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MULTILINGUALISM IN STUDENTS’ EVERYDAY COMMUNICATION IN THE
WESTERN REGION OF KAZAKHSTAN

Recent sociolinguistic research has increasingly focused on the multilingual practices of student youth
as one of the most socially active groups and among the first to respond to ongoing changes in language use.
This article investigates language mixing in the everyday communication of university students and examines
how grammatical fusion emerges in informal multilingual interactions outside the classroom. The study
employs a mixed-methods approach, including textual and semantic analyses of qualitative data obtained from
audio recordings of naturally occurring conversations among students in Uralsk, one of the largest urban
centers in Western Kazakhstan. The analysis focuses on the linguistic features of multilingual speech and the
semantic classification of hybrid lexical units resulting from language contact.

The findings reveal that grammatical fusion is a common feature of students’ everyday speech and
reflects a high degree of multilingual linguistic competence. Three major fusion patterns were identified: (1)
Russian lexical stems combined with Kazakh affixes, (2) English lexical stems combined with Kazakh affixes,
and (3) Kazakh lexical stems combined with Russian suffixes and inflectional endings. Type I was found to be
the most frequent, whereas Type 11 occurred least often. The study also demonstrates significant differences
in the classification of hybrid lexical units, particularly those combining English and Kazakh elements, which
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are predominantly perceived as mixed language forms. The results highlight the active and systematic role of
grammatical fusion in multilingual communication and provide an indigenous perspective on contemporary
language practices in Kazakhstan. The findings contribute to a better understanding of multilingualism in
everyday interaction and may serve as a basis for reconsidering approaches to language contact and
multilingual language use in the local sociolinguistic context.

Key words: multilingualism, hybridity, youth, everyday conversation, grammatical fusion.

MAIN PROVISIONS

The theoretical and methodological foundation of the study was developed by foreign scientific
researchers in sociolinguistics and language contacts (V. A. Avrorin [1], V. A. Vinogradov [2], N. B.
Mechkovskaya [3], L. B. Nikolsky [4], A. Pavlenko [5], C. Ferguson [6], etc.); in the field of global
bilingualism (J. Androutsopoulos [7], J. Blommaert [8], etc.); as well as domestic scientists in the
field of Kazakh-Russian and Russian-Kazakh bilingualism, as well as research on the language
situation in Kazakhstan (O. B. Altynbekova [9], Zh. S. Smagulova [10], E. D. Suleimenova [11],
etc.).

In the present research, the practices described in multilingualism are viewed as hybrid speech
behavior manifested through the use of multiple hybrid lexis, including those words with merged
morphological features of different languages into a single word. While the topic of linguistic mixed
language has been widely investigated, it has not been well investigated in Kazakhstan, especially in
the context of bilingual studies. Previous research by local scholars has been conducted within this
area, however, has tended to have focused on the Kazakh-Russian bilingualism and hybrid
configurations in the context of Kazakh-Russian bilingualism and hybrid modes of production
according to borrowing and interference perspectives, specifically in regard to how one language gets
interposed into (and is made over, or modified by) the other and the transfer of the structural norms
of one language to another where one language competes with another in the case of language contact
[12].

This study also explores hybrid language varieties within the framework of globalization,
drawing on the ideas of J. Blommaert’s work in Sociolinguistics of Globalization [8]. Instead of
regarding languages as fixed, solitary systems, this approach focuses on the way that speakers in
practice make use of a variety of communicative resources. In that regard, the idea of multilingualism
is interpreted under the concept of individual speech repertoires, which emerge from social
experience, mobility and general communicative needs in everyday life. For investigating language
contacts in globalized contexts, we should also realize that it is not the language as a whole that
spreads globally, but individual language forms, genres, styles, etc. These forms are subject to
globalization in a certain way in certain areas in the community of which they are parts (in the field
of pop culture, in literature, urban space or multilingual education).

So, the language of the Kazakh native speaker is not English as such, but its “fragments” and
“bits” — those “bits”, which occur in the borrowing of elements, most often roots, of English language.
This suggests that there exists limited (or truncated) knowledge with regard to the language and, in
that sense, truncated bilingualism or multilingualism. A similar dynamic can be found in Russian
used in the speech repertoires of Kazakh speakers. In multilingual practice, Russian elements interact
with Kazakh via communicative domains unique to the Kazakh domain, most visibly with youth
speech. In this sublanguage, Russian is not sustained as an independent system but is reduced to or
“truncated” form, allowing for the recombination of Russian elements with Kazakh or English ones.
This selective and flexible usage of Russian allows it to persist as part of students’ everyday
communications and helps expand and diversify the multilingual repertoires of student youth.

INTRODUCTION

More recent sociolinguistic research has been attracted to the multilingual practices of
university students. The attention is prompted by the existence of large social forces represented by
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the students, and the significant participation in the professional workforce resurgence [13]. When
we think of the youth of our students as a “pressure cooker of high-speed renewal” [14], we
foreground the role of its active agents in linguistic change: their language practices reflect ongoing
social transformations while shaping emergent linguistic patterns. Everyday interaction, particularly
in cyber media, is characterized by the development of multilingual habits at a young age (i.e., early
stages).

Consequently, much of the existing studies focused on online multilingualism of youth showed
that social networks constitute the central spaces which reveal the most visible and socially significant
multilingual practices. Young people’s linguistic behaviour is predominantly mediated by digital
communication and social media and this situation facilitates the rapid appearance and ongoing
reappearance of jargon and slang [15]. Furthermore, social networks promote processes of
relocalization where linguistic resources, borrowed from global English, are creatively transformed
and absorbed into the local forms, often taking on meanings and forms that cannot be easily
recognized by the native speakers [16].

It is only recently that the use of bilingual material in life-in-context is having some
consideration, which should seem to have an impact on how young peoples practised language. In
university students’ communication, multilingual use is as much about intentional strategies and
purposeful communicative strategies as it is about language exchange as a result of language
interactivity. They provide speakers with control over who is able to access information, reduce the
likelihood of misconceptions and produce higher semantical information precision in communication
[17]. Meanwhile, students’ language selection is conditioned by their socialization in multilingual
and multicultural contexts, where global and local linguistic resources intersect with one another. It
generates dialogical tension that drives the merging of local and global features of everyday language
use in day-to-day interaction, and contributes to the shaping of hybrid multiliteracies in which
language is both localised and contextualized and with social import [18]. Recent literature is
beginning to emphasize that student communication in general and the use of English in particular,
within educational settings that are oriented towards internationalization is in increasing proportion.
Although English is widely held to be an essential academic and professional language, it experiences
mixed levels of usage among students and teachers [19]. With that in mind the findings of L. S. Kim,
L. K. Siong, V. F. Fei, and A. Yaakob demonstrate that English has an important influence on identity
construction among Malaysian students in private and public universities [20]. Using ethnographic
interview data, a qualitative study conducted by scholars showed that the attitudes of multilingual
Malaysian students on English compared to their linguistic repertoire were analyzed regarding their
perception of English and its impact on identity and daily life in the context of Malaysian students.
Drawing from the data obtained, the authors conclude that characteristics of multilingualism in
Malaysia, which saw English as the prevailing language, as well as the place of English as a
pragmatic-linguistic, language of empowerment-language, and an emerging one has emerged.

In Kazakhstan, the context of hybrid word formation has largely been studied in terms of
Kazakh-Russian interaction patterns. Studies show that the relative importance of these languages
differs depending on contextual and social considerations such as speakers’ age, education, and
ethnicity [21]. Most of the population of Kazakhstan functions primarily as bilingual speakers, with
Kazakh as the main lingua franca and Russian representing more expressive and stylistic functions.
Moreover, another line of research evaluated the implementation and effectiveness of language
policy, particularly language planning initiatives, in building the competence, status, and acquisition
of English among student youth. The authors took particular note of the extent to which students in
Kazakhstan have learned English; the communicative functions English plays within the student
micro-communities; and the position and hierarchy of the interacting languages and communication
among Kazakh students as well as the role and place English occupies [13]. The first result of the
sociolinguistic study showed that the students in Kazakhstan support the language policy which the
republic adopted, that is, the status of the English language and language study. The sociolinguistic
survey confirms that most student youth study English intensively, but the level of language
proficiency is still not high enough (particularly in the levels A2 and B1). Yet, according to the study
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of authors, it is possible to expect an increase in the qualitative level of English proficiency of young
people from a professional or general point of view.

From the contents of the foreign studies reviewed on the features of everyday communication
among university students, we can say that the studies usually concentrate on the prevalence or
increasing prevalence of the English language. But as literature review indicates in the field of young
people’s communication, the aspect of the daily activities in the language interaction related to
multilingualism has not been taken into consideration in this research of Kazakhstan and particularly
in the western area of Kazakhstan (which is of interest in the context of language situation of
Kazakhstan). Drawing on everyday communications among students at universities in western
Kazakhstan, this study attempts to explore the processes of practice of multilingualism in real-life
interaction. The analysis does not concentrate on institutional or classroom contexts; the focus shifts
to informal interactions that students make with each other, in which multilingualism is expected to
emerge. Focus is on the structural and semantic patterns that link young speakers to linguistic
resources in daily speech use.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In order to reproduce practices of multilingualism as they develop in everyday life, this study
integrates qualitative and quantitative approaches. Qualitative data were obtained from Uralsk, a
major metropolitan site in the western part of Kazakhstan, by observing natural student exchanges. A
primary source of evidence for this study is extracts of spontaneous chats between young passengers
on Shuttle Bus No. 5 to and from M. Utemisov West Kazakhstan University located in Uralsk. This
setting was selected as it serves as a routine non-institutional space of interaction among students that
are regularly informal. Since this route is very popular among students of the university, it serves a
productive site for the observation of natural language communication.

In the present study, data were obtained through direct observation of speech behavior and
spontaneous verbal responses in Kazakh, Russian, and English, as well as through audiotape
recordings of multilingual student interaction involving these three languages. The analyzed material
thus represents informal spoken exchanges typical of students’ everyday communicative processes.
All discussions were audio-recorded on a voice-recording app developed for a Samsung S22
smartphone and transcribed for later analysis. To ensure ethical collection of spontaneous speech
data, all audio recordings were further completely anonymized during the stage of transcription to
protect speakers’ personal data in accordance with ethical standards for linguistic research. In total,
the dataset includes approximately 150 minutes of spontaneous multilingual speech.

Two phases were used to analyze the qualitative data. Firstly, a textual analysis was performed
to observe the form of the multilingual interaction, mainly based on morphology and word structure.
At this stage, the focus transitioned to the blending of Russian and English aspects of Kazakh
discourse. Next, we employed semantic analysis to analyze the meaning of the fragments in multiple
languages, including individual insertions, and combinations of elements in multiple languages in a
hybrid.

Qualitative analysis also involved quantitative data (an online questionnaire). The sample
consisted of 150 first through second-year college students majoring in Foreign Languages at M.
Utemisov West Kazakhstan University. The demographic features of them are given in Table 1,
which included the gender, age, the year of study, and their native language.

Table 1. Sample Profile

Variable Number (percentage)

Gender:

Female 119 (79.3%)
Male 31 (20.7%)
Age:
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18 79 (52.7%)
19 56 (37.3%)
20 12 (8%)
21 3 (2%)
Year of studies:
First 68 (45.3%)
Second 82 (56.4%)
Native language:

Azerbaijani 1 (0.7%)
Kazakh 128 (85.3%)
Russian 9 (6%)
Uzbek 12 (8%)

We distributed the online survey through Google Forms to the survey participants. The survey
consisted of five closed-ended questions. We asked students about their perceptions of the hybrid
words they encounter in speech and which language they associate them with. The survey participants
answered the following questions: (1) For the two categories of words, such as
presentation/npezenmayus/xepinic and exclusive/sckniosusnuiii/epexwe, Which option do you prefer?
(2) What led you to answer question 1 in that way? (3) Which language would you attribute to words
like omuemmapowi, kpymouinay? (4) To which language would you assign words like eyeroan,
murwepnaey? (5) Which language would you attribute words like omuipeancrui, anocvieanckuii t0?
Data from the surveys was compiled and processed in Google Sheets, which allowed the calculation
of response frequencies across the sample. The integration of quantitative patterns along with
qualitative evidence helped to validate the findings and allowed for a more balanced representation
of students’ multilingual practices.

RESULTS

Based on the textual and semantic analysis of the multilingual practice of Kazakh students,
among the survey observations conducted among university students, the results of the study are
presented in this section.

The research Corps of multilingual speech samples of student youth contains data from original
audio fragments of speech recorded by representatives of the western region of Kazakhstan. The
current research corps consists of 519 excerpts in Kazakh with Russian and English elements. Based
on a detailed study of language connections in extracurricular communication of students, it was
found that the main languages spoken in the daily life of Kazakh students function in their daily
communication. The analysis showed that Kazakh youth, when interacting in everyday life, rely on
three languages: Kazakh, the language of official documents of the nation; Russian (the common
language of large-scale intra-national conversations in the post-Soviet world) and English. As a result
of the analysis of the text materials of the daily multilingual discussion of students, it is estimated
that the corpus of the Kazakh language consists of 12,376 words. Of these, 7,979 elements (64.5%)
are monolingual (that is, they relate only to one language - Kazakh, Russian or English). The
remaining 4,397 words (35.5%) reflect multilingual features and combine the components of two
languages — mainly Kazakh with Russian or Kazakh with English. It was shown that the Kazakh
language dominates the group of monolingual elements, making up more than half of the Corps (6,894
words, or 55.7%), which indicates that the Kazakh language is really the dominant language in
informal student communication.

In contrast, there are relatively few words found only in Russian (711 elements, 5.7%) or in
English (374 elements, 3.1%). At the same time, lexical elements with Russian or English
components are much more common: 2,813 words (22.7%) contain elements of the Russian language,
and 1,584 words (12.8%) contain elements of the English language. The distribution of foreign-
language words and hybrid forms in relation to the elements of the Kazakh language is shown in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Frequency of Words in the Corpus by Language

Textual analysis helped us identify borrowings in the Russian and English languages that are
common in spontaneous student speech. Some borrowed words from Russian include oexanam
/dekanat/ ‘dean’s office’, xanuxyner /kanikuly/ ‘vacation’, szauem /zachet/ ‘credit’, 6ubruomexa
/biblioteka/ ‘library’, nepepwis /pereryv/ ‘break’, sanamue /zanyatie/ ‘class’, bunem /bilet/ ‘ticket’.
For example, the words deadline, presentation, startup, streaming, podcast, feedback, brainstorm,
and coaching are borrowed from English. These words are more familiar to students in both Russian
and English, and their use in informal student communication reflects the principles of linguistic
economy.

The hybrid lexical forms, in which elements from multiple languages are combined within a
single word, are especially interesting. Such forms arise, for example, if Russian or English lexical
stems are integrated with native Kazakh affixes, or if Kazakh stems are combined with Russian
suffixes and inflectional markers. These patterns exemplify the way English lexical items are
routinely accommodated within Kazakh grammatical structures in students’ everyday speech, as
Kazakh affixes are attached directly to English stems, such as wuwsecmoprapmen kezoecy
f/investorlarmen kezdesu/, meeting emmi [meeting O6tti/, and branding-mi oypeic oiinay repex
/branding-ti durys oilau kerek/. Instead of appearing as occasional borrowings, such forms are widely
used and easily recognized by speakers. Quantitative structural analysis supports this observation,
showing that over 80% of all Russian and English insertions involve grammatical fusion.

This study reveals unique aspects of students applying Kazakh, Russian, and English in their
daily activities, producing typical word-formation patterns in accordance with grammatical fusion.
The corpus analysis allows us to disentangle three main forms of hybrid lexical forms: (1) The
Russian lexical stems and Kazakh affixes merged, (2) The English lexical stems and Kazakh affixes
hybrid, and (3) Kazakh lexical stems and Russian suffixes and inflectional endings combined. An
overview of these kinds of grammatical fusion is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Types of Bilingual Grammatical Fusion

Type Type | Type Il Type Il
Characteristic Russian stem + Kazakh English stem + Kazakh Kazakh stem + Russian
affix(es) affix(es) affix(es)/inflection
Frequency 2779 (63,2%) 1584 (36%) 34 (0,8%)
(percentage)
Examples omuemmapow lotchettardy/ saui-atiza Iwifi-ga/ ‘to anevreanckuil lalzhyganski/
‘reports (Acc.pl.)’; Wi-Fi’; ‘being crazy’;
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kpymotinay /krutoilau/ ‘a bit IMUKMOKMA OMblp omwipeanckuti lotyrganski/
cooler’ /tiktokta otir/ ‘sitting on ‘sitting’
TikTok’

The analysis of the grammatical meaning allowed us to identify different parts of speech that
hybrid Russian-Kazakh, Kazakh-Russian and English-Kazakh words are represented by. Among
these parts of speech are:

- nouns (omuemmapowl /otchettardy/ ‘reports’, mpenomeei /trendtegi/ ‘trending’, penocmma
/repostta/ ‘in the repost’, konmpakmxka xon Kouowim /kontraktka qol qoidym/ ‘I signed the
contract’, 6r0ocemmen 6Oonindi /byudzhetten bolindi/ ‘allocated from the budget’,
npoexmmi deximmi /proektti bekitti/ ‘approved the project’, networking-xa 6apy rxepex
/networking-ka baru kerek/ ‘we need to attend networking’);

- adjectives (moonusiiiceiy /modnysyn/ ‘you are fashionable’, xpymoiinay /krutoilau/ ‘a bit
cooler’, craokutinay /sladkilau/ ‘a bit sweeter’);

- participles (wapwazanckuu [/sharshaganski/ ‘tired’, arorcorzancrkuii lalzhyganski/ ‘being
crazy’);

- verbs (ommpasumv emiyoep /otpravit’ etinder/ ‘send’, naukmapeiyObl asmanoap
/laiktaaryndy ayamandar/ ‘don’t spare the likes’, eyeroan iz0e /gugldan izde/ ‘search from
google’).

Among the parts of speech listed above, nouns are shown to be the most widespread group of
hybrid words in the corpus, constituting over 51% of multilingual fragments in students’ informal,
spontaneous conversations.

The most interesting feature of the corpus, however, is the third kind of grammatical fusion —
the joining of Kazakh roots with Russian suffixes and endings like omuwipzanckuii /otyrganski/
‘sitting’. These comparatively infrequent examples illustrate the only Kazakh-Russian way of word
patterning that we could find in our corpus. In Russian, the combination of the suffix -sk- and the
ending -i/-iy is characteristic of relative adjectives that develop qualitative meanings of relation or
typical belonging. Being united in students’ spontaneous speech with Kazakh roots, these hybrid
words change the grammatical meaning from that of an adjective to that of a participle.

The semantic analysis enabled us to identify the meanings of the hybrid lexical units under
consideration and categorize them into the primary semantic categories. The results of the semantic
analysis of students’ multilingual practices reveal that Russian and English insertions in Kazakh
sentences are pretty diverse in terms of their content. The hybrid lexical units collected during the
investigation are generally found to represent the following semantic groups: education-related
topics, technology and internet communication, social and entertainment, everyday speech and
requests, and medicine and healthcare. Examples of multilingual practices related to these semantic
categories are provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Semantic Groups of Hybrid Lexical Units

Ne Semantic category Examples
1 education-related topics research owcacan socamvipmoin /research jasap jatyrmyn/ ‘I am
doing research’,
presentation oativinoay xepex /presentation daindau kerek/ ‘need
to prepare a presentation’,
citation oypuic orcas /citation durys jaz/ ‘write the citation
properly’,
academic writing manceipmacer 6ap lacademic writing
tapsyrmasy bar/ ‘there is an academic writing assignment’
2 technology & internet communication saii-atiea Iwifi-ga/ ‘to Wi-Fi’,
naponvoi ycasz /paroldi jaz/ ‘write the password’,
log in emminy 6a? /1a.g m et'tiy ba/ ‘did you log in?’
scroll up emin mypcwiy /skravl ap etip 'torsen/ ‘you’re
scrolling up’
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swipe dcaca /swaip 3a'sa/ ‘swipe it’
hashtag sicas /'hefteg 3az/ ‘write a hashtag’
tweet em /twi:t et/ ‘tweet it’

3 social & entertainment cepuanowvl kepoim /serialdy kordim/ ‘I watched the TV series’,
muxmokma omuip /tiktokta otir/ ‘sitting on TikTok’,
stream em /stream et/ ‘stream it’,
nocm oicasz /post jaz/ “write a post’,
aatix 6ac /like bas/ ‘press like’,
mpenoxke kipdi /trendke kirdi/ ‘it went viral’,
noonucuukmep canvl ocmi /podpischikter sany 6sti/ ‘number of
subscribers increased’,
hashtag xou /hashtag qoy/ ‘put a hashtag’

4 everyday speech & requests 3abponuposams emuii /zabronirovat etshi/ ‘please book’,
MmooicHo ma? /mozhno ma?/ “is it possible?’,
download emuwi /download etshi/ ‘please download’,
share emuwi /share etshi/ ‘please share’

5 medicine & healthcare ouaznos xouow [diagnos qoidy/ ‘diagnosed’,
anmubuomux dcazvin bepoi /antibiotik jazyp berdi/ ‘prescribed
antibiotics’,
eocnumanuzayusnza xcammuol /gospitalizatsiyaga jattl/ ‘was
hospitalized’,
memnepamypacsl kemepinoi /temperaturasy koterildi/ ‘had a
fever’,
check-up-ka arcazvrnovim Icheck-up-ka jazildym/ ‘I signed up for
a check-up’

Although both languages play a significant role in the formation of hybrid words, specific
patterns in the preference for one language over the other can be identified in the informal
conversations of Kazakh students. For example, English is used more frequently in multilingual
contexts related to technology, Internet communication, social interaction, and entertainment.
Elements from Russian are more often used in communication on topics related to education,
medicine, and healthcare. This observation sheds light on how language choices in multilingual
settings can be made by speakers based on the subject and social context. Rather than being random,
shifts between languages in trilingual speech reflect speakers’ ability to adapt to different situations,
selecting the language that allows them to express their meaning most clearly and effectively in a
given context.

Borrowings from Russian and English play an important semantic role in students’ everyday
communication. In many instances, they function as efficient lexical resources that help speakers
bridge gaps in Kazakh by providing expressions that are more precise or better suited to a particular
communicative context. This can be observed in examples such as vine, Google translatenen Igugl
transleitpen/ ‘with the help of Google Translate’, saii-ghatiea Iwifi-ga/ ‘to Wi-Fi’, nuerana /dietada/
‘on a diet’, and cecmpamnuiy /sestramnyn/ ‘my sister’s’. In spontaneous contexts, students often
resort to hybrid forms to understand their stories, especially when there are no natural equivalents in
Kazakh or when common Russian or English terms are easily explained.

Even when words borrowed from Russian or English have full or partial Kazakh equivalents,
students choose the borrowed option because they often find it easier to use and use pragmatically.
This advantage is shown by saying please, hashtag, look, trend, check-up, ok, naiix 6ac /like bas/
‘press like’, ouens /ochen’/ ‘very’, kcmamu /kstati/ ‘by the way’, ayuwe /luchshe/ ‘better’, we
nepedicusati /ne perezhivai/ ‘don’t worry’, npsm /pryam/ ‘really’, and yoauu /udachi/ ‘good luck’.

In almost all of these cases, the results reflect a process called “Kazakhization”. This is a change
in the vocabulary of Kazakh speech from foreign factors — and this is mainly at the morphological
level, where Russian/English roots are combined with Kazakh endings, and vice versa, Kazakh roots
are combined with Russian endings. Against this backdrop, the present study also examines how
students themselves perceive such hybrid forms, including the languages to which they attribute them
and whether they regard these forms as “Kazakhized”. Particular attention is given to the ways in
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which different types of hybrid formations identified in the corpus shape students’ perceptions of
linguistic affiliation.

Understanding how speakers perceive and assign languages to hybrid words in real
communicative contexts is essential in sociolinguistics. This insight reveals language attitudes and
what language choice means for multilingual speakers. With this purpose, we surveyed students
majoring in Foreign Languages at M. Utemisov West Kazakhstan University. In this survey, we were
interested in which language or languages respondents assigned to the given words, especially words
consisting of elements from different languages, which we previously classified as the first, second,
and third types of grammatical fusion. The participants of the survey were asked five closed-ended
questions:

1) When choosing between word variants such as presentation / npezenmayust / kepinic
or exclusive / oaxckmosuenviti / epexute, Which option do you usually prefer in everyday
communication?

2) What motivated you in Question 1? (e.g., knowledge base, practical usability, meaning
and context of use).

3) What language do you relate words like omuemmapowr and kpymoiinay with?

4) Which language do you associate words such as eyeroan and muxwepaey wWith?

5) Which language do you associate words like omwsipeanckuii and anorcoreancruti with?

The participants’ responses to the survey questions reveal the following tendencies in the
informal conversations of Kazakh students. Of the word groups offered in three languages
presentation/npeszenmayusixopinic and exclusive/sckarozuenwiiilepexwe, students primarily chose
either English or Kazakh. That is to say, they considered it better to say the original English wording
of a word or its Kazakh translation. It presents students’ preferences for each of these terms (Figure
2).

Figure 2. Students’ Language Preferences

Regarding the second question, the students were invited to select a suitable explanation,
reflecting their preferred language, as requested in the previous question. From the perspective of
students' responses, the comprehensibility of the language, and the familiarity with the language in
the settings are said to determine the language choice in the context of spontaneous multilingual
communication. The former is more common for Kazakh variants, while the latter is more common
for English or Russian words. If students frequently hear the name of an object, action, or
phenomenon in English or Russian, they are more likely to use it in the same version in their own
speech. The students’ responses to Question 2 are summarized in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Reasons for Language Preferences

Particular attention was paid to students’ responses to Questions 3 — 5 concerning the language
affiliation of words representing different types of bilingual grammatical fusion, namely
combinations of Russian stems with Kazakh affixes (Type 1), English stems with Kazakh affixes
(Type I1), and Kazakh stems with Russian affixes (Type I1I).

For the first type, students’ judgments were starkly split. Roughly 27.3% of respondents
identified the words omuemmapowr and xkpymoiinay from Question 3 as Kazakh, though 30%
associated them with Russian. The largest share of respondents (42.7%) viewed these forms as mixed,
or part of a broader linguistic category.

The second type showed a similar tendency. Although 29.3% of the respondents described the
words eyernoan and muxkwepney from Question 4 as Kazakh, smaller proportions associated them with
English (8.7%) and Russian (1.3%). Simultaneously, most (60.7%) of the participants defined the
items as mixed.

Students’ answers to the third form of hybrid words showed even more variation, with a marked
tendency towards Kazakh attribution. Slightly more than half of the participants (52%) categorized
omuipeanckuu and anorceieancrkuu from Question 5 as Kazakh, while 15.3% linked the words to
Russian. A large minority (32.3%) of the attendees again identified these formulations as mixed,
thereby highlighting the indistinguishable and fluid status of these hybrids. Figure 4 shows the overall
distribution of responses.
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Figure 4. Perceived language status of hybrid words
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The results indicate that when analyzing hybrid forms, students do not strictly adhere to
language boundaries. Instead, they often view such words as mixed, particularly in English-Kazakh
combinations. It appears that the tendency to classify Kazakh as part of third-type hybrids reflects the
influence of morphological adaptation, through which these hybridized forms are perceived as more
similar to Kazakh. Taken together, the results across all three types point to a flexible and context-
sensitive understanding of language affiliation among students.

DISCUSSION

The analysis brings into focus a number of phenomena that shed light on how multilingualism
operates in students’ spontaneous communication on everyday topics.

In the present study, special attention is given to hybrid lexical forms that bring together
elements from more than one language. Such forms emerge, for instance, when Russian or English
lexical bases are integrated into Kazakh through the addition of native affixes, or when Kazakh roots
are combined with Russian suffixes and inflectional markers. It is important to note here that the three
languages convey grammatical meanings differently: in English, grammatical meanings are mainly
expressed by prepositions, in Russian, by case endings and prepositions, in Kazakh, there are no
prepositions, and grammatical meanings are conveyed only by case endings, postpositions and service
names that are written together with the root or stand after the word. This type of hybridization refers
to grammatical fusion, when grammatical elements of different languages are mixed, for example, a
Kazakh ending is added to an English or Russian stem. Moreover, if an English or Russian word was
initially used with a preposition, then in the hybrid form, the preposition is no longer used, but a
Kazakh inflection is added. This type of intercultural mixed word formation consists of the fact that
non-native Russian or English words become “localized” and, through the addition of Kazakh
endings, they become similar to Kazakh words.

A particularly notable pattern of grammatical fusion is a blend of English and Kazakh elements.
In these cases, English lexical items are systematically integrated into Kazakh grammatical structures,
with Kazakh serving as the structural framework for the borrowed material. This general pattern
accounts for more than a small portion of the collected data (12.8%), but so far, it has received little
attention in studies of Kazakh multilingualism and its specific form of bilingual practice in
Kazakhstan. The findings of the current study align with those documented by the international
community, who have described similar hybridization mechanisms in English and Russian [22].
These authors suggest that English lexical roots and Russian suffixes merge as a form of semantic
“exotization”, leading to associations of informality, ease of use, and friendliness, which are
positively received by local Russian-speaking communities. Similar connotations of relaxed and
informal interaction are also characteristic of students’ everyday communication. This dimension of
hybrid language use appears particularly promising for further investigation and may be explored in
greater depth through the analysis of spontaneous interactions between Kazakh and other languages
in the speech of young people.

Simultaneously, findings from this study show that the most common type of hybridization in
the spontaneous speech of multilingual speakers in western Kazakhstan is the attachment of Kazakh
affixes to Russian stems. This observation differs from the results found in previous research
confirming that hybrid forms based on Kazakh roots, merged with Russian suffixes and inflectional
markers, are the most typical pattern of bilingual language use in Kazakhstan. Previous studies have
pointed out hybrid word formation in the Kazakhstani context mainly represents the interplay between
Kazakh and Russian, where each language’s relative importance is determined by situational and
social factors [12]. L. Mirzoyeva et al., as mentioned [21], Kazakhstan’s population generally
operates in a bilingual setting where Kazakh tends to lead and Russian plays a more expressive and
stylistic role.

Despite the extensive studies on multilingualism in Kazakhstan focusing on Kazakh-Russian
bilingualism, this article shows that Kazakh, Russian, and English are used frequently by youths in
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their natural speech in Kazakhstan. The balance between Russian and English in daily interactions of
students indicates that the linguistic arrangement is not similar to that in other Central Asian contexts.
Although Russian long served as a lingua franca throughout many post-Soviet and Asian regions [23],
the symbolic position and status that it played in the language has been progressively destabilizing
and less prestigious in the decades following the dissolution of the USSR [24]. Meanwhile, English
has become more and more a global communicative resource: this has allowed new opportunities to
use English internationally and for young people to cross those kinds of borders in new ways. It is
generally used for modernity, quality, and world competitiveness [25].

Meanwhile, in the western area of Kazakhstan, bordering largely Russian-speaking regions,
Russian remains a key language of cross-border and international communication. Although English
is still less prominent than Russian in everyday Kazakh speech, the current research identifies a
marked movement in the communicative scene of western Kazakhstan in favour of its growing
presence. Unlike previous studies reporting that English within Kazakhstan mainly appears to be
restricted in the area of academia and learning [13], our study highlights the fact that English is being
more integrated into everyday speaking and a strong aspect of student youth’s spontaneous speech.

CONCLUSION

Central to this study was the objective to explore the distinguishing characteristics of students’
multilingual practices in the western region of Kazakhstan. The study had to take the opportunity to
determine types of multilingualism which learners use in their daily life, with the intention of paying
special attention to the structure and the semantics. A careful account of examples from Kazakh
students’ spontaneous speech yields a nuanced portrait of the way multilingual practices are engrained
in the everyday exchanges of student youth in this area.

A close study of hybrid lexical forms shows three main ways of bringing grammatical fusion
to be expressed. The predominant pattern is the attachment of Kazakh affixes to Russian stems,
followed by such formations based on English stems. On the other hand, hybrid forms of Kazakh
stems combined with Russian suffixes and inflectional markers are sporadic in the data. Furthermore,
by textual and semantic analyses, an increasing presence of English in the Western Kazakhstan
communicative space has been achieved.

Indeed, the results of the survey further indicate this fluidity of language categorization among
young multilingual speakers in the region (where Kazakh, Russian, and English coexist and interact).
Students’ desire to see hybrid forms as mixed and not as simply a single language suggests an
approach toward linguistic hybridity rather than rigid language borders. These findings could be taken
as a contribution towards contemporary sociolinguistic conversations surrounding language
interaction, multilingualism and language intermingling, and contribute to a better understanding of
the language situation in western Kazakhstan.
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KazakcrannbiH BaTbic 0Hipi cTyIeHTTepiHiH KYHIEJIKTI KapbIM-KAThIHACBIHIAFbI
KONTIIIIK

*A. Vrerenosal, K.T. Yrerenosa?, *b.E. Kenec®, XK. K. Epranuena’

1K. JKyb6aHnoB ateiHzarel AkTe0e eHipiik yHuepcureti, Akroode, 030000, Kazakcran
2M. OtemicoB ateiaaarsl bateic Kasakcran yausepcureti, Opan, 090000, Kazaxcran
3])I.AJ'ITBIHcapI/IH aTeIHAarel YITTHIK OlTiM akagemuscel, Acrada, 010000, Ka3zakcran

Conevl  oicvln0apsbl  271eyMemmiK — TUHSBUCTNIUKAOA — CMYOeHm  Jcacmapovly — Kenminoi
madicipubenepine KebOipek Koyin 6eninyde. bByn monmsl manoay Ke30elcoK emec: cmyoeHmmep
KORAMHUIH ey alleyMemmix OeiceHOi mOonmapulHuly KAmapblHa JHcamaosl Hcane miloik opmaoagsl
e32epicmepee backanapea kapazanoa mesipex ocayan obepedi. Onapoviy KyHOenKmi Kapbim-
KamblHACbl pecMu, UHCMUMYYUOHANObIK OeHeelde dcui Oatukaimatumsly minldik OalllaHblC neH
mpancpopmayusnvly Key yoepicmepin kepcemeoi. Maxanada mindik apanacyovly cmyoenmmepoiy
ayoumopusioan muvlc CHOHMAaHObL, belpecmu collieyinoe — yioe Jicane backa 0a Ke30eucoK Kapbim-
KamvlHAC HCA0AUNAPLIHOA KANAU KOPIHemIHiHe apHalean apanac a0iCHAMAHbI KOAOAHA OMblpbin
JoHcypeizineeHn sepmmey Hamudxcenepi Kenmipineen. Imnupuxanvi oasanvl bamvic Kazaxkcmanuoiy ipi
Kananapvinoly  0ipi  Opan KanacelHoa OKUmblH cmyoenmmepOiy madugu aHeimenecynepiniy
ayouodcazoanapol Kypaowvl. Kunanean mamepuanoapaa MamiHoiK JHCoHe CEeMAHMUKALbIK MAiody
acacanowl. Tanoay kepcemkenoet, cmyoeHmmepoiy KyHOeNiKmi colieyiHoe epamMmMamuKkaibl CiHicy
KYowL1bichl Ken mapanzan. byn xyowolivic — apmypai mindepoiy snemenmmepin Oip co3 iwinoe
Op2aHUKAnblK mypoe Kipikmipinyi. Mynoau xipiey minoik ukemOoiikmiy #coeapbl 0perHcecin HaHe
011apObll pecypcmapuvli OIpMymac KOMMYHUKAMUemi Keyicmikme Oipikmipyee MyMKIHOIK Oepemin
Oipnewe mindik Jncyienepoi epKin MeHeep2eHin Kopcemedi. IMNUPUKATLIK MaliMemmep He2i3iHoe
2PAMMAMUKANBIK  KIpi2yOiH yul MOOeli aublKmanovl: OpbliC JIeKCUKANbIK Heziz0epine Ka3ax
appukcmepiniy, ablIubIH 1eKCUKATLIK He2i30epine Kasax aggukcmepiniy, Ka3ax 1eKCUKATLIK
Hezi30epine opbic JKHCYPHAKMApul MeH uekcusnapvinsly yinecyi. Ey orcuiniei ke3oecemini Oipinwi
Mo0enb 60110bl, an yuiHwici anoekauoa cupek kezoeceoi. bByn scymvicma coHviMer Kamap mindik
2ubpuomeny Hamudxcecinoe nauoa OONAMbIH JeKCUKAILIK Oipnikmepoiy He2i3ei CeMaHMUKAIbIK
Kamezeopusiiapvl kopcemineen. Cayannama Oepexmepi eKi MmMiNOi 2paMMaAmMuKaivly Kipicy
anemenmmepi 6ap ce30epdi dicikmeyoe, acipece ARbLIUBIH JHCIHe KA3AK MINOepiHiy Yyiliecyi
AHCAROAUBIHOA  AUMAPILIKMAL  AULIPMAUBIILIKMAPOLIY,  00ayblH  pacmauovl. CouviMen xamap,
MYHOat 6ipikmepoiy KONWINIZIH CayaiHamasa KamvlCyubliap apaiac minidix hopmanap peminoe
Kaowlioaumvinsl Oencini 6010vl. Cmyoenmmepoiy KyHOeNKmi colieyine Hazap ayoapy KoOnminoinix
mypansl 0epeKciz uoesanapoan acbln mycyee HcoHe OHbIH HAKMbl KOMMYHUKAMUEMI madicipudbeoe
Kanau scy3eze aAculpblIaMblHbIH JHCIHE MYCIHOIpIIemiHiH Kopyee MYyMKIHOIK Oepedi. Homuoicenep
2PAMMAMUKANBIK Kipicy cmyO0eHmmepOiy Konminoi ceiliey MiHe3-KYaKbIHOA OelceHOl HcaHe HCYUeniK
Kbl3Memin OopblHOaumulHbIH Kepcemeoi. Ocwinauvwia, 3epmmey auMakmagvl 3aMaHayu minoik
yoepicmepee dcepinikmi 6ablmman2an Ke3Kapacmvl YCblHAObL JHCaHe Oencini Oip aneymemmik-
JIUHCBUCTUKATIBIK HCALOAAM MIHMIMIHIHOE KONMINOINIK nen milodik e3apa apexemmecy maciioepin
Kauma Kapacmulpya Heziz 601a anaovl.

Kinm ce30ep: xenmindinix, eubpuominix, scacmap, KyHOeNKmMi couney, paMMAamuKaibl

CiHicy.
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Marepuan 29.03.2026 Gacmara TycTi

MHuoros3biune B cepe noBceJHEBHOr0 001eHUs cTy1eHTOB 3anaanoro peruona Ka3zaxcrana
*A. Vrerenosal, K.T. Yrerenosa?, *B.E. Kenec®, XK .K. EpranI/IeBa1

! AxTr06uHCKNIt pernonansubi yausepcuteT nMenn K. XKy6anosa, Axro6e, 030000, Kazaxcran
23anaano-Kazaxcranckuii yHuBepcuTeT umeHu M. Yremucosa, Ypansck, 090000, Kazaxcran
SHaumonansHas akageMus obpazoBanust umenu bl. Anteiacapuna, Acrana, 010000, Kasaxcran

B nocneonue 200vl 6 coyuonunesucmuxe 6cé 0OOIbULE SHUMAHUA YOENAEMCs MHO20SA3bIYHbIM
NPAKMUKam cmyoOeHyeckoll MOr00éxcu. Boibop umenno smoti 2pynnwvl He ciyuaen: cnyoeHmvl OMHOCSIMCS K
yucy Haubonee COYUAIbHO aKMUBHBIX COEE 0bujecmea u bvicmpee OpyeUx peacupyiom Ha UsMeHeHUsl 8
A3bIK0BOLL cpede. HIx noscednesnoe obweHue ompadicaem 6ojiee WupoKue NpoYeccsbl I3bIKOBO2O KOHMAKMA
U  mpaucgopmayuy,  KOmMopvle  3aYACMyI0  OCMAIOMCA — HE3AMEMHbIMU — HA  OQUYUATLHOM,
UHCIMUMYYUOHATILHOM YpOGHe. B cmamwe npedcmaenenvt pe3ynvsmamol uccie008aHusi, 8bINOTHEHHOZO C
NpUMeHeHUeM CMEWAHHOU MemoOoI02Ul, NOCEIUEHHO20 MOMY, KAK A3bIKOBOE CMeUleHUe NPOsBIAemcs 8
CNOHMAHHO, HeBOPMATLHOU pedu CHYOEHMO8 6HE ayOUMOpUlL — 8 OOMAWHUX U UHBIX HENPUHYHCOEHHBIX
cumyayusx oowerus. OMnupuueckylo  0azy cocmasuii  ayouo3anucu eCmeCcmeeHHbIX Pa3e080po8
CMYyOeHmos, ooyyarowuxcs 8 0OHOM U3 KpynHeuuwux 2opodog 3anaonoeo Kasaxcmana, Ypanwcke.
Cobpannbie mamepuasl ObiIU NOOBEPSHYMbL MEKCMOBOMY U CEMAHMUYECKOMY AHANU3Y. AHANU3 NOKA3A,
YUMo 8 NOBCEOHEBHOU CIYOEHUECKOUL Peyul UUPOKO PACPOCIPAHEHO SGIEHUE SDAMMAMUYECKOE CPAUCHUE —
OP2AHUYHO20 COCOUHEHUS DTIEMEHIMO8 PA3HBIX A3bIKOG 8 NPedeax 00HO20 CI06a WU 8blCKa3bléaHus. Takoe
cpawerune CeuOemenbCmeyem O 6blCOKOU CMENeHU S3bIKOGOU 2UOKOCmu U C80OOOHOM  GllA0eHUU
HECKOMbKUMU ~ SA3bIKOGLIMU — CUCIEMAaMU, NO360JAI0WeEM UHMeZPUposams — Ux pecypcbl 6 eOUHOM
KOMMYHUKamusHom npocmparcmse. Ha ocroee smnupuueckux Oanuwix Obliu 6bisigieHbl mpu Haubonee
IMUNUYHBIX MO0 SPAMMAMUYECKOll Qhy3ull: pycckue TeKCUYecKue OCHOBbl C Ka3axcKumu aghguxcamu,
AHSTULICKUE JIEKCUYECKUE OCHOBbL C KA3AXCKUMU ApOUKCAMU, KA3aXCKUe TeKCUHECKUe OCHOBbL C PYCCKUMU
cypghuxcamu u paexcuamu. Haubonee uacmommuoti oxazanacb nepéas mooeib, mo2cod Kax mpenbs
ecmpeuaemcst 3HauumenpHo pedice. B pabome maroice evloenenbl Kmoueeble ceManmuueckue Zpynnvl
JIEKCUYeCKUX — eOUHUY, BO3HUKAIOWUX 6 pe3yibmame A3bIK0Gol  cubpuouzayuy. JlaHHvie onpoca
HOOMBEPAHCOAIOM HANUHUE CYUWECMBEHHBIX PAZTUYULL 8 KIACCUDUKAYUU CTIO8, COOEPICAUUX DTIEMEHNbL
OBYA3BIYHOU SPAMMAMUYECKOL (Y3UL, OCOOEHHO 8 CLVUASAX COYeMAHUsL AHSTULICKO20 U KA3AXCKO20 A3bIKOS.
Ipu smom OonbuUHCMB0 NOOOOHBIX eOUHUY BOCHPUHUMAIOMCS U 00O03HAUAIOMCS PECNOHOSHMAMU KAK
cmewantvle s3vikogvle gopmbl. Obpaujenue K NOBCEOHESHOU pedl CMYOeHmo8 NO360Aen Bblimi 3d
npeodenvl abCmMpaxkmHbiX NPeOCMAGIeHULl 0 MHO2OA3bIUUL U YBUOEMb, KAK OHO Peanu3yemcs i OCMbICIAeM s
8 PeanbHOl KOMMYHUKamusHou npaxkmuxe. [lonyuennvie pe3yibmamsl cUOemenbCmeyiom o mom, Ymo
pammamuyeckoe cpaujeHue BbINONIHAEN AKMUSHYIO U CUCEMHYIO (DYHKYUIO 8 MHO2OS3bIYHOM Pedesom
nosedenuu cnyoenmos. Tem camvim ucciedosanue npeonaeaem J0KAIbHO OPUESHIMUPOBAHHBIU 8327150 HA
coBpemeHHble A3bIKOBble NPOYECChbl 8 PESUOHE U MOJHCEm NOCIYHCUMb OCHOBAHUEM OJis NEPEOCMbICIeHU
no0X0008 K U3VHEHUI0 MHO20S3bIYUL U SA3bIKOBO2O 63AUMOOEICBUsT 8 KOHMeKCme KOHKPEmHOU
COYUONUHSBUCTNIUYECKOU CUMYAYUL.
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Knrouesvie cnosa: MHO20A3bl4lUe, 2u6pu0HOCWlb, MOJZO@&?!Cb, noeceonesHast PpEeUb,
epammamuuyecKkoe cpauierue.
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COIMOJIMHI BACTUYECKHWI MOPTPET JETEN-BUJIMHI'BOB 5-10 JIET IO)KHOTI'O
PEI'’MOHA KA3AXCTAHA

Cmamws nocesaujena ucciedo8anuIo COYUONUHSBUCIULECKO20 Nopmpema 0emeu-OUuiun2808 6
gozpacme 5-10 nem ¢ OOMUHUDYIOWUM DYCCKUM S3bIKOM, NPONCUBAIOUWUX 8 HOIHCHOM pecUoHe
Kazaxcmana. Akmyanonocms ucciedosanus 06yciosiena noauA3bIYHOU Cpedoll, 20e KA3aXCKUll u
PYCCKULL A3bIKU COCYWECmBYIOm 8 NOBCEOHEeBHOU KOMMYHUKAYUY, AHSTULCKULL 361K CMAHOBUMCS
BAJNCHBIM PeCypCcomM 06pa308amenbHOl U COYUANbHOU MOOUTLHOCMIU.

Llenv pabomuvl 3axnouaemcsi 8 6biAGNeHUU 0COOEHHOCmel S3bIKOBOU KOMHemeHyul,
pacnpeoeneHuu A3bIKO8 8 PA3IUYHbIX KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX chepax, GIuUAIWUX Ha Gopmuposanue
oununesusma y oemeil.

Omnupuueckyro 6a3y Uccied08anus cOCMasuiu pe3yibmamsl AHKemuposanus pooumenei 26
oemeil, KII0YABULUX NPeOCmAagUmeell KA3axcKol U pyCCKOL SMHUYECKUX SPYNN.

Hcnonvzosanuce memoovl COYUOTUHSBUCMUYECKO20 AHKEMUPOBAHUS, KONUYECHBEHHO20
aHanu3a U CONOCMABUMENbHOU  A3bIKOGOU — NPAKMUKU, UYMO  NO360IULO  KOMNIEKCHO
oxapakmepuzoeamv  QYHKYUOHUPOBAHUE A3bIKO8, OCOOEHHOCMU KOO-C8UMYUHEA U YPOBEHb
Memas3vblK08020 CO3HAHUS Oemell.

Pezynomamer  uccnedosanus  evisisunu - QyHkyuonanvHoe  pacnpeoenenue  A3bIKO8 U
KOMMYHUKAMUBHble cmpameuu, O0eMOHCmpupyiouue 2uOKOCMb OUTUHSBATLHOU KOMNEemeHYuuU.
Dopmuposanue A3bIKOBOU TUYHOCMU Oemell onpeodensemcs 00paz08amenbHoU cpeooll, CeMelHoul
AZLIKOBOU NOAUMUKOU U COYUANbHLIMU aKmopamu, 4mo noomeepicoaem KOMNIEKCHOe GIUsHUE
COYUOKYTIbIMYPHO20 KOHMEKCMA Ha ODUTUH2EATIbHOE PA38Umue.

Llennocms  npoeedenHo2co UCCIe008aHUA 3AKNIOUAEMCA 68 NPeOCMAasleHUU KOMNIEKCHOU
MOOenU COYUOTUHLBUCMUYECKO020 Nopmpema-oemeti OUIUHSB08 C Y4emoM pecUOHANbHOU Cheyuduku
100icH020  pecuona. Ilpakxmuueckas 3HauumMocms pabomvl 3aKIOUAEMCcs 6 UCNONb308AHUU
NOJYYEHHBIX OAHHBIX O pPA3pAOOMKU DPEeKOMeHOAyull no NoooepicKe U pPAa3eUMut0 pPAaHHe2o0
OUnUH2BUIMA U IDDEKMUBHOU AZBIKOBOU COYUATUZAYUU 8 NOTUAZLIYHOU CPeOe.
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