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The article is devoted to the study of the diachronic development of
full-fledged root morphemes into relic root morphemes (RRMs) within
the word-formation system of the Turkic languages, using the Kazakh
language as a representative example. A relict root morpheme (RRM)
is a residual morphemic unit identifiable through synchronic word-
formation analysis, which functions as a linguistic sign. The semantics
of an RRM in a compound word is determined by the presence of a full-
root morpheme as one of its components, whereas in a derived word,
the meaning is maintained through the use of productive affixes.

A key theoretical framework for analyzing the process includes the
concepts of synchrony and diachrony as introduced by F. de Saussure
and further developed by N.D. Andreev, who emphasized the systematic
nature of diachrony as a sequence of interconnected synchronies.
These theoretical principles serve as the foundation for analyzing root
morphemes containing RRMs in the Kazakh language. The analysis
draws on historical data from Turkic linguistics, including both scholarly
and lexicographic sources, to uncover deep word-formation processes
from a diachronic perspective.

Language evolution in word formation is understood as a natural
transformation of individual words, word groups, or syntactic
constructions resulting from communicative and cognitive human
activity. Such transformations lead to quantitative and structural
changes through phonological and morphological processes, resulting
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in shifts across the linear hierarchy of linguistic units, including root morphemes, derived and
compound words, word combinations, and sentences.

These linear transformations may also occur in reverse, via lexical attrition and the
breakdown of complex structures, ultimately producing RRMs. This reverse evolution from
syntactic constructions to compound words, compound words with RRMs, root morphemes,
root morphemes with RRMs, and finally to simple root words.

The novelty of the research lies in its first comprehensive analysis of RRMs in the Kazakh
language, tracing their development through the diachronic depths of the Proto-Turkic and
Old Turkic periods. The study aims to confirm the hypothesis that despite internal structural
changes, complex and derived words containing RRMs continue to preserve and perform the
nominative function that as core linguistic signs.
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Ka3zax rtijinaeri Ty6ip MmopdemasiapaplH peJIMKTKe aifHaJIy mpoleci

AnHoTamua. Makaiaza TYpKi TuUIfepiHJeri, COHBIH illiHAe Kas3akK TiJliHOeri ce3xkacaMm
XyleciH/e TOJIBIK MaFbIHaJIbI TYOip MopdeMasiapabH pesiuKTi Tyoip Mopdemara (PTM) aliHaty
nporieci KapacToipbuiaapl. PenukTi TyOip Mopdema (PTM) — 6YJ1 CMHXPOHABI CO3XACAM/IBIK
Tayaay KesiHje KaJAbIK TypiHAe allKbIHIaJIaThIH XoHe TUIAIK TaHOa peTiHe TaHbLJIaThIH TYOip
Mopdema. Kypama ceszaepaeri PTM ceMaHTHKachl OHBIH, KypaMbIHAA TOJIBIK MarbIHAJIBI TYOip
MopdeMaHbIH 00JTybl apKbLUITBI aHBIKTa1aAbl. TYBIHIBI co3/iep/ie OyJ1 MarbiHa eHiM/II apdukcTep
apKBLIBl CaKTaJIbII OTHIPA/IbI )KoHEe MaFbIHAJIBIK TYTACTHIK KaMTaMachl3 eTijiei.

ArtaJsiraH npoLecTi Taiaay ablH MaHbI3Abl TEOPUSUILIK Herisi — @. e Coccrop YChIHFaH CUHXPOHUA
MeH [JMaxpoHus YFeiMAapbl, osiap H.Jl. AHApeeBTiH qUAXpOHUAMNAFbl XYWENIUTiK TypaJibl
TYKBIpBIMJIApbIMEH KeHeWUTLTilN, OUaxpoHusA OipHellle CHHXPOHWANAH TYpaThlH Xylie peTiHae
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KapacTeipbuIaAbl. OChl TEOPHSUIBIK aJIFBIIAPTTAp Kasak, TutiHAeri PTM 6ap TyGip Mopdemanapast
3epTTeyre Heri3 O0JIBII, TApUXHU TYPKiTaHy JepeKTepi — FhUTBIMU eHOeKTep MeH JIEKCUKOTPA(pUSIIbIK
Ke3[ep apKbUIbl JHUAXPOHUSJIBIK JKA3bIKTHIKTA COIKACAM/IBIK TepeH Y/epicTepHi aHbIKTayra
MYMKiHJiK Oepe/ii, COHAal-aK KyleJliK S3BOJIIOLMsAHbI CUTIaTTayFa XOJI allaibl.

¥CHIHBUIBIIT OTHIPFAaH MakKajiaZla eXeJsri TYPKi XoHe OpTaK TYPKi JdyipJjiepiHe XaTaThIH
PTM 0Oap cesgep Tizimi Oepinires.

Tinpgik ce3xacaM xkylieciHeri 3BOJIIOLUA — aAaMHbIH KOMMYHUKATUBTIK )K9He KOTHUTUBTIK
KpI3METiHiH HaTUXeciHJe O6ip ce3MdiH, ce3dep TOOBIHBIH, CUHTAKCHUCTIK KYPBUJIBIMOAP/IbIH
iminge naiifga GosaTeiH Tabury esrepicrep. By esrepicrep (poHeMaIbIK-MOP()OIOTUAIBIK
yAepicrep TypiHAe CaHABIK CHMAT aJjbll, TiAAiK OipjiktepAid (Tybip mMopdema, TybIHIBL
ce3, KypJHesi ce3 Tipkeci, ceiljieM) XeJliJlik MepapxXusCBIHAA camaJiblK aybiCyJjapra aJjibll
kenefni. COHbIMEH KaTap TiJi[iK KYPBUIBIMHBIH XeJIiIiK XyilieciHle Kepi 6arbITTa — CO3[iH
JeCTPYKIUACH apKbLIbl, AFHU KYPAeJsli Ce3/eH, coiijieM KYPbUIBIMbIHAH OacTar KapamnanibiM
PTM-ra fieliid biApIpaybl MYMKiH: CHHTAaKCUCTiK KYPBIJIBIM — KypeJi ce3 — PTM 6ap kypaei
ce3 — TyOip Mopdpema — PTM Oap Tyb6ip Mmopdema — KapanaiibiM TyOip ces.

Maxkanama exeiri Typki xoHe oprTak TypKi Aoyipsepinen Oacray amateiH PTM Gap
ce3fepiH Ti3iMi YCBIHBUIFAH JoHE CaJIBICTHIPMAalibl MaTepualfapMeH TOJIBIKTHIPBUIFaH,
COHBIMEH KaTap, KYPBUIBIM/IBIK TaJIfjayJiap 1a XyprisiireH.

3epTTeyAiH KaHaJBIFB — Ka3ak TijiiHAgeri PTM-ra KellleHAi Tajigay aJjiFall peT XacaJiblll,
OHBIH OaMybl OpTaK TYPKIiJIiK XoHe eXeJri TYpPKiJIiK Ke3eHAepre AeUiHTi AUaxpOHUAJIBIK
TepeH/IikTe KapacThIpbLIagbl. 3epTTey OaphIChiHIA TYBIHABI XXoHe KypAaeai PTM Gap ce3xep
KYPBUIBIMBIK ©3TepicTepre yIIbiparaHbIHA KapaMacTaH, TiJiAik TaHOa peTiHAeri 6acTsl, AFHU
HOMUHATHUBTIK KbI3METiH CaKTAaNTHIHBI TypaJibl TUNOTe3a AdJiesigeHe/Ii.

KinT ce3nep: pesukTi Ty6ip MopdeMa, CUHXPOHUSIBIK )KA3bIKTHIK, JUAXPOHUIIBIK TEPEH-
[iK, ce3 AeCcTPYKIUACH, TiAik TaHba, MaFbiHa UMIYJIbCI, co3kacaMIbIK Tajgay, ce3xacam
MoOJeJTi, ce3KkacaMHbIH djeMeHTap OipJjIikTepi, 3BOJIIOLNA.
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ITpouecc 3BoIONNH KOPHEBHIX MOpPdEeM B PEJIMKTOBYIO B Ka3aXCKOM S3bIKe

AnHOTanusA. B crathe paccMaTpuBaeTCs IMPOLIECC Pa3BUTHSA IOJIHO3HAYHBIX KOPHEBBIX
MopdeM [0 PeJIMKTOBBIX B CJI0OBOOOPA30BAHUM TIOPKCKHUX A3BIKOB HAa MpHMepe Ka3aXCKoro
s3pIka. PenrkToBas kopHeBas Mmopdema (PKM) — 3To ocTaTOUHO BhIAeIMMasi IpU CUHXPOHHOM
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cJI0BOOOpa30oBaTeJIbHOM aHajJu3e KOpHeBas MopdeMa, KOTopas IpeacTaBiiseT coOou
A3BIKOBOY 3HAaK.

OHa ofsiafaeT NMpu3HaKaMH IJIyOMHHOM 3HAYMMOCTU M (PYHKIIMOHHpYeT KaK HOCHUTEeJIb
ceMaHTU4ecKol MHGOpMaLuu B CUCTeMe A3bIKa.

CemanTuka PKM B cj105KHOM cJ10Be 00yCJIOBJIeHa IPUCYTCTBUEM IIOJTHO3HAYHOI KOPHEBOU
MopdeMEHI B KauecTBe OJHOT0 13 KOMIIOHEHTOB. B IpOM3BOIHOM CJIOBe 3HaUeHNe COXpaHAaeTC s
Osarogaps NpoAyKTUBHEIM addrkcaM. BaxxHele TeopeTHUYeCKON yCTaHOBKOM 71 aHAIM3a
Ha3BAHHOIO MpolLiecca ABJIAITCA MOHATUA CUHXpOoHMM U auaxpoHuu no @. ge Coccropy,
pacmupenHsle H.JI. AHApeeBbIM BEIBOJAMH O CUCTEMHOCTU B AUAXPOHHUU KaK COCTOAIIEN U3
HECKOJIBKMX CUHXpOHMI. Ha3BaHHBIE MOJIOXKEHHs CTaJli OCHOBOHM HCCJIeOBAaHUsA KOPHEBBIX
MopdeMm ¢ PKM ka3axckoro si3plka ¢ MCIOJIb30BaHNEM JaHHBIX UCTOPUYECKOU TIOPKOJIOTUH B
BU/Jle HAyYHBIX U JIEKCUKOTrpaprueCKUX NCTOYHUKOB AJIS BBIABJIEHUA IJIyOMHHBIX [IPOLECCOB
€JI0BOOOpa30BaHUA B AMAXPOHNYECKOU IJIOCKOCTH. I10JOOHBIN TOAXO/ [I03BOJIAET IPOCIeAUTh
He TOJIBKO CTPYKTYpHBIE, HO I CEMaHTHU4YeCKHe IpeoOpa3oBaHusl, IPONUCXOAILNE B A3BIKE.

B mnpepsaraemoin crartbe ImpeAcTaBleH CIUCOK ¢oB ¢ PKM OpeBHETIOPKCKOro, [0
IIPATIOPKCKOTO NMPOUCXOXAEHHA. DBOJIIOLNA B CJIOBOOOPA30BaHUM A3BIKOB — 3TO €CTEeCTBEHHBIE
M3MeHeHUs BHYTPU OJHOTO CJIOBA, IPYMIBI CJIOB, CUHTAKCUYECKUX KOHCTPYKLUH BCJIe[ICTBHE
KOMMYHUKATUBHON, KOTHUTHMBHOU [EATEJbHOCTH YeJIOBEKd, BJIEKYIMX KOJIMYeCTBEHHEIE
H“3MeHeHUs B Brjie GOHOMOP(HOIOrnYecKrx MpoLecCcoB U BeAYLINX K U3MEeHEeHUsAM B JIMHEeWHON
vepapxuy A3bBIKOBBIX €OUHUI: KOPHeBble MOpGeMbl, IIPOU3BOJHBIE U CJIOXKHEBIE CJIOBA,
CJIOBOCOYETAHNs, NpeAsIoKeHNuA. [[MHaMuuecKre HU3MeHeHUs B JIMHEUHOH CTPYKType MOTyT
IIPOMICXOJUTH U B OOpPaTHYI0 CTOPOHY uepe3 AeCTPYKLHUIO CJIoBa ¢ 00pa3oBaHUEM peJIMKTOBOU
kopHeBoil Mopdembl (PKM): cuHTakcuyeckue KOHCTPYKIMU, CJIOXKHBIE CJIOBA, CJIOXKHBIE
cyioBa ¢ PKM, kopHeBbrle MopdeMsbl, KOpHeBble Mopdembl ¢ PKM, npocTele KOpHEBBIE CJIOBA.
B nmpepsaraeMoii cratbe IpeAcTaBiieH CcIucoK ¢j10B ¢ PKM qpeBHETIOPKCKOro, MpaTIpKCKOro
nmpoucxoxaeHus. HoBu3Ha uccieoBaHUA COCTOMT B TOM, YTO BIIEpBBle IIPOBOAUTCA
KOMIUTeKCHBI aHaiu3 PKM Ka3axCKOro A3blka B PasBUTUM OO AWUAXPOHWYECKOUN ITyOMHBI
MIPaTIOPKCKOTO U APEBHETIOPKCKOI'O IEpHOJ0B, B IIPOLECCE KOTOPOr'O BHINOJIHAETCA LieJIb
[IOATBEPXKAEHUA TUIIOTE3Hl, YTO CJIOKHBIE 1 TPOM3BOAHLIE ¢JI0Ba ¢ PKM, HecMOTpA Ha N3MEeHEeHN ],
[IpOM3OLIe e BO BHYyTPEHHEN CTPYKTYPE CJIOBA, COXPAHAIOT U BBIIOJIHAIT IJIaBHYI0 QYHKIINIO
A3BIKOBOTO 3HAaKa — HOMUHATHBHYI0. TakuM o0pas3oMm, HCCJIeJOBaHWE PpaCHIMPAET TPaHULbI
noHnMaHuA QyHKuroHuposBaHusa PKM B NCTOPUKO-JIMHIBUCTUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE.

KiloueBble cjioBa: peJIMKTOBas KOpHeBass Mopdema, CHUHXpPOHHUYEeCKas IIJIOCKOCTD,
JaxpoHuYecKas rijiyOuHa, AeCTPYKLHWA CJIOBA, A3BIKOBOM 3HAK, MMIIYJIbC 3HA4YeHUsd, CJIO-
BOOOpa3oBaTe/IbHBI aHajN3, MOJesb CJI0BOOOpa30BaHWUA, 3JIeMeHTapHble eOUHMUIIBI CJIO-
BOOOpa30BaHUs, 3BOJIIOLUAL.

Introduction

The word formation system of any modern language, regardless of the language family or
group it belongs to, is historically layered. It can hypothetically be represented as a spiral,
where each turn - each layer - is something entirely new, yet at the same time a continuation
of older systemic connections. The concept of “systemic impact due to linguistic economy”
was introduced by H. Paul (Paul, 1920). The strongest influence is seen on root morphemes
because they play an active role in forming new words and frequently change as they
continue to carry the core meanings of words. Some words gradually change and become
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archaic, moving to the outer edges of the language system. Others stay active and help form
new words. Others remain productive and contribute to the formation of new words. There
are also words that survive in modern word formation only as parts of prefixes, suffixes, or
compounds. These remain in use mainly through patterns of communication and discourse.

Word formation, as an independent subsystem of language, has a field structure (Buketova,
2018: 28), where the core or nucleus contains root morphemes, surrounded by all the word
formation units arranged in a complex hierarchy of interactions and mutual transitions.

If these structures are seen as horizontal, then vertically they reflect Time, divided into
micro-spaces: the synchronic plane and diachronic depth in word formation (Buketova, 2018:
27, 33), (Buketova, Aratayeva, Turkenova, Amrenova, 2023) allowing to trace the morphing
of a full root morpheme into a relic one. A relic root morpheme (RRM) is a root that can still be
identified through synchronic word-formation analysis, even though its meaning is no longer
fully transparent. Its semantics are often preserved through fixed expressions or idioms and
maintained by the meaning of the affixes it appears with. The historical development of
this root can be traced through its various meanings in different periods, which supports
its classification as a relic. In the Kazakh language, these processes occur and are of great
interest from both synchronic and diachronic word-formation perspectives.

Materials and research methods

N. Oralbaeva argues that the issues concerning the root of a word and the root morpheme
in the modern Kazakh word-formation system are still insufficiently studied, as linguists use
the terms “root” and “tiibir” interchangeably with “root morpheme” and “tiibir morfema”
(Oralbayeva, 1989: 14). In Turkic languages, the root of a word being an indecomposable
base, has its own specific inflectional forms with zero markers, and it is precisely this factor
that determines or clarifies the word-formation construction in its grammatical relationship
to other words (Kazhibekov, 1986: 14).

It is known that in Turkic languages the nominative case is identical to the base form
of the noun. The nominative case serves as the primary form for case inflections; “thus,
in nouns, the base itself simultaneously represents the word” (Baskakov, 1969). In 1952,
G. Ramstedt established that the original historically primary root was either mono- or di-
syllabic (Ramstedt, 1957: 141).

J. Clauson asserts that the simplest forms of the Turkic language during the period of word
formation, emerging from several organized sounds, were all monosyllabic—the first words
to be created or established. The rest of the vocabulary was developed by extending this
primary vocabulary of monosyllabic words (Clauson, 1962: 137).

Although Turkic roots are predominantly monosyllabic, not every monosyllable represents
an etymological root. Accordingly, there is a need to apply synchronous and diachronic
approaches. According to N.A. Baskakov, a root expresses the general idea of the lexical
meaning of a word (Baskakov, 1978: 96). T. Bertagaev believes that a root encompasses
the most general, central, pivotal, or core meaning of the entire homogeneous complex
of derivatives (Bertagayev, 1969: 17). In the process of language evolution, there is a
profound rupture between the root and the derived word, meaning that “since roots exist
only as elements of words, cognate words may lose their ancient semantic or formal mutual
connection” (Pizani, 1956: 111).

The material for the study of relic root morphemes in the Kazakh language was selected
based on available etymological dictionaries of Turkic languages and the lexical data found
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in written monuments. To identify RRMs in the Kazakh language, we relied on the absence
of specialized morphemic dictionaries and instead used A.T. Kaidarov’s monograph as the
primary linguistic reference. The procedure began with a list of monosyllabic root morphemes
(MRMs), from which we selected only those marked as “obscured” yet still active in modern
word formation - either through suffixation or compounding.

Two major word formation types guided the classification: compound words and affixal
derivatives (Paul, 1957). For compound words, examples such as adalbagan (Traditional
Kazakh branch rack), birqazan (pelikan), balyqkoz (Climacoptera lanata) and kékqutan (grey
heron) illustrate cases where one component loses independent meaning and assumes an
attributive role. In such cases, secondary motivation is reinforced through modifiers:

qaratorgai — qara qaratorgai: comes from gara (“black”) + torgai (“sparrow”), but has
become a fixed word for the starling. To emphasize its black color, speakers may say qara
qaratorgai (“black starling”), repeating qara for clarity — a case of secondary motivation);

kokgqiitan — kok kokgqiitan (comes from kok (“blue”) + qiitan (“heron”), though it refers to
a grey bird. To highlight its actual color, speakers may say kok kékgqiitan (“blue grey heron”),
repeating kok as secondary motivation for emphasis).

For affixal derivatives, we examined nouns formed using productive suffixes like —yq/-1k,
—-aq/-ek, and —q/-k, following models outlined by Balakayev (1989). Examples include asyq
(“knucklebone”), salsyq (“puddle”), and jaryq (“light”). Many such words exhibit morpho-
semantic blending, where the seam between root and affix becomes obscure, structurally
shifting the word toward the center of the word formation field.

According to Academician A.T. Kaidarov, constructing a comprehensive dynamic picture of
the Turkic languages is possible through in-depth examination of the evolutionary processes
affecting the root vocabulary of each individual modern Turkic language (Kaidarov, 1986, 4).

To compile a corpus of Kazakh lexemes containing relic root morphemes, the entire set
of monosyllabic root morphemes was analyzed. Priority was given to “obscured” elements
— those which may have varied in complexity over different historical periods. A segment
considered a root in one linguistic era might have been a compound base in a preceding
period, and vice versa.

A complex root base reflects long-term evolutionary development from simple to complex
forms (Yunusaliev, 1959: 62).

A.T. Kaidarov emphasizes that the terms “dead roots” and “dead bases” are conditional,
as they do not imply the complete disappearance or irreversible loss of these elements from
the language. Many such roots continue to coexist alongside active (or living) roots and
remain engaged in word -formation processes. " Most turkologists acknowledge the existence
of “dead” root elements, though their approaches vary: some define as “dead” those elements
no longer used independently, while others refer to those that cannot be morphologically
isolated from derived bases (Kaidarov, 1986: 30).

The author concludes that the use of terms such as “dead,” “opaque,” or “obscured” roots
comes out from insufficient study of the issue. According to the prominent Turkologist E.V.
Sevortyan, morphologically obscured bases are not isolated units; they either form part
of series based on ancient, mostly unproductive derivational models, or belong to lexical-
semantic groups that originate from specific productive bases (Sevortyan, 1974: 70). He
also notes that etymological analysis of a lexical base is more effective when grounded in
morphemic, especially derivational analysis. Besides the entire model structure and the
historical functioning of the affixes in the Turkic languages should be taken into account
(Sevortyan, 1974: 43).
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Unfortunately, a comprehensive frequency-based inventory of the modern Kazakh language
does not currently exist. Lexicographic resources remain limited, especially with regard to
relic root morphemes. Therefore, this study represents a pioneering attempt to systematize
and analyze RRMs based on available historical and morphemic data.

Research background

It took considerable time for word formation to emerge as an independent linguistic
discipline. Even a brief review of the works of linguists, including turkologists, reveals three
main tendencies in defining the role of word formation within the broader framework of
other linguistic sciences. The first opinion among scholars is to include word formation in the
grammatical section of “Morphology”. Therefore, the was an opinion that word formation
takes an intermediate position between grammar and lexicology or is included in lexicology.
Since the mid-1960s, a number of prominent scholars such as E.S. Kubryakova, V. Flyshter,
M.B. Balakayev, K.M. Yesenov, E.N. Zhanpeisov, and N.A. Oralbayeva recognised word
formation as an independent discipline.

Word-formation types and models are the units of higher-level word formation, while
morphemes are the units of a lower level. Among those mentioned above, root morphemes
and derivational morphemes hold a special status. The synchronic approach to word formation
limits its object of analysis to words formed within the framework of active word-formation
patterns (Arutyunova, 1961), (Kubryakova, 1965), (Stepanova, 1968). Under this approach,
relic phenomena in word formation were not considered as a regular fact of dynamic
changes in the language but were treated as exceptions. Word formation area came to a later
understanding of the connection and unity of diachrony and synchrony in the process of word
formation (Klimov, 1967), (Kubryakova, 1966), (Kubryakova, 1974).

N.D. Andreyev, when considering the concept of synchrony, concludes that any synchronic
description is purely a relative, and by no means a universal truth. He believes that the
history of any linguistic subsystem element, or any relationship between elements, represents
a diachronic line, while the history of any series or type constitutes a bundle of diachronic
lines. The author emphasizes that a diachronic bundle is not simply the sum of individual
diachronic lines — just as a linguistic type or series is more than a mechanical collection
of elements. In both cases, what emerges is something new: a structural relationship or
organizing principle. N.D. Andreyev defines a diachronic bundle as a dynamic set of diachronic
lines shaped by their interrelations. He sees the main difference between synchrony and
diachrony in that the former is characterized by two coordinate axes — the paradigmatic
and the syntagmatic — while the latter is marked by multidimensionality (Andreyev, 1960:
50-52). According to F. de Saussure, there was a view that denied the existence of a word
formation system in diachrony, but N.D. Andreyev, as mentioned above, believes that there
is a system in diachrony, though it is far more complex than in synchrony, with a hierarchy
which is dynamic and therefore much difficult to grasp. N.D. Andreyev sees the systematics
of diachronic changes in the comparison of subsequent synchronies, which is consonant
with our position on diachronic depth, which historically consists of several synchronies or
synchronic planes. At the same time, for the purpose of retrospective analysis, we use the
concept of diachronic depth (Buketova, 1991: 77).

The evolution or in other words, dynamic processes in word formation is a natural
phenomenon resulting from communication, human cognitive activity, and technological
revolutions. When words emerge, they become either firmly established in the core part

154



N. Buketova, A. Aratayeva, A. Amrenova Turkic Studies Journal (2025) 148-166

of the word formation field, or become archaic, die out, and persist only due to productive
affixes. According to N.D. Andreyev in all these phenomena there is multidimensionality,
which is permeated by a third dimension - time:

“Dynamics, by its nature, is dualistic: it exists on the synchronic axis but is directed
towards the diachronic axis. In resolving the dialectical contradiction of dynamics, the statics
of the language is transferred into its kinematics. Thus, via the third aspect of language, the
“gap” between the other two is eliminated: synchrony (=statics) is connected to diachrony
(=kinematics) via tautochrony (=dynamics)” (Andreyev, 1960: 55).

Turkologist N.G. Shaimerdinova, who studied the structure of Turkic words and the semiotic
nature of root morphemes, concludes: “The study of Old Turkic word structure is productive
for understanding the role of historical linguistic phenomena, defining the morpheme as a
semiotic unit, and applying modern morphemic data to reveal the characteristic features of
Old Turkic word components” (Shaimerdinova, 2022: 97). A retrospective view provides
additional material for studying the morphing of the root morpheme into the relic one.

Historical classification of nouns and verbs is based on determining the diachronic depth
(Buketova, Aratayeva, Turkenova, Amrenova, 2023: 100).

Analysis

Dynamics of relic root morphemes in the Kazakh language from a diachronic perspective.

The evolution of full root morphemes into relic forms involves the expansion of linguistic
units that undergo phonological and morphological changes through interaction with other
morphemes. Compiling a table of diachronic depth serves as the first step toward developing
a historical dictionary of root-based derivatives, including those containing relic morphemes.

Relic root morphemes can be unique, univalent, or multivalent. Horizontally, on
the synchronic axis, unique RRM can be distinguished only within a single derivative or
compound. Compounding in the Kazakh language is one of the productive methods of word
formation. Details about the types of compound words and their analysis are described in the
works of prominent linguists (Zhubanov, 1966: 91-93), (Akhanov, 1972: 49-97). A compound
word consists of two or more independent words that form a unified lexico-semantic and
grammatical unit with single stress. In the Kazakh language, the emergence of compound
words was facilitated by the lexicalization of two formerly full words, one of which performed
an attributive function.

It seems that, due to the stress, the phrase turns into a compound word and acquires a
new lexical and grammatical form. For instance, adalbagan (Traditional Kazakh branch rack),
birgazan (pelican), kokqitan (grey heron), balygkoz (Climacoptera lanata) are examples
of the emergence of new compound words in the Kazakh language. The demotivation of
components is occurring, and explanatory words are added to “strengthen” the meaning of the
word through the process of secondary motivation. This often happens in zoonymy, possibly
because these are very old compounds: garatorgai — qaraqaratorgai (starling — black starling),
kiilin qaratorgai (grey starling), bozgylt qaratorgai (pale starling), kokqiitan — sir kokqiitan
(heron - grey heron), kék kokgqtitan (bluish heron). In compound words, the hypernym-hyponym
relations become obscured, and, to differentiate hyponyms, tautology would seem to be used:
kok kokqiitan (bluish heron). The aforementioned nouns have maintained the structure of
compound words, relative independence, and the motivation of their components. This is not
the case with the following words: kokjotel (chin cough), begzat (nobleman), jegjat (relative
by marriage), jalmauyz (ogress), qainata (father-in-law), gainene (mother-in-law), where the
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first component has become obscure and demotivated, whereas in the words: kogal (lawn),
qulager (Legendary Kazakh racehorse), jarganat (bat), beluardan (waist-deep), belbeu (belt),
esuas (fool), the second component has become obscure and demotivated. Accordingly, in
Kazakh word formation, the shift from phrasal compounds to block-type compounds — where
components become more tightly integrated — leads to qualitative and structural changes.
These changes are accompanied by phonological and morphological alterations, where one of
the components turns into a relic root morpheme. This process could lead to the destruction
of the compound word, and then words such as bilezik (bracelet), kozildirik (spectacles),
adyraspan (Harmala), and synasaq (Little finger) emerge as evidence of the “overgrowth”
of the word-formation boundary. For example, words like biitin (entire), biyl (this year),
qarlygas (swallow), and ysqyr (waistband) have turned into simple words, completing the
center of the word-formation field structure with root morphemes.

The word-formation act is a mental operation, as a result of which material expressions
appear in the form of nominative units. Each step of derivation is a formula that can find its
place in the formal-logical structure of the word-formation field. The central zone of the field
structure covers specific root morphemes as full-fledged simple words.

During the transition from the central core to the periphery, units gradually lose some of
the features characteristic of the central zone. Word-formation units in the field structure or
in a multidimensional space come into contact with each other and interact. The transition
from the center to the periphery means drawing together with another form or the interaction
of two forms, up to changes in the linear hierarchy. Root morphemes are mobile units of word
formation that enter into word-formation relationships with affixes and with each other. This
can lead to the merging of an affix with a root morpheme, and the word, having turned into
an indivisible root morpheme, returns to the core part. In some cases, despite the pressure
of the system or due to dynamic processes in living speech, the affix remains or becomes
productive for synchronous word formation, while the root morpheme loses its motivational
connections. This results in the process of transforming a derived word into a “derived word
with a root relic morpheme” and shifting it in the field structure towards “simple words”. For
instance, the Kazakh word aiyr (pitchfork) with the suffix -yr forms a noun meaning “tool of
trade” and is closer to simple words than to derived ones. As the suffix -yr is unproductive,
the word aiyr is close to becoming a simple core word.

The evolution of the language over time and space is more clearly depicted through
chronological analysis, which allows for tracking the morphing of full root morphemes within
the word-formation field into relic forms.

Relic root morphemes of pre-Proto-Turkic origin

The relic root morpheme ai in the words ait (say) and aigai (scream) originates from
pre-Proto-Turkic (p-P-Turkic) aj- which means “to speak, explain, interpret, name, point
out, guide, allow, command, prescribe”. This shows that the transformation into a relic root
morpheme occurred due to a sharp narrowing of meanings, to the extent that in the Kazakh
language, only the meaning “to speak” remains. Among the many derivatives of ai- we can
specify the following:

1) with a nominal affix -t meaning action -gjyt (aj- + -yt) - «<sermon», aydet (ayi + et)
- “sing songs”, and, probably, precede the Kazakh word “det” — “habit”. The Turkic ai is
compared with Mongolian gja, ajas meaning “sound”, “sounds”, “pronunciation”, “accent”,
“rhythm”, “melody”, “tone” (Lessing, 1960: 22-24), with late Avestan ad — “to speak”, “to
say”, as well as Latin ai(i) — “speak!” or “claim!”. Based on this, it can be concluded that the
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relic root morpheme -ai in ait, aiqai goes back to pre-Proto-Turkic language (Sevortyan, 1974:
100). Probably one of the most ancient meanings likely survives to this day.

The RRM -afi goes back to the pre-Proto-Turkic root afi - with meanings such as
“consciousness”, “perceptiveness”, “wit”, “comprehension”, etc. The most widespread
derivative of a:i is the verb a:fila, Turkmen afila, to Tatar afila -, Balkar, Kazakh, Karakalpak
afila, and Kyrgyz afida with the meanings “to understand”, “to know” (Sevortyan, 1974: 153).
The root an is known not only in Turkic languages but also in Mongolic languages. Compare,
angzira (“ang - zira-), anzira (“an-zi-ra) meaning “to know”, “to understand” (Lessing, 1960:
46-47). Thus, the RRM -an can be attributed to the pre-Proto-Turkic period.

From the comparison of aral — “island”, argu — “large river”, argy — “river branch”, and
aryg (Yakut ary:) E.V. Sevortyan identifies the root *ar (*a:r?), about the origin of which

” o«

there are various opinions. For instance, H. VAmbéry compared ag, or — “between”, “amidst”,
“common”, “society” and attributed them in Uyghur ara — “between”, ortak, ortaki — “middle”,
Gagauz aris — “shaft”, aral — “sea”, “lake”, “island” (herein, “a small body enclosed between
larger bodies” (Vambery, 1878: 17). G. Ramstedt compared aral with a: ra — ara “interval”,
“between”, believing that the former derives from the latter (Ramstedt, 1935: 14). J. Pokorny
suggests that the relation of *ar (*a: r) to Indo-European *ar-, *auer-, also associated with the
concept of water — is unclear (Pokorny, 1959: 80-81).

One can come over to A.T. Kaidarov's hypothesis about the origin of aiyr from ar, if this is
explained by the fact that the “a” sound in the root “ar” was long, and with the addition of
the suffix -(a) r, according to the principle of linguistic economy, diphthongization and the
merging of two “r” occurred (Kaidarov, 1986).

RRM - jig in the words “jigit, jigitsilik” (young man, chivalry) is thought to be traceable
to the root *(i) igi — “to be nourished, to be raised”, whereas iigit is a derived word with the
suffix -t. Previously, iigit was used not only in reference to humans but also to animals. In
modern Mongolian, there is jigede, meaning “youth, the time of youth” (Ramstedt, 1935:
218). Buck considered yigit to be a derived word with the suffix -git, which is also found in
alpayut and bayayut, and derived from the verb yi, yd- “to eat” (Buck, 1971: 46). He observed
the same stem in yig and ydg — “best, superior”. Other opinions exist as well, for instance,
G. Ramstedt compared the Turkic jigit with Mongolian jigede, reconstructed from Kalmyk jeda
- “youth, the time of youth” (Ramstedt, 1935: 218). The diachronic depth dates back to the
pre-Proto-Turkic period.

Relic root morphemes of Old Turkic origin

The RRM -ai in the words “aidala, aitaqyr” traces back to Old Turkic a: i/a: with the
meaning “moon”, “month”. Historically, alongside a: u — meaning “to rise (about the moon)”,
expressions like ay aydigi and ay ayazi were used to denote “a very bright moonlit night”
(Clauson, 1972: 265). In Turkmen dialect, there is also a derivative from ai: aya- meaning
“to walk, wander in the moonlight” (Sevortyan, 1974: 99). H. Vdmbéry compared qaj juzluk to
“fair-faced” (Vambery, 1878: 5). The diachronic depth goes back to the Old Turkic period.
The reason for transforming into RRM likely lies in its unstressed position, similar to German
compound nouns like Brombeere, where the first component is under secondary rather than
primary stress. Hence, for example, the component ai- can be replaced with the word mi, and
to say “mi dala” (desertic steppe).

The RRM -ai in the derivative ailan (aila - n or ai-lan) (to spin) goes back to the reflexive
form of the verb dila- -ailan. In the Kazakh language, the permutated form ainal- has been
preserved, which is also found in Old Uzbek texts, i.e., in literary Turkic (Nadzhip, 1989: 89,
102), and dates back to the Old Turkic period (Sevortyan, 1974: 105, 109).
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RRM - don traces back to the verbal root tog- (-tofi). There are related words such as
Old Uzbek toganek — “a wooden ring attached to the end of a rope and used as a loop,
togalak — “round”, Uyghur tofigelek, Bashkir dungelek, etc. (Sevortyan, 1974: 281). Linguists
debate whether the root “d6fi” is of Turkic origin. Similar words in different languages are
mentioned. In the Kazakh language, there is the form “dongalak”, where the root morpheme
“don” is formed under the influence of the open “a” — “something round”. The diachronic
depth of the RRM - doii, - don dates back to the Old Turkic period.

RRM - jum traces back to the verb stem *ium- “to entrust”. Equivalents are found in Karakalpak,
Uzbek, Lobnor, Turkmen, and Turkish — iumug (work), Tatar, Bashkir — iumys (Sevortyan, 1974:
251). The derived verbs: Turkish iumsa, Bashkir iutusa, Nogai iumsa, Kyrgyz jumsa, Kazakh jumsa
— meaning “to use, to utilize” are considered by E.V. Sevortyan to be semantically interesting
(Sevortyan, 1974: 252); jiime (~ -o) - Kazakh word jumu (to tie, to fasten, strap, belt), Tung.
*(x)om-; Mong. *(h)umaji-; Jpn. (Starostin, Dybo, Mudrak, 2003: 617)

The diachronic depth is the Old Turkic period.

RRM - qai in the words “qaiqai, qaitar, qaiqy” traces back to Old Turkic gai — “to turn, to
return, to appeal to”. There are related words in Chuvash qai — “back, rear; west”, and in Old
Uyghur gaj — “to turn back” (Kaidarov, 1986: 235). The diachronic depth is the Old Turkic
period.

RRM - qai in the words “qaiyq, qaimaq” traces back to Old Turkic gajaq — “cream”, qajyuq
- “boat, canoe” (OTD, 1969: 407). The diachronic depth is the Old Turkic period.

RRM -qaq traces back to Old Turkic gaq — “dry, dried” (OTD, 1969: 421). In Uzbek, qoq
also has a figurative meaning:

1) naked, bare: qoq er — “bare ground”.

2) skin and bones (referring to a person).

3) miser, tightwad (OTD, 1969: 628).

The diachronic depth is the Old Turkic period.

RRM - kék in the words “kokirek, koksau, kokei” seemingly traces back to Old Turkic kokiiz
— “chest”, kokiiz ker — “to be proud”, literally, “to puff out the chest” (OTD, 1969: 313). The
diachronic depth is the Old Turkic period.

RRM - tor originates from Old Turkic térkiin — “kin, tribe, house of blood relatives”. The
word torci means “to originate, to upspring”. In Uighur, there is a standalone word tore — “to
originate” (Kaidarov, 1986). The diachronic depth indicates the Old Turkic period.

RRM - ui originates from Old Turkic 6 — “to think, to reflect” (OTD, 1969: 375), and from
Old Turkic 0g, — “mind, thought”. This likely gives rise to words like “oila, oqy” (think! Read
/ Study!). The diachronic depth indicates the Old Turkic period.

Results

According to F. de Saussure, the linguistic sign is arbitrary, meaning it is unmotivated, and
has no natural connection with the signified. The auditory signifier operates solely within
the dimension of time: a) it represents a span, and b) this span is measurable in a single
dimension. Thus, Saussure emphasizes the linear nature of the linguistic sign. “Language
is radically powerless to defend itself against the forces which from one moment to the
next are shifting the relationship between the signified and the signifier. This is one of the
consequences of the arbitrary nature of the sign” (Saussure, 1977: 108).

E. Benveniste complements the last conclusion by clarifying exactly what kind of relationship
is in question: “Indeed, the property of being changeable while remaining unchanged is not
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the relationship between the signified and the signifier, but the relationship between the
sign and the object, in other words, the motivation of the designation by the object, which is
subject to various historical factors”. Saussure's conclusion remains valid, but not for the sign,
but for the meaning (signification) (Benveniste, 1974: 94).

The issue of asymmetry is also related to the problem of RRM. This connection is especially
evident in complex nouns with RRM. In the Kazakh language, a dynamic shift from a complex
word initially represented as a phrase, such as tas baga — “turtle”, which turns into a lexical
and grammatical unity and begins to be written together as “tasbaga”. In some compound
words, the internal structure is broken, resulting in words like “qainene” - “mother-in-
law”, “qainata” — “father-in-law”. These terms no longer derive from the earlier syntactic
constructions “qaiyn ene” — “the mother of the other's spouse” and “qaiyn ata” — “the father
of the other's spouse”. The process of the dynamics of Kazakh compound words is similar to
such processes in other languages, indicating its universality. Changes in the first or second
component can lead to the deconstruction of the compound word. This deconstructed form is
then perceived as a simple root word, where the first or second component still serves as an
onomasiological basis, such as “kogel” (lawn/grass) or “qolgap” (mitten). V.G. Gak refers to
this change in semantic relationships as asymmetry in the syntagmatic plane. It is manifested
in the fact that the compound formation relates not to several referents (in our case, two),
but to a single referent. He notes that the elements of such formations transform, in the
terminology of Sh. Bally, into pseudo-signifiers (Gak, 1976: 85).

It is important to emphasize that the morphing of one of the components of the compound
into an RRM means a shift toward the demotivation of the compound precisely as a compound.
This shift leads to a symmetrical relationship of a synchronically non-separable word to its
signified. However, this is merely a “shift” in that direction, and the final state to which it is
directed is often not fully realized in many cases, as seen in gainene (mother-in-law), qainata
(father-in-law).

Compound and complex words with RRM, despite the changes that have occurred in
their internal form, retain and fulfill the main function of the linguistic sign-namely, the
nominative function. V.G. Gak notes that the semantic relationships, viewed as relationships of
nomination, are characterized by internal contradictions. On one hand, they are static: a word
or morpheme designates a specific object, class of objects, or type of relationship. On the other
hand, they are dynamic: linguistic forms can easily change their referential correspondence
and sometimes completely lose their connection to any referent (Gak, 1976: 73).

The problem of the variability of linguistic signs, and consequently language itself, is a
necessary characteristic of any language. According to E. Coseriu, changes in language have
a causal nature, but they depend on a formal reason or a reason as a rational necessity,
rather than on any external necessity. In this sense, we are not dealing with a problem that
needs to be solved, but with a problem that is implicitly solved through the very existence
of language. Language changes because its formation is never fully complete; it is constantly
being created through the process of speech activity. In other words, it changes because it is
spoken; language exists only as a tool and expression of the speaker's relationship (Coseriu,
1974: 82). Perhaps this is why sound complexes appear in every language, which alter forms
in the process of language realization, while still maintaining modal relationships. A specific
case of these changes is the appearance of relic root morphemes, the formal isolation of
which is only possible from a synchronic perspective in the analysis of linguistic facts.

The concept “Most languages have RRM" is supported by the fact that in any language,
there is a redistribution of morphemic material within words while maintaining their derived
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nature. Redistribution is understood as “the shifting of boundaries between individual
morphemes or parts of a morphologically segmented word, the movement of morphological
nodes or segments of the word” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 1963). If we consider “multiple
motivation”, that is, a range of meanings in diachronic depth and the meaning in a derived
word with RRM from a synchronic perspective, we can suggest that in both cases there exists
a continuum of morphing from a full root morpheme to a relic one. This is expressed in the
gradual change of form while sometimes retaining the primary meaning in its entirety. The
diachronic depth allows us to trace not only the changes in the forms of currently relic root
morphemes but also to clarify which part of their meaning has been preserved in the modern
language. The universality of morphing full root morphemes into relics enables us to identify
regular trends in word formation, even from seemingly peripheral phenomena. What are
the interesting findings for the theory of word formation? First of all, there is a noticeable
movement within elementary and non-elementary linguistic units, reflecting a structural field
movement. Words with RRM are located on transitional lines from the core to the periphery,
while derivatives with RRM are positioned between root morphemes, i.e., between the center
and the derived words. The contact with the center is characterized by the transformation
of the root morpheme into a simple word like dper (bring it here). This occurs during the
word formation process in combination with affixes or another root morpheme, due to loss of
motivation and under the influence of phono-morphological changes. On the other hand, the
deconstruction of the derived word is not complete; the root morpheme morphs into a relic
but is still connected to the synchronic system of word formation through its productive and
non-productive prefixes and suffixes.

Interaction with non-productive models and affixes occurs functionally, which is expressed
in significant phonological and morphological changes at the junctions with prefixes, and
especially with suffixes, that lose their word-forming function. These changes facilitate the
morphing of full root morphemes into RRM as producing elements. Such suffixes include
Kazakh -t “ait” and Turkmen -na/-ne “egnamak, oinamak, govnemek” (Khydyrov, 1967:
275), (Mankeyeva, 1991: 91).

Morphing root morphemes into relics involves both qualitative and quantitative changes.
For instance, from the Old Turkic root morpheme jet — “to lead”, the Kazakh language retains
“it” — “dog”. There is a hypothetical suggestion that in a number of languages, RRM acquires
forms similar to a universal proto-root. For instance, in Kazakh, we see forms like Vowel-
Vowel (VV) — ay, Vowel (V) -y, Consonant-Consonant (CC) — at, Consonant-Vowel-Consonant
(CVQ) - bal, Consonant-Vowel-Vowel (CVV) - gai, and Vowel-Consonant (VC) — ur. In the
Kazakh language, vowels prevail in the composition of RRM, with the most common form
being CVC. It is not advisable to draw any hasty conclusions about why forms close to the
proto-forms of Turkic roots are preserved. It is only possible to suggest that language, as
a living organism, also seeks to conserve what is on the brink of extinction, with the aim
of potentially reintegrating it under favorable conditions as part of a new word within the
category of active simple words.

The study of the diachronic depth of relic root morphemes does not return language to
its history; rather, such analysis transforms history into a sequentially unfolding movement
through synchronic edges of representation and words. The only indelible constant that
ensures the continuous preservation of the root throughout its history is the unity of meaning:
a field of representation that can remain infinitely. Therefore, “nothing may limit inductive
conclusions, and everything can serve as their foundation, from universal similarities to the
subtlest resemblances: “the meaning of words is the most reliable light to which one can turn

160



N. Buketova, A. Aratayeva, A. Amrenova Turkic Studies Journal (2025) 148-166

for guidance” (Foucault, 1994: 144). When considering relic root morphemes in diachrony,
we note that languages are characterized by diversity. Words, thanks to the universality of
humanity, have the potential to denote various meanings that can unfold into different forms
over time. Root morphemes can have word-forming contacts with various units within the
hierarchy of word formation, that is, that words have their position not only in time but also
in space. Consequently, the symbolic field of language can be represented along both the
x-axis and the y-axis: vertically, we observe the movement of the root, while horizontally, we
see the words in which this root has been preserved as a relic root morpheme.

Thus, the emergence of relic root morphemes is a typical phenomenon for any living
language that develops irrespective of whether it belongs to structurally agglutinative or
inflectional types. Relic root morphemes exist on transitional edges between the core and the
periphery, at the intersection of horizontal and vertical projections. They are characterized by
spatial relationships within the field structuring of word formation. The relic root morpheme
persists because language itself evolves, making it universal. Most of the relics have originated
from very old roots with a diachronic depth tracing back to the Indo-European period and the
Old Turkic, as well as pre-Proto-Turkic periods.

Conclusion

The evolution of root morphemes into relics occurs alongside language development. This
is enabled by the openness of the linguistic system. It is typical for a language system to
experience complete isolation of certain parts of the lexicon, which become archaisms. On
the one hand, recording these archaisms is necessary for comparing “languages of different
generations” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 1963). On the other hand, the formation of new words
is evident. Words with relic root morphemes lie between these two tendencies. The loss of
internal motivation brings them closer to archaic vocabulary, while their transformation into
simple or explanatory words adds to the lexicon.

The study of relic root morphemes in the Kazakh language allows us to conclude that the
morphing of full root morphemes into relics is a systematic and regular process accompanied
by phonological and morphological reintegration. These include phonetic changes (e.g.,
assimilation, final sound adjustments), principles of linguistic economy, and structural
processes such as the deconstruction of derived words. Additionally, semantic changes,
including folk etymology and the attribution of additional motivation to demotivated root
morphemes, are also observed.

Thus, the process of transforming a word into a lexical “relic” despite the peripheral nature
of this phenomenon within the structural field of word formation in the Kazakh language,
positions the root morpheme as a linguistic universal. This root morpheme's multiplicity of
meanings can only be defined when examined vertically, through diachronic depth. As a
linguistic universal, the relic root morpheme reflects the intersection of vertical and horizontal
dimensions, where language elements converge across time and space.
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