThIHBIH Kepcereni. KimTukamap kaszak ce3 QopmanapbiHa
OIpIKTIpiTiN, CEMAaHTHKANBIK MJQNIIK TeH MparMaTHKaiblK HO3iKTIK Oepemi. Kimrukamap oprypii
rpaMMaTHKAaJBIK XyHenepre Oeifimierne anaTbIHABIKTaH, OYJI IMHIBUCTHKAJBIK THUIIOJIOTHSA MEH pedieKcusra
na alTapiplkTail yiec Kocaabl. TeopHsUIBIK TYPFbIIAH ajifaHna, Oyl HpoIecc e3apa dpeKeTTecyneri
TpaMMAaTHKaHbl, MOP(OJOTUSIHBI JXOHE CHHTAKCHUCTI TEPEHIpeK TYCIHyre bIKmald eTedi. lIpaKTHKambIK
TYPFBIIAH alFaHza, Oyl 3epTTey KocTulai Oitim Oepy amicTepiHe, ayaapMa 3epTTeyiepine skoHe HUPPIBIK T
TEXHOJIOTHsUIApBIHA aWTapibIKTal yiiec Kocansl. Exi Typii engeri KIMTHKalapAiH HeETi3ri (yHKIUSUIapbIH
3epTTey apKbUIbI OYJI 3epTTey KOJIAAHOAIBl JMHIBUCTHKA MEH CAlIbICTHIPMAJIbI JIMHIBUCTHKAIA KOJIJaHYyFa
OomaThlH akmapaT Oepemi. 3epTTey OapbIChIHIA KIUTHKAIAPIBIH MOP(GOJIOTHUSIIBIK, CHHTAKCHCTIK JKOHE
HPOCOIMSIIBIK KBI3METTEP] CaNBICTBIPBUIBIN, OJIAPJbIH AHATHTHKAIBIK JKOHE AarryIIOTHHATHBTI TiIAepAeri
(YyHKOMOHANABIK Tapaly epeKmenmikTepi kyienenmi. byn campicTelpy exi Tingeri KIMTHKaJapAblH
rpaMMaTtHKajIaHy YAepiCiHAeri opTak )aHe TiIre ToH OelriiepiH HaKThUIayFa MyMKIHIIK Gepeni.

Kinm ce30ep: xnuTHKa, MOP(OIOTHs, CHHTAKCHC, €63 (hOpMaIaphl, CAIBICTEIPMAIIBI IMHI BUCTHKA.

H.K. Tonycmaesa, )K.A. EckasunoBa, M.[l. boprebaes, T. Xocceitn

CpaBHUTeIBHBIN aHAJIU3 MOP(OJIOrHYeCKUX QYHKUMHA KIUTHYECKHUX MopdeM B
Ka3aXCKOM U aHIVIMHCKOM CJI0BO00pPa30BaHUH

B nanHO# cTaThE ¢ MOMOIIBI0 KOPITYCHOTO W CPAaBHUTEIBHOTO aHANIN3a N3yJaloTcss MOp(oIorndeckue QyHK-
UM KIUTHYECKUX MOpdeM B Ka3aXCKOM M aHIJIMHCKOM si3blkax. Kiutuueckue Mopdembl He HMEIOT camo-
CTOSITEJILHOTO JISKCHYECKOTO 3HAYEHHS; OHM 3aHMMAIOT MTPOMEXYTOUYHOE MOJOKEHUE MEXIy MopheMaMu 1
CJIOBAaMH, WTpasi POIb B CIOBOOOPA30BAaHMY, TPAMMATHKAIN3AINK U TTOCTEIICHHON CHHTaKCHYECKOH 3BOIIO-
1. V3ydeHue 3Toro mpomecca BakHO, MTOCKOJIBKY OHO MOKa3bIBAaeT, KaK KIMTHYECKHE MOP(EMBI pPeraroT
npo0IeMy rpaMMaTHYECKOI KPATKOCTH B SI3BIKAX C Pa3IMIHON CTPYKTypoil. HoBH3HA HaHHO# cTAaThU 3aKITIO-
YaeTcsi B CHCTEMAaTHYECKOM aHaIn3e KIUTHYECKMX MOp(EM B IBYX S3bIKaX, BBLBILSIIOIIEM HX CXOJCTBA H
paznuumsi. B gacTHOCTH, aHTIMICKHE KIUTHYECKHE MOP(EMBI CIyKaT JUIsl YIPOLIEHHUs CUTHAJIOB U IpaMMa-
THKH, B TO BPeMs KaK Ka3aXCKHe KINTHIECKHE MOP(EMBI BHICTYNAIOT B KaU4€CTBE MHOTO(YHKIMOHAIBHBIX
KOHBIOHKTOB B MOP(OJIOTHYECKHX U CHHTAKCHYECKUX CTPYKTYpax. B 3TOM KOHTEKcTe MmoBeleHHe KIUTHYe-
CKHX MOp(EM BIHUAET HA TPH OCHOBHBIE (YHKIUH: MOP(HOJIOTHIO, CHHTAKCUC U MTPOCOANI0. AHTIMHCKUE KITU-
THKH YIPOIIAIOT CJIOXKHBIE TPAMMATHYECKHE CTPYKTYPBI, TEM CaMbIM YJIydllasi CKOPOCTh M PUTM YCTHOH pe-
gn. Kazaxckue KINTHKH, TaKHe KaK «-Ma», «TOW» M «IMEC», AEMOHCTPUPYIOT IMIMPOKOe (YHKIHOHATBHOE
pazHooOpasue. OHE MOTYT MCHOJIB30BAThCS KaK AT OTPUIAHHSA, TaK W IUISI BEIPAXKEHHS SMOIMH M TyBCTB.
HpHBe}IeHHOe BBIIIE CPABHECHUC IMOAYECPKUBACT TUIIOJIOTMYCCKUE Pa3ININA MEXKAY aHAIUTUYECKUMHU U arr-
JIOTUHATHBHBIMY S3BIKAMH, BBISBIISS OOIIME MOJENN KINTHKANIU3anud. IS aHaIu3a 9acTOThl KIUTHK C IT0-
morpio AntConc nucmonb30BaHbl MaTepranbsl HannoHaapHOTO Kopiyca Ka3axckoro sizsika u British National
Corpus (BNC). Pe3ynbraTsl MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO KIMTHKU BCTPEUAIOTCS IPEHMYIIECTBEHHO B JHAIOTHIECKOH 1
He(hopManbHOH YCTHOW pedr, yMEHbIIas IOBTOPEHHE U YIIydllas pUTMHYHOCTh MHTOHanuu. Knntuku wa-
TErpUPOBaHbI B Ka3axCKUe CIOBO(GOPMBI, 00eCreunBas CEMaHTHYECKYI0 TOYHOCTh M IParMaTH4ecKyro TOH-
KOCTb. [10CKONIBKY KIMTHKM MOTYT aJalTHPOBAThCSA K PAa3IMIHBIM TPaMMATHIECKHM CHCTEMaM, 3TO TaKKe
BHOCHUT 3HAYMTEJIbHBII BKJIAJ B IMHIBUCTHUYECKYIO TUIIOJOTUIO U peduiekcuio. TeopeTndecku, 3TOT mporecce
croco0CTByeT OoJiee IITyOOKOMY IIOHUMAHHIO TPAMMAaTHKH, MOP(OJIOTUI ¥ CHHTAKCHCa BO B3aUMO/ICHCTBUML.
C mpakTHYeCcKON TOUKH 3pEHHsI, JAHHOE HCCIICI0BAHNE BHOCHT 3HAUNTENBHBIA BKJIAJl B METO/BI IBYSI3BITHOTO
00yd4eHusi, IepeBOIOBEICHUE U 11 (POBBIC SI3BIKOBBIC TEXHOJIOTHH. N3yuas ocHOBHBIE (byHKuMM KJIUTUK B
JBYX Pa3HBIX S3BIKaX, 9TO MCCIEJOBaHUE MPEIOCTABIAET HH(YOPMAIHIO, KOTOpast MOXKET OBITh HCIIOIb30BaHA
B npm(nam-[oﬁ JIMHI'BUCTHKE H CpaBHHTCJ’leOﬁ JIMHTBUCTHKEC. nOJ’ly‘[eHHble PE3YIbTAThl YTOUHAIOT POJIb KJIN-
THK B MOP(OCHHTAKCHIECKOH OPTaHN3aINH S3BIKOB ABYX PA3HBIX THIIOJIOTHIECKHX CHCTEM.

Kniouesvie cnosa: KIIMTHUKa, MOp(bOIIOFI/ISI, CHUHTaKCHC, CHOBO(i)OpMI)I, CpaBHUTECJIbHAA JIMHTBUCTHUKA.
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