UDC 81°27
SRSTI 16.21.27
DOI 10.48371/PHILS.2022.67.4.011

TRENDS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE LANGUAGE SITUATION
IN AKTOBE REGION (ON THE MATERIAL OF THE LANGUAGE
SKILLS LEVEL AMONG POPULATION)
Biray N.!, Kurmanova B.Zh.2, *Utegenova A.?
!Doctor PhD, Professor, Pamukkale University, Denizli, Turkey,
e-mail: nbiray@pau.edu.tr
*Doctor of Pedagogical Sciences, Associate Professor, K. Zhubanov ARU,
Aktobe, Kazakhstan, e-mail: baktigul 2001@mail.ru
8PhD Student, K. Zhubanov ARU, Aktobe, Kazakhstan,
e-mail: assel_de nur88@mail.ru

Abstract. The article deals with issues related to the national composition of the population
of Aktobe Region, including the proportion of different nationality representatives, the choice of
the native language by the people of the region and the level of proficiency in it, the proficiency
level in Kazakh, Russian, English, and which of them plays a predominant role.

The purpose of the work is to examine in detail the linguistic situation in the western part of
the Republic of Aktobe region, in particular in connection with the peculiarities of its geographical
location, ethnic and linguistic diversity, as well as recent trends in the linguistic situation and
dynamic criteria.

The scientific significance of the work lies in the study of the trends in the development of
the language proficiency level, reflecting the nature and characteristics of the language situation
in Aktobe Region. The possibility of using the results of the analysis in the implementation of
language policy, drawing up strategic plans can be noted as the practical significance of the
research.

The research was carried out using methods of collecting and analyzing of statistical data.
The results of the National Population Censuses of the Republic of Kazakhstan in 1999 and 2009,
reported by the Statistics Agency, were taken as the research material.

The value of the study is to determine the nature of the language situation in Aktobe Region,
the level of language proficiency of its population.

The data obtained as a result of the study leads to the conclusion that increased interest in
the state language is a natural process associated with a number of factors, including the growing
number of Kazakhs in the population, the increasing number of schools with the Kazakh language
of instruction.

Keywords: language situation, language processes, National Population Census, social
linguistics, language policy, statistical data, sociolinguistic research, linguistic principles.

Basic provisions

Experience shows that the increasing processes of globalization and integration
in the context of bilingualism and multilingualism raise problems such as the
preservation of languages, changes in their status, and the narrowing of the
communicative system. Linguistic realities also testify to the intensification of
positive ethno-linguistic processes opposite to them. As in most CIS countries, the
process of globalization of socio-cultural transformations in the Republic of
Kazakhstan stimulates processes of ethnic identification and ethno-preservation
motives.
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A detailed consideration of the language situation in our country, especially the
language situation in the western part of the republic due to its geographical location
and ethno-linguistic diversity, current trends and dynamic dimensions is important
when planning language policy in the future.

Introduction

In examining the linguistic situation of each region and identifying its
characteristics and problems, attention is paid to many problems of sociolinguistic
research. It begins by showing the uniqueness and peculiarities of the region, then
the national composition of the population of the region, their share in the total
population, the level of choice and knowledge of their native language, the level of
knowledge of the Kazakh, Russian and English languages of the region, which
population has a priority language use, the results of language development in the
region, the need to learn Kazakh, Russian and English languages and problems of
development of these languages in modern times, the question of the expectations
of the population from the language policy and language planning, the issues of the
state language, such as negative stereotypes and negative concepts in the sphere of
use, the reasons that prevent learning languages, their opinion on the need, what
types of work and methods should be used by local authorities in implementing
language policy to increase interest in learning the state language should be taken
into account [1]. In this regard, as the results of recent studies show, on the one hand,
there is a process of classification in the use of Russian and Kazakh; on the other
hand, there is an increase in the volume of communication, which expands its public
services in each language. This demonstrates the sustainability of bilingualism in the
republic.

Sociolinguists, focusing on the latest achievements of linguistics and
sociolinguistics, relied mainly on the works of Soviet-era correspondents, written in
the 1920s-30s, as well as on the works of American sociolinguists, which entered
into scientific circulation on the basis of the publications of A. D. Schweitzer.

In particular, he has repeatedly emphasized that the field of sociolinguistic
research includes the study of the influence of social factors on the functional use of
language in the process of speech communication, the analysis of the influence of
these factors on the structure of language, and their manifestation in the language
structure. Also studied not only the connection of language with objective social
factors, for example, various elements of the social structure, but also the expression
of subjective social factors, such as social attitudes and social values, in language
and speech [2, p. 69].

Y. D. Desheriev proposed a functional-typological classification of the
languages of the peoples of the Soviet Union, reflecting the place and role of each
native speaker and other peoples. As one of the official languages of the United
Nations, Russian has served as a language of inter-ethnic communication in virtually
all spheres of life, and during the Soviet Union it performed the maximum amount
of government services. After the Russian language, the main languages of the
Union states performed most of the social activities. However, these languages were
not the language of interethnic and international communication, the correspondence



of the Union republics with central institutions was not carried out, and they did not
perform the language function in all areas of science and technology, as the Russian
language [3, p. 126].

Three main trends can be traced from the linguistic processes of that period:

1) the development of ancient and newly created written languages in
connection with the growth of the material and spiritual culture of the peoples of the
USSR,;

2) widespread use of Russian as the language of inter-ethnic relations;

3) the development of bilingualism, including national-Russian bilingualism.

The analysis of the language situation in Russia and the CIS countries, the
causes of language conflicts and their neutralization are reflected in the works of V.
M. Alpatov, L. L. Ayupova, A. N. Baskakov, M. N. Guboglo, V. Y. Mikhalchenko,
V. N. Neroznak, V. M. Solntsev and others.

Problems related to the study of the linguistic situation are considered at every
stage of the development of sociolinguistics. In the last decade, sociolinguistic
studies of the linguistic life of various regions have been conducted, and valuable
information has been gathered as a result. The linguistic situation of the following
republics was studied: in Bashkortostan (L. L. Ayupova, 1998), in Tatarstan (L. K.
Bayramova, 2001), in Tuva and Altai (N. V. Ekeev, N. M. Yekeeva, 2000; T.G.
Borgoyakova, 2002), in Khakasia (M. A. Kislakova, 1999), in Karakalpakstan (O.
D. Nasyrova, 1998), in Kazakhstan (E. D. Suleimenova, 1997; S. V. Dmitrzh, 2000;
A. N. Baskakov, 1992; Z. K. Akhmetzhanova, 2005; D. D. Shaybakova, 2006), in
North Ossetia (T. T. Kambolov 2002), in the North Caucasus (V. A. Kharchenko, L.
L. Khoperskaya, 1999; B.A. Khomyakov, 2000), in Ukraine (V.G. Gorodnyanenko,
2000), in Belarus (J. B. Koryakov, 2002), in Latvia (B. Zeba, 2000).

An urgent task today is to examine in detail the latest trends and dynamics of
the language situation in our country, especially the language situation in the western
part of our republic due to its geographical location and ethno-linguistic diversity.
An urgent task today is to examine in detail the recent trends and dynamic criteria
of the language situation in the western part of the republic, especially in connection
with the geographical location and ethnic and linguistic heterogeneity of the
language situation in the country. Among other things, we are interested not only in
correlations reflecting the objective language situation, but also in subjective criteria
of a particular language situation, such as the evaluation and perception of language
by ethnophores [4].

Research methods and materials

In sociolinguistic analysis, the level of language proficiency is determined by
various methods: tests, questions assessing individual skills in a particular language,
etc. And we received the final results of the National Census of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, presented by the Agency of the Republic of Kazakhstan on Statistics in
1999 and 2009 to analyze the language situation in the Aktobe Region. In the second
volume of collections “National census of the population of the Aktobe Region,
Republic of Kazakhstan” in 1999 and 2009 are presented indicators on the level of
education, marriage status, national composition and knowledge of languages,



religion [5, 6]. Having collected and analyzed the data from these collections, we
determined the nature of the linguistic situation in the region.

Results and discussions

The following set of symbols is usually used to describe the language situation
in the regions:

e peculiarities of language policy, nature of language legislation, official status
of languages (state or officially used, as well as approval of special and other
statuses);

e history of the emergence of the specified language situation, external factors
influencing the current language situation (for example, the western and northern
parts of Kazakhstan are located on the border with Russia, there are close historical
economic and cultural relations between the regions, and the Russian and Kazakh
languages of citizens of Russia and Kazakhstan its use is also realized through close
cross-border language relations). In addition, in the early 1990s, there was an “open”
border between Russia and Kazakhstan, with 22,444 thousand Russians and 542
thousand Kazakhs living in 10 regions and one region of Russia bordering
Kazakhstan, and 2,540 thousand Kazakhs and 2,935 thousand Russians living in 9
regions of Kazakhstan bordering Russia;

e quantitative composition of languages used in the regions (often different
languages prevail in urban and rural diasporas; languages used and studied in
everyday life, such as foreign languages, etc., functional languages are shown
separately);

e the demographic power of languages, determined by the number of speakers
(often the boundaries of a language group do not correspond to the boundaries of an
ethnic (national) group);

e functional power of languages, their functional ratio and the number of
functionally dominant languages;

e language attitudes (language orientation of speakers, language loyalty,
prestige of the language, readiness to learn it, etc.);

linguistic affinity of languages included in a given language situation, their
structural and functional state (availability and sustainability of functional styles for
use in the respective spheres: availability of terminological systems, written
traditions; resource and institutional provision of language functioning, i.e.
dictionaries, linguists, teaching aids, availability of trained teaching staff and their
training and retraining system, etc.) [7, p. 33].

The vast majority of the above-mentioned attributes are given importance in
the part of the National Census that differentiates the national composition of the
population and the level of language proficiency. Below we have analyzed the
statistical indicators of the National Census data depending on the linguistic
situation. We can observe the following pattern based on statistical data collected
over a two-year period. Table 1 shows a slight decrease in the number of Kazakhs
who speak Kazakh in the Aktobe Region, according to the results of the 2009
national census. Table 1 shows a slight decrease in the number of Kazakhs who
speak Kazakh in the Aktobe region, according to the results of the 2009 National



Census. According to the 1999 census, 99.5% of Kazakhs, 68% of Russians, 27% of
Ukrainians, 32% of Germans, 76% of Tatars, and 49% of other ethnic groups spoke
Kazakh; this figure changed in 2009. In particular, among those who speak Kazakh,
oral comprehension is 98%, free reading is 95%, and including free writing is 91%.
And 43% of the Russian population can speak orally, 12% can read fluently, and 9%
can write fluently. 40% of Ukrainians understand orally, 10% show they can read
fluently, 8% can write fluently, 82% of Tatars understand orally, 47% can write
fluently, and 40% can write fluently. As for the German population, 43% showed
that they understand Kazakh orally, 14% showed that they can read, and 11%
showed that they can write fluently. According to the indicators of representatives
of other ethnic groups in the region, 55% understand Kazakh orally, 12% read
fluently, and 23% write fluently.

Table 1. Level of the Kazakh language proficiency of residents of Aktobe Region

Level of the Kazakh language proficiency
Ethnic 1999 2009
Total number of | People Total number of | Who Including:
groups : : Who read .
representatives | mastered | representatives of | understand fluentl who  write
of this nation Kazakh this nation orally y freely
Kazakhs 482285 480227 448448 439977 426500 407757
Russians 114416 33123 85881 36793 10553 7747
Ukrainians 46848 12739 22336 9019 2364 1740
Tatars 11675 8902 8186 6736 3895 3258
Germans 10721 3435 4441 1931 612 478
Other ethnic | 56, 8182 10485 5775 1242 2367
groups

The following table shows the level of Russian language proficiency of the
population of Aktobe Region using the comparative results of the two-year national
population censuses. Based on the data in Table 2, according to the results of the
national census of 1999, 69% of Kazakhs in Aktobe Region speak Russian, and
about 100% of Russians and Ukrainians speak Russian. The same pattern can be
seen in the census of Tatars, Germans, and other ethnic groups. According to the
results of the 2009 national census, Kazakhs who have an oral understanding of the
Russian language are 92%, who can read freely is 82%, and who can write freely is
75%. Russians and Ukrainians have very similar indicators, 98% can understand
verbally; 96-97% respectively can read fluently, 94-95% showed that they can write
fluently. 98% of Tatars and Germans can understand orally, 95% of Tatars can read
fluently, 91% can write fluently. While 97% of Germans can read Russian fluently,
95% can write fluently. As for representatives of other ethnic groups, 97% showed
that they could understand orally, 93% could read fluently, and 90% could write
fluently in Russian.

Table 2. Level of the Russian language proficiency of residents of Aktobe Region



Level of the Russian language proficiency
Ethnic 1999 2009
Total number of | People Total number of | Who Including:
groups ; : Who read .
representatives | mastered representatives understand fluentl who  write
of this nation Russian of this nation orally y freely
Kazakhs 482285 327266 448448 415353 366248 338811
Russians 114416 114415 85881 84067 82501 80679
Ukrainians 46848 46837 22336 22011 21710 21281
Tatars 11675 11449 8186 8036 7756 7491
Germans 10721 10713 4441 4374 4300 4203
Other
ethnic 16613 16514 10485 10213 9726 9407
groups

As for English proficiency in the region, we see the following picture in Table
3, based on the census data. In comparison with the results of the national census of
1999, the indicator for 2009 has slightly changed. In particular, according to the
results of the 1999 census, only 0.3% of Kazakhs knew English, while in 2009 just
20% of Kazakhs understood it orally, fluent readers were 13%, and 9.6% were fluent
writers. As for the Russians, according to the 1999 census only 0.00007% knew
English, but in 2009 this figure has changed, 18% understood orally, 10.5% read
fluently, and 7.5% were found to be fluent in writing. According to the results of the
1999 census, English had been learned by only 0.35% of Ukrainians, and according
to the results of the 2009 census, 11% could understand orally, 6.4% could read
fluently, and 4.6% could write fluently. In 1999 only 0.7% of Tatars mastered
English but in 2009 this figure increased significantly: 18% can understand verbally,
11% can read freely, and 8% can write freely. As for Germans and representatives
of other nationalities, only 0.2-0.3% of them knew English, but in 2009, this
indicator changed, and 12.5% of Germans and 17% of other ethnic groups could
speak English. 7% of the representatives of the German nationality, 17% of the other
ethnic groups are those who can read freely, 5% of the Germans, 8% of the
representatives of the other nationalities are those who can write freely.

Table 3. Level of the Russian language proficiency of residents of Aktobe Region

AFBLIIIBIH TiJIIH MeHrepy JeHreiii
Ethnic 1999 2009
rouDS Total number of | People Total number of | Who Who Including:
group representatives of | mastered representatives | understand read who write
this nation Russian of this nation orally fluently | freely

Kazakhs 482285 1645 448448 88908 59668 43086
Russians 114416 833 85881 15199 9005 6452
Ukrainians 46848 166 22336 2386 1435 1030
Tatars 11675 84 8186 1471 922 682




Germans 10721 30 4441 559 294 216

Other ethnic
groups

16613 30 10485 1791 1154 819

Conclusion

Finally, based on the given data, according to the results of the National Census
of two years, we observe the development trend of the language situation in the
Aktobe region, which is located in the western part of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
It should be noted that the Kazakh language is mainly developed among the
Kazakhs, but it is not developed at its level among the representatives of other ethnic
groups. The Kazakh language is also developed among other Turkic-speaking
peoples. The reason is probably due to the fact that they are familiar with their
mother tongue, which is related to the Kazakh language. Almost all residents of the
region are fluent in Russian. We would like to note that the level of mastery of the
English language has also increased. It can be seen that all ethnic groups started
paying attention to learning this language. And the increase in interest in the state
language is a natural trend due to several factors, including: the increase in the
number of Kazakhs among the population, the increase in the number of schools
providing education in the Kazakh language. Linguistic planning in the country
should be based on census materials, statistical data and the results of sociolinguistic
research conducted in the regions.
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Anaarna. Makanana AkTe6e 00IbICH XaJIKBIHBIH YJITTBHIK KYpaMbl, 9pOip STHOCTBIH 0acka
ATHOCTAp apachIHJIAFbl YJIEC CaJIMarbl, OOJIBIC TYPFBIHAAPBIHBIH aHA TiUTIH TaHIAy KOHE MCHIEpY
JIEHTeil, KaszakK, OpBIC, AaFbUIINIBIH TULACPIH MEHrepy JACHreHl, COJIApJbIH IMIiHAe aiMak
TYPFBIHIAPBIHBIH KAl TUTI YCTEMIIKIICH KOJIaHBITBIHBI TypaJIbl MOCEIIENep KapacThIPhLIA I

JKYMBICTBIH MaKcaThl — pecnmyOIMKaMbI3IbIH OaThiC OeJiriHie opHajlackaH AKreoOe
OOJIBICBIHBIH TUIIIK KaFIalbIH, ocipece reorpadusuibIKk OpHAIACYbl MEH ATHUKAJIBIK KOHE TUIIIK
OpKENKIJIIriHe OalIaHBICTBl TUIMIK >KaFdaiJblH, COHFbI TEHACHIMSIAPHI MEH JHHAMHUKAJIBIK
eJIIIEMICPIH ermKeNH-TerKeNIl KapacThIpy.

3epTTeyaiH FhUIBIMH MaHBI3IbUIBIFBI AKTOOE OOJIBICBIHBIH TULMIK JKaFJalbIHBIH ©31HIIK
CHMAThl MEH epeKUIENITriH KOepCeTil, TiIxepai MeHrepy IeHreHiHiH aamy TeHICHIHUSICHIH
3epTTeyae OOJbIm OTHIp. Tanmay HOTHIKENEPiH TUIMIK CascaTThl KYPri3yAe CTpaTeTHsUIBIK
JKOCTIapyiap KypacThIpyla KOJJaHyFa OOJATBIHABIFBIH 3EPTTEY JKYMBICHIHBIH IPaKTUKAJIBIK
MaHBI3/IbUIBIFBI PETiHE aTayFa 00mabl.

3epTTey CTATHCTUKAIBIK MONIIMETTEP/ KUHAKTAY >KOHE Taljay oOJIICTEpiH MaijaiaHa
OTBIPBIN KYprizunai. 3eprrey marepuansl perinae 1999 sxpuirsl sxone 2009 xputrbl Kazakcran
Pecriyonmukacer Cratuctmka areHTTiri ycbiHFaH Kasakcran PecrmyOnukachbiHBIH Y ITTHIK
CaHaKTApPbIHBIH KOPBITHIHIBI HOTHKEIJIEP] aJIbIHIbI.

3eprey KYMBICHIHBIH HoTrkeciHne Kazakcran PecmyOnukackiHbIH 0athic OediriHme
opHanackaH AKTeOe OOJBICBIHIAFBI TULMIK YKaFJaiiblH JamMy TeHIeHIUsACchl Oalikanmaapl. Kazak
TiJT1 Ka3aK XaJbIKBIHBIH apachlHa YCTEMIIKIICH JaMbIFAH/IBIFbI, a1 0acKa XaJabIKTap apachIHaa 3
JOpEeKECiHAe TaMbIMaraHIbIFbl aHbIKTAIFaH. Ka3ak Tijli 6acka TYpKi TIIACC XaIblK OKUIACPIHIH
apaceiHma aa nambirad. Ce0OeOl onapiplH aHa TUIAEpl Ka3aKk TUTIMEH TybICTac OOJFaHBIHA
OaitmaHpICTHI 00JIca KepeK. AWRMAKTBIH OapJIbIK TYPFBIHAAPHI ISPIIIK OPBIC TiI1H JKETIK OLIETIH/IIT1,
aFBUIIIBIH T1JIIH MEHIEpY JCHICHIHIH JIe ©CKCH IITT 0alKaIIbII, aTAIMBIII TUIII MEHrepyre 0apIibIK
ATHOCTap/IbIH KOHIT Oesie OacTaraHbIH KOpyre Oomaibl.

3epTTeyaiH KYHIBUIBIFBI AKTOOE OOJBICHIHIAFBI TIIAIK JKaFAalIbIH CUTIATHIH XaJbIKThIH
TIJIEPAl MEHTepY JIeHT e OOMbIHIIIA aHBIKTAY OOJBIN TaObLIAIbI.

3epTTey HOTIIKECIHIE aJblHFAaH MONIMETTepre COMKeC MEMIJICKETTIK TUIre JIereH
KbI3BIFYIIBUIBIKTBIH apTybl — OipHelle ¢akTopiapra OaillaHBICTBI, OHBIH ILIIHJE. TYPFBIHAAD
apachlH/la Ka3aKTap CaHBIHBIH OCYl, Ka3aK TUTIHAE OUTIM OepeTiH MeKTenTep MeH Oanabaxuianap
CaHbIHBIH Ko0eroiHe OaillaHbICTBl TAOUFU YP/AIC AETeH TYKBIPBIM jKacayFa MYMKIH/IK Oepei.

Tipek ce3mep: TUIAIK KaFAal, TUINIK yaepicTep, ¥ATTHIK CaHAK, dJI€yMETTIK JUHTBUCTHUKA,
TiJ cascaThl, CTATHCTUKAIBIK MOIIMETTEp, ONICYMETTIK-TMHTBUCTHKAIBIK 3epTTeyjep, TUIIIK
YCTaHBIM/IAP.
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AHHOTanus. B ctaThe paccmaTpuBaloTCsl BOIPOCHI, KaCaloIUecs HAIIMOHAIBHOTO COCTaBa
HaceJeHus: AKTIOOMHCKOW 00JIacTH, B TOM YHCJIE BOMPOCHI O J0JIe MPEACTaBUTEICH pa3HBIX
HAI[MOHAJIbHOCTEH, BHIOOPE POJHOIO S3bIKA HAPOJAOM PETMOHA U YPOBHE BJIAJICHUS UM, YPOBHE
BJIQJICHUS Ka3aXCKUM, PYCCKUM, AaHIVIMMCKUM $3bIKAMH, a TaKKe O TOM, KakOoW M3 HHX
IpeBajlupyerT.

[lenb pa®oThl — AeTaIbHOE PACCMOTPEHHUE A3BIKOBOM cUTyalnu AKTIOOMHCKON 00JacTy,
PacIoOIOKEHHOW B 3aMaHON YaCTH PECIyOJUKH, OOYCIOBICHHOW B YACTHOCTH OCOOCHHOCTSMU
ee reorpaMuecKkoro pacroioXKeHHsl, STHUYECKOIO0 U S3BIKOBOTO pa3HOOOpas3us, a  TaKke
MOCJICTHUMH TEHJICHLIUSIMH SI3bIKOBOM CUTYALIMH U IMHAMUYECKUX KPUTEPUEB.

Hayunas 3HaunmMocTh paboThl 3aKJII0YAETCS B UCCIIEIOBAaHUH TEHICHIIUN Pa3BUTHS YPOBHS
BIIQJICHUS SI3bIKAMHU, B BBIABICHUM  XapakTepa HM OCOOCHHOCTEH SI3BIKOBOM CHUTYaIlluu
AKTIOOMHCKOW 00nacTu. BO3MOXKHOCTh MCHONB30BAaHUSI PE3YNbTATOB aHAIW3a B MPOBEACHUU
S3bIKOBOM  TMOJIUTUKH, COCTAaBJICHUU CTPATETUYECKUX IUJIAHOB MOXKHO OTMETHUTh Kak
MPAKTUYECKYIO0 3HAYMMOCTb UCCIIEIOBAHUSI.

HccnenoBanuss MNpOBOJMIMCH €  HCIOJIb30BAaHUEM METOAOB cOopa M aHaiMsa
CTAaTHCTUYECKUX JAaHHBIX. B KadecTBe Marepualia HCCIEIOBAaHUS OBLIM B3STHI UTOTHU
Hanumonanehoit nepenucu Hacenenust Peciyonuku Kazaxcran 1999 u 2009 rr., npeacraBieHHbIe
ArentctBoM PK no crarucruxke.

B pesynbprare umcciemoBaHUsi OTMEUYAETCS TEHICHLMS Pa3BUTHUS S3BIKOBOM CHUTYallUUd B
AKTIOOMHCKOM 00J1acTH, pacnoyioKeHHO B 3amanHoi yactu PecriyOnuku Kazaxcran. BeisiBneHo,
YTO Ka3aXCKUH A3bIK Pa3BUBAIETCS IPEUMYIIIECTBEHHO CPEU Ka3aX0B, CPEU MIPEICTaBUTENIEH JKe
JIPYTHX 3THOCOB — HE Ha JIOJDKHOM ypoBHE. Kazaxckuil sI3bIK pacnpoCTpaHeH cpeau APYTrux
TIOPKOSI3BIYHBIX HApOJIOB, YTO OOBACHSETCS, BOSMOXKHO,  XOPOIIUM YPOBHEM BJIAJCHHUS WUMU
CBOMMH POJIHBIMHU SI3bIKAMHU, POJICTBEHHBIMH Ka3aXCKOMY. 3aMETHO, YTO OOJIbIIAs YacTh JKUTEEH
peruoHa cBOOOIHO BJIAJIEET PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM, HAOIIOAAETCA POCT YPOBHS BIIaJCHUSI aHTJINNHCKUM
Y BHUMaHHS K HEMY CpeJu IpeCTaBUTeNe BCEX ITHOCOB.

[leHHOCTBIO HCCIIEIOBAaHUS SIBISIETCS ONPENCIICHUE XapaKTepa S3bIKOBOM CHUTyallMd B
AKTIOOMHCKOW 0071aCTH, YPOBHSI BIIAJICHUS SI3bIKAMH €€ HACEIICHUS.

JlanHble, TONYyYEeHHBIE B PE3yJIbTaTe€ HCCICAOBAHMS, MOJBOASAT K BBIBOJY O TOM, YTO
MOBBIIIEHHE UHTEPECA K TOCYJaPCTBEHHOMY SI3bIKY — ECTECTBEHHBIH ITPOLIECC, CBA3AHHBIN C PSAOM
(GakTopoB, B TOM 4YHCIE C POCTOM YHMCIEHHOCTH Ka3aXxOB CpeAM HaceleHUs, yBEIUYEHHEM
KOJIMUYECTBA IIKOJ C Ka3aXCKUM SI3bIKOM OO0YUYEHHUS.

KuioueBble ci1oBa: s36IKOBasi CUTYaIHs, S36IKOBBIE TIpoIiecchl, HannmonaapHas rnepenuch
HaceJeHUsl, COIMalbHAas JIMHIBUCTUKA, S3bIKOBas IIOJIUTHUKA, CTATUCTUYECKHE JIaHHbIE,
COIMATbHO-TUHTBUCTUYECKUE UCCIIEAOBAHUS, IMHTBUCTUYECKHUE TIPUHIIHIIHIL.

Cmamuws nocmynuna 09.08.2022



