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FAMILY LANGUAGE PRACTICES AND INTERGENERATIONAL LANGUAGE SHIFT:
CASE STUDY OF AKMOLA REGION, KAZAKHSTAN

Language socialization in multi-ethnic societies plays a crucial role, particularly during the
early stages of speech development. This case study investigates family language practices (FLP)
and patterns of language shift among Ingush and Tatar children living in the Akmola Region of
Kazakhstan. The research assesses children’s proficiency in their mother tongue, Russian, Kazakh,
and foreign languages at the preschool and primary school levels, while also examining
intergenerational language transmission in a multilingual context.

Data were collected through a structured 28-question survey completed by 43 parents,
focusing on language use patterns, exposure levels, and the age of speech onset. The findings
indicate a dominant presence of the Russian language in all domains of children’s communication
— within the family, educational environments, and peer interactions. In contrast, the transmission
of the mother tongue across generations is limited, and both Kazakh and foreign languages remain
peripheral in children’s everyday language use.

The study is grounded in the theoretical frameworks of language socialization (Ochs &
Schieffelin) and language shift (Fishman). While the scope is geographically limited and based on a
small sample, the research highlights significant trends relevant to broader discussions on
language policy and multilingual development. The findings underscore the urgent need to
strengthen the roles of both mother tongues and the Kazakh language within families and
educational institutions to counteract further language shift in minority communities.

Key words: multilingualism, language socialization, children's speech, mother tongue,
intergenerational transmission, family language practice (FLP), language shift, dominant
language.

MAIN PROVISIONS

Multilingualism, bilingualism, multiple linguistic experiences are phenomena that are
indispensable attributes of a multi-ethnic, multicultural state, which is undoubtedly the Republic of
Kazakhstan. Historical prerequisites have influenced the ethno-linguistic landscape of Kazakhstan,
characterizing it as multilingual and multicultural. According to Yeskeldiyeva and Tazhibayeva,
multilingualism in Kazakhstan as a strategic state initiative intended encouragement of the
population’s fluency in English, Russian, and Kazakh, through transformation of educational
system and cultural integration [1]. Where did that come from? The reason for that was
government’s ambitious goals to meet OECD criteria and implement a multilingual strategy and
language skills to enable global presence and competitiveness. A key focus of modern linguistics,
among others, is studying and understanding of language interaction, bilingualism and
multilingualism. The socio-political and socio-economic transformations of modern society have
precipitated a crisis encompassing identity, worldview, and axiological frameworks, with language
choice — particularly the marginalization of native languages — emerging as a central concern [2, 3].
In this regard, the family’s role in defining bi/multilingualism of children seemed to be extremely
important [3], [4].
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INTRODUCTION

Modern multilingual societies require language behavior flexibility from an early age. In a
multi-ethnic environment, especially in post-Soviet countries, the issues of mastering mother
tongue, state and foreign languages are of particular importance both in the educational and family
spheres. At the same time, childhood is a critical age for the formation of language skills, as well as
for laying the foundations of cultural identity [5]. Family plays an important role not only in the
formation of personality, but also family language practices play a key role in shaping a child’s
linguistic competence [6]. Language choices within the household are driven by parental
ideologies, language capital, and perceived utility of each language. These decisions are embedded
in broader social expectations and policies, as families navigate their children’s bilingual or
multilingual futures [7], [8].

The Theory of Language Socialization by Ochs and Schieffelin highlights how learning and
using languages help people to develop their feeling of belonging, cultural practices, and social
identities. Although the field of language socialization was primarily developed to investigate
young children’ s first language acquisition, nowadays it has broadened to look at other language
learning environments [7].

Some scholars highlight the role of input in child’s speech development, for instance,
Festman et al, states “the child’s skillfulness will depend on the amount of input they receive.
Regular input is crucial to keep the language system developing” [9, 2].

Parents, as the primary agents of language socialization, determine the languages in which
everyday communication will take place, which languages will be perceived as priorities, and how
linguistic and cultural heritage will be transmitted. In the Kazakhstani context, the interplay
between Russian, Kazakh, and minority languages presents unique challenges. While the state
actively promotes Kazakh as the national language, the Russian language continues to dominate
educational and urban spheres in specifically in northern regions, and English is gaining influence
as a global lingua franca [10]. This adds pressure to families attempting to preserve ethnic
languages such as Tatar or Ingush, which risk marginalization in the absence of robust
intergenerational transmission strategies.

This study also aligns with current research on language endangerment and intergenerational
transmission, including the Kazakh-speaking diaspora in China. Zharkynbekova et al. highlight the
decline of the Kazakh language among ethnic Kazakhs in China under pressures of bilingual
education and assimilation, underscoring the need for documentation and revitalization efforts [11].
Their analysis reveals the persistence of archaic linguistic features among repatriates, which
contrasts with the functional narrowing of Kazakh language use in China due to Mandarin
dominance and education policy reforms. Zharkynbekova et al examined the complexity of
language choice within bilingual Kazakh families, noting that family language policies are deeply
intertwined with cultural values and social prestige, echoing the findings of our study in the Akmola
Region.

Similarly, Suleimenova et al. examined the complexity of language choice within bilingual
Kazakh families, noting that family language policies are deeply intertwined with cultural values
and social prestige [12], echoing the findings of our study in the Akmola Region.

The problem of intergenerational transmission of mother tongue and language shift, is well
described in the works of Fishman [3], and other linguists, [13], [14], remains relevant for study in
the context of post-Soviet republics. The preservation of minority languages depends heavily on
family and social efforts, according to Joshua Fishman’s theory of language maintenance and shift
described in his seminal work “Reversing language shift: Theoretical and empirical foundations of
assistance to threatened languages. Multilingual Matters” [3]. In order to reverse language change,
Fishman highlights the importance of intergenerational transmission, community initiatives, and
education.
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Despite multilingualism, there is a trend for displacing mother tongues in favour of more
prestigious and widely spread languages, which requires a deeper empirical diagnosis. While
multilingualism is generally encouraged at the policy level, the actual language practices observed
in families may diverge significantly, depending on regional, ethnic, and socio-economic factors
[15].

The study focus is to identify the real family language practices with preschool and primary
school-age children, taking into consideration multi-ethnic environment. Moreover, the
investigation of the level of proficiency in different languages, the nature of language socialization,
the frequency of use of mother tongue and other languages, as well as the determination of the
degree of intergenerational transmission of languages, become an important point of the research.
The intention to investigate the way families raising bilingual or multilingual children navigate
daily language use is underway through empirical analysis. As well as the exploration of the
strategies, that parents consciously or unconsciously support or potentially limit children’s ability to
develop and sustain multiple languages during the critical early years of language acquisition.

It is important to note that this study focuses specifically on the Ingush and Tatar ethnic
groups residing in the northern region of Kazakhstan, particularly the Akmola region. Therefore, the
conclusions regarding language use and language shift should be interpreted within the context of
this geographical and sociocultural setting and not be generalized to the entire territory of
Kazakhstan without further research.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

This research focuses on the families’ language practices of Ingush and Tatar ethnic groups
living in the north of Kazakhstan, at Akmola Region, more specifically on preschool and primary
school children multilingualism. The main method of data collection is the survey of parents, as
parents play a key role in the child’s language socialization at early stages of development.

The study involves 43 respondents — parents of children aged 3 to 10 years old. They are
selected in a combined way: some of the participants are recruited randomly through social
networks and communities, and the other part is recruited through a snowball sampling method,
when already interviewed participants recommended other potential ones. The implementation of
this approach enables to reach both active members and families less involved in ethnic
communities. The data has been obtained by using Google Forms platform. The survey consists of
28 closed type questions, that clusters into three main groups. Firstly, demographic group contains
questions regarding age and gender of a child, what is his/her order in the family, parents’ education
level. The second group assessed children’s language skills through questions about acquisition
order, speaking onset age, and self-rated proficiency (4-point scale). Third group evaluates
linguistic environments through questions about: household language use, daily language patterns,
school languages, and peer communication languages.

Every participant was given a consent form to fill out, confirming that they understand the
aim of the study. They were aware of the right to stop participating at any time, and the way the
responses would be utilized. Additionally, the participants were explained all obtained data was
anonymized and any identifiable information eliminated in order to preserve anonymity.

The quantitative method was applied to process the collected data. The closed questions were
processed using descriptive statistics, such as frequency and percentage counts. This approach
enabled classification of language practices according to prevalence rates, age of speech onset, and
proficiency levels across languages. The findings are presented in tables and diagrams, followed by
interpretive analysis in the Results section.

The theoretical framework of the study combines two approaches. The Theory of language
socialization by Ochs and Schieffelin [7] provides a toolkit for analyzing how children acquire
language norms through everyday communicative practices. While the concept of language shift
helps to interpret the identified trends in the context of intergenerational language transmission.
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The application of the described methodology allowed not only to record the current state of
language practices in Ingush and Tatar families in Akmola region of Kazakhstan, but also to
identify the key factors influencing the preservation or loss of multilingualism in children.

Several methodological limitations should be acknowledged. First, the survey method relied
on parental assessments of language proficiency, which introduces subjective bias. Second, the
study lacked objective measurements of children’s actual language skills. Third, the relatively small
sample size limits the generalizability of the findings. Nevertheless, the methodology employed
yielded reliable quantitative data on the group’s language practices and revealed statistically
significant patterns of child language development in multilingual settings.

The authors acknowledge several methodological limitations. First, the study is
geographically limited to one region of Kazakhstan, which restricts the representativeness of the
results. Second, the number of participants (n=43) limits statistical generalization. Third, the
reliance on parental self-assessment may introduce subjectivity. Future research will aim to expand
the sample to include more ethnic groups and regions of Kazakhstan and introduce additional
methods such as standardized language proficiency tests, qualitative interviews, and speech sample
analysis to enhance the depth and validity of findings.

RESULTS

Based on the conducted analysis aimed at examining how families raising bilingual or
multilingual children, manage their everyday language interactions, the following results were
obtained.

According to the survey results, male children accounted for 60.5% of participants, while
female children represented 39.5%.

Table 1. Respondents’ gender

Gender Number of participants Percentage
Male 26 60,5%
Female 17 39,5%

Through the analysis of the research data, it was possible to categorize it into several key
themes: (1) linguistic socialization and the home linguistic context; (2) Mother tongue: competence
level and transmission between generations; (3) The Russian language as a dominant language in
children’s communication; (4) The role of Kazakh and other languages in day-to-day activities.

1. Linguistic socialization and the home linguistic context.

It is obvious, that the data analysis of survey demonstrates the key role in children’s language
socialization is played by the language spoken by parents. The majority of respondents (81.4%)
indicated that both parents speak Russian with their children. The mother (37.2%) or both parents
(44.2%) most often speak with children in their native language. At the same time, the Kazakh
language is used by parents very rarely: 74.4% reported that none of the family members speak this
language with their child.

Who speaks Russian with the child? Which family members speak to the child in
their native language?

Mother
BN Father Mother
mmm Both parents == Father
mmm Brothers/sisters B Both parents
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The Russian language is also predominant in children’s language environment: 69.8% of
parents indicated that children hear Russian 75-100% of the time during the day. In comparison,
only 4.7% disclosed the same level of exposure to their mother tongue, and 0% to the Kazakh
language. This illustrates a high degree of dominance of the Russian language as the main means of

socialization in the family and beyond.

Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Philological Series. Ne 2, 2025

What percentage of the child’s daily language input is in Russian and Kazakh?

80

Percentage of children

Emm Russian
Kazakh

0-25% 25-50%

50-75% 75-100%

Percentage of daily language input

2. Mother tongue: competence level and transmission between generations.

Even though 68% of respondents said that Ingush, Tatar, Bashkir, and other languages were
their mother tongue, not all families actively transmit their children these languages. Only 23.3% of
children have a mother tongue as their first language, and 25.6% have no command of their mother

tongue at all.

What language did the child acquire first?

Native
B Russian

Please rate how well your child speaks

58.1%

mother tongue.

Satisfactory
Competent
Proficient

Does not speak

Besides, while assessing of children mother tongue proficiency, the majority of parents

(58.1%) marked it as “satisfactory”.

How would you rate your child’s proficiency in their mother tongue?

58.1%

Satisfactory
Emm Competent
= Proficient
Bl Does not speak
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It is worth to be noted, that the age of speech onset in the mother tongue varies, however,
most frequently falls between 2-5 years of child’s age, which may argue irregular or incomplete
language exposure at an early age. These findings show that language shift mechanisms exist, when
a more respected or commonly spoken language — in this case, the Russian language — displaces the
mother tongue and become the dominant language.

3. The Russian language as a dominant language in children’s communication.

The dominance of the Russian language extends beyond the home, as seen in conversation
between acquaintances and in educational institutions. 81.4% of children attend groups with the
Russian language of instruction, and 86% use Russian in communication with friends. It is the first
language of 76.7% of children, and the level of proficiency is assessed as “good” (58.1%) or “very
good” (37.2%) in most cases.

What is the language of instruction for your child? | What language does the child use in
communication with friends?

Russian
BN Kazakh Native
B English B Russian
B German
mmm Does not attend

mmm Russian/English
mm Kazakh

81.4%

The age of beginning to speak Russian also indicates high accessibility and active use: 44.2%
of children started speaking from two years old, and another 20.9% from the age of one. This
confirms the role of the Russian language as a key means of socialization starting from the earliest
age.

4. The role of Kazakh and other languages in day-to-day activities.

Kazakh, despite its status as the state language, has a limited presence in respondents’ day-to-
day life. Only 11.3% of children speak Kazakh from an early age (3 years), while 25.6% do not
speak it at all. Even in assessing language proficiency, 39.5% of parents reported a complete lack of
skills, while 51.2% reported only “satisfactory” proficiency.

At what age did your child start to Please rate how well your child speaks
Kazakh?
3 years
B 4 years Satisfactory
. 5 years EEE Competent
. 6 years mmm Proficient

. 7 years B Does not speak

w8 years
B Does not speak

speak Kazakh?
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Similarly, proficiency in foreign languages (English, German, Arabic) remains fragmented.
More than a half of children (55.8%) do not master any foreign language. The rest demonstrate a
low level of proficiency: only 4.7% are assessed as speaking “very well”. The beginning of foreign
language acquisition mainly falls on the age of 5-7 years and, as a rule, is not connected with
regular practice in the family.

The findings determine how children’s linguistic development of the Ingush and the Tatar
ethnic groups in Akmola region of Kazakhstan is continuously formed by language socialization
processes. The Russian language appears to be not only a dominant, yet the major way children
learn to understand their social environment. Definitely, it happens through everyday interactions in
the family, home and in preschool and school. Unfortunately, linguistic systems are daily
marginalized by this socialization pattern, where Russian is the primary language and has been used
for peer bonding, emotional expressiveness, and knowledge transfer.

Following the data, this materializes through three major mechanisms:

- Parents, that apply Russian for 75-100% of day-to-day communication
(69.8% of cases) accidentally bolster the language’s dominance.

- By practicing Russian as the essential language of instruction (81.4% of
children), educational institutions validate this trend.

- The cycle is accomplished by peer networks; 86% of children only speak
Russian with their friends.

This three-level socialization dynamic, shaped by family communication, educational
settings, and peer interactions contributes to a pattern where the use of mother tongues and the
Kazakh language becomes limited in children's everyday lives, potentially reducing their functional
roles in social communication over time.

DISCUSSION

Current research reveals a clear disproportion in language acquisition among children
growing up in multi-ethnic societies in Akmola region of Kazakhstan. While families participating
in the research maintain close links to their heritage languages (mother tongues), including Ingush,
Tatar, Bashkir and others, the Russian language has become the primary language for most of the
children. The dominance of the Russian language appears not only in formal assessments of
language proficiency. Moreover, in the natural flow of everyday routine, from casual family
conversations, family language practices to educational environment.

From the Theory of Language Socialization [7], child’s language skills develop through
interaction with the close acquisition. Children acquire linguistic skills, cultural and behavioral
norms mainly through the Russian language — medium exchanges with parents, educators, and
peers. Conversely, the mother tongue and the Kazakh language occupy more peripheral roles,
frequently limited to ceremonial use or specific contexts rather than languages of daily
communication.

Such language distribution can be interpreted through the lens of Fishman’s concept of
language shift that explains the first generation of immigrants who relocate to a foreign nation
continue to speak their mother tongue to the second generation, who are typically bilingual, whereas
the third generation only speaks the host nation’s lingua franca [3].

Though parents identify the value of the mother tongue, systematic transmission is limited,
revealing a concerning gap between attitudes and practices. Approximately one quarter of children
do not demonstrate functional ability in their family’s mother tongue. Meanwhile only about thirty
percent of hear it regularly, that could be defined as more than half of their daily interactions. Thus
may indicate a continuing language shift towards the dominant Russian language. Lack of
sustainable strategies for preserving the mother tongue within the family allow dominant language
to overshadow it.

Meantime, the Kazakh language presents a particularly interesting case. Despite of the fact of
being an official state language, we could observe its breakdown in taking root in family language
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practices. Quite a few causes contribute to this: it represents neither a mother tongue for the most of
participants, nor a perceived necessity in Russian-dominated educational and social spheres.

These findings point to several important recommendations. There is an obvious demand and
importance in preserving mother tongue within Ingush and Tatar ethnic groups in Akmola region of
Kazakhstan. Educational institutions along with the family language practices play significant role
in that. Therefore, educational institutions need to create meaningful spaces for the Kazakh
language and mother tongue in early childhood programmes. Moreover, parents require practical
guidance and support to maintain multilingual practices at home. Noteworthy, that community
initiatives could help bridge the gap between official language policies and family language
choices.

It must be emphasized that the data presented reflect the linguistic practices specific to a
limited number of Ingush and Tatar families in the Akmola Region of Kazakhstan. The patterns
observed, while indicative of broader trends, require further validation across different regions and
ethnic communities. The current findings should not be overgeneralized without acknowledging
local variation in language attitudes, educational policies, and community support for heritage
languages. For instance, in southern and western regions of Kazakhstan, where Kazakh often
functions as the dominant language across family, educational, and social domains, the dynamics of
language acquisition and use among ethnic minorities may differ significantly from those described
in this study.

According to the research findings, unless deliberate efforts are done to promote multilingual
development during the critical early years of language acquisition, the existing trend points to a
continuous loss in linguistic diversity. Whether these languages continue to exist as dynamic
communication systems or are reduced to symbolic roles in future generations may depend on the
trends seen now.

CONCLUSION

The obtained data testify to the pronounced dominance of the Russian language in all key
spheres of a child’s life. The Russian language performs the main socializing function, providing
communicative cohesion both within the family and outside it — in educational institutions and
among peers. It is the first language of the majority of children, is actively used by both parents, and
also prevails in the language environment, which is confirmed by a high degree of speech exposure
and a high level of proficiency.

Against this background, mother tongue of the Ingush and Tatar ethnic groups appear in a
vulnerable position. Although most parents identify one of the ethnic languages as their mother
tongue, children’s actual command of it remains at a low level. In some cases, children do not speak
their mother tongue at all. This indicates the lack of sustainable inter-generational transmission
strategies and the risk of losing the mother tongue. Thus, we can speak of a trend of language shift
in which the mother tongue is gradually being replaced by the more prestigious and socially
dominant the Russian language.

The Kazakh language, despite its official status and presence in state institutions, is not rooted
in everyday family communication. The use of the Kazakh language in the families of the study
sample is fragmentary and does not form a stable language environment. Children demonstrate poor
command of the Kazakh language, and exposure to it in the family and home context is limited.

The study emphasizes the need to develop comprehensive strategies to support heritage
language maintenance and Kazakh language acquisition in multi-ethnic families, particularly in the
Akmola region of Kazakhstan. Policy makers and educators should take into account real-life
language practices in families and communities rather than relying solely on formal language policy
goals. Future efforts should aim to integrate the Kazakh language and heritage languages into early
childhood programmes, strengthen the availability of multilingual educational resources, and
encourage intergenerational language transmission through culturally sensitive interventions.
Further longitudinal and mixed-method studies are essential to track the dynamics of language shift
and to evaluate the impact of policy and community initiatives.
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OT1dachbLIbIK TUIAIK TIKipHUOe KIHe ypIaKapaJbIK Til aybIcbiMbl: KazakcTaHHBIH AKMOJIA
00JIbICBIHBIH MbICAJIBI

B. l'aznuenal, U. Muxuesuu’, M. Tapyii!

1. Yonuxanos ateiagarsl Keximeray memiekertik yHuBepenteti, Kekmeray, 020000, Kasakcran
PecniyGnukacet

Konamnocmui Kozamoapoa bananrapoviy mindik aneymemmenyi epexkuie Manvi3obl, acipece
coeuneyoiy bacmankbl O0amy KeseHoepinde. byn oicaz0aunvly 3epmmey Axmona 001bICbIHOA
MYpPamvii UHSYUL Jcane mamap o6anranapvinsbly omoacelivlk mindix maoicipudenepi (FLP) men min
ayvicy yoepicmepin manoay2a apuaiean. 3epmmeyoiy makcamvl — MeKmenxKe OeuiHel HcoHe
bacmayviul CoiHbIN OKYWbIIAPLIHGIY AHA Mii, OpblC, KA3AK JHCIHe wem Mmindepinoeci meneepy
Oeneelin Oazanay, COHOQU-aK KONMINOI 0pmadazvl YPnakapaivlk mindik mpaHCMUCCUSHLIH
OUHAMUKACLIH aHblkmay. 28 cypakmaun mypamvlH KYpulIbIMOAiean cayarHama 43 ama-anaea
arcypeizindi. Cayarnama mindik MiHe3-KYavlK, MilOIK opmaga acep emy 0apexnceci jHcane colneyoin
bacmany sx#cacvlHa 6agbIMMmMan2aH.

3epmmey nomuodicenepi 6ananapoviy 6apvlK KapblM-KAmMbIHAC CANANAPLIHOA — 0MOACbIHOG,
Oinim bepy mexemenepinoe JHcaHe KYpoacmapbiMer KapblM-KAmulHACMA — OPblC MINIHIY yemeMOiein
Kepcemeoi. An ana miniHiy Ypnaxmau-ypnaKa Oepinyi wiekmeyii, Ka3ax JiCoHe uiem minoepi
bananapovly KyHoenixmi mindik magcipubecinde wemkepi OpvlH anaovl. 3epmmey MIindiK
aneymemmeny (Ochs & Schieffelin) orcaone min aywicy (Fishman) meopusineix neeizoepine cytieneoi.
3epmmeyoin ceocpadusnviy ayKbiMbIHbIY WeKmeyinici MeH ipikmeme KOJeMIHIH CAlblCIblPMAb
a30bIbIHA KAPAMACMAH, 011 Ml cascamvl MeH KONMIIOLIKmi 0amvlmy Maceneiepine Kamulcmol
MaHvl30bl  ypoicmepoi kepcemeodi. Homuodwcenep a3uublivlk DdMHUKALLIK MORMApOa minoiK
ayvicyovly anoblH aly YWIH aHa mini MeH Ka3ax miliH OmOAcCbLIblK JHCIHE UHCMUMYYUOHATObIK
Oeneelioe Kon0ayoblH KaxrcemminieiH auKblHOAuobl.

Kinm ces30ep: kenmindinik, mindix aneymemmery, 6anaiapovly co3i, ana miii, Ypnaxkapanvlk
acaneacvim, omoacwlivlk mindik npakmuxa (OTII), mindik vievicy, 6acvim min.
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Marepuan 01.04.2025 Gacmara TycTi

CemMeiinble I3bIKOBbI€ MPAKTUKH U MEKIOKOJeHYeCKH I SI3bIKOBOI CIBUT: Keiic
AxMoJsnHcko# obaactu Kazaxcrana

B. l'azmuenal, U. Muxuesuul, M. Tapyii

!Koxmerayckuit yausepcuter uM. 111.Yanuxanosa, Kokmeray, 020000, Pecriy6nuka Kazaxcran

Azvikosas  coyuanuzayusi Oemeti 6 MHO20IMHUUECKUX 00ujecmeax umeem 0codyio
3HAYUMOCMb, OCOOEHHO HA DPAHHUX 3MANax peyegoco paszeumus. [[aHHoe Kellc-ucciedo8aHue
NOCBAWEHO AHATU3Y CeMEUHbIX S3bIK08bIX npakmuk (FLP) u 3axonomepHocmell A361K08020 cO8uca
Cpeou UHSYUWICKUX U Mamapckux oemetl, npodxcusaowux 6 Axmonunckou obracmu Kaszaxcmana.
Lenvto uccredosanus A61€mcs OYeHKa YpOo6Hsi 1A0eHUsL POOHBIM S3bIKOM, PYCCKUM, KA3AXCKUM U
UHOCMPAHHBLIMU A3bIKAMU ) Oemell OOUKOIbHO20 U MAAOULe20 WKOIbHO20 803pACmA, d MAaKdice
8blLsIGNIeHUE OUHAMUKU MENCNOKOAECHUECKOU S3bIKOBOU MPAHCMUCCUU 8 VCIOBUIX MHOSOS3bIYHOU
cpeovl. B pamkax uccrnedosanusi Ovll npoeedeéH CMpYKmMypupoB8aHHulll ONpoc, exkuoyarwul 28
sonpocos, cpeou 43 pooumeneii. Onpoc oxeamviéanl AcneKkmvl A3bIKOBO2O NOBEOeHUs, CMeneHU
A3BIKOBO2O BO30EUCMEUS U B03PACMA HAYAA PeUeBoll AKMUBHOCHIU.

Pe3zynomamur nokasviearom 0omunuposanue pycckoeo A3vika 60 ecex cghepax obujenus oemeti
— 8 cembe, 00pPA306AMENbHLIX YUPEHCOCHUAX U 6 cpede C8epCmMHUKo8. B mo owce epems
MEJHCHOKONEHUeCKAsl nepeoaya pooOHO20 A3bIKA 02PAHUYEHd, d KA3AaXCKUU U UHOCMPAHHbIE A3bIKU
3AHUMAIOM MAPSUHATIBHOE NOJIOJCEHUE 8 NOBCEOHEBHOIL S3bIK0BOU npakmuke oemell. Mcciedosanue
onupaemcs Ha meopemuyeckue pamku meopuu A3vikosou coyuarusayuu (O. Oxc u b. Hlugghenun)
u meopuu A36lk06020 coguea (/. @uwman). Hecmomps Ha pecuoHnanvhvlie 02paHuyeHus: u
CPABHUMENbHO HeDONbUWOU 00beM BblOOPKU, UCCLEe008AHUE BbIAGNAEM BAJCHbIE MEHOEHYUU,
umerowue 3HaueHue 01 0OoNee WUPOKUX OUCKYCCULL O S3bIKOBOU NOIUMUKE U PA36UMuUL
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MHo2oa3bluus. Tlonyuennvle OanHble NOOUEPKUBAIOM HEOOXOOUMOCHb NOOOEPIHCKU KAK POOHO2O
AZbIKA, MAK U KA3AXCKO20 A3bIKA HA YPOGHE ceMbU U 00pa308amenbHblX VUpestcOeHull, ymoowvl
npeoomspamums OaibHeuwull I36IK080U CO8US 8 COOOUWECMBAX IMHULECKUX MEHbULUHCNG.

Kniouesvie cnosa: mHozosA3viuue, A3bIKOBAS COYUANU3AYUS, OEMCKAA peyb, POOHOU A3bIK,
MEJICNOKONeH ecKas nepedaua, cemetinas ssvikosas npakmuka (CAIl), sazvikosoil  cosue,
OOMUHUPYIOWULL A3DIK.
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K. )Ky6aHoB aThiHIarel AKTe0C oHipiIik yHuBepcHTeTi, AkTobe, 030000, Kazakcran
2Y ITTHIK 3epTTey SAPOJIBIK yHHBEpCHTeTi, Mackey, 115409, Peceit denepanuscsl

KA3AK, AFBLIIIBIH, KbITAN TAPEMUSIJIAPBIHJIAFBI KAWBIH EHE MEH KEJITH
KAPBIM-KATBIHACBIHBIH JIMHI'BOMOJEHU ACIIEKTICI

Kasipei anemoe apmypai xanvikmapoviy mindepi men MaOeHUemin 3epmmey epexuie Manvl3ed
ue. Maoenuemmiy Manvi30vl acnekminepiniy Oipi - omoacvl MeH K02amoagbl adamoap apacblHOAbl
KapulM-KamvlHACMblY epeKuleNlikmepin Kopcememin omobacvl koHyenmici. Maxanaoa myvic emec
minoep, AHU KA34K, ARbLIUWILIH, KblMAu NApeMUsNApbIHbIY — JTUHSBOMIOEHU Kblpbl, OHbIH [ulinOe
Kazipei Koeamoaevl 63ekmi Macenenepliy Oipi KaliblH eHe MeH KeliH apacblHOa&bl Kapbim-
Kamoinacol 3epoenendi. Makananvly e3ekminiei Oipnewte minde2i 0OmMOACHIILIK KAMbIHAC
MaxbipblObIHOA&bl MaKai-mamendepdi caneacmuvlpa 3epmmey 6o01vin maobwinadvl. Tin Oiniminiy
IMUMUOTIOUANILIK d0ICI APKbLIbL YUl MiNoe2i «eHey, «KeNiHy YebiMOapbiHblY MAHI auibliobl. A6mop
ARBLIWBIH  JCOHEe  KblMall JUHCBUCMUKANLIK OJICMYPIH  KA3aK MaOeHUuemimeH OmoOachblLIvblK
KamvlHacmap — asacblHOd — CAlACMbIPMANbL,  CeMAHMUKANLIK — manoay  apkulivl  Oipkamap
YKCACMbIKMApP MeH atblpMalblIbIKMapobl aublKmaowl. JIune60Ma0eHuemmanblMOblK manioay yul
mindezi napemusnapoa eme MeH KeliH KAPbIM-KAMbIHACHIHbIY — JHCARLIMObL,  IHCARLIMCLL3
KOMNOHeHmmepiH  auKblHOaobl.  3epmmeyoliy — JHCaAHAWbLIObIRLL  Ka3ax — min  OiniminOezi
JIUHCBOMIOCHUCMMAHY AACLIHOA KA3AK, aRbLIWbIH, KblMAll NapemMuonio2usicbl OOUbIHWA MblY
MaKbIpIlNMely  KO32ANYbIHOA. 3epmmey Hamudcenepi JuHeeucmep, MaOeHuem 3epmmeyutinepi
JHCIHE MIOEHUEMAPAIbIK KAMbICLIM CALACLIHOARbL MAMAHOAD YULiH NAUOAIbl OONYbl MYMKIH.

Kinm ce3dep: napemus, ombaculnvix KamvlHacmap, Katiblk exe, KeliH, TUHSB0MIOeHUenN.

HEI'I3T'T EPEXXEJIEP

Tin xyieciHiH eH 0ail SKCIpecCUBTI KabaThl MaKaa-MoTeNAepe FackIpiaap OOWbI AyHUE XKY31
XaJBIKTapbIHBIH OMIp CalThl, ONET-FYPBINTAphl Typalbl XaJblK TYXKBIPHIMAAPHI CaKTaJIFaH.
[TapemMuonOrUsIHBI KEIIEHII KO3KapacThl KaMTUTBIH OOBEKTIHIH €peKlle CUIaThiHa OalIaHBICTHI
Kazipri Tu1 OLTIMIHIH OipKaTap (QUIONOTUSIIBIK MOHAEPiHIH (PONTBKIOPUCTHKA, (PPa3eosIoTHs], MOTIH
TEOPHSCHI, TYKBIPBIM CHHTAaKCHCI, JIMHTBHUCTUKAJBIK TparMaTuka, JHUHTBOMOJICHHETTAHY,
JIMHTBOKOTHHUTOJIOTHUS) TYHICKEH >kepi jaemn atayra Oonaapl. Kazipri yakpiTTa Oy FRUIBIMH caliaia
KOIITEeTEH 3epPTTEYJep KYprizinyae, Oipak «mapemMus» YFbIMBIHBIH HAKThl aHBIKTaMachl ®KOK. OHBIH
MOHIH JIQMIpeK TYCIHY YIIIH YFBIMHBIH STHMOJIOTHSICBIH KapacTelpaiibiK. «IlapeMusi» rpekTiH
«MapoeMus» CO31HEH IIBIKKAH, «acTapybl oHrime» (mputua) gereHal Ouinipeni. Ce3aiH IIBIFY
TEriHiH OMOTMONOTUSIIBIK HYCKACchIHA COMKec, O OacTamKblga XPUCTHAHMABIK MIHU MOTIHIEPIACH
acTapiyibl OHTIMEHIH Y3iHAICiH OlnmipreH. byn acrapipl oHriMe TycHajnjaHFaH cUNaTTa Oepiir,

63


https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amz046
https://doi.org/10.30564/fls.v6i5.6878
https://doi.org/10.59102/kufil/2025/iss2pp63-76

