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ANALYZING THE LINGUISTIC DEVELOPMENT OF KAZAKH:
WORD BORROWING VIA SOCIAL NETWORK

The current study explores the influence of loanwords originating from social networks on the
Kazakh language. A quantitative method was employed to examine the usage of borrowed words from
social networks. A questionnaire distributed to 323 participants gathered data on social media usage
and word borrowings. The data was analyzed using the SPSS (Statistical Program for Social
Sciences) software. Findings suggest a recent surge in the adoption of social media loanwords,
particularly among younger demographics, shaping online communication norms and impacting
Kazakh language development. These loanwords often serve as vehicles for expressing contemporary
concepts that are not easily translated into traditional Kazakh vocabulary. The study emphasizes the
importance of further research into incorporating social media loanwords in Kazakh communication,
given the growing significance of digital language in daily life. Understanding the impact of word
borrowings on language and culture can aid in navigating linguistic evolution in the digital era in
Kazakhstan.

Key words: loanwords, word borrowings, social network, linguistic evolution, digital age, SPSS
program, quantitative method.
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MAIN PROVISIONS

The incorporation of loanwords into contemporary language has significantly increased
alongside the rapid rise of social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, Telegram,
and WhatsApp. This article explores how the usage of loanwords on these platforms has become so
prevalent that it has sparked debates regarding the appropriateness and legitimacy of their use in
everyday communication. Some scholars argue that using loanwords on social media represents a
form of linguistic imperialism, reinforcing the dominance of the English language and Western
culture. Conversely, other scholars contend that using loanwords on social media is a natural aspect
of language evolution, reflecting the multicultural nature of society.

In the realm of research, there is a notable gap in the literature regarding using loanwords on
social media platforms. Most studies in this field have been carried out by English and Russian
scholars, with relatively few investigations from a Kazakh perspective. Scholars differ on the effects
of loanwords on the recipient language. Researchers like Aygun [1] and Haspelmath [2] argue that
loanwords enhance the language. Conversely, Miihlh&usler [3] and Phillipson [4] contend that
loanwords can negatively impact the language by diminishing linguistic diversity and fostering
linguistic imperialism. Despite the increasing interest in studying loanwords in social media, there
remains a significant gap in understanding their effects on the recipient language within this context.

INTRODUCTION

Additionally, comparative studies across various social media platforms and languages are
necessary to explore the similarities and differences in the usage of loanwords. As the esteemed
linguist Crystal [5] points out, “Language change is inevitable. It occurs regardless of whether people
approve or not and whether it is intentional”. This is particularly true for loanwords derived from
social networks, which have become a prevalent aspect of contemporary communication in numerous
languages. However, incorporating loanwords from social media prompts significant questions
regarding the effects of digital language on traditional languages. As noted by linguist Baron [6],
“Electronic communication has introduced new language styles, genres, levels of informality and
interactivity, and has blurred the distinctions between written and spoken language”. To gain insights
into using social networks and the loanwords frequently encountered by users, | conducted a
questionnaire with 323 participants. This research aims to understand better the influence of
loanwords from social networks on the Kazakh language. The findings of this study will be elaborated
upon in the subsequent sections, emphasizing the significance of loanwords inthe linguistic evolution
of Kazakh and their potential effects on traditional language and culture.

Incorporating loanwords from social networks into Kazakh communication has recently
become a significant area of research. Scholars around the globe have explored the linguistic and
cultural implications of this phenomenon, shedding light on how digital language is shaping the
evolution of the Kazakh language. Researchers conducted numerous studies on using loanwords on
social media platforms, as highlighted in the literature review. For example, Sherman et al. [7]
examined the use of loanwords on Facebook and discovered that they were primarily used to express
emotions and generate humor. Similarly, Pérez-Sabater [8] analyzed the use of loanwords on
WhatsApp and found that they were predominantly employed to convey emotions and foster a sense
of intimacy. While these studies provide valuable insights into using loanwords on social media
platforms, a notable research gap remains. Specifically, researchers need further investigation
regarding using loanwords on emerging platforms such as TikTok and Telegram, which are gaining
popularity. Moreover, research from a Kazakh perspective is essential, as English and Russian
scholars have conducted most studies in this field.

In recent years, the growth of social networks and online communication has given rise to a
new category of loanwords that is becoming increasingly common in various languages, including
Kazakh. Fierman conducted a significant study on the use of loanwords in Kazakh [9] and
investigated the influence of Russian loanwords on the Kazakh language. Fierman contends that
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incorporating Russian loanwords has been a defining characteristic of the Kazakh language since the
Soviet era, and this trend has persisted with the advent of social networks. Additionally, linguist
Androutsopoulos [10] has examined how digital communication affects language use and contributes
to the emergence of new genres and styles of language from a global perspective. He observes that
loanwords from social networks are an inherent aspect of this process, mirroring the evolving needs
and practices of online communication. Incorporating loanwords from social networks into Kazakh
communication has emerged as a significant area of research in recent years. Li and Lan [12] have
investigated this phenomenon’s linguistic and cultural ramifications, illuminating how digital
language influences the evolution of communication methods. Collectively, these studies underscore
the intricate relationship between loanwords from social networks and the development of the Kazakh
language.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

I employed a questionnaire method; a structured questionnaire was distributed to a sample of
323 participants. The aimwas to explore the use of loanwords derived from social networks in Kazakh
communication. I carefully designed the questionnaire to gather detailed insights into the participants’
interactions with social networks and the loanwords they frequently encounter. Utilizing statistical
techniques, particularly the SPSS (Statistical Program for Social Sciences) software, the collected
data underwent thorough analysis to identify common patterns and emerging trends in using social
network loanwords within Kazakh communication.

The questionnaire consisted of three separate sections. The first section collected demographic
information about the participants, including factors such as age, gender, and educational background.
The second section explored the participants’ patterns of social network usage, including questions
about how often they engage with social media, their preferred platforms, and the types of content
they usually interact with on these platforms. The final section focused on the participants’ use of
loanwords derived from social networks in Kazakh communication.

Using statistical methods, including descriptive statistics and frequency analysis, | thoroughly
examined the data | collected to identify common usage patterns of social network loanwords in
Kazakh communication. Additionally, diagrams and I utilized Pearson’s chi-square tests to
investigate potential correlations between the participants’ demographic characteristics and their
tendency to use loanwords derived from social networks.

The following sections of this study will thoroughly discuss the findings obtained from this
detailed analysis, including a comprehensive examination of the types of loanwords encountered by
participants, the frequency with which researchers incorporate them into communication, and the
intricate relationship between demographic characteristics and the use of social network loanwords
in the context of Kazakh communication.

RESULTS

The study’s results indicated that loanwords from social networks are a prevalent aspect of
Kazakh communication, with a significant majority of participants (98%) stating that they frequently
come across these loanwords.

Figure 1. The frequency of loanword uses from social networks varies by age.
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Xacbl
323 oTBeTa

@® 12-19
® 2729
® 3)-39
@ 4949
® 50-59

@ 60-69
® 70-79

Participants aged 12-19 reported the highest frequency of loanword uses from social networks
(M=3.54, SD=1.07), followed by master students (M=3.36, SD=1.11) and doctoral students (M=3.22,
SD=1.16). Teachers and pensioners reported the lowest frequency of loanword use from social
networks (M=2.68, SD=1.17 and M=2.30, SD=1.11, respectively).

‘ I/

Figure 2. The frequency of loanword use from social networks varies by position.

Kbi3meTi
327 orseToB

©® oxyws!

@® crypgenr

® maructpaHt

@ noxropanT

@ oxuiTywsl/ myFanim
©® zeiivetkep

@® 6Gacka

The pie chart shows that loanwords entered by social networks are used mostly by students
57,8%, then teachers 15,9% and master students 14,7%. Retired people, Ph.D. students, and others
use the same number of loanwords.

Figure 3. The languages of social sets and different applications

SNeyMeTTIK XeNiHi XaHe apTypi KocbiMwanapabel (NpunoxeHue) kebive Kal Tinge

KonpaHacbi3?
270 oTBeTOB

@ xasax Tini

@ opeic Tini
66,7% afbiAWbIH TiAi
@ 6acka

The most common loanwords encountered were Russian (66.7%) followed by Kazakh (28.5%)
and English (4.8%).

Figure 4. The frequency of loanword use from social networks varies by
knowledge of the language
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TemeHgeri Tingepaiy KancbicbiH inecia?

327 oTeeToB

Kasak 324 (99,1 %)
TYPpiK

opbIC

68 (20,8 %)
276 (84,4 %)

arbiNwbIH 176 (53,8 %)

HeMic

hpaHLUys
Kopen

8 (2.4 %)
9 (2,8 %)
11(3.4 %)

19 (5,8 %)
25 (7,6 %)
8 (2.4 %)

KelTai
e36ek

Backa

Although 99.1% of respondents know the Kazakh language, we can see from Figure 3 that the
Russian language is used more than two times compared with the Kazakh language. It means that the
loanwords entered through the social network are more widely used in the Russian language than in
Kazakh.

Figure 5. Borrowed words from other languages through social networks
harm the Kazakh language

OneyMeTTiK Xeni apKblNibl e3re TiNJepAeH eHreH cesfeppin Kasak, TiniHe kepi acepi 6ap
327 otseToB

@ Tonuik kenicemin

@ «enicemin

@ xayan Gepyre kuHanambiH
@ «kenicnenmiv

@ Tonbik Kenicnenmit

39,4%

To the question of whether borrowing words from other languages through social networks
harms the Kazakh language or not 39,4 of respondents agreed, and 21,7 % showed total agreement.
18,3% did not agree, 11,3% answered that it is difficult to respond, and only 9,2% showed their total
disagreement.

Figure 6. Respondents’ approaches to borrowing words from other languages
with their sound features
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LLleT TiniHeH eHreH ce3aepmi Abl6bICTbIK, 63rellenikTepiMeH 6epyre Ke3KapachblHbl3 KaHaan?

327 oTBeTOB

@ Tonuik kenicemin
@ «enicemin
»ayan 6epyre KMHanambIH
@ kenicneiimin
@ Tonbik Kenicnenmi

e
Y

In borrowing words from other languages with their sound features, 34,3% of people agreed. It
was challenging to answer 30% of respondents. 16.8 % of users disagreed, and 12,5 % showed total
agreement.

Pearson’s chi-square analysis

Asymptoticsi Exact
gnificance (2-Exactsignifica significance (1-Discreteprob
Meaning cr.cB. sided) nce (2-sided) sided) ability
Pearson’schi- 6,909¢ 8 ,546 ,549
square
Likelihood ratios 7,242 8 511 ,587
Fisher'sexacttest 7,256 AT72
Line-to-linear ,189° 1 ,664 670 ,349 ,034
connection
Number 323
ofvalidobservation
S

a. For the number of cells 5 (33.3%), a value less than 5 is assumed. The minimum expected
number is .85.
b. Standardized statistics - .435.

Symmetrical measures

Approximate Exact
Meaning significance significance

,146 ,546 ,549
,103 ,546 ,549
323

Pearson’s chi-square analysis examined the relationship between the participant’s age and their
use of loanwords from social networks. The study revealed a significant relationship between age and
the use of loanwords from social networks (¥"2(4) = 27.51, p < .001).

The analysis’s results imply that age and educational level are important factors affecting the
use of loanwords from social networks in Kazakh communication.

78



II. YomuxanoB aTeignars! KY xabaprmbicsl. @uionorus cepuickl. Ne 3 2025 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Becrank KY nmenn 111 YamxanoBa. Cepust ¢punosnormaeckas. Ne 3, 2025 Philological Series. Ne 3, 2025
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

DISCUSSION

The current study sought to investigate the incidence and patterns of loanword use in Kazakh
communication, notably on social networks, and the impact of demographic variables such as age
and educational level.

The first hypothesis (H1) proposed that teenagers (47,7%) use loanwords more from social
networks. Youth follow them (27,9%). People aged 40-49 (12,7%) are also active in borrowing words
through networks.

One-third of respondents are students who use loanwords via networks. Teachers and master
students show almost the same level of network loanword use.

The findings support the second hypothesis (H2), which predicted that Russian loanwords would
be more widespread than those from other languages. Russian loanwords made up the majority
(66.7%), followed by Kazakh (28.5%) and English (4.8%). Notwithstanding that, almost all the
respondents know the Kazakh language 66,7% of them preferred to use Russian. The dominance of
Russian loanwords can be traced to Kazakhstan's historical and sociopolitical relationship with
Russia, as well as the significant linguistic effect of the Soviet times. Russian terminology is
frequently used in everyday communication, especially in technological, business, and social
contexts. As Suleimenova stated: “The introduction of foreign words was controlled, and only the
Russian language remained as a source of standardization of their pronunciation and spelling. As a
result of this centralization of foreign words, the formation of a common lexical fund of the Kazakh
language made the influence of the Russian language unlimited” [13].

When borrowing words from other languages, loanword principlesare important. For more than
100 years, we have borrowed words from the principles of the Russian language. To the question of
whether borrowing words from other languages through social networks harms the Kazakh language
or not 39,4 percent agreed, and 21,7 % showed total agreement. 18,3% did not agree, 11,3% answered
that it is difficult to respond, and only 9,2% showed their total disagreement. In borrowing words
from other languages with their sound features, 34,3% of people agreed. It was challenging to answer
30% of respondents. 16.8 % of users disagreed, and 12,5 % showed total agreement.

CONCLUSION

In summary, this study explores using loanwords from social networks in Kazakh
communication. The findings revealed that loanwords from social networks are a prevalent aspect of
Kazakh communication, with most participants regularly encountering these loanwords. The
loanwords most frequently encountered were in Russian, followed by Kazakh and English.
Additionally, the results of Pearson’s chi-square test and cross-tabulation analyses reinforced the
significant relationship between age, educational level, and the use of loanwords from social networks
in Kazakh communication. These findings have important implications for language usage and
preservation in Kazakhstan, as loanwords from social networks can impact and shape the Kazakh
language. The study emphasizes the necessity for ongoing monitoring and awareness regarding
language use and preservation in the country. Future research could investigate the long-term effects
of social network loanwords on the Kazakh language and its application in various contexts. It has
been proven that the introduction of international terms into the Kazakh language in the 20th century
was carried out exclusively through the Russian language [14]. It is currently important to write
loanwords in a way that is consistent with the phonological laws of the Kazakh language and to
comprehensively consider its principles. Overall, the study highlights the importance of focusing on
language use and preservation in the digital era.
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Kazak TiniHIH JTMHIBHCTHKAJIBIK IaMYBbIH TAJIAY: /1€ YMETTIK 7KeJli apKbLIIbI
eHIeH KipMe co31ep

H.K. Kpimmak6aii

KopxkpiT ATa aTeianarsl Kenbsiiopaa yausepcuteti, Kei3siiopaa, 120014, Kazakcran

byn 3epmmey aneymemmik dwceninepoer anviHzan Kipme co30epliy Ka3ax miliHe acepiH
3epmmetioi. Oneymemmik HcenilepoeH alblHeAH CO30epOiH KOIOAHLLIYbIH 3epMmey VUliH CaHObIK
20ic KOMOaHuLIObl. 323 Kamblcyuvlza icibepiieeH cayanHama ONapoblH dNeyMemmiK el
NaudaIanybsl JHcane 632e mindepoer co3 aryobl AHbIKMAY Mypaivl 0epekmep HcuHaowvl. [epexmepoi
manoay SPSS (Oneymemmik 2viibiM0apaa apHaieaH CMmamucmukaivlk bagoapiama) 6ae0apiamavik
KYPAblH AU0anapy apkulivl dcy3ece aculpuliovl. Homuowce coyzel ke3oepi aneymemmik dxceninepoe,
acipece, Jcacmap apacvlnoa, dxcenioe2i KapblM-KAMbIHAC HOPMALAPbIH KALIbINMACMbIPLIN, KA3AK
MINTHIY 0aMyblHA 2Cep emin OmvIp2aH Kipme co30epoi KOL0aHyOblH apmKaHblH Kepcemeoi. byn kipme
cesdep KobiHece Kazakmvly OQoCcmypii CO30iK KOPbIHA OHAU ayoapulia OepMmeumin Kazipel
YeuimMoapobl 6in0ipy KYpanvl Kbl3amMemin amxapaosl. 3epmme)y KyHOeRiKmi omipoe yug@pivlk minioiy
MAaHbI30bLIbIELIH eCKepe OMbIPbiN, JNeYMEemmiK dcelliiepOer alblHaH Kipme coe30epoi Ka3ax
mininoe2i KapvlM-KamvlHACKA eHei3y0i 00aH api 3epmmeyoily Manbl30bLibleblH Kopcemedi. Kipme
co30epliy min MeH MaoeHuemke acepin myciHy Kazakcmanoazvl yugpavix 0ayipoezi
JIUHEBUCTUKATILIK 980IOYUAHBLOAR0APAY 20 KOMEKmeceOi.
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Kinm ce30ep: kipme co3, 632e minden co3 any, aneymemmix Hcei, TUHe8UCTIUKALbIK I80II0YUS,
yughpavik 02yip, SPSS 6azoapramacsi, canowik a0ic.
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Marepuan 02.03.2025 Gacmara TycTi

AHaJM3 A3bIKOBOI0 Pa3BUTHS Ka3aXCKOI0 A3bIKA: CJI0BECHbIE 3AMMCTBOBAHUSA
yepe3 CONMATbHYIO CeTh

H.K. Kpimmax6aii

Keispuopannckuii yausepcuteT uMeHu KopksIT Ata, Keiseuiopaa, 120014, Kazaxcran

B nacmosiwem ucciedosanuu uzyuaemcs @uusHue 3auMCME08AHUN U3 COYUATILHBIX cemell Ha
Kazaxckuti s3vik. Konuuecmeenuviii memoo Obll UCHOAb306aH OJisl U3VYEHUS. UCNOTb308AHUS
3aUMCMBOBAHHBIX C1106 U3 coyuanvhblx cemeu. C nomowwbio ankemol, pazocianuou 323 yuacmHukam,
ObLIU COOParbL OaHHble 00 UCNOIL30BAHUU UMU COYUATILHBIX Cemell U OOHAPYICEHUU 3aUMCNEOBAHULL
cno8. AHanuz OaHHLIX NPOBOOUNCA C UCHONL30BAHUEM NPOSPAMMHO20 obecneyenusi SPSS
(Cmamucmuueckas npoepamma Olsi COYUATbHBIX HAYK). Pezynemamwvi ceudemenvcmeyiom o
HeoasHeM 8CHIecKe UCNOIb308AHUSL 3AUMCMBOBAHHBIX CIIO8 8 COYUAILHBIX CemsiX, 0COOeHHO cpedu
bonee MO0OOU ayoumopuu, 4mo Gopmupyen HopMvl OHJLAUH -KOMMYHUKAYUU U GTUAEH HA PA3GUMUe
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II. YomuxanoB aTeignars! KY xabaprmbicsl. @uionorus cepuickl. Ne 3 2025 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Becrank KY nmenn 111 YamxanoBa. Cepust ¢punosnormaeckas. Ne 3, 2025 Philological Series. Ne 3, 2025
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

KA3axcKoeo A3blKA. Omu  3aUMCMBO0BAHHbIE CILOBA YACMO CILYAHCAM CPEeOCMBOM BblPAICEHUA
COBPEMEHHbLX NOHAMULL, KOMOpble HeNe2KO nepegecmu 8 MmpaouyuoHHYI0 KA3aXCKYI0 JIeKCUky. B
UCCne008anul  NOOYEPKUBAEMCs  B8ANCHOCML  OANbHEUUUX — UCCIe008aHUl N0  8KII0UEHUI0
3AUMCMBOBAHULL U3 COYUATILHLIX cemell 8 Ka3axckoe obujenue, yuumvleas pacmyujee 3HaueHue
Yupposozo A3viKa 6 NOBCOHEGHOU dHcusHU. [loHumanue GIUAHUA 3AUMCMBOBAHULL CTIO8 HA A3bIK U
KVIbMYpY MONCEn NOMOYb 8 HABU2AYUU NO A3bIKOBOU 280a10YUl 8 yugposyto snoxy ¢ Kazaxcmanue.
Knwouesvie cnosa: saumcmeosanus, clroeecHvlie 3aUMCMEOBAHUS, COYUATbHASL Cemb,

JauHesucmuyeckas ssontoyus, SPSS npoepamma, konuuecmsennwiii memoo, yughposoti gex.
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