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LEXICO-SEMANTIC NATURE OF TOPONYMS: THEORY AND ANALYSIS

The study of the lexico-semantic nature of toponyms is becoming increasingly significant in
today's anthropocentric world, which focuses on language through human experience and interaction
with the environment. Toponyms reflect how people conceptualize space and convey cultural and
social perceptions through geographic names. The forces of globalization and urbanization pose a
threat to local linguistic and cultural characteristics, making the study of toponyms crucial for
preserving diversity. This process aids in the creation of a systematized knowledge base that can
serve as a foundation for further scientific and applied research. It entails the classification, analysis,
and synthesis of existing approaches and data, fostering a deeper understanding of the toponymic
system and its role in the cultural-historical context. The theoretical significance lies in the
systematization of existing approaches and methods for analyzing the toponymic system, which
facilitates a deeper understanding of the processes of naming and forming geographical names, as
well as their role in reflecting the cultural-historical context of toponyms in the regions of
Kazakhstan. The practical significance lies in the potential for use in linguistic, ethnographic, and
sociolinguistic research, offering a deeper understanding of the ethnocultural composition of the
regions and the historical processes that have influenced the formation of Kazakhstan's toponymic
system. The methodological foundation of the article is based on the works of leading domestic and
international scholars in the fields of linguistic cultural studies, country studies, and sociolinguistics,
whose names and research problems are thoroughly presented in the introduction. The main
conclusion of the research is that the study has revealed the existence of diverse scientific approaches
and paradigms that reflect the multifaceted and complex nature of Kazakhstan's toponymic system.
Various theoretical and methodological approaches enable a deeper understanding of the lexico-
semantic features of toponyms, their historical and cultural significance, and their role in shaping
national and cultural identity.

Key words: toponymy, toponym, lexico-semantic analysis, anthropocentrism, cultural heritage,
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MAIN PROVISIONS

The issue of studying the lexico-semantic nature of toponyms at the present stage is particularly
relevant for Kazakhstan, a country where national identity is being shaped within a multicultural and
multilingual space that intertwines various ethnic groups, historical eras, and cultural traditions.
Kazakhstan's toponymic system has developed over centuries under the influence of both nomadic
and sedentary cultures, as well as the interactions between Turkic, Persian, Slavic, and other peoples,
which is reflected in the significant diversity of geographical names.

The contemporary shift in the scientific paradigm of linguistics, particularly the recognition of
anthropocentrism as a fundamental property of language, has sparked increased interest in toponymic
studies. In this context, toponyms are viewed not only as linguistic units but also as reflections of a
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nation's history and its cultural-linguistic development. The recognition of the importance of toponym
studies for linguistic science necessitates a detailed examination of the toponymic systems of
individual regions of Kazakhstan. Analyzing the patterns of lexico-semantic organization of
toponyms, their word-formation potential, as well as their historical and cultural characteristics, is
essential for forming a comprehensive understanding of the functioning of Kazakhstan's toponymic
system.

Moreover, the study of toponyms holds significance not only from a scientific perspective but
also from a practical one, as it contributes to the preservation of cultural heritage, strengthens the
position of the state language, and supports national identity in the context of active state-building.
Research into toponyms through lexico-semantic analysis plays an important role not only in
understanding the ethnogenesis and historical geography of regions but also in uncovering the deep
cultural and historical meanings embedded in geographical names. Place names reflect the
worldview, traditions, and values of the peoples who inhabited these territories over the centuries.
“Significant influence on the development and study of toponymy in Kazakhstan as a whole was
exerted by the works of Soviet scholars, who not only collected and systematized geographical names
within the territory of Kazakhstan but also, where possible, conducted their etymological analysis”
[1, 227]. The works of both domestic and foreign researchers, such as V. Zhuchkevich
(systematization and classification of Kazakhstan’s toponyms), E. Koichubaev (compilation of a
concise explanatory dictionary of Kazakhstan’s toponyms), B. Bektasov (comprehensive
systematization of toponyms related to water and land in Kazakhstan), Sh. Kamollidin (research on
ancient Turkic toponymy in Central Asia), S. Vodopyanova (formulation of a methodology for
conducting a toponymy laboratory workshop), T. Dzhanuzakov (study of the toponymy of Central
Kazakhstan), and T. Imangulov (creation of a tourist-toponymic dictionary for the Almaty region),
among others, have made significant contributions to the development of toponymic science,
emphasizing the multifaceted nature and importance of studying toponymic systems.

Particular attention is paid to the study of the toponymy of specific regions and areas of the
Republic of Kazakhstan. Regional toponymic studies conducted by A. Kozhanov (Atyrau region), B.
Bektasov (Kostanay region), G. Madiev (East Kazakhstan region), A. Zhartybaev (Karaganda
region), K. Sembiev (Kyzylorda region), K. Rysbergenov (South Kazakhstan region), U. Yerzhanov
(West Kazakhstan), and others have significantly advanced the field of domestic toponymy. These
studies can be further expanded, as many regions of Kazakhstan remain insufficiently explored from
a toponymic perspective. It is crucial to conduct a detailed analysis of geographical names in small
settlements, natural objects, and local toponyms, as these can reveal the historical, cultural, and
linguistic characteristics of specific regions. Moreover, it is essential to consider the modern processes
of urbanization and landscape changes, which impact the formation and disappearance of toponyms,
making continued research both relevant and vital for the preservation of the country’s cultural
heritage.

The toponymy of Kazakhstan represents an extremely diverse and complex field, which has
attracted the attention of researchers for many generations. Currently, the systematization of the
republic’s toponyms is being undertaken by specialists from various scientific disciplines, including
geography, history, linguistics, tourism, and local history. Notable scholars in this field include Dr.
of Geography A. Gorbunova, Candidates of Historical Sciences Z. Dzhandosova and I. Yerofeeva,
Doctors of Historical Sciences M. Kozha, E. Orazbek, M. Semba, G. Sultangaliyeva, A. Rogozhinsky,
as well as Dr. of Geography K. Kaimuldinov.

This paper is devoted to the collection and analysis of theoretical materials related to the study
of the lexico-semantic nature of toponyms. The main goal of the research is to study and systematize
them. The research examines various theoretical approaches to the study of toponyms and highlights
the main methods for their analysis in terms of their lexical and semantic nature within the scientific
landscape of Kazakhstan.

INTRODUCTION
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The nomination of objects in the surrounding reality is a continuous process that occurs in
parallel with the expansion of human knowledge about the world. This process includes both the
classification of objects through the use of common nouns and their individualization via proper
names. Toponyms, as a result of long historical and cultural development, reflect various aspects of
societal life. Since the names of geographical objects have been formed over centuries, every
language contains toponyms that originated in different eras and are associated with various spheres
of human activity. Many of these names have been inherited from peoples who previously inhabited
the given territory, carrying elements of their culture and language. Each toponym represents a
cultural-historical code that reflects the everyday life, beliefs, artistic representations, and historical
interactions of a people. These names encode linguistic information often unavailable from other
sources: toponyms preserve forms, sounds, and words that have fallen out of use. In this regard,
geographical names serve as an invaluable resource for linguistics, helping to reconstruct the
development of language and culture over the centuries.

E. Sapir argues in his article “Language, Race, and Culture,” one of his most well-known and
influential works, that language is not merely a means of communication but also a way of expressing
the cultural values and worldview of a society: “Language not only reflects cultural differences, but
it is also a means of creating them. Each language contains unique ways of perceiving the world,
which are culturally conditioned” [2, 223]. Toponyms, being an important part of language, are
lexical units that not only name geographical objects but also carry a complex system of semantic
meanings and cultural codes. Petar Ilievski notes that “What fossils are to biology, and sediments to
geology, toponyms are to cultural history of a country because they reflect the various ethnic,
economic, political and other changes in the past of the country” [3, 169]. The study of toponyms
allows us to delve into the interaction between language and the surrounding world, revealing how
different peoples conceptualize space through the lens of their own language. Lexico-semantic
analysis of toponyms, therefore, becomes one of the key methods for understanding their origins,
structure, and meanings.

It is well known that the history of the peoples inhabiting a particular territory plays a significant
role in the composition of a country’s toponymy, as well as the expansion and deepening of
knowledge about its geography, economy, local folklore, and linguistic characteristics. In the Kazakh
language, many toponyms contain references to natural features of the landscape, such as mountains,
rivers, and deserts, reflecting a close connection between the people and their environment and their
perception of the landscape. G. Ualikhan notes that “such a systematization is related to the
characteristics of Kazakh tribes and their way of life. The Kazakh people are known for their nomadic
lifestyle, and the place of nomadic settlement was usually close to a water source. Thus, this division
is based on the behavioral culture of the Kazakh people” [4, 27].

Of particular interest are also the toponyms that reflect historical events, the names of notable
figures, and social processes, such as migrations and the settlement of new territories. V. Zhuchkevich
identifies three main layers in the toponymy of Kazakhstan: 1) the earliest pre-Kazakh (likely
Iranian); 2) Turkic-speaking (Kazakh with individual Arabic and Mongolian fragments); 3) Russian-
speaking. According to Zhuchkevich’s typology, the majority of Russian-speaking toponyms in
Kazakhstan fall into the category of patronymic names (derived from the names and surnames of
notable individuals) [5, 229].

Modern research in the field of toponymy addresses a wide range of aspects, including
etymology, morphology, and the functional characteristics of toponyms. However, particular
attention is given to their semantic nature, as semantics is what allows us to uncover the connections
between language and culture that are reflected in geographical names. The lexical and semantic
features of toponyms can reveal historical processes, cultural contacts, and migrations of peoples, as
well as changes in the perception of space.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
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The study of the Kazakh language using onomastic material alongside appellative lexicon began
as early as the 1930s-1950s in the works of renowned Kazakh linguists, laying the foundation for the
further development of this scientific field. For instance, phonetic changes in words were described,
the history of the Kazakh language and its dialectal features were studied, the origins of tribal names
— characteristic of the hierarchically organized tribal structure of Kazakh society — were researched,
and etymological analysis was employed to trace etymons and uncover word meanings. These and
many other aspects of research were conducted based on concrete facts from the field of onomastics.
This significantly deepened the understanding of the historical development of the Kazakh language
and its connection to cultural and social processes.

The first systematic toponymic study in the form of a doctoral dissertation on the topic “Kazakh
Folk Geographical Terms” (1949) was conducted by G. Konkashpaev. These and other works have
provided valuable material for the present study, and the methodological approaches presented in
them have formed the basis for the analysis of the lexico-semantic and morphological nature of
Kazakhstan's toponyms. The aforementioned scholarly works contain both theoretical and practical
methods developed for the systematization and classification of toponymic data, enabling a
comprehensive analysis of toponymy based on extensive empirical materials. G. Konkashpaev
carried out an in-depth analysis of a large body of toponymic material, identifying toponyms of
various origins in Kazakhstan and paying special attention to the role of geographical terms in their
composition. He also published the first toponymic work — “Dictionary of Kazakh Geographical
Names” (1963). The aim of this research was to systematize and structure theoretical and practical
materials on the lexico-semantic nature of toponyms to create a systematized knowledge base, which
served as the foundation for subsequent scientific and applied research in this field (see Table 1).

Table. 1. “Works of Kazakh Scholars in the Field of Toponymy”®.

No. Name Scholar Year Type of work
1 2 3 4 5

1 Kazakh Folk G?’ographlcal G. Konkashpaev 1949 _Doctorql

Terms Dissertation

“Geographical Names of
2. Mongolian Origin in the Territory G. Konkashpaev 1959 Article
of Kazakhstan”
3. Geographical NaE[nes of A. Abdrakhmanov 1959 Monograph
Kazakhstan
“Dictionary of Kazakh -
4, Geographical Names” G. Konkashpaev 1963 Dictionary
5. Proper Names m t,},le Kazakh T. Dzhanuzakov 1965 Textbook
Language
“Structural and Semantic
Classification of the Names of .

6. Kazakh Lakes in Pavlodar V. Popova 1966 AICIE

Region”

“General Features of Turkic
7. Geographical Terminology in G. Konkashpaev 1970 Article
Central Asia and Kazakhstan”
8. Comp reheps.l ]?l.e . O. Sultanyeva 1973 Textbook
Incomprehensibilities
9. Brief Toponymic Dl,c,tlonary of E. Koichubaev 1974 Dictionary
Kazakhstan

! Author's note: The table can be supplemented and extended.
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10. Main Problems OfK?ZEH(h T. Dzhanuzakov 1976 Monograph
Language Onomastics
11. | “Essay on Kazakh Onomastics” T. Dzhanuzakov 1982 Monograph
“Lexico-Semantic Typology of . Candidate
12. Kazakhstan’s Oronyms” E. Kerimbaev 1988 Dissertation
“Historical and Etymological
13. Study of Kazakhstan’s A. Abdrakhmanov 1991 Monograph
Toponyms”
“Ethnocultural Foundations of the Doctoral
14. Nomination and Functioning of E. Kerimbaev 1992 : :
» Dissertation
Kazakh Proper Names
“Kazakh Onomastics in
15. Ethnocultural, Nominative, and E. Kerimbaev 1995 Monograph
Functional Aspects”
“The Structural-Semantic Nature
of Kazakhstan’s Toponyms
16. (Comparative-Historical V. Popova 1997 Monograph
Research)”
17. Names of Distant Ancestors” V. Makhpirov 1997 Monograph
“Kazakh Onomastics: LinguistiC
18. Analysis of Toponyms and O. Sultanyeva 1998 Monograph
Microtoponyms”
“Place Names of the Relief
(Semantic, Morphological Candidate
19. Analysis, and Phonosemantic G. Ermekbayev 1999 Dissertation
Description)”
20. M'etl'lods of ngulstlc”s: A. Shayakhmetova 2000 Dictionary-
Dictionary-Reference Reference
21. Names Of}gi;?}l rants in the S. Imanberdieva 2001 Monograph
“Ethno-Ecological Foundations of .
22. Kazakh Toponyms” K. Kaymuldinova 2001 Monograph
23. Kazakh Onomastics, T he Secrets T. Dzhanuzakov 2007 Monograph
of Names 3
“Semantic Boundaries of Folk
24, Geographical Terms and Their T. Dzhanuzakov 2009 Article
Role in Terminology Creation”
“Historical-Semantic PDhiolf)ts(i)r ?]f
25. | Interpretation of Toponyms in the L. Nakhanova 2014 phy
. - (PhD)
Orkhon-Yenisei Monuments . .
Dissertation
26, | Kazakh Toponymy: Etymology, M. Tobugov 2018 Article
Structure, Semantics
o . A. Alimkhan,
217. Lexico-Semantic Features (,),f Zh. Qayirbayev, 2021 Article
East Kazakhstan Toponyms
S. Kasenov
“Kazakh ‘Cosmic’ Toponymy: Z. Naurzbaeva, .
28. Exploring the Cultural Landscape K. Medeuova 2021 Article
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around the Baikonur
Cosmodrome”
“Toponymic Atlas of Kazakhstan
29. with Pop-up Tips (Preliminary
Work on Compilation)”

A. Jusupov,

Z. Moldakhmetova | 2923 Avrticle

These and other works have provided valuable material for the present study, and the
methodological approaches presented have formed the basis for the analysis of the lexico-semantic
and morphological nature of Kazakhstan's toponyms. The aforementioned scholarly works contain
both theoretical and practical methods developed for the systematization and classification of
toponymic data, enabling a comprehensive analysis of toponymy based on extensive empirical
material.

RESULTS

The findings of this study cover a wide range of issues related to the origins and structural
features of Kazakh toponyms. They include data from both field expeditions and archival materials,
ensuring a comprehensive approach to the analysis of toponymic systems. Among the most
significant scholarly works are dissertations and monographs, such as those by G. Konkashpaev and
T. Dzhanuzakov, which focus on the etymology and historical-cultural aspects of toponymic research.
Dictionaries and textbooks, such as “Dictionary of Kazakh Geographical Names” and “Brief
Toponymic Dictionary of Kazakhstan” by E. Koichubaev, make a substantial contribution to the
systematization of toponymic material and serve as a foundation for further lexico-semantic and
morphological analysis. In addition, articles and expedition materials, such as “Place Names of
Central Kazakhstan” (by T. Dzhanuzakov and A. Abdrakhmanov), along with the works of V.
Popova, provide valuable data for a detailed analysis of regional toponyms.

The methodological foundation, based on the works of scholars such as E. Koichubaev and V.
Makhpirov, incorporates a set of methods for the lexico-semantic and morphological analysis of
toponyms. The practical application of these methods not only facilitates the systematization of a vast
array of toponymic information but also allows for the identification of key lexico-semantic patterns
and productive word-formation models within the structure of toponymic units.

According to E. Koichubaev, five distinct toponymic layers can be distinguished in our
country's territory: 1) the most ancient layer, containing elements of ancient languages; 2) an ancient
layer with elements of Turkic-Mongolian and Turkic-Iranian languages, as well as ancient suffixes;
3) a Turkic layer reflecting the key characteristics of Turkic language families with their variations;
4) a layer reflecting the features of modern Turkic languages; and 5) a layer characterized by Russian
toponymic influences [6, 5]. In turn, V. Makhpirov analyzed toponymic layers and identified three
key strata of ancient Turkic toponyms: 1) directly Turkic geographical names; 2) geographical names
of non-Turkic origin; 3) toponyms derived from Iranian language sources [7, 158]. This indicates that
Kazakh toponymy has made significant progress in studying the multi-layered structure of
geographical names, reflecting both ancient and more modern linguistic and cultural influences.
These studies contribute to a deeper understanding of the country's historical and cultural heritage
and demonstrate the high level of theoretical and practical development in this field.

The methodology of lexico-semantic analysis developed in these studies is based on a detailed
examination of the meanings and etymological origins of toponyms. The classification of toponyms
is carried out according to semantic features such as names of natural objects, anthroponyms, and
historical-cultural designations. The classifications mentioned above provide a deeper understanding
of which elements of geographical, historical, and cultural realities are reflected in geographical
names, which, in turn, contributes to a comprehensive analysis of the cultural and historical aspects
of the region.

The etymological analysis, based on the methods developed by T. Dzhanuzakov and A.
Abdrakhmanov, involves the study of the linguistic roots of toponyms and their historical evolution.
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“The choice of a conventional, specifically toponymic, or complex method of etymological research
of toponyms depends on the nature of the material and the need to study the formation and
development of toponyms under certain historical conditions. However, these methods are
inseparable and can be applied in a combined and mixed manner” [8, 130]. Such a comprehensive
approach allows for “a clearer understanding of the lexico-semantic and lexico-grammatical patterns
in the formation of toponyms in a given territory” [8, 121], as well as revealing cultural and linguistic
borrowings and establishing connections between changes in toponymy and historical processes
occurring in the region.

The analysis of the semantic fields of toponyms helps to distinguish between primary and
secondary meanings of place names, revealing their connection to symbolic and historical processes
in Kazakhstan. This aspect of analysis was particularly developed in the works of E. Koichubaev and
V. Popova.

Morphological analysis of toponyms, based on the research of T. Dzhanuzakov, G.
Konkashpaev, and O. Sultanyeva, involves the use of various approaches. In word-formation analysis,
toponyms are broken down into morphemes (roots, affixes, prefixes, and suffixes), which helps to
identify patterns in their formation. The analysis of compound toponyms (e.g. “Taldy-Kurgan”,
“Karatau”) reveals syntactic and morphological patterns in their structure. The specific features of
compound toponyms are thoroughly examined in the works of V. Popova and T. Dzhanuzakov, which
is essential for understanding regional linguistic characteristics.

Morphemic analysis provides a deeper understanding of the mechanisms of word formation in
Kazakh toponymy and highlights which morphological elements are used to designate geographical
objects. This aspect has been studied in detail in the works of O. Sultanyeva and T. Dzhanuzakov.

Frequency analysis of toponyms, based on data from dictionaries and expedition materials,
allows for the identification of the prevalence of certain types of toponyms in various regions of
Kazakhstan and their frequency of use. This method reveals trends in the use of lexical units within
the toponymic system of the region. Quantitative analysis, carried out using materials from toponymic
dictionaries such as “Ancient Turkic Features in the Toponyms of Kazakhstan” (1972), “Brief
Toponymic Dictionary of Kazakhstan (1974), “Dictionary of Place Names of Kazakhstan™ (1985),
and others, enables statistical processing of data, highlighting structural features and the most frequent
word-formation models.

Cartographic analysis of toponyms, proposed in the works of G. Konkashpaev and A.
Abdrakhmanov, enables the study of the spatial distribution of toponyms across the regions of
Kazakhstan. This approach uses both modern geographic maps and historical materials, allowing for
an analysis of changes in the country's toponymic system. Mapping toponyms to geographical objects
helps to explore regional characteristics and identify geographical structures reflected in place names.
The historical analysis of cartographic data helps track changes in the toponymic system and
establishes connections between name changes and historical events in Kazakhstan.

The comparative-historical method, widely applied in the research of E. Kerimbaev and A.
Abdrakhmanov, is used to identify relationships between Kazakh toponymy and the toponymy of
other Turkic-speaking peoples. The comparison of Kazakh toponyms with those from other regions
of Central Asia and Turkic countries highlights both common traits and unique features. Comparative
analysis with the toponymy of Turkic-speaking regions helps establish patterns in the structure and
semantics of toponyms, allowing for the tracing of cultural and historical connections between
peoples. The analysis of toponyms across vast areas inhabited by Turkic-speaking peoples shows that
the Turkic layer of toponymy is the most widespread [9, 191]. At the same time, G. Konkashpaeyv, in
his study of toponyms in Kazakhstan, concluded that a significant portion of these names have
Mongolian origins, with their appearance dating back to the period from the 13th to the 18th centuries
[10, 85-98].

The studied materials and methodological approaches outlined in the works of leading Kazakh
scholars in the fields of toponymy and onomastics allow for a comprehensive practical analysis of
Kazakhstan’s toponymic system. The use of lexico-semantic and morphological analysis, along with
statistical and cartographic methods, enables a thorough investigation aimed at identifying the lexical,
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semantic, and structural characteristics of toponyms. This approach contributes to a deeper
understanding of the role of toponyms in preserving cultural heritage and their significance in the
historical and cultural context of Kazakhstan.

DISCUSSION

The study of toponymy is justified by its significant scientific and practical importance for a
range of disciplines. “Toponymic lexis is a systematic organization, where pragmatic factors, such as
geographic conditions, ethnic composition, historic events and the view of the world play a major
role” [11, 152]. Toponyms are of particular interest to fields such as history, geography, archaeology,
and ethnography, as one of the key features of toponymy is its extralinguistic nature.

The primary methods used in toponymic research, as in onomastics in general, are of a linguistic
nature. Among them are the comparative-historical method, comparative phonetics, morphological
and lexico-semantic analysis, component analysis, and others. This underscores that toponymy, like
onomastics, is a complex linguistic phenomenon. Toponyms represent a significant layer of language
that reflects its historical development. As part of the lexicon, they follow linguistic laws, which
confirms that toponymy belongs to the field of linguistic science.

However, it is crucial to consider its close connection with history and geography. “Toponyms
also function as geographical concepts, having spatial reference and serving as a means of designating
locations” [12, 1935]. Toponymy includes a historical component, although it does not directly
pertain to the history of peoples or states, but rather to the development of language. “Research shows
that toponymic names are classified by semantic composition depending on certain characteristics,
such as the names of people, features of local inhabitants, lakes, mountains and hills, coastal features,
vegetation, water color, the nature of water flow, and other characteristics that form toponyms” [13,
174]. Historical events are not always directly reflected in toponyms, as they form an autonomous
system that changes according to its own laws. As V. Zhuchkevich notes, the importance of toponymy
for historical science lies in the historical conditioning of geographical names [14, 26-27], indicating
the close connection between toponymy and history. Thus, each of these disciplines is intricately
intertwined with toponymy, highlighting its interdisciplinary nature.

The lexico-semantic principle is one of the most widely used in linguistic classifications. “It is
obvious that it is impossible to create a unified classification of place names that would reflect the
entire multidimensional nature of the toponymic vocabulary” [15, 28]. Nevertheless, scholars
continue to develop various classification systems, striving to organize toponyms based on their
lexico-semantic, structural, and historical-cultural features. Although these classifications cannot
capture all aspects, they provide a deeper understanding of the patterns of toponym formation and
their role in reflecting geographical, ethnic, and historical processes. V. Makhpirov points out that
lexico-semantic classification should be a logical continuation of etymological analysis and serve as
its objective confirmation [7, 130]. In the process of scientific research on toponymic lexicon, it is
essential to apply methods and achievements from linguistic sciences. The linguistic analysis of
toponyms in a specific territory involves their classification by lexico-semantic and structural word-
formation types. The principles of linguistic classification of toponyms have attracted the attention
of many scholars, and perspectives on this issue vary. Some researchers believe that semantic analysis
is fundamental to toponymic classifications, while others prioritize the typological approach.

Lexico-semantic classifications of toponyms have been developed in the works of many
foreign, Russian, and Kazakh scholars. In the context of Turkic toponymy, significant lexico-
semantic classifications have been proposed by E. Murzaev, A. Tsagaeva, T. Churkin, O.
Molchanova, 1. Dron, and others. The classification proposed by V. Makhpirov in his work Ancient
Turkic Onomastics is particularly important for our research. He identifies the following lexico-
semantic groups of geographical names of the ancient Turks: 1) dedication toponyms (memoratives),
including anthroponyms, ethnonyms, toponyms derived from other toponyms, and those related to
religious beliefs; 2) descriptive toponyms (descriptives), which reflect local geographical conditions,
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visual characteristics of objects, and subjective assessments; 3) occasional toponyms [7, 103-111].
Thus, lexico-semantic classification is one of the key and most frequently used methods in the
analysis of toponymic material.

The typological (structural-word formation, morphological) principle of classifying toponymic
units also plays an important role in the study of toponyms. It allows for the identification of structural
models and components of toponyms, such as roots and formants (suffixes), as well as appellatives
(special geographical terms). This approach helps address one of the main tasks of toponymic
research-identifying models of toponym formation and constructing a systematic structure for these
names.

V. Makhpirov, analyzing the structural-grammatical features of ancient Turkic proper names,
identifies the following categories: 1) proper names formed from non-Turkic lexical material; 2)
proper names of Turkic origin; 3) simple non-derived (root) names; 4) derived names; 5) names with
plural affixes; 6) polymorphemic affixes; 7) compound names; 8) types of compound proper names
[7, 113-125].

Researchers also address stratigraphic classification while determining toponymic types, which
distinguishes the main linguistic layers of geographical names in a region. Stratigraphic classification,
closely related to the typology of toponyms, allows for identifying which layers of vocabulary are
present in geographical names, revealing layers influenced by both intralinguistic and extralinguistic
factors. Some scholars consider stratigraphic classification to be the only acceptable method, as it is
also viewed as historical, reflecting sequential layers of toponyms, each with its own characteristic
features.

E. Koichubaev, studying the toponymy of Kazakhstan, identifies the following stratigraphic
layers: 1) the most ancient layer with elements of ancient languages; 2) an ancient layer with Turkic-
Mongolian and Turkic-Iranian elements and endings; 3) a Turkic-speaking layer reflecting the main
features of Turkic language families; 4) a layer of modern Turkic languages; 5) a layer with Russian
toponymic overlays [6, 5-6].

A different stratigraphy of Turkic toponyms was proposed by A. Abdrakhmanov, who
distinguishes: 1) toponyms formed on the basis of native languages, including the Altai and ancient
Turkic periods; 2) toponyms of the Neo-Kazakh language; 3) borrowed toponyms, including Iranian,
Arabic, Mongolian, Finno-Ugric, and Russian [8, 31-33].

Each of the classifications discussed (lexico-semantic, typological, and stratigraphic) represents
an important approach in toponymic research aimed at a deeper understanding of geographical names
and their linguistic nature. All these classifications are based on linguistic and extralinguistic
principles motivated by various factors.

CONCLUSION

The study of onomastic material and the processes involved in the formation of toponyms
confirms that they represent an important source of the lexical corpus of any language, requiring
special attention and thorough analysis. Toponyms are not isolated lexical units but form a complex,
structured system with its own patterns, principles, and internal connections. A key feature of
toponyms is their ability to individualize specific objects, while also possessing universal
characteristics that reflect common traits of human thinking and world perception. At the same time,
toponyms contain specific elements related to the historical and cultural context of a particular
language, region, and period.

The study of onomastics holds particular significance for students, specialists in native and
foreign languages, researchers, and scholars. Toponyms require not only proper spelling,
pronunciation, and interpretation but also carry a rich linguistic, cultural, and geographic potential,
contributing to the development of knowledge about one's native culture and language. In educational
practice, onomastic data can serve as an interesting and useful learning resource.

As our research has shown, the theoretical and practical study of Kazakhstan’s toponyms
continues to develop dynamically. This work focused on the lexico-semantic and morphological
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nature of Kazakh toponyms, which allowed us to identify the key patterns in their structure, origin,
and functioning. Understanding toponyms as cultural-historical markers and their connection to
linguistic and social processes opens new perspectives for further research and deepening knowledge
in the field of onomastics.

The research also revealed the existence of various scientific approaches and paradigms that
reflect the complexity and multifaceted nature of Kazakhstan’s toponymic system. The theoretical
and methodological approaches discussed provide a deeper understanding of the lexico-semantic
characteristics of toponyms, their historical and cultural significance, and their role in shaping
national and cultural identity.
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TonoHuMAEPiH JIEKCMKA-CEMAHTHKAJIBIK TAOMFATBI: TEOPHUS JKIHE TaJIay
I'.C. AxmeroBa
Alikhan Bokeikhan University, Cemeii, 071400, KazakcranPecmyOnmkacht

Kaszipei anemoe mononumoepoiy nexcuka-cemManmuKkaibly maduzamsii sepmmey Maceneci KyH
caivlH epeKuie 03eKminikke ue 601y0a, Oy aHmponoyeHmpusmee KouLyee HezizoelieeH, oa1 minoi adam
maoicipubeci MeH KOpUIA2aH OpmMameH 03apa apeKemmecy NpUMAacvl apKblibl 3epmmeyoiy
MaHbI30bLIbIEbIH aman Kepcemeoi. Tononumoep mindiy Oip bonici peminde a0aMHblY KeHiCMIiKmi
Kanav myCiHemiHiH J#CoHe 2e02pauANblK amaynap apKblibl 63 MIOEHU JHCIHe dNeyMemmiK
MYCIHIKMePIH Kanail icemkizeminin mycinyee komexmeceodi. fanamoany ocone ypbanuzayus
AHCAROAUBIHOA  HCEPRINIKMI  MINOIK  JHCoHe MIOEHU epeKuleNlikmepoiy JHCOUublIybl  OauKaiaowl.
Tononumoepoi 3epmmey JHcaHe KYHcammay miloiK dHcone MoOeHU anyaH mypailikmi Cakmayea bIknai
emeoi, OYNl JNeKCUKA-CeMAHMUKAILIK MONOHUMOEPOiH mabueamvl OOUbIHUA MEOPUSIIbIK JHCIHE
NPAKMUKANLIK, MAMepuanloap xicacay YuliH, COHOAu-axK 00aH api bLIbIMU MHCIHe KONOAHOANbL
3epmmeynepee Hez2i3 601a ANamvlH HCyleleHzen oepekmep 06a3acvlin KYpy Yulin ome manvi3ovl. byn
MONOHUMUKANBIK HCYIeH] mepeHipeK MYCiHy2e HCIHe OHbIH MIOEHU-MAapUuxy KOHmeKcmmezi poiine
bIKNAl ememin 6ap macinoep meH oepekmepoi Hcikmeyoi, mandayobl HCIHE HCUHAKMAY Obl KAMMUObI.
Teopusnvlk ManvI30bLILIRZbL — MONOHUMUKATILIK HCYUeH] manoayobly KOJIOAHbICMAbl MACiIoepi MeH
a0icmepin cylieney, OY1 amayiapovly, HOMUHAYUS JHCIHE KANbINMACy Npoyecmepin mepeyipex
mycinyee, conoati-ax Kazaxkcman aumaxmapulHoagbl MonoHUMOEpOiH MaOeHU-MAapuxyu KOHMeKCmiH
Kepcemyoezi ponin mycinyee viknan emeoi. I[Ipakmukanvik Maybl30ulavlebl — min Oinimi, sSmuocpaghus
JiCOHe aNleyMemmany 3epmmeyiepinoe Koa0auy aneyemi, OYi aumMakmapovly SMHOMIOEHU KYPaMbl
MeH MONOHUMUKANILIK HCYUEHIH KalblNMACYblHA acep emKeH Mapuxu npoyecmepoi mepeHipex
mycinyee wviknan emedi. Makananely — a0icmemenik  Heeisi — mil  MIOEHUESMMAHYbI,
JIUH2BOCMPAHOBEOCHUE JHCIHE COUYUOIUHRBUCIUKA CANLACBIHOAZbl JiCemeKull OMmaHoblK HCoHe
uemenoix 2anbiMoapovly eHoexmepi, 01apobly ecimoepi MeH oaap 3epmmezer Maceieiep MaKaid
Kipicnecinoe eeoiceti-meaycellli KepcemineeH. 3epmmeyoiy Hecizei KOpblmMbIHObICHL: 3epmmey
Kazakcmannoly mononumuxanvly Jicyueciniy KONKbIPAbIRbIH JCoHe KYpOoenilicin Kopcememin
aPMYpPIi bLILIMU MACLIOEP MeH NapaouemMaiapobly 6ap ekeHin aHbIKmaovl. Opmypii Mmeopusiivlk
JHCIHE IOICHAMANILIK MACINOEP MONOHUMOEPOIH NeKCUKA-CeMAHMUKANLIK epeKUeNiKmepit, 01apobly
Mapuxu-maoeHu MAaybI30bLIbIEbIH HCIHE YIIMMBIK HCIHE MIOEHU CIUKeCIKMI KAlblNmacmulpyoadvl
POl mepeyipek mycinyee MyMKIHOIK Oepeoi.

Kinm ce30ep: mononumus, monoHum, 1eKCUKA-CeMAHMUKAIbLIK MAi0ay, aHmponoyeHmpusMm,
MAOEHU MYPA, SMHOMIOCHU IPMYPIINIK, YIMMbIK COUKECMIK.
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Jlekcuko-ceMaHTHYeCKasl MPUPOIA TONIOHUMOB: TEOPUS M AHAJIM3
I'.C. AxmeroBa
Alikhan Bokeikhan University, Cemeit, 071400, Pecriyosnka Kazaxcran

B cospemennom mupe npobrema uccie0o8aHusi JNeKCUKO-CEMAHMUUECKOU NpUpoobl
MONOHUMOB U30 OHs 8 OeHb Npuobpemaem 0coby aAKMyaibHOCMb, OCHOBAHUEM YeM) NOCYHCUTL
nepexo0 K aHMpONOYeHmMpuieckomy nooxooy, KOMOpblil NOOYepKUgaem 3HAYUMOCIb U3VUEHUs.
A3BIKA Yepe3 NPUMY Yell08evecKo20 ONblma U 83auMo0elicmeus ¢ okpyicaiouel cpedoll. Tononumel,
ABNAACH YACMBIO A3bIKA, NOMO2AIOM NOHAMb, KAK YeNI08EK OCMbICIIAem NPOCMPAHCMBO U nepeodem
CBOU KYIbmYpPHble U COYUATbHBIE NPeOCMAasieHus uepes3 ceocpaguueckue Hasganus. B ycrnosusx
enobanuzayuu U ypoaHuzayuu npoucxooum Cmupavue JIOKATbHbIX SA3bIKOGHIX U KYIbIMYPHbIX
ocobennocmenl. HM3zyuenue u OOKYMEHMUPOBAHUE MONOHUMOE CHOCOOCMEYem  COXPAHEHUIO
A3BIKOBO20 U KYILIMYPHO20 PA3ZHOO0OPA3US, 4MO OCOOEHHO BAJCHO O CO30AHUS MEeOPemuKo-
NPAKMU4eCKUx Mamepuaios no meme 1eKCUKo-CeMaHmu4eckol npupoosbl MONOHUMO8 Ol CO30AHUS
cuUCmeMamu3upo8aHHoll 6a3vl 3HAHUL, KOMOPAs MONCEM NOCIAYIHCUMb OCHOBOU ONisl OANbHEUUUX
HAYYHBIX U NPUKIAOHBIX UCCIe008aHUL. Dmo 6KIoYaem Kiaccugukayuio, auamus u obooujenue
Cyulecmsyroumux nooxo008 U OAHHLIX, Ymo cnocobocmeyem 0Oojnee 21YO0KOMY HOHUMAHUIO
MONOHUMUYECKOU CUCMeMbl U e€ POau 8 KYJIbIMYypPHO-UCopuieckom Konmekcme. Teopemuueckas
3HAUUMOCb — CUCIEMAMU3AYUsL CYUeCmEYIouUX n00X0008 U Memo008 AHANU3A MONOHUMUYECKOT
cucmemsl, 4mo cnocoocmeyem y2nyoieHHOMY HOHUMAHUIO NPOYEcco8 HOMUHAYUU U hOPMUPOBAHUSL
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eeozpaghuyeckux HA36aHUL, A MAKdHCe UX POAU 6 OMPAXNCEHUU KYIbMYPHO-UCOPULECKO20
KOHMeKCma mononumos pecuonog Kazaxcmawna. Ilpakmuueckas 3Ha4umMocmv — 6 HOMeEHyuaule
UCNONb308AHUS 8 JTUHSBUCMUYECKUX, IMHOSPAPUUECKUX U COYUOTUHSBUCIIUYECKUX UCCIe008AHUSX,
ymo cnocoocmeyem Oonee 2r1YO0KOMY NOHUMAHUIO DMHOKVIbMYPHO20 COCMABA PESUOHO8 U
UCOpUYeCKUX — NpOYeccos, NOBIUABWUX HA  (DOopMuUposanue MONOHUMUYECKOU — CUCMeMbl
Kaszaxcmana. Memooonozuueckoii ochogoii cmambvu Cryscam mpyosl 8€0VUWUX OMeUeCmE8eHHbIX U

3apyOedcHbIX VUEHbIX 8 obracmu JIUHEBOKYIbIMYPOIOUL, JIUH2BOCPAHOBEOEHUS,
COYUONUHSBUCIMUKU, UMEHA KOMOPbLIX, a makdice ucciedyemvie umu npoodiemvl, noOPoOHO
npeocmasieHvl 60 88edenuu cmamvu. OCHOBHOU B8bIBOO0 NPOBEOEHHO2O UCCEO08AHUA:

uccneoosanue npoobiemvl 8bIABUNLO CYUECMBO8AHUE PA3HOOOPAZHBIX HAYYHBIX NOOX0008 U Napaou2m,
OMPadNCArOWUx MHO20SPAHHOCMb U CIONCHOCMb MONOHUMUYecKol cucmemsl Kazaxcmana.
Pasznuunvie meopemuueckue u memooonocuyeckue nooxXo0vl NO360A0M 2NY0H#Ce NOHAMb TeKCUKO-
cemManmuyeckue 0COOEHHOCMU MONOHUMOS, UX UCMOPUKO-KYIbMYPHOe 3HAYeHue U polb 8
Gopmuposanuy HAYUOHANLHOU U KYIbIMYPHOU UOSHMUYHOCTU.

Kniouesvie  cnosa: — monowmumus,  MONOHUM,  JEKCUKO-CEMAHMUYECKUN  AHATU3,
AHMPONOYEHMPU3M, KYIbMypHOe Hacieoue, IMHOKVIbMYPHOe pa3HooOpasue, HAYUOHATbHAL
UOEHMUYHOCTb.
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SUBSTANTIVIZATION OF PARTICIPLE FORMS IN KAZAKH WORD
FORMATION

Although the theory of substantivization has been considered in Kazakh linguistics since the
first half of the twentieth century, there are numerous unresolved issues. For instance, the
substantivization of pronouns, adverbs, and numerals remain to be poorly studied. Consequently, in
our article, we examined the substantivization of participial forms and delineated the principal
indicators that elucidate the nature of substantivization. Furthermore, the ways of formation and the
scope of application of names derived from substantivized participles.

The main purpose of this article is to elucidate substantivized participles from the cognitive
basis, delineate their word-forming and functional nature. The article is based on scientific opinions,
principles, theoretical concepts and notions related to substantivization in linguistics. The names
created by the forms of substantivized participles were analysed, and their function in the sentence
was considered. Furthermore, substantivised words were regarded conditionally as fully and
partially substantivised ones.

Key words: theory of substantivization, verb, participial forms, word formation, fully
substantivised words, partially substantivised words.

MAIN PROVISIONS

The theory of substantivization was first studied in Kazakh linguistics in the first half of the
20" century. A. Baitursynuly can be considered the first scientist to address the issue of
substantivization. In his work “Til-Kural” Baitursynuly divides adjectives into two categories and
analyses their function in sentences. At the same time, he categorises several functions performed by
adjectives and related to one of them he expresse the following opinion: “Some adjectives serve to
replace nouns. For instance, instead of stating the ‘arzan etting sorpasy tatymas (soup from cheap
meat is tasteless)’, the phrase ‘arzannyn sorpasy tatymas (soup from the cheap is tasteless)™.
Consequently, such words are designated as ‘zat-Syn’, which are used to replace both nouns and
adjectives [1].

In accordance with the aforementioned definition, it is posited that possessive pronoun, cases,
personal endings and plural nouns endings. The work demonstrates that A. Baitursynuly provided the
name of substantivization and confirmed its definition in linguistics. K. Zhubanov states that all
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