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Abstract. The criteria for pluricentric languages, generalized by the Working Group on Non-
Dominant Varieties of Pluricentric Languages (WGNDV), as well as our earlier condition of
‘tightness, opacity, incomprehensibility” of Kazakh Russian were used to discuss the possibility of
its gradual formation. Two main conclusions were made: a) the Russian language of the post-Soviet
space currently meets the criteria for pluricentric languages; b) the Russian language in Kazakhstan
is going through rapid and noticeable diversification processes. The arguments of Kazakhstani
linguists who assert (B. Kh.Khasanov, E.A. Zhuravleva, D.D. Shaibakova, etc.) or deny
(Z.K. Sabitova, A.K. Kazkenova, etc.) the qualifications of the Russian language as variant in
Kazakhstan — a country of long-term and massive Kazakh-Russian bilingualism. Generations of
Russian speakers (monolinguals — ethnic Russians, Koreans, Ukrainians and others and
bilinguals — Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Uighurs and others) with a dominant Russian or a dominant ethnic
language — are ‘involved’ in the processes of Soviet Russification and modern Kazakhization with
different effects. Nowadays the diversification of the Russian language in Kazakhstan is taking place
against the background of a fundamental change in the status and functional state of the Kazakh and
Russian languages; reducing the number of native Russian speakers; fundamental changes in
Kazakh-Russian bilingualism, reflected in the crisis of the linguistic identity of a part of
Kazakhstanis, in a linguistic shift towards the Russian language (Koreans, part of Kazakhs,
Ukrainians, small ethnic groups, etc.) and a turn of the linguistic shift of Kazakhs; strengthening the
position of the Kazakh language in business, culture, education, mass media, interethnic
communication; the changed vector of influence of languages (Kazakh Russian) and the ‘openness’
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of the Russian language for oral and written borrowings, especially in media texts; finally, new
communication needs of Kazakhstanis. The long-term linguistic and cultural ‘borderland’, which
forms the internalized conceptual-mental picture of the world inherent in Kazakhstanis, has become
a fundamental factor stimulating the diversification processes of the Russian language in
Kazakhstan.
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Introduction

The situation and status of the Russian language (RL) in various regions being
under intense observation of the society and experts described in the works by
E. Zemskaya, V. Alpatov, M. Kopylenko, N. Vakhtin, A. Mustajoki, E. Protasova,
L. Krysin, V. Sinyachkin, U. Bachtikireeva, A. Rudyakov, B. Khasanuly,
A. Karlinskij, E. Sulejmenova, N. Shaimerdinova, Z. Akhmetzhanova, S. Saina,
D. Shaibakova, V. Narozhnaya, N. Dmitryuk, E. Zhuravleva, U. Musabekova,
Z. Sabitova, A. Kazkenova et altera.

N. Vahtin, A. Mustajoki, E. Protasova, having compared the contact changes
in English which started much earlier, at least a century ago, share the opinion that
the diversification of the RL could follow a few trends:

1. “Island” phenomena of inevitable conservation of linguistic status, slowing
down language changes to compare with the “mother” tongue.

2. “Contact-associated phenomena of the first type”, revealing themselves in
languages of the so-called “other Russians” in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Latvia,
Estonia and other post-Soviet states as a result of significant borrowings from
languages of the title nations/

3. “Contact-associated phenomena of the second type”, characteristic of the
language of the labor migrants and accompanied with a considerable interference
with the native language [1. P. 5].

We are naturally interested in studying the second group of the Russian
language “contact-associated phenomena” focusing the studies in the context of our
topic and formulating the question: Is there in Kazakhstan — the country of a long-
term active and voluminous Kazakh-Russian bilingualism — really taking place
well-marked processes of the Russian language diversification? And is the RL on
the way to form one of the divergent-convergent variation which could be
‘Kazakh/Kazakhstani’ variation of the Russian language?
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In course of describing such a phenomenon there are used plenty of terms:
pluricentricity, polyvariation, polynational language, national variation, regional
variation, pluricentric language, pluricentric variation, native variation, local
variation, independent variation, functional variation and other ones.

“The Working Group shop on Non-Dominant Varieties of pluricentric
Languages (WGNDV)” has been discussing the notion of pluricentricity time and
again, and it submitted empirical materials of 43 well-known pluricentric languages
(PCL) [2]. In 1952, according to R. Mubhr, it was H. Kloss who treated Germanic
languages to introduce the following terms as «Ausbausprache» (language expanding
its functional capacity) and «Abstandsprache» (Language of a linguistic distance),
which got the approval of W. Weinreich and J. Fishman. In 1978, H. Kloss used the
notions of bi-centric, polycentric and pluricentric languages, while the latter made the
key term/ According to H. Kloss, PCL languages are used in independent states (that
is they have got two or more interactive centers) and they are both equal in their status
and functionally, as well [3. P. 13—40]. Various aspects of pluricentricity were taken
into consideration by R. Muhr in the definition given below, “Pluricentric language
is a language which is spoken at least in two countries, where it acquires the official
status of a state national language, co-national or regional language having its own
(codified) norms to be involved in the formation of national or personal identity by
means of conscientious using of those norms belonging to a definite country making
it the center forming the norms™ [3. P. 20].

What could be a proper nomination of the phenomenon we’re treating in this
study — pluricentric, national, regional, Kazakh or Kazakh-Russian Russian
language?

In the Kazakhstani studies on the topic, the more durable tradition (even during
the Soviet period when no one could suppose an idea of the possibility to exist
national Russian language variation which possessed the highest status and
communicative abilities in the whole territory of the large country) was to use the
term of “national variation”, and naturally, the Kazakh/Kazakhstani variation runs
back to it.

As is admitted, the notion referring to the Kazakh ethnos is denoted as Kazakh
(inherent, belonging, created, used, etc. by the Kazakhs) and everything connected
with the state of Kazakhstan, is called Kazakhstani.

E.Yu. Protasova and her co-authors firmly and consistently calls the
phenomena “Kazakh Russian language” against the title of the article published
[4. P.231—263].

In the present and published earlier studies, the denotation ‘Kazakhstani
Russian language’ (KRL) is used [5; 6; 7 et al.]. In our opinion, the choice of the
term is imposed by the important reason. The observed linguistic phenomenon
during quite a long time had been and is still being created with the intention and
creativity of the bilingual Kazakhs, and it’s understood, supported and used not just
by themselves but by the members of other ethnos as well which belong to the same
communicative environment of Kazakhstan together with the Kazakhs.
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Criteria of the pluricentric language (PCL):
a general review from outside

The Working Group on Non-Dominant Varieties of Pluricentric Languages
(WGNDV) discussed time and again the criteria of PCL. The Working Group has
elaborated 7 criteria [2], and later, R. Muhr reduced the list to 6 criteria [3. P. 13—40;
8. P. 11—64]: (1) PCL do exist in two countries at least. (2) PCL should be the state
national, co-national or at least regional language minimally, and be officially
recognized there, its status should exceed the minority language status, otherwise, it
can’t function as a center creating the norm. (3) Linguistic distance: PCLs should have
enough linguistic and/or pragmatic characteristics to discriminate it from and serve as
the symbol of national identity and social uniqueness. (4) language community should
adopt the status of its language as PCL and treat it as an integral part of its
social/national identity. (5) The identity relevance and awareness of the PCL function
to identify: the PCL national norm should correspond to the social identity, and the
language community should (to a certain degree) recognize this norm and develop its
own codified norms at least. (6) The PCL linguistic norms should be codified to a
certain extent, and proceeding from the codification, they should be used as the
national norms by the language speakers and state institutions. (7) PCL should be
taught at schools and linguistic community should spread and develop it.

Firstly, R. Muhr assumes the PCL recognition is possible at the existence of at
least one of the criteria; secondly, PCL criteria (1) and (2) are of the greatest
significance. Incongruity of criteria (6) could make a serious impediment to
acknowledge PCL. Criteria (3) and (4) are actually defined by a linguistic society
recognizing the separability (severalty, independence, singularity) of its existence
and its use as an integral part of the national identity [3. P. 23—48; 8. P. 13—40;
9.P. 11—64; 10; 11].

We assume the appellation to linguistic and ethnic consciousness, linguistic
and ethnic, identity of the post-Soviet countries’ population overcoming the de-
russification process with various degrees of sensitivity could be accepted with
significant provisions. In Kazakhstan, different generations — bearers of Russian
language — monolinguals (ethnic Russians, Koreans, Ukrainians, etc.) and
bilinguals (representatives of various ethnic groups) with dominant Russian or
dominant ethnic language — to various extent were ‘burdened’ by assimilation
processes of the total Soviet russification period, and differently ‘involved’ in the
processes of modern kazakhization. Different in results, but close in the prominent
emotional constituent for different generations, it appeared to be the national
identity crisis; the language shift (Koreans and a part of Kazakhs, Ukrainians,
minor ethnic groups, etc.) and also a partial shift of ethnic identity to other
community identity. Under such circumstances, the orientation to the opinion of
the Kazakhstani people concerning the Russian language severalty in Kazakhstan,
in our point of view, could cause even more questions which are often have no
direct relation to the question set above.
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The important criterion of recognizing the KRL existence, firstly put forward
and formulated by E.D. Suleimenova [5. P. 258] and empirically confirmed by
E.Yu. Protasova [4. P. 231—263], is the KRL ‘impermeability, non-transparence,
incomprehensibility’ for the Russian speaking people living outside Kazakhstan.
E.D. Suleimenova, after quoting a few indicative texts published in the newspaper
“Vzglyad”, e.g., ...apenda wecmuxanamuou wpmot oboudemcs 6 30 000 menee, a
socomuranamuon — ¢ 40 000 mence; razaxckue Oakcvl U KOUWU OOUHAKOBO
noxnonanuce Kopkymy, u ecau 6axcel ucnonnanu capvinvl Kopkyma, mo xrotiuu —
e2o0 Kiou, 00basvbme K 3MOMy OONOTHUMENbHbIE MAMEPUATIbL — APKAHDL, KOULMbI,
backypul u ewge Kuu3, mycKuu3, mexkemem, ColpMax, CaHObIK, MoceKazaul, ColpmMax u3
KOWMbl, OACKYp U3 MKAHOU Y30pHOU JIeHmbl, MOKbIMA HA KOUWOMHOU OCHOGe,
BLILUUMDBILL WIETKOBLIMU HUMAMU, OOCMEK C 010-OpHEK, Oecux u3 HamypaibHo2O
Oepesa (the quotation is in Russia script. — Translator), puts a question, “The
abstracts are quite understandable for the majority of the Kazakhstan population,
especialy Kazakh bilinguals. But whether the Russians do understand?! Aren’t they
similar to famous artificial constructs of eroxas ky30pa or nycoxu 6smuie? [5. P. 258].

E.Yu. Protasova gave an answer to the question relying on the analysis of the
Russian language newspapers for the fortnight period of 2014 [4. P. 231—263].
Sporadical and quite stable borrowings, spelling words and expressions according
to the rules of Kazakh spelling, unobvious abbreviations, references to local realia,
geographical names, naming of various phenomena and objects, indistinct
references to history, literature, culture, metaphorically complicated texts, linguistic
games, hints, unusual speech patterns and many other things like that — all of those
make Kazakhstani-Russian newspaper texts difficult to understand for the Russian
language bearers living outside of Kazakhstan. According to the authors, the
Russian language of the publications discussed is firstly ambivalent for a furriner,
it implied strong national (Kazakh) specifics and distinguishes the vivid differences
between the RL of Russia and Kazakhstan; secondly, the given facts have fixed the
moment to develop the KRL type. In the opinion of E.Yu. Protasova, the
‘impermeability’, ‘non-transparence’ of newspaper texts impeding the
understanding' of non-Kazakhstani people become the feature of the gradual KRL
development [4. P. 231—263].

The Russian language of all possible variations in all the adjacent ex-Soviet
republics areas is included by the “Working Group of Non-Dominant Varieties Of
Pluricentric Languages” (WGNDV) in the PCL list [13]. R. Muhr thinks it
necessary to admit quite a typical reaction of not accepting the Russian language
pluricentricity by the Russian linguists and the residents of many post-Soviet

' To support the criterion on the KRL developing put forward by E.Yu. Protasova, we’d remind
important guidelines elaborated by D. Crystal. As to the criteria to distinguish language and dialect,
he used “mutual understanding/mutual misunderstanding and cultural affinity/cultural peculiarity.
Various combinations of those criteria laid the basis of the five types of relations: British English
vs. American English; English vs. Hindu; Norwegian vs. Danish; Cantonese (Chinese) vs. Hakka
(Chinese); Turkish vs. Uzbek [12. P. 287].
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republics. Linguistic communities rather often have got centric and elite ideas of
their own language and its norms. Usually it’s about two generations at least to
accept the idea of existing a few of standard language variations within the frames
of a single language [8. P. 11—64].

The Russian Language in Kazakhstan: inside biased view

One can find both positive and negative answers on the question put in the
Introduction in the form of black and white or evasive judgement. Still, one has to
understand what is the background of agreement or negation as well as to evaluate
definite descriptive criteria of the start, continuity or finish of the Russian language
diversification and the Kazakh-Russian language qualification as an independent
variation. At this, it appeared to be difficult to evade doubts about the possibility to
assert in general, with a certain degree of positive trend to qualify linguistic
phenomena under description as the KRL specific features (criteria, attributes,
properties).

1. The qualification of the Russian language in Kazakhstan as the “Kazakh
variation of the Russian national language” functioning “under the conditions of
linguistic sovereignty of Kazakhstan” as a regional language macro-mediator,
according to B.Kh. Hasanuly, ia approved by the following” the Russian language is
functioning independently of the main ethnic mass, dominates in the spheres of
education, state administration; services, science and research; mass communication
and demonstrates the patterns of developed literary form devoid of city vernacular
speech [7. P. 190—194].

Elaborating his own statement, B. K. Hasanuly confirms that “the RL in
Kazakhstan is not a local variation of the Russian language without any norms, but
its idiosyncratic literary norm”. The Russian language of Kazakhstan is asked with
specific topics and themes, the volume of social functions, functioning of dozens of
types of bilingualism and polylingualism involving the RL, some inner structural
peculiarities ant different linguistic levels, e.g., vocabulary, lexical-and semantic and
stylistic peculiarities of the Kazakh borrowings, grammar forms of Kazakh words in
Russian speech, grafemic-and-phonetic spelling and orthographic norms of Kazakh
words in the Russian text”, finally, the new type of parity bilingualism and
trilingualism, as well as the strategies to acquire and use those [7. P. 194—195].

1. The work of eloquent title “Variations of lexical system: Russian language
as a polynational language” by E.A. Zhuravleva defines the Russian language in
Kazakhstan (the national environment) as a national variation of a polylingual
language, joining those of English, Spanish, French varieties [14].

According to E.A. Zhuravleva, a polynational language shares the state of
identity with its variation. This explains through the new geopolitical conditions,
inter-ethnic integration, active linguistic contacts, legal status and the large RL
functioning scale, as well as the communicative space changes. Principally, “the
uniqueness of the RL national variation reveals itself not only in ethnic languages
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using it in the inner ethnic communication, but in the language of ethnic Russians”.
The author considers the following features of the RL national variation to be
important: (a) regionalisms having no equivalents in the RL (turkisms and lexis
constructed on the RL models, but reflecting the actual realia of Kazakhstan));
(b) cognitive (mental and phenomenological) units, functioning in socio-political,
socio-cultural, gastronomic and onomastic spheres and influencing the worldview;
(c) specifics of the corpus use of precedent names and texts appealing to Kazakh
cultural concepts and clear to Kazakhstani people speaking Russian; (d) widening
of the conceptual sphere forming the specific linguistic worldview and the national
image, also participating to create the Kazakh identity [14. P. 3—43].

2. Quite obvious formation of the RL functional regional variation in
Kazakhstan is confirmed with its inadequacy to the continental invariant, as states
D.D. Shaibakova [13. P. 257—268; 15].

According to D.D. Shaibakova, The Russian language in Kazakhstan strives
through the regionalization process, and more and more distances itself fron the
continental invariant. Accumulating differential innovative features of language
variation in relation to its invariant. The author considers such factors forming
functional variations of the pluricentric Russian language as: the changes status of
the Russian language, a new social and cultural context, the RL social substrate
changes the decreasing number of ethnic Russians, the differences in the world
perception, the differences in semantization of lexemes, the formation of new
lexical paradigms, word-building models and syntagmas, the new intonation
patterns, more liberal attitude to the linguistic norms, the change of pragmatic
implications, etc. The crucial moment of the process are the communicative and
pragmatic norms undergoing changes.

3. Z.K. Sabitova, proceeding from [10. P. 102], asserts that Kazakhstan hasn’t
yet become the isolated area of RL functioning and it’s used in all forms without
any influence of territorial dialects, though non-codified yet, thus significant
violations of the standard and norms are observed. Z.K. Sabitova is sure that as far
as the RL differences both in Kazakhstan and Russia concern lexico-phraseological
level, while phonetical and grammatical levels are not involved, the Russian
languages in Kazakhstan doesn’t make a national variation [16. P. 208—217].

The author specifies the socio-cultural peculiarities of the RL in Kazakhstan
caused by the mode of life of its bearers. It’s not a separate, but specifically used
Russian languages under the natural communication but to some extent, it deviates
from linguistic standards and norms. However, the situation didn’t cause the
isolation from the Russian idiom. The Russian language in Kazakhstan without
codification, continues functioning as a Russian-Kazakh regional variation in
parallel with the Kazakh language which is more and more acquiring the status of
the title language.

4. After joining the discussion on forming RL regional variations and its
interrelation with “title languages” in the SIS countries, A.K. Kazkenova asserts
that the only criterion of increasing the number of “local” words in the vocabulary
is not enough [17. P. 143—152; 18. P. 178—217].
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To develop her own argument, A.K. Kazkenova lays upon the following
linguistic factors: (a) regional group of non-declining nouns which don’t
subordinate to the rules of declination of a general pattern4 (b) accentological
specifics of regional words leading to their word-inflexion features; (c) usus
inflexion of two-part nouns, different from typical for the Russian language binary
units and in need of codification (and legalization; (d) differences of the degree of
the level of actual words denoting realia of the Russian reality which are nearly
exotic in Kazakhstan.

Thus more and more linguists are involved in the present-day discussion on
the diversification of the Russian language, divergent-convergent processes in its
evolution, on the formation of the Kazakh-Russian language. Let’s use their
evaluations and opinions in a new broader approach to actual and active
diversification processes of the Russian language.

Russian language in Kazakhstan:
Horizons and prospects of the research

Observations of the Russian language functioning in Kazakhstan give the
abundant material which could or couldn’t be interpreted as the evidence of the
KRL formation even beyond considering the ongoing processes non-verified in
time and so they could disappear and reappear, be fixed in these and those sources
or stay in the periphery of nonce formation. Let’s broaden the vista and
interpretation of the formerly described and new linguistic facts which wre already
concerned or will be involved to prove the KRL existence.

1. The well-known notion of interiorisation as the formation of human
consciousness in course of his immersing into cultural, ideological, moral and
linguistic values, in our opinion, could be quite applicable to the results of the
discussed interaction of the Kazakh language and culture with the Russian language
and culture. Language and culture ‘frontier zone’ in Kazakhstan continue over a
few centuries, on the one hand, forming by Kazakhstani population the interiorized
general cultural background (possibly, even the worldview), and on the other hand,
changing (strengthening or weakening) vectors of influence.

The first one might be proved with the arguments contained in many studies in
favor of the existence of a special worldview with its proper mental features. Firstly,
it is created by (a) the Kazakhs-monolinguals who survived the linguistic shift
towards the Russian language; by (b) the Kazakhs-bilinguals with the dominant
Russian language; by (c) the Kazakhs-bilinguals withy the peripheral Russian
language, but still immersed into the environment of the Kazakh culture, traditions,
customs and feeling themselves quite positive un the Kazakh society. Secondly, the
worldview is supported, cultivated and spread by all the Kazakhstani population
independent of belonging to this or that ethnos as, besides their own national
culture, they are naturally ‘interiorized’/’inbuilt’ into the general Kazakhstani social
and cultural background and don’t feel any ‘alienation’ of it. Cultural and civil
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identity to this or that extent is naturally inserted in general national Kazakhstan
identity and the general interiorized cultural background.? In the broader Turk-
Slavonic context, V. Sinyachkin writes, “During the period of becoming of the
Russian linguistic culture, there came in many a Turkish languages borrowings
which formed specific inner plane of consciousness of the bearer of this culture,
and those became concept-forming ones — conceptual for the Russian
consciousness. It couldn’t, but naturally be reflected in artistic images created by
the Russian people” [17. P. 85—95].

The second point of view is confirmed by the diametrically changed vectors of
language influence: if in pre-Soviet and Soviet periods the Russian language
influence on the Kazakh language was practically unrestricted, then in modern
Kazakhstan, to the contrary, the Kazakh language and culture became more
influential upon the Russian language.

The changed vector of linguistic influence is approved by the facts that the
flow of borrowings from Russian into Kazakh practically exists at the same level/
A.K. Kazkenova traces there “a certain nominative ‘distraction’ of the Kazakh
language from its stronger opponent”. At this the Russian language continues to be
the language-mediator and even the model language in the field of lexical
borrowings from European languages [17. P. 145].

Under the conditions of the growing intensification, the interaction of Kazakh
and Russian languages is supported with (a) radical change of their status and
functional state; (b) principal changes in the character of stable and mass Kazakh-
Russian bilingualism and rather active start of the youth Russian-Kazakh
bilingualism; (c) changes of conceptual and mental worldview of the Kazakhstani
population, so the Russian language inevitably and naturally adapts to the
Kazakhstani communicative needs.

2. It becomes more and more vivid that the Russian language in Kazakhstan
conserving mutual communicative space with Russia, still exists to a certain extent,
under specific conditions. It’s seen in the strive to realize independently — as for
now, possibly to maintain and explain — codification and normalization of the
Russian language in Kazakhstan. Here follow two just picturesque examples which
don’t need any further qualified explanation.

The first example was already given earlier in [6] and it was positively
commented. The Russian onyma space in Kazakhstan is self-sufficient and
regulated purposefully: (a) Russian toponymal are substituted with local or new
Kazakh ones; (b) orthologous norms of spelling or pronouncing onyms are either

2 The sincere acknowledgement of the author of the book named in the Kazakh language “Uly
bakytka talpynu” but written in Russian, is rather typical, “The book uses a lot of Kazakh insertions
and those do not always observe the Russian spelling of the Kazakh onomastic lexis. For example,
if I all my life pronounced my name Monshak in Kazakh, I wrote it in Kazakh/ Despite the fact that
the memoirs are told in Russian, my situational use of the Kazakh language abundance give the
evidence of my deepest connections to the Kazakh spiritual values, and I rely on the readers’ grace
in this complicated linguistic issue” [20].
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ignored or substituted with the Kazakh ones®; (c) there are undertaken attempt of
lexicographical regulation to pronounce and spell onyms and off-onym formations
[21; 22] and others.

The second example is connected with gradual codification of literary and
normative language while the purposeful management is conducted on behalf of the
society (writers, scholars, teachers, journalists, bloggers, etc.)* and attentive control
on behalf of editorial boards and publishers, mass-media, directories, dictionaries,
obligatory mass school and university textbooks. The elaboration by Kazakhstani
scholars educational programs, standard teaching programs, textbooks and manuals
to teach Russian language and literature for schools and universities is
independently realized in Kazakhstan for over dozens and dozens of years.
Absolute requirement to those is to include national cultural component
(e.g., Kazakhstani one), which is why Manuals of Russian language and literature
contain a lot of examples of using Kazakh lexical and lexico-phraseological units
which are often spelt in original Kazakh mode, are not translated, undergo
phonetical and morphological adaptation and durably stay in the schoolchildren and
student consciousness.

3. The consequence of the RL processes taking place in Kazakhstan
demonstrate more and more ‘openness’ to the Kazakh linguistic units be permeated
both into oral and written speech. They cease to be exotic, don’t need translation
and become general literary lexis components.

Of course, this situation needs a panoramic diachronic research of the Russian
language status in Kazakhstan for a long time. However, even now one can assert
that multiple unique nominations of the Kazakhstani society live realia steadily and
without any obstacles are absorbed by the Russian language facilitating the forming
of the KRL. Primarily, such unique ‘Kazakh nominations’ come into the social and
political, official manner, national-cultural, industrial and everyday
communication, and they are quickly fixed in the Russian public discourse. In the
theory of loanwords such linguistic phenomena caused their re-evaluation: “Under
the conditions of regional variations of the RL lexis exotic lexical units isn’t at all
always the borrowing, but otherwise, the borrowing isn’t always evaluated as an
exotic unit” [18. P. 81].

3 1t is still in memory the sharp discussion about the Kazakh IIbI/SHY. There were circulating
variations of anecdotes among the people about the Kazakh [llvinap Ilvinevizosny Llvinmacosy of
Hlvimkenma, trying to appease proper names with the Russian rules in the mountainous resort. ..
Quite for a long time and ardently the ‘discomfort’ of the Russian spelling was discussed: -uwor —
HIvimbynax. Now the Internet sites use Yumxenm (51 200 entries) and [/ lvimxenm (560 000 entries),
and Wikipedia gives [lleiuxenm but not Yumxenm... The words which so much confused lvinap
entered the Kazakh and Russian Internet onym space as full-blooded Russian lexical units with all
uncomfortably pronounced and misspelt sound and letter combination, with specific inflexion and
word-building.

4 B. Hasanuly wrote about this process, “Khazakhisms have a sgare in the ocean of Russian words,
and their number to some degree depends on the regulations by linguists and other personalityies of
culture and the process of interaction of the Kazakh and Russian languages themselves” [7. P. 192].
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The reasons of the RL ‘openness’ in Kazakhstan are obviously stipulated by
its changed status, firstly, while the Russian language was the Soviet Union’s title
language, its functioning was under the control from the center which naturally
slowed down the permeation of regionalisms because the Russian language should
be understood by Lithuanians, Karyaks, and Russians; secondly, the transformation
of ethno-demographic ratio radically changes the attendance of the Russians in the
government structures, banks, shops, markets, educational institutions, etc., and
correspondingly, the role of the Kazakh language in them has grown; thirdly, the
number of ‘the born Russian language bearers’ in this country is still decreasing
(alittle over 20%) as well as other ethnos (less than 10%) of the country’s
population); fourthly, constitutional functional equality of the Kazakh and Russian
languages on the plane of the growing role of the Kazakh language and culture
began to change the interrelation of both languages.

The examples of RL ‘openness’ for the uncontrolled permeation of
untranslated Kazakh words and expressions are multiple.’ Evaluating them in the
Russian text, one coudl easily think that they’ve just came in. For example,
newspaper headlines «Ot yama no pasBpara», «Toxanucmuueckuii ClieHapui»,
«Kroii, noka ropssuo», «KoHs Ha coebim OCTAaHOBUT, B TOPSILYIO IOPTY BOHAET»,
«Ilyctb wanvipax 6ynet Beicokum!» (mixed Kazakh and Russian) and many others
according to the journalist’s intention are going to attract attention of Kazakh
readers, but would distract a purist’s attention and cause the idea to abolish them as
alien. Here we see the research prospect as follows: part of such words could be
abolished in the authorized classical dictionaries of S.I. Ozhegov and D.N. Ushakov
(mou, aumvic, 6atica, etc.), but be include into two-language Kazakh-Russian
dictionary and rapidly fixed in electronic dictionaries or in the old and new versions
of the National Corpus of the Russian language (6atiea, atimwvic and others) [23; 24].
Other units reveal surprising derivational quickness and a kind of sophistication in
forming words, e.g. Kazakh-Russian: yammen, yamcwi3, mokanucmuueckui,
moxanuzayus, Hypomawosey, aimviHoenrcuiiyvl, OOIAUWAKOBYbL, OOIAUAKEDDI,
baviecosams and many others. Using modern corpus, lexicographical and other
opportunities and advantages of electronic publications, one could try to determine
‘state’ and ‘time’ frontiers of such Kazakh units and their role in the RL
diversification progress in Kazakhstan.

Abstracting ourselves of the possibility to systematize multiple RL
diversification examples, (e.g., according to the spheres of using derivational
potential, axiological and emotional loading, etc.), we’d like to draw attention to
the unimpeded and abundant entries of those in the Russian text and their

5 In connection with the process observed, let’s refer to the useful idea of B. Havranek, who already
in 1966 wrote, “The influence of the alien language isn’t just the outer factor, but also something
connected with inner, immanent language development which chooses what is correspondingly
necessary to its structure and linguistic requirements. The matter that language acquires becomes its
integral part in the immanent development or in other words, the language which borrows becomes
active, while a passive one is a language providing borrowing, and it would be wrong to present the
ratio otherwise” [23. P. 107].
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adaptation according to the rules and regulations of the Russian language. and on
the contrary, conservation of the Kazakh Cyrillic spelling and even not yet
approved use of Latin alphabet. As a joke, the diversification flood could be
presented as a hyperbolic model.

Nowadays in one and the same text one can come across the neighboring Nur
Otan, Hyp Oman, Hyp Omamn, not in mou-0ymanax, but on newspaper pages and
Internet sites 6atieyrom motickue avimvickepwvl, we are ready to baticogams at the
auto-quest «baiiza», reacting to energetic call «baiieyiiy together with Beeline!»,
yamceiz3 mokanku (a token of moxanuszayuu), developing our own pa3BuBas
moxkanucmuyeckuti scenario, dreaming to make anti-crisis moxan, at worst, —
Zaramokan, yammenst want to introduce ysm in the jurisdiction, or at least, into the
directive «¥am! Mackapa'», importunate advertising on «Xabape» and «Enapme»
explains «What’s this — new ¥AT?», abrupt aeawxu persuade «¥am in rap-buttle
more than just yam!», mythological personage oxcypmmuiy 6anracwr, who had cut
everyone’s wings in the childhood, the talent of Mypama turned in the most popular
Russian-speaking blog «Jurttyn balasy», and finally, «Kanwvim,you can’t believe
it!», assert us from everywhere Biz bergemiz!

Conclusion

Therefore, after considering the theory and arguments of the Working Group
of Non-Dominant Variations of Pluricentric Languages” one could come to the
basic conclusion (WGNDV) as the basis, we come to the conclusion that according
to the majority of criteria, the Russian language should be defined as a PCL — the
Pluricentric Language.

It’s more difficult to draw conclusions of the second level. The Russian
language in Kazakhstan is undergoing sweeping and noticeable diversification
processes as of the results. Their evaluation from the point of view of the correlation
to properties of a pluricantric variation gives an opportunity to state the existence
of usus specifics which little by little and gradually pass through the stages of
codification and lexicographic regulation.

Consideration of the nature of the processes under way should help to evaluate
the observed multi-variable factors, despite of their seeming significance, The
unique possibility to describe and understand those useful processes should be
considered and used on time.
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