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A PRAGMATIC ANALYSIS OF NEGATIVE POLITENESS STRATEGIES IN KAZAKH

This study presents a pragmatic analysis of negative politeness strategies in the Kazakh
language, based on Brown and Levinson’s politeness category theory as its theoretical basis.
Negative politeness refers to communicative strategies aimed at minimizing intrusiveness,
maintaining social distance, and respecting the interlocutor’s autonomy, which are collectively
known as the preservation of negative face. In the Kazakh discourse, these strategies are closely
connected to culturally embedded norms of hierarchy, respect for age and status, and indirectness,
all of which are central to regulating interpersonal communication.

The main objective of this study is to identify, classify, and interpret negative politeness
strategies used in contemporary Kazakh discourse. The analysis demonstrates that negative
politeness in Kazakh goes beyond universal pragmatic patterns, reflecting specific linguistic
realizations shaped by traditional values, social structures, and communicative expectations. Special
attention is given to the ways in which speakers mitigate face-threatening acts in contexts such as
refusals, requests, advice, and institutional interactions.

This study uses a mixed-methods approach, integrating and combining both qualitative and
quantitative methodologies. Data were sourced from naturally occurring spoken interactions in the
Almaty region. The analysis uses Brown and Levinson’s classification of negative politeness
strategies, including indirectness, hedging, being pessimistic, apologizing, minimizing imposition,
showing deference, impersonalizing both speaker and hearer, stating FTA and naminalizing. Each
case is analyzed within its context to elucidate pragmatic functions and sociocultural motivations.

The findings indicate that negative politeness strategies in Kazakh are especially noticeable
in linguistic devices, such as modal constructions, honorific forms, lexical softeners, formulaic
expressions, and syntactic distancing. These strategies are especially prominent in asymmetric
communicative situations characterized by differences in age, social status, or institutional roles. The
analysis shows that Kazakh speakers often prefer indirect and deferential forms of expression to
minimize imposition, thereby promoting social harmony and mutual respect.

Key words: politeness category, Kazakh language, pragmatics, communication, culture.

MAIN PROVISIONS

Politeness rules show informal guidelines shaped by societal needs, customs, beliefs, and
judgments. In the Kazakh dictionary, politeness is given as “courtesy, respectability, no trickery,
simplicity’’ [1: 763]. Behaviors, whether verbal or non-verbal, that are desired in specific situations
in daily life are often characterized as polite or respectful. Conversely, expressions that exceed the
boundaries of acceptable behavior are deemed disrespectful or rude. Kazimierz Ozo6g explains that
the role and function of rules in relation and value systems are to facilitate direct interactions that
enable individuals to show their objectives and safeguard their positions within society and groups
[2]. In this context, the norms of politeness exhibit a socially binding nature, and individuals acquire
these unwritten behavioral rules through their social experiences. Each group in society possesses its
own set of behaviors regarded as polite and respectful, yet these behaviors vary across different
groups. Brown and Levinson [3: 187] examine an example from their study of language use among
Harijans, as known the lowest social class in India. They observed that a Harijan who had been
reprimanded by his master would laugh like an English child, feign difficulty understanding
instructions, mumble, and produce incomplete sentences. This showed shame in expressing ideas
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perceived as unintelligent. This research illustrates how linguistic behavior can reflect the balance of
power between interlocutors.

Individuals are expected to adhere to these rules within their social circles. Adherence to these
guidelines enables individuals to earn respect and maintain their dignity within society. Kazimierz
0z06g [2: 79] explains the politeness model as “[...] a system of rules and norms endorsed and widely
accepted within a particular community (group, society), outlining an acceptable manner of
interaction among its members, which can also be expressed verbally. In society, it manifests as either
polite and cultured behavior or as rude conduct.”

In addition to the studies mentioned above, behavior that is considered polite in one society can
also be expressed in other groups of societies through cultural interactions. Nowadays, like in western
society giving priority to women in Kazakh society took place, e.g., letting ladies pass through the
door first or ‘ladies first’. In addition to this, what is considered polite in different social circles within
the same society may differ. On the other hand, similar situations can be observed in terms of the
representation of behavior patterns in the language. In other words, a form of politeness can be
transferred to another language or from one social class to another through translation and copy.

BLPCS was evaluated and studied from the perspective of the Kazakh language. According to
Brown and Levinson, their politeness theory is universal and the strategies mentioned in it can be
seen in all languages also in Kazakh too. While developing their theory, Brown and Levinson believed
that the English language reflected the characteristics of unrelated and distant cultures. English,
Tzeltal and Tamil were studied comparatively. They tried to prove the universality of their model by
showing that there are some common uses in these three languages that they defined within politeness.
All aspects of the languages under consideration in BLPCS have been studied, and thus definitions
of written and spoken languages have been provided in our study.

To address the question of how politeness rules are represented in language has become the
main question of recent research, we can say that the study was carried out within the framework of
the theoretical approaches of pragmatics, especially during the last forty years. The study focuses on
the expression of politeness in the current dynamic change and development of Kazakh, especially in
the colloquial speech.

INTRODUCTION

Politeness: Some Universals in Language Use, a reputational defense study by Brown and
Levinson [3], is the most thorough analysis and study of politeness discourse. One of the most
influential theoretical frameworks for studying politeness is the model proposed by Brown and
Levinson, often referred to as the Brown and Levinson Politeness Category System (BLPCS). This
model explains how speakers use different communicative strategies in order to mitigate face-
threatening acts and maintain social harmony in interaction. Brown and Levinson discovered that
Tamil, English, and Tzeltal, a Mayan language spoken in southern Mexico and southern India, share
similarities in their structures pertaining to politeness. BLPCS is described as a face-saving theory by
Fraser [4]. Grice's cooperative principle and Goffman's definition of authority are typically the
foundations of BLPCS. Contrary to what Lakoff and Leach previously believed, Brown and Levinson
[3] integrate Grice's cooperative principles into their theory of politeness and concentrate on
departures from rational utility and efficiency in communication. As a result, when an attitude that
deviates from Grice's cooperative principles is seen, linguistic civility is necessary [5]. To put it
another way, politeness in language arises from a departure from rational efficiency in
communication, and this can be kindly explained. Language does not deviate from rational efficiency
for no reason. In contrast to Leach and Lakoff, Brown and Levinson [3], he centers his theory around
the idea of authority, which was first identified by sociologist Goffman, rather than adding new
principles to Grice's principles of cooperation. According to Goffman [6: 5], reputation is "the
positive social value that an individual successfully offers for himself in a particular relational
situation.". According to Locher [7:52], Goffmann defined reputation as "the self-image that another
individual gives to himself during a certain interaction, and it is like a mask.". This implies that
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depending on the situation, a person may have multiple distinct images or masks. To explain their
theory, Brown and Levinson [3:46] created a model personality (MP) that they believed represented
S(speaker) and H(hearer). As a result, MP is capable of selecting the best strategy to accomplish
communicative objectives. Simultaneously, the MP is responsible for assessing the risk to the other
participant's reputation and selecting a suitable plan to curb the defamatory behavior, which may
involve targeted actions. The individual has both local and distant reputations. According to Brown
and Levinson [3:59], these ideas are defined as follows.

Negative face: It includes rights related to personal space, freedom of action and freedom to
refuse requests. In other words, the wearer of this pattern does not want his actions to be restricted or
hindered by others.

Positive face: a coherent positive image that results from people's desire to be valued and
accepted, at least by others. MP has a reputation near and far.

Because they require their actual authority, participants try to be cooperative, emphasize
solidarity, and exhibit authenticity. Conversely, the ability to act on one's own initiative and decline
requests is known as exclusive authority. The participants used the terms approach and distance
strategies rather than positive and negative kindness strategies, and they placed a strong emphasis on
social balances like power and distance that take prestige needs into account. As a result, they view
communication as potentially hazardous and incompatible with Brown and Levinson's BLPCS
concepts. Simultaneously, Brown and Levinson [3: 60-62] noted that individuals have distinct
communication needs and may experience verbal communication difficulties based on their unique
characteristics. They described these behaviors as face-to-face attempts. FTA (Face-threatening Act)
is an act that alienates and jeopardizes S or H's needs for prestige.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The primary research question of this study is which linguistic units in the Kazakh language
realize the category of politeness and what their socio-communicative functions are. Anthropocentric
research in Kazakh linguistics is particularly relevant to this issue, as the concept of politeness reflects
not only linguistic forms but also broader social norms and cultural traditions. Therefore, the research
question requires a comprehensive examination of the various manifestations of politeness in Kazakh
discourse.

The empirical data for this study were collected from naturally occurring spoken interactions
in the Almaty region between January and September 2025. The dataset includes approximately 120
examples illustrating the use of negative politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse. Due to the
journal’s formatting requirements and limitations on article length, only a selected number of
representative examples are presented in the article. The data were obtained from several sources,
including everyday conversational speech, interview fragments, media discourse, fictional dialogues,
and official discourse samples such as government documents and reports that reflect patterns of
spoken language. These materials were selected to represent different communicative situations in
which politeness strategies typically occur. The materials were organized both stylistically and
thematically. The selection of examples was based on several criteria: the presence of a face-
threatening act (FTA) such as a request, refusal, advice, or criticism; the use of linguistic devices that
mitigate the potential imposition on the interlocutor; and the relevance of the example to one of Brown
and Levinson’s negative politeness strategies.

Each example was analyzed within its pragmatic context, taking into account factors such as
social distance, power relations, and communicative intention. The analysis combines qualitative
interpretation of the communicative functions of politeness strategies with quantitative observation
of their distribution in the dataset. Such an approach makes it possible to identify the linguistic
realizations of politeness strategies and reveal their sociocultural motivations in Kazakh
communication.

The descriptive method was used to identify words and grammatical forms expressing
politeness, and their use was examined in specific communicative contexts. In addition, the politeness
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category in the Kazakh language was compared with similar phenomena in other Turkic languages
and cultural traditions in order to reveal its national and cultural characteristics. The use of politeness
units was considered in specific contexts, and their meanings and communicative functions were
determined. From a methodological perspective, the combination of qualitative and quantitative
approaches allowed for a more comprehensive analysis of politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse.
The reliability of the study's findings was ensured through the diversity of the collected materials,
their systematic organization, and contextual pragmatic analysis.

RESULTS

The examples collected in this study relate to different categories of negative politeness strategies:
1. Be conventionally indirect (Strategy 1)

The analysis of the studied texts shows that indirect structures created in different ways are used
to mitigate the impact of face-threatening acts (FTAs). In BLPCS, these structures provide the hearer
with indirect means in communicating requests and offers, as well as in rejecting them. In this way,
The Hearer’s negative face is mitigated by strict demands and harsh criticism. In the following
example (1) you can see the difference between simple and predicate-explicit, as well as the
transformation between command/request:

(1) An enoi cen mycinoip... cooam Ketiin cen 0e aumapculy.

Now it’s your turn to explain... then you will spill it out.

In this example (1), the speaker has two interlocutors, both of whom ask the speaker to explain
the situation from their point of view. In this case, The Speaker uses a more direct form when
addressing the first interlocutor, because he wants to fulfill the interlocutor's request. Since the
interlocutor’s interest is at a high level, he does not use any reparative action, taking into account the
sincerity between them. However, the situation is not the same for the second addressee. Speaker in
this case makes an indirect speech act. In fact, both utterances are clear, but in the first mitigating
strategy (which may be indirect) is not used, while in the second the indirect word is preferred.
Indirect speech acts like (1) in the above example, for example, you will later say, would not be
correct if there was an inequality of power and distance between people. In BLPCS, such uses are
considered indirect speech, but only with appreciative politeness. It is said that they can be evaluated
[3:142]. In our study, the above examples of "You'll tell me later" were treated with careful courtesy
based on this information.

2. Question, hedge (Strategy 2)

Brown and Levinson (1987) discuss hedging expressions mainly under the following headings:
(i) illusory power constraints, (ii) divisors encoded in fractions, and (iii) divisors under Grice's
cooperation principle. They say that the most frequently used words in the language are hedges, but
these words do not enter dictionaries and are theoretically ignored. Then, based on the examples they
identified from Celtal, they divide particles and lexical separators into intensifiers (emphasis
separators that act exactly or as if they were precise) and attenuators (those that soften or obscure
what is being described).

Hedges in the analyzed texts are presented in different groups based on Fraser's [10]
classification and definitions, with BLPCS discussed in detail in the theoretical framework.

In the examples below, it can be seen that thinking and predicting activities, which Fraser [10]
identifies as cognitive activities in his classification, make the Speaker’s utterance more subjective.
The uses considered in this group are those of Grice seen in the context of the principles of
cooperation, it is related to the principle of quality because it gives the impression that S does not
want to take full responsibility for the correctness of his speech:

(2) S1: Kanwanvikmol oyaii scymoic. Konea xypex ycmamacay, xanau? Tananm, 6inim meH
eHoex kepex. bap ma cenoe?

What an easy job. Why you don’t want to work? Do you have talent, knowledge and hard work
for it?
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S2: JKoxk, bap oen ovramavimvin...

No, | don't think | have...

(3) Men oe ewumene 601a0bl Oen OUNAMAUMBIH, OIpaK Kyme mypblHbl3...

| don't think anything will happen either, but wait...

(4) Cepix, meniy ouvimwa, Oynely wunaceln mabdamwis.. Enoi epau emecniz 6ipax 6oc
OMbIPMALMbI3 20U.

Serik, I think we will find a cure for this. We are not doctors, but we are not lazy people.

(5) Meniy otivimwa, mapux naui mMy2animiniy Yiavl 0¥ maceneze Oipuwama cadvipivl 601ybl
MYMKIH.

| think that the son of a history teacher can be a little calmer on this matter.

(2) S1, answering the question, hesitated his statement with the help of the verb "I think". (3) S
avoided expressing his opinion openly with the verb "I don't think".

3. Be Pessimistic (Strategy 3)

Another strategy related to the strategy of indirectness in BLPCS is being pessimistic, which
reflects the Speaker’s intention to avoid imposing on the hearer. Examples of the pessimistic strategy
identified in the analyzed texts are given below with their explanation:

(6) Llvinap, nupoe ma sicetimin 6e edin?

Would you like to eat plantain and pie?

(7) Moinanvt anap ma eoiyiz?

Would you have this?

The pessimistic strategy is seen in these two examples, and we have also seen it in the strategy
of being indirect. According to BLPCS, questions like "Do you want" have effects that take the
sentence into the hypothetical world, and the complementary element of these effects are conditional
sentences. In this case, from the examples we have given (7), it can be thought that 1 am asking you
if you want something.

(8) S1: Cypativin 0en edim. Cypaii armaowim.

| wanted to ask. | could not ask.

S2: Ay...mopmmul ymvimmuix na?

Oh...did we forget the cake?

C1: oubyiiii... yMblmmuiM.

| don't know ... | forgot.

(9) S1: Anap?

Anar?

S2: Ay, ne 60100v1?

Oh, what happened?

S1: Men 6ipoene atimativii 0en ediMm... Hcapatiovl... OY1 OpbIHCHL3 boaap..

| was going to say something... ok ... maybe that's inappropriate..

In the above example (8), S1 uses "l was going to ask" instead of "if you don't mind, | had a
question/l had something to say". The same situation can be seen in example (9). S1 starts right away
instead of asking for permission to say what's on his mind. I ask my question without permission.

4. Minimize the imposition, Rx (Strategy 4)

It was found that the strategy of minimizing imposition was frequently used in the studied texts
as a way of making the irrelevant. As stated in the theoretical framework, this strategy shows that S
preserves the relationship between H and distance and power on the one hand, and on the other hand
shows the triviality of the application. This is achieved through the use of minimizing expressions.

In the texts reviewed for this strategy, it was found that the expressions such as “a little”,
“slightly”, and ““a bit” are often used as a means of loading the imposition:

(10) Anaii, men xkeapniama anvin Kendim. AtvbinKka OYUbIpMAHbI3UILI, MEH Cl KeUIKMIpOiM.
Cizee aumyanbIMOAl, aypyxaHaoa H#cammvim, emMoendim. ..
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Aunty, | brought the rent payment. Please don't blame me, I'm a little late. As I told you, | was
in the hospital, | was treated...

(11) Byn oa yauvimoavimuin OyHue emec. Con 0ip ycak-myiiex HCYymMbiCneH atHAIblCKAHUA
Oencaynvizbiya Kapacayul. Lllamanst deman. O3iye Kapa.

This is not a world to worry about. Take care of your health before you do that little job. Get
some rest. Look at yourself.

(12) Can bamuoln boncanuvt mynoatioa. Anza!

Be a little braver in this case. Go ahead!

(13) Ocvl motioa scypeenoepee Kapacam, oipmypai. Con iwumetl Hapasvl CusKmsl KOPIHOI me
maean. He 3uaro, 8 0bwem, emmi 201 KYOanbiK.

It's strange when | look at the people at this wedding. It seemed to me that he was a little
dissatisfied. | don't know , in general , the engagement is over.

(14) Muinacw 3inoeii 2oti. Komepe armacnolz. Omaz2acol wamanbl KOMeKmeciyiz 60c mypmai.

This is like a joke. We can't raise it. Help the head of the family, don't be idle.

In (10) of the above examples, S used the word sparingly to downplay the embarrassment
caused by late rent. Similarly, in (11) and (12) when giving advice to H, in (13) when criticizing, in
(14) when making a request, it can be seen that the words "slightly” and "slightly" are used as a means
of discrimination.

5. Give deference (Strategy 5)

This section discusses the manifestations of respect as a politeness strategy in the form of
matching, using you/you, elevating the other party, and self-humbling expressions, as stated in the
theoretical framework. Address forms in the analyzed texts are divided into two according to the
addressee’s relative and remote authority requirements, as mentioned in the politeness section. In
resorting to forms based on the purpose of honoring, S shows that he considers H's distant reputation.
In addition, these forms of forms of address reflect social variables of social variables such as power,
distance, gender between S and H. In the reviewed texts, it was found that the forms of address
expressing respect are in the following structures:

a. name + honorary title: Mr. Yerlan, Ms. Aigul, Ms. Elmira, Ms. Aidana, Mr. Rinat, Ms. Anar,
Mr. Edyl

b. name + professional title: Aunt Raushan, Uncle Iskender, Aunt Maryam (for teachers, the
word "aunt” is used instead of "teacher"), teacher Burhan, teacher Yerlan

c. honorific + participle: my lord

d. honorific title: Mr., Mrs

h. professional name + participle: my teacher, my teacher, my aunt, my brother

I. Profession: boss, doctor

An example of each of the analyzed texts related to the forms of addressing in this classification
is given below with their explanation:

(15) S1: He 601001, [nusc azaii?

What happened, Uncle llyas?

S2: pemonm oaywicel cabax emxkiz6eoi.

The noise from construction disturbed our class.

(16) S1: Ocvl paiionza Oyken scemicnetioi exeH. J[yken awnaoviyuls 6a, Mypam asa?

There is a lack of shops in this district. Didn't you open a shop, brother Murat?

S2: Kaii agwama awamvln, 0apicep mvip3a?

What kind of money that | can afford to pay, Mr. Doctor?

(17) S1: Onap ceni waxvipaowi... Kyme myp...

They call you... Wait...

S2: Oxo, mvip3am, enoi ceHiy aumKaHblHMeH JHcypemis be?

Oh, sir, shall we follow your instructions?

(18) Cizoiy amvinvl3z Kim, xanvim?

What's your name, ma‘'am?
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(19) Bbapin mexcepin wl2y Kepek wivl2ap, dxcail omvipmail mexcepe oepetiix. Hypnan ycmas,
OUIaHbIN KeMInci3 eou?

Maybe we should check everything, let's check it without sitting down. Teacher Nurlan, have
you thought about it?

(20) Hapuea anaii, ouxmanmra Kanoai 6aza KouobiHvl3?

Aunt Dariga, how did you rate the dictation?

(21) ¥cmasvim meniy, yemaszvim! JKauvim, anaii, cagvinvin kemmim 201 Ciz0i.

My teacher, my teacher! My dear, aunt, | miss you.

(22) Atinanaiivin, 0apicep, MblHaHbIY emi bap ma?

Come on, doctor, is there a cure for this?

(23) Ciz mazan Kanamxac anaiiza 360n0a 0en eoini3.

You told me to call Aunt Kalamkas.

6. Apologize (Strategy 6)

In the analyzed texts, it was observed that the apology strategy was used in situations where
The Hearer’s negative face was threatened. This section analyzes findings related to apology strategy
under the themes of aacknowledging the imposition, expressing reluctance, presenting strong reasons,
and apologizing in BLPCS. In addition, this section emphasizes apologetic forms in situations where
S makes a request to or criticizes H by following the BLPCS. Below is an example of a specific act
of apologizing for S's past behavior (372). Similar examples are discussed further at the end of the
chapter:

(24) Maxnan moame, kewipiyiz, OipakK MeH KaKNaHvl Kammol YPObiM, eUKiM auinaosl

Aunt Makpal, I'm sorry, but | knocked on the gate so hard, no one opened it.

A true apology can be seen in the example above (24). Before entering the house, S knocked
on the gate, entered when no one answered, threatened the lady of the house whom he met by chance,
and apologized for this situation. When this example is evaluated from the perspective of Speech Act
Theory, it is seen that there is no condition of negative event constituting the propositional content of
the act of apology.

(25) Heeisi kanayvim b6acka. bizoe aiinvlk as, aoam enbezine mon bepmetioi 20u. Men cusaxmol
K8apmupa H#caganan icypeenin Kanamanumuvii. Moina ondcanvl sxcibepeim keamerioi. ou, Caudrcap,
o3iHHeH ymimim 30p. Bip kemezinoi kymemiH.

Actually I want something else. We don't have much salary, people don't care about labor. |
don't want you to rent a flat like me. | don't want to let go of this loot. Oh, Sanjar, | have high hopes
for you. | am waiting for your help.

In the above example (25), S's marking of his request as a large service is related to the
perception of an exceeded threshold in the BLPCS. Thus, S conveys that he knows that his request
has the potential to threaten H's reputation, and that he accepts this situation from the outset. Second,
examples of cases of reluctance are given below:

(26) Ocbi komnanusaza Kenzenimoe maman a3 eoi, kazip ken. On ke3oezi ammocgeparvl aimsvin
arcemkize armaumviy. Hoewili 200 cusakmol kopnopamusmep sxcaxcol mounanamolt. Eee, saman 6acka
2oul. Omrenoi aumuin Hecine OACLIHObI AYbLIPMAUbIH.

When | came to this company, there were few specialists, now there are many. | cannot describe
the atmosphere at that time. The corporates like New Year were well celebrated. Well, times are
different. Why bother talking about the past?

7. Impersonalize S and H (Strategy 7)

S and H in BLPCS Regarding the strategy of impersonalization, firstly, it is aimed at removing
the subject and indirect objects of the performance actions, and it was said that this may be the result
of avoiding the use of the pronouns | and you. In this regard, it is argued that example (1) given in
the BLPCS is not traditional, and instead (2) is more appropriate:

1. I tell you that it is so.

2. Itis so.
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In the studied texts, there are very few examples that confirm this information given in BLPCS,
such as (from you), I (from you), | ask (from you), I (to you), I tell (to you). In the few examples
where the active verbs are used, two main cases have been identified. The first of these is the case
where S repeats a word that the addressee has not heard; The second one reminds the addressee of S's
previous speech, threatens and warns.

(27) S1: Ew ativiowbl scok. Keoepei kenmipmediy 2ou. He sicayanvig?

There is nothing wrong. You did not interfere. What's new?

S2: ay?

Huh?

S1: He ocananvix 0en scamvipMulH.

What's new?

(28) Oui, aiimxanovl mycinbediy eou. bBaun, endi kaummuoim?! Kenemin adamoap 6ap edi den
Mmypmoin 20U. AUMKaHbiMObl eCMiMeoiy.

Oh, you didn't understand what | said. Damn , I'm back now?! | mean there were people coming.
You didn't hear what | said.

(29) S1: banam, karmana canvin KOu nblulakmol.

Son, put the knife in your pocket.

S2: Heee?

Why?

S1: O3iy0i xcapakamman anacvly 0en MypMmulH Ca2aH.

| am telling you that you will injure yourself.

As with the examples above for orders, the categories of person and number are coded by the
FTA in action types, and the elements that complement the action are omitted from the utterance.

(30) S1: Atinypa, cen He icmen dxcamulpcoiy?

Ainura, what are you doing?

S2: Mewamo emnewi

Don't interfere

(31) S1: banam, cen Kasaxcoly 6a?

My son, are you Kazakh?

S2: U>, azail.

Yes, uncle.

S1: baumepexke Kanaii bapcam 6onaovt?

How can | go to Baiterek?

S1: Bwinaii scypecis. Kepcemeiiin.

This way. Let me show you.

(32) S1: Cen... oui, cen ... Mypammuiy ynvl emecciy b6e?

You... are n't you... Murat's son?

S2: He 60100b1?

What happened?

(33) S1: ¥cmas3, oyn 6ana... Mexmenmi endi 2ana 6imipoi...

Teacher, this boy... He just graduated from the school...

S2: Xanvim, ynoemeniz!

Lady, shut up!

(34) S1: Bineciz be, Oipak mvlp3a, MeH He AMAamblH, 011 eHOI bana emec...

You know, but sir, what can | say, he is no longer a child...

S2: Bexbonam, KoublHbi3uibl Ovlaxcvipamai. TeiH0auowl Oq.

Bekbolat, please don't mumble. He would listen.

In the examples given above, sentences (30), (31) and (32) are made in the second person,
showing the actions as imperative and rude. In examples (33) and (34), it can be seen that S uses the
pronoun you to strengthen the command, although he uses honorific words such as Ms. and Mr. As
explained in the theoretical framework, another result of this strategy is impersonal actions, as
mentioned in the BLPCS. As with the examples above for orders, the categories of person and number
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are coded by the FTA in action types, and the elements that complement the action are omitted from
the utterance.

8. State the FTA as a general rule (Strategy 8)

According to the BLPCS, the strategy of expressing the FTA as a general rule in negative
politeness stems from S and H's desire to formulate the FTA as a set of general social rules,
regulations, and obligations to avoid oppression within a particular FTA determined from the
analyzed texts.

(35) Kanwim, akwa — Konowiy Kipi.

My dear, money is dirty.

(36) Kyoau xonax xou. Kanai kem oeticiz? Jleti aimaticois. bip pemin mabaiivlx.

Guest is the God. How would you send them away? You can't say. Let's find a time.

(37) Epkex adam aiiendin icine apanacnatiovl. He socymvicoinoiz 6ap?

A man does not interfere in a woman's affairs. What is your job?

(38) O1i, kepwi, kanexu. Temipoi Kvizean Ke3inoe coeadvl. Bacman sicibepceii

Oh, come on, come on. It is better for him to strike the iron while it is still hot. Let's start.

(39) Maxab6b6ammuly weei 6oamatiovl. En atima 6epedi, an cen ycypeine cem.

Love has no limits. The people keep telling you, and you believe in your heart.

In the above-mentioned examples (35), S, who was criticized due to his wife's financial situation
and poor profession, tried to calm his wife down and used the popular saying "money is dirt on the
hands". In (36), S asks his wife to welcome the guests with whom they quarreled earlier and not cause
any trouble. In delivering this request, he delivered the FTA as a general rule, taking into account the
demands of his addressee's distant reputation. In (37), S, warning a friend, used an intrusive
expression commonly used for the male, female part. At S2 (38), giving advice to Dos, he used the
proverb "One strikes when the iron is hot" as a means of making the FTA a general rule, and then
expressed his opinion as a general rule with the words "You should not waste time".

Finally (39), S2 states that he disagrees with the addressee's opinion and turns his opinion into
a general rule. Based on the examples identified in the analyzed texts, it was found that, as a general
rule, the present tense is used in the strategy of expressing the S1, and proverbs, aphorisms or
expressions that are often used by the public are used in the expression of the S1.

9. Nominalize (Strategy 9)

Another strategy to consider in the courtesy of BLPCS is nominalization. As presented in the
theoretical framework, Brown and Levinson evaluate nominalization in terms of two features of
politeness. First, they point out that nominalization creates a formal language structure. Second, they
focus on the nominalization function to reduce the force of the verb. They argue that because of these
two features, nominalization is used as a polite tool to reduce the impact of FTA. In Turkish, verbs
easily change to nouns, adjectives, and adverbs by adopting certain morphemes. Thus, it allows you
to create long sentences, especially in written language. In short, nomenclature is used in Turkish not
only to create a formal language or to avoid imposition. This section discusses examples of
nomenclature that may be considered courtesy of BLPCS.

In the analyzed examples, the suffixes ar, er, r are added to the verb and formed by the word
"no". In this way, it can be seen that negative verb sentences turn into negative noun sentences, and
in these structures, the category of person is not completely destroyed, but it is partially removed
from the sword verb:

(40) Ewmene ...auimapvim JHcoK.

| have nothing to say.

(41) Ay, aiima bep ouivina Keneenoi. bapapvim H#cox.

Oh, tell me what's on your mind. I don’t want to go.

(42) Kopepim scok. Konyinim xanowr. Kanwama kymmim. Abasoa Kanwa cagam mypoviM.

| have no idea. | was disappointed. | waited so long. How many hours did | stay in the abaya ?

(43) Anvin-gocapvim scox. Osiy dineciy, aiima oep.
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| don't have anything to add. You know, tell me.

(44) Ewumene aumnaiimoin. Aumapuim dcox cebedi. He atimaiivin?

| won't say anything. | have no reason to say. What can | say?

As in the above examples, it can be seen that in the mentioned passives the element of person
is removed, and at the same time the reference to persons is removed. For this reason, such uses
identified from the analyzed texts are S and H both in the nominalization strategy also indicated in
the indices given in the depersonalization strategy.

As in the above examples, it can be seen that in the mentioned passives the element of person
is removed, and at the same time the reference to persons is removed. For this reason, such uses
identified from the analyzed texts are S and H both in the nominalization strategy also indicated in
the indices given in the depersonalization strategy.

Brown and Levinson's [3:208] two usages intuitively suggest that the more an expression is
named, the further away it is from acting, feeling, or being a thing; instead of being the referent of
the verb, the verb becomes an attribute of the action (such as an adjective).

10. Go on record as incurring a debt, or as not indebting H (Strategy 10)

In BLPCS, this strategy involves expressing gratitude or acknowledging a debt. With this
strategy, S can redress by openly expressing gratitude to H or by refusing to have H express gratitude
to him. This can be seen in the following examples from the analyzed texts:

(45) [Hypvic atimacviy. Men ynemi aiimamuln... Cazan Kapul3vlm KON.

You're right. | always tell them... | owe you a lot.

In the above example (45), S openly expressed his feelings of indebtedness in order to please
the interlocutor who asked for help. So he tried to satisfy the hearer’s need for politeness.

In the study, examples of the same content and topic (by classification) were not repeatedly
given. The analyzed examples vary depending on the communicative context, depending on the
situation and the speech of the interlocutors, were analyzed. The results of this study demonstrate that
the findings of Brown and Levinson also correspond to the peculiarities of the Kazakh language.

In addition to qualitative analysis, a quantitative observation of the collected data was
conducted in order to identify the distribution of negative politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse.
The analysis shows that some strategies appear more frequently than others, depending on the
communicative situation and the social relations between interlocutors(Table 1.).

Table 1. Distribution of Negative Politeness Strategies in the Analyzed Data

Strategy Number of examples Percentage

Conventionally indirect 20 16.7%
Hedging / questioning 18 15%
Being pessimistic 10 8.3%
Minimizing imposition 15 12.5%
Showing deference 22 18.3%
Apologizing 9 7.5%
Impersonalization 8 6.7%
Stating general rule 7 5.8%
Nominalization 6 5%
Expressing indebtedness 5 4.2%

The quantitative results indicate that showing deference and conventionally indirect forms are
the most frequent strategies in Kazakh discourse. This tendency reflects the importance of respect,
hierarchy, and interpersonal distance in Kazakh communicative culture. At the same time, strategies
such as nominalization or expressing indebtedness appear less frequently but still play an important
role in mitigating face-threatening acts.
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Based on the analysis of the collected data, a general model of the realization of negative
politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse can be proposed. This model includes three interconnected
levels. The first level is the linguistic level, which includes modal constructions, lexical softeners,
honorific address forms, and indirect questions used to mitigate face-threatening acts. The second
level is the pragmatic level, which reflects communicative situations in which politeness strategies
are employed, such as requests, refusals, advice, and criticism. The third level is the sociocultural
level, which is related to culturally embedded norms of Kazakh communication, including respect for
age, social hierarchy, and interpersonal distance. The interaction of these three levels forms a
culturally specific system of negative politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse.

DISCUSSION

In this study, negative politeness strategies were analyzed according to the classification
proposed in the Brown and Levinson Politeness Category System (BLPCS). The analysis covered the
following strategies: Being Conventionally Indirect (Strategy 1), Questioning and Hedging (Strategy
2), Being Pessimistic (Strategy 3), Minimizing the Imposition (Strategy 4), Giving Deference
(Strategy 5), Apologizing (Strategy 6), Impersonalizing Speaker and Hearer (Strategy 7), Stating the
Face Threatening Act as a General Rule (Strategy 8), Nominalizing (Strategy 9), and Going on Record
as Incurring a Debt or as not Indebting Hearer (Strategy 10).

The findings of this study generally support the theoretical framework proposed by Brown and
Levinson [3], according to which negative politeness strategies function as universal mechanisms
used by speakers to mitigate face-threatening acts and maintain social harmony in communication.
The analysis demonstrates that many of the strategies identified in Brown and Levinson’s model are
also present in Kazakh discourse. At the same time, the results indicate that the realization of these
strategies in the Kazakh language is strongly influenced by culturally specific communicative norms.
In particular, strategies such as showing deference, indirectness, and minimizing imposition appear
to be closely related to traditional values emphasizing respect for age, social hierarchy, and
interpersonal distance. These cultural factors play an important role in shaping patterns of polite
communication in Kazakh society.

Similar conclusions have been reported in previous studies devoted to politeness in Kazakh
communication. Research on the linguocultural aspects of politeness emphasizes its role in
maintaining harmonious social relations and regulating interpersonal communication [12]. In
addition, studies examining Kazakh and Russian discourse show that politeness strategies often
reflect culturally specific communicative patterns and social norms [13]. In recent years, research on
the category of politeness has increasingly appeared in Kazakh linguistics. Some scholars approach
the topic from a sociolinguistic perspective, while others analyze politeness within the framework of
pragmalinguistics. The concept of politeness, which combines linguistic and cultural dimensions, has
been described as a central element of communication in several studies [8], [9], [10], and [11].
However, most existing studies remain descriptive and focus mainly on traditional expressions,
proverbs, greeting formulas, and etiquette norms. Empirical research based on authentic discourse
data is still relatively limited, and both written and spoken language have rarely been examined
systematically. Therefore, further research using larger datasets and comparative approaches would
contribute to a deeper understanding of politeness strategies in Kazakh discourse.

CONCLUSION

This study took into account the politeness strategies used in Kazakhstan's Kazakh language.
Using the politeness theory created by Brown and Levinson [3] and other research on the subject [14],
[15], this study seeks to explain the emergence of these strategies in Kazakh. The politeness model
created by Brown and Levinson was used as a general framework in this study, but various
classifications and analytical techniques were added to better explain problems like limitations,
apologetic behaviors, and addressing styles.
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In recent years, the study of politeness has gained significant attention among researchers in
Kazakh linguistics, especially in scholarly and peer-reviewed works. Scholars have examined this
phenomenon through various theoretical perspectives. Several research studies take a sociolinguistic
approach, examining how politeness mirrors social hierarchy, interpersonal relationships, and
culturally ingrained behavioral norms. Various scholars analyze politeness within the realm of
pragmalinguistics, interpreting it as a communicative approach that is executed through speech acts,
discourse strategies, and language use that varies with context. Given its intertwining linguistic and
cultural aspects, politeness is frequently recognized as an essential organizing principle of
communication among people and has been defined as a significant concept in several linguistic
analyses.

Besides these works, an assortment of publications in the Kazakh language explores general
theoretical aspects of politeness, highlighting its definitions, functions, and significance within the
culture. However, the research on distinct politeness approaches and methods is still quite narrow.
Most studies available today are either descriptive or review-based, commonly analyzing classic
proverbs, standards of etiquette, and traditional expressions rather than real linguistic data. Articles
that review earlier studies or analyze the expression of politeness in traditional greetings and written
communication provide valuable context, but they are lacking in empirical depth. Overall, there is a
scarcity of studies that display analytical rigor, with a notable absence of systematic, data-focused
investigations into spoken discourse and written texts.

The goal is to clarify the Kazakh language's usage of politeness in this manner. From this
perspective, more texts should be examined, and research using bigger databases should be carried
out. Research based on oral language data should also be prioritized (especially for each region and
city separately). Lastly, comparative research with other Turkic languages from the past and present
should be carried out as stated in the study's introduction.
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Ka3zak Tismingeri skaFbIMChI3 ChINANBLIBIK CTPATErHAIAPbIHA NPATrMATHKAJBIK TAJAAY
JI.Cyneiimern®, A.B.Cankpra6aii’
! On-®apabu ateiHgarsl Kazak yITTeIK yHUBepcHuTeTi, AnMartsl K., 050040, Kazakcran

byn makanaoa asvinuvin 2anvimoapvl bpayn men Jle@uHCOHHbIN CHINAUBLIBIK KAME2OPUACHL
MeopusCblNa CylleHe OmbIpbln, Ka3aK MIininoe2l CbiNAUubLIbIKMbIY —He2amuemi(icablmMcyl3)
cmpame2usiapblHa NPAzMamuKaniblk manoay ycvlHvlizan. Heeamuemi colnaiiviivblk azpeccus y2ulmbvl
bap coetinecimoepoi azanimyea, couneyuiiiep apacblHOazbl aneyMemmiK KAublKmbiKmbl CaKmayad
JiCoHe  IHlIMeneCYWHIy MINOIKk MYNEAcvlH Kypmemmeyee 0OAblmmanzan KOMMYHUKAMUGMI
cmpamezusanapovl  0indipedi. Kazax ouckypcvinoa Oyn cmpamecusiiap xHcac NeH 0dpedceHil
KypmemmeyoeH OejieKk eKi celllecyuli mapan apacblHoagvbl MaOeHU KAlblNMACKAH HOPMALaApblMeH
mepey OaunaHblcmyl, 0AaApOblY OApPIbIebl MYNLAAPANbIK KAPLIM-KAMbIHACMbL pemmeyoe 6acmbl
OpbIH ANaobL.

Byn 3epmmeyodiy necizei maxcamol — Kaszipei Kazax mininoezi ColnAubLIbIKMblY HCASLIMCHI3
CmMpame2usiiapvlH aHLIKMAY, 01apobl MA3MYHObIK Jicikmey dcone mycindipy. Tanoay Hamudiceci
KazaK miniHoe2l JCa2bIMCbl3  CINAUbIILIK  OICMYPIl  KYHOBLIBIKMAPObL  JHCIHE  dNeyMemmiK
KYPuLIbIMOAp MeH KOMMYHUKaAmMuemi mindik epexuienikmepoi oicy3ece acvlpyovl Kepcememin
ambeban npasmMamuxaivbly 3aHObLILIKMAapovl awbln mycinoipeminin kepcemmi. Cotineyuinepoin
eminiwmep, Oac mapmynap(dcayan Oepmey), Kewipim cypay, Rikipoi enemey  JicoHe
UHCIMUMYYUOHANIObIK, — 03apa  dpeKemmecy  CUAKmMbl  MaHMaminOepoe2i  Kayin — meoHOipemiH
apexemmepOi(FTA — face-threatening act) scenindemy macindepine epexuie nHazap ayoapwliobil.

Byn makanaoa cananvig srcone canowvlk 20icmepdi Oipikmipemin apanac adicmep Mmacini
nanoanansliovl. /lepexkmep Aamamol 001bICLIHOARLL KYHOENKMI KAPbLIM-KAMbIHACMARbL aAYbl3Ud
e3apa coeuliecimoepoeH, CyKoammapoaw Hcarne OYKapanivlk aknapam KypaioapblH0agbl MomiHoepoeH
anvinovl. Tanoayoa agvinuvli 2aneimoapvl bpayn men JlesunconHvly ColnaublibIKMbIY HCAZLIMCHL3
cmpame2usnapul - Jcikmeyi  natoananvliobl, COHbIY [WiHOe Jicanama, a0emmeei HCAHAMA
eminiwmep, Kewipim cypay, KiHa manyovl a3aiumy, amay, Kypmem Kepcemy Hcane Counreyuliniy oe,
MbIHOAYUBIHBIY 0a KYUIHe eHy CbIHObI CMPAame2usiapaa mvicaioap Keamipinoi. Opoip cmpameeused
KamuvlCmbl MblCAl NPASMAMUKATLIK DYHKYUANAD MeH dNeYMeMMmiK-Ma0eHU MOMUemepoi mycinoipy
Yutin 63iHiy mikenel MoHMIMIHIHOe MAN0AHObI.

Homuoicenep xazax mininoezi Hecamusmi(i#cazolMcul3) CbINAULLILIK CMPAMeSUsIaApbIHbIY
acipece  acac, aneymemmik ~ Mapmebe — Hemece — UHCMUMYYUOHANOLIK  pendepoeci
AUBIPMAWBLILIKMAPMEH CUNAMMANaAmulH ACUMMEMPUATLIK, KOMMYHUKAMUBMI HCA20AUNapOa auKblH
kepinedi. Tanoay kepcemkernoel, Kazax mininoe counetminoep mayoaniayovl 6apvlHWA A3aumy i
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Jrcanama(acmapivl) dcone Kypmemmi 0i10ipy opmanapvli Hcui KOIOAHAObL, OCLLIAUWA CO30ep
CHINAUBLILIK CMPAMESUANAPbl APKBLIbL KORAMObIK KeNiCiM MeH 63apa CblUlACMbIKKA bIKNAL emeol.

Kinm ce30ep: Kazax miii, Colnaiivbliblk KAMe2opusicyl, NPAeMamuKa, KOMMYHUKAYUsl, aybl3uld
cotuiiey MaoeHuemi.
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Marepuan 22.01.2026 Gacnara TycTi

IIparMaTH4ecKHi AHAJIM3 CTPATErHH HErATHBHOH BEKIHBOCTH B Ka3aXCKOM fI3bIKe
J1. Cyneiimen®, A.B.Cankpin6aitt
! Kaszaxckuit HaimoRanbHbIH yHuBEpcuTeT UMeHH anb-Dapabu, Anmarsl, 050040, Kazaxcran

B Oannoii cmamwve npeocmagnen npazmamudeckuii aHAIU3 CMpameuii He2amueHou
BEIHCIUBOCIU 8 KA3AXCKOM S3blKe, OCHOBAHHbIU HA Meopuu Kame2oputl 8eHCIUB0CMU AHTUUCKUX
yuenvix bpayna u Jlesuncona 6 xauwecmee meopemuueckoii ocHoevl. Hecamuenasa eedciusocmo
OMHOCUMCS K KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIM CMPAme2usm, HANPAIeHHbIM HA CHUMCEHUe a2pecCUsHOCmuU
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peuu, MUHUMU3ZAYUIO HABAZYUBOCMU, NOOOEPHCAHUE COYUAILHOU OUCTIAHYUU U YE8ANICEHUE S3bIKOBOI
UOEHMUYHOCIU CODeceOHUKA, KOMopble 8 COBOKYNHOCHU U38ECMHbl KAK COXPAHEHUEe He2amUHO20
umuodca. B kazaxckom ouckypce smu cmpamezuu mecHo C853anbl ¢ VKOPEHUSUUMUCS 8 KYIbMype
HOPpMAMU Uepapxuu, Y8ajiceusi 603pacma u cmamycd, d maxice KOC8eHHOCMU, KOMopbvle uspaiom
YEHMPATIbHYIO POIb 8 Pe2YIUPOBAHUU MENCTIUUHOCTIHO20 0OWEeHUSL.

Ocnognas yeib OAHHO20 UCCIE008AHUS — BbIAGUMb U UHMEPNPEMuUpo8ams Cmpamezuu
He2amusHOU 8eACTUBOCMU, NPUMEHSIEMbLE 8 COBPEMEHHOM KA3AXCKOM S13bIKe, KIACCUDUYUPOBAMb UX
no cooepoicanuro u 00viIcCHUMb ux. Pesyremamul ananuza noxazvléaem, 4mo He2amueHAs
BEICIUBOCIL 8  KA3AXCKOM  53blKe  GblAGIseNn  VHUBEPCANbHble NpazMamuyecKue Mooelu,
ompadicalowjue cneyugpuyecKue s3bIKOGble Ppearuzayul, CcHOPMUPOBAHHbBIE MPAOUYUOHHBLMU
YEHHOCMAMU, COYUANbHLIMU CIPYKMYPamMu U  KOMMYHUKAmMueHolmu  odxcudanusimu. Ocoboe
BHUMAHUE YOenssemcsi CHOCOOAM, KOMOPbIMU 2080psujue CHOCOOCMBYIOM CO8EePUICHUIO OelCmBU,
yepooicarowux penymayuu (FTA), 6 maxux xowmexcmax, Kax npocbOvl, omKazvl (omcymcmeue
omeema), U3BUHEHUS, UCHOPUPOBAHUE MHEHU U UHCIUMYYUOHAIbHbIE 83AUMOOCUCMBUSL.

B smom uccredosanuu  ucnonvzyemcs CMEULAHHLIL  MEMOOOJOSUYECKUL  NOOX00,
00beOUHATOWUN KAK KaYeCmEeHHble, MAK U KOJIUYeCmeeHHble Memoovl. [lannvie Ovliu coopansl u3
VCMHbBIX 83AUMOOCLUCMEULL 8 NOBCEOHEBHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU 8 AIMAMUHCKOU 001acmu, uHmepevio u
MeKCmo8 8 cpedcmeax Mmaccosou ungopmayuu. B ananuze ucnoavzyemcs xiaccuguxayus
cmpame2utl He2AmueHOU BedCIUBOCmu, npediodicennas bpaynom u Jlesunconom, exmouaowas
KOCBEHHOCMb, XeOJcUposanue, 0Oblulble KOCBEHHble NPOCbObl, U3BUHEHUEe, C8eOeHUEe K MUHUMYMY
HABA3LIBAHUSL, NPOSIGIeHUEe NOYMEHUs. U OIUYEeMBOpeHUe KAK 2080psauie2o, mak u Ciyuaoueo.
Ipumepol Kaxcoou cmpameeuu AHATUZUPYEMC 8 €20 HENnOCPeOCHBeHHOM KOHMeKcme, uYmoobl
NPOSCHUMb Npazmamudeckue QYHKYuu u COYUOKYIbmypHYI0 MOMUBAYUIO.

Pezynomamer noxaszwieaiom, umo smu cmpame2uu He2amMuGHOU BENCIUBOCHU 8 KA3AXCKOM
A3bIKE  OCOOEHHO — 3aMemHbl 8  ACUMMEMPUYHLIX — KOMMYHUKAMUGHBIX — CUMYAYUsX,
Xapaxmepusyrowuxcs pasiudusmMu 8 803pacme, COYUAIbHOM CMAmyce uiu UHCMUMYYUOHATbHbIX
possix. Ananuz nokazvleéaem, 4mo HOCUMENU KA3aXCKO20 SA3bIKA 4aCmMo NPeonoyumarom KOC8eHHble U
noumumeinbHvle GOpMblL BbIPAJCEHUA, YMOObL C8eCMU K MUHUMYMY HABA3bIGAHUE, MeM CAMbIM
CnocobCcmeysi COYUaNbHOU 2apMOHUU U B3AUMHOMY YEAICEHUIO.

Knouesvie cnosa: kameeopust 6edciugocmu, KazaxcKuil s3vik, NPasmMamurd, KOMMYHUKAYUs.,
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TYPKI TAFAM MOJIEHUETIHIH AFbIJILIBIH TIJIIHAET'T
IF'ACTPOHOMMUAJIBIK JIEKCHUKA APKBUJIBI BIKITAJIBI: TYPKI TEKTEC
ACHA3JBIK TEPMUHJAEP MEH IOMJIEVIII ATAYJIAPBI

Maxana mypki xanelKmapulHbly ac 0AUbIHOAY M2OEHUEMIHIY AbLIUbIH MITIHOe2l acna3ovlk
JIeKCUKA apKblIbl 2CEPIHiY MaAPpUXU-1uH8UCMUKANBIK MYPEblOaH MAal0anybiHa apHanaosl. Maxanaoa
MypKi meKkmec acnasoblk mepmMunoepoiy yHOi-eypona mindepindesi mapany Hcoaoapul,
CEMAHMUKATLIK, JHCIHE (DOHemuKanvly Oetimoenyi, coOHOal-aK MaOeHU bIKNANbl KApACMbIPbLIAObL.
3epmmeyoe mypKi mexmec mazam amayiapviisly YHOI-eypona minoepinoezi aneymemmik-maoeHu
cebenmepi JicaHe Mapuxu KOJOAHbICMA KAHWATBIKMbL HCUL Ke30ecKeHi epaguxkme mandanaowl. byn
sepmmey mMypKi miloepiHeH eHeeH acnazovblk mepMUHOepoiy, acipece 0amoeyiul amayiapbiHblH
ARBLIUBIH 2ACMPOHOMUSILIK KOHMEKCMepPIHOe2i OPHbIH JHCIHe OHbIH MIOeHU MAHbI3bIH AHbIKMAY2a
basvimmanaovl. 3epmmey HamudxiCceci KepcemkeHoel «Kkebaby, «uocypmy, «naiayy HicoHe
CUWAUTILIKY CUAKMbL MYPKI acnazoblk mMepMUHOEPIHiY abLIUbIH MITIHIY JIeKCUKATbIK KYPAMbIHA
eHIiN, MaO0eHU bIKNALIOACMbIKIMbIY MAHbI30bl KOPIHICIHe alinanzanvid Oavikayea Oonaovi. Maxana
MYPKi-a2bLIWbIH - MINOIK  OQAUIAHLICMAPLIHLIY  ACNA30bIK NeKCUKA OeHeeuinoe2i I80NI0YUACHIH
manoan, TUHe80MIOEHUeMmMAany MeH mapuxu J1eKCUKOIO02Usl CALACLIHOA&bl MAaKbl30bl Macenenepoi
awaowl.

Ketiinei orcvinoapvl mypki epkenueminiy eyponanvlk MaoeHuemke, acipece mindik 0eHeetioe
acepin 3epmmey  IUHCBOMIOCHUEMMAHY, IMHOIUHSGUCTIUKA — HCOHE  MAPUXU  JIeKCUKONO2Us
bazeimmapeinoa  ©3eKmi  MmaxKvlpbinka auxanein Kenedi. bByn 3epmmey makanacel mypki
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