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Abstract. The research deals with the problem of bilingualism and polylingualism in the aspect of
intercultural communication in the conditions of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in diachronic and
synchronic aspects. Multilingualism, multiculturalism, intercultural communication has an ancient
history in the republics of Central Asia, on the territory of which Arabic, Farsi, Russian functioned
in different periods of history along with Turkic languages (Kazakh, Uzbek, Kyrgyz, Turkmen,
Karakalpak, etc.). Each of these languages in different epochs fulfilled the functions of the language
of state documents, the language of education and science, and communication in the process of
intercultural communication. Bilingualism and transcultural practices had three sides until the
beginning of the 20th century: 1. Implementation of linguistic and intercultural communication in
Arabic as a result of the adoption of Islam: introduction of Muslim religious concepts, principles,
rules of behavior, culture of interpersonal and social communication, school education (in maktabs),
education in madrasas into everyday life. 2. Implementation of linguistic and intercultural
communication in Farsi due to the functioning of the Bukhara Emirate and the prevalence of Farsi
in the spheres of education, fiction, science. 3. Realization of intra-state linguistic and intercultural
communication in the Turkic language by the majority of the population. After 1917, with the
formation of the USSR, the Russian language was actively introduced on the state ideological basis.
The total introduction of the Russian language through the system of compulsory school education,
in the system of science and culture has yielded its results: by 1990 Turkic-Russian bilingualism and
biculturalism had covered the overwhelming majority of the population (up to 90%, in some regions
of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan — up to 100%). The varieties of polylingualism actively functioning
are: Kazakh-Russian-Uzbek, Kazakh-Russian-Kirghiz, Uzbek-Russian-Tajik, Uzbek-Russian-
Karakalpak, Karakalpak-Russian-Uzbek, Karakalpak-Uzbek, Karakalpak-Uzbek-Kazakh and others.
At present, with the active entry of English into the education system, bilingualism and poly-
lingualism with its participation are being formed: Kazakh-Russian-English, Uzbek-Russian-
English, Uzbek-Russian-English and others. Varieties of bilingualism and polylingualism with the
participation of English are characterized by localization in diplomacy, joint enterprises,
international projects, etc. Before the arrival of the Russian language, people mainly became
bilinguals in the conditions of natural functioning of bilingualism, and in the XX century — in the
combination of natural non-native (Russian) language environment in Turkophone conditions with
the system of school and university polylingual education. In the course of the work the comparative,

© Dzhusupov M., 2025

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
CAETM https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/legalcode

A3bIKOBbIE KOHTAKTbI: TEOPUA N MPAKTUKA 251


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2934-2333

Dzhusupov M. Polylinguality and Transcultural Practices, 2025, 22 (2), 251-264

intra-language comparison, deductive and inductive methods were used, which helped to determine
the theoretical and practical significance of the topic of scientific research.

Key words: bilingualism and polylingualism, transculturality, interrelation of language and culture,
combination of natural and classroom bilingualism, Turkic, Arabic, Farsi, Russian, mutual influence

Article history: received 24.11.2024; accepted 19.03.2025.
Conflict of interests: the author declares that there is no conflict of interests.

For citation: Dzhusupov, M. 2025. “Bilingualism, Polylingualism in Central Asia and Their
Interaction in a Multicultural Turkic-Speaking Environment: Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan.” Polylinguality
and Transcultural Practices, 22 (2), 251-264. https://doi.org/10.22363/2618-897X-2025-22-2-
251-264

BunuHrensm, nonmanHrensm B LleHtpanbHon Asun
1 NX B3anMoaeincTere B NONNKYNbTYPHON TIOPKOA3bIYHON cpepe:
KasaxcraH, Y36ekncraH
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Y36ekckuil rocy1apCTBEHHbIIA YHUBEPCUTET MUPOBBIX SI3bIKOB, Tawkenm, Pecnybnuxa Y3bexucman
P<I mah.dzhusupov@mail.ru

AnHotanusi. Paccmorpena npo6iema OMIMHIBH3MA M MOJIMIMHIBU3MA B aCTIEKTE MEKKYJIBTYPHOU
KOMMYHUKAIIUU B YCJIOBUAX Kasaxcrana n y366Kl/ICTaHa B ITMaXPOHHUYCCKOM U CUHXPOHUYCCKOM ac-
nekrax. MHOTOsI3bIUME, MTONUKYIBTYPHOCTb, MEKKYIBTYPHAsl KOMMYHHKanus B pecryonukax Llen-
TpaJgbHON A3UH UMEET APEBHIOIO HCTOPHIO, HA TEPPUTOPHN KOTOPOH HApsILy C TIOPKCKUMU SI3bIKAMH
(xa3axckuil, y30eKCKHi, KHPTU3CKUH, TYPKMEHCKHMA, KapaKaJlakCKUi U T.1.) GyHKIIMOHUPOBAJIN B
pas3Hble IEPHOIBI HICTOPUH apaOCKui, dapcu, pycckuil. Kaxaplil U3 3TUX A3BIKOB B pa3HbIE 3MIOXH
BBIMOJIHSUT (PYHKIMH SI3BIKA TOCYIapPCTBEHHBIX JOKYMEHTOB, A3bIKa 00pa3oBaHMs M HayKH, oOIe-
HUSI B IIPOLIECCE MEXKYJIBTYPHONH KOMMYHHMKAIMU. BUIIMHIBU3M M TPaHCKYJIBTYPHBIE MPAKTHKH J10
Hagana XX B. M3yYaINCh B TPEX acHeKTax: 1) OCYIIECTBICHHE JTHHIBOMEKKYIBTYPHOH KOMMYHH-
KaIliy Ha apaOCKOM SI3bIKE B CBSI3M C NPUHATHEM HCJIaMa: BHEAPCHNE B TIOBCEIHEBHYIO XKNU3Hb MY-
CYJIbMaHCKHX PEJIMTHO3HBIX MIOHATHH, IPUHIUIIOB, IIPaBHII TOBEACHUSI, KyJIBTYPbl MEXXJIMYHOCTHOTO
U COIMAJIBHOTO OOIIEHMS, IIKOJIBHOTO 00pa3oBanus (B MakTrabax), oOpa3oBaHue B Mezapece; 2) ocy-
IIECTBIICHHUE JTMHTBOMEKKYIIBTYPHOI KOMMYHHUKAIIMK Ha (DapcH B CBsI3U C PyHKIMOHHPOBaHHEM by-
Xapckoro DMupara 1 pacupoctpaHéHHoCTH (apcu B cepax 0Opa3oBaHus, XyI0KECTBEHHOHN JIUTe-
parypbl, HayKH; 3) OCyLIECTBICHHE OCHOBHBIM OOJIBIIMHCTBOM HAcCEJEHHs BHYTPHUIOCYAapCTBEH-
HOW IMHTBOMEXKKYJIBTYpPHO KOMMYHHKAITUH Ha TIOPKCKOM s13b1ke. [loce 1917 1. ¢ popmupoBannem
CCCP akTHBHO Ha TOCYIapCTBEHHOW MACOJIOTHYECKON OCHOBE BHEAPSICTCS PYCCKHUH SI3bIK. ToTalb-
HOE BHEJIPEHHE PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa YEPE3 CUCTEMY 00513aTEIBHOTO HIKOJIBHOTO 00pa30BaHHUsI B CUCTEMY
HayK{ U KyJIBTYPHI JAJI0 CBOU pe3ynbTaThl: K 1990 I TIOPKCKO-PYCCKUM OMIIMHTBU3MOM U OMKYITb-
TYPHOCTBIO OBLIO OXBAY€HO IMOABIISIONIee OOMBIIMHCTBO HaceneHus (10 90 %, B OTIENBHBIX peru-
onax Kazaxcrana u Y30exucrana — 10 100 %). [Ipu 3ToM akTHBHO (DYHKITHOHUPYIOT TAKKHE PA3HO-
BUAHOCTH TTOJIMIMHIBU3MA: Ka3aXCKO-PYCCKO-Y30€KCKUH, Ka3aXCKO-PyCCKO-KHPTU3CKHH, Y30eKCKO-
PYCCKO-TaIKUKCKHH, Y30€KCKO-PYCCKO-KapaKaJIaKCKI, KapaKalmaKCKo-pycCcKo-y30eKCKuil, kapa-
KaJIITaKCKO-y30eKCKO-Ka3aXxCKuil 1 aAp. B HacTosiiee BpeMsi C aKTUBHBIM BXOXICHHEM aHTIIIMHCKOTO
s3bIKa B cCUCTEeMY 00pazoBaHust (POPMHUPYETCsl OWIIMHITBU3M M MOJWJIMHIBU3M C €ro y4acTHEM: Ka-
3aXCKO-PYCCKO-aHITIMHCKOTO0, Y30€KCKO-PYCCKO-aHITIMHCKOTO U Ap. Pa3HOBUAHOCTH OMIMHTBU3MA U
MTOJIMJIMHTBU3Ma C Y4aCTHEM aHIIMHCKOTO SA3bIKa XapaKTepU3YIOTCs JIOKATM30BaHHOCTHIO B IUIIJIO-
MaTuu, COBMECTHBIX MPCANPUATUAX, MEKIAYHAPOAHBIX IMPOCKTAxX U T.A. }10 puxoaa pyCcCKoro si3biIka
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OWJIMHTBaJIEHBIMU B OCHOBHOM CTaHOBWIIUCH B YCIOBHUSX €CTECTBEHHOTO (PYHKIIMOHUPOBAHHUS OU-
JIMHTBU3Ma, 8 B XX B. — B COUE€TAHUU €CTECTBEHHON HEPOAHOM (PYCCKOI) S3BIKOBOM CpeIbl B YCIIO-
BHUSIX TIOPKO(OHHH C CUCTEMOM LIKOJIBHOTO U By30BCKOTO MOJMS3BIKOBOTO 00pa3oBanusi. B xone pa-
OOTHI MCTIOIB30BaHbI COMTOCTABUTENFHBIN, AEAYKTUBHBIN U HHIyKTHBHBIE METOIBI, BHY TPUS3BIKOBOE
CpaBHEHHE, YTO CIIOCOOCTBOBAIIO OMPEICIICHUIO TCOPETUICCKOM H MMPAKTHICCKON 3HAYMMOCTH TEMBI
HAy4IHOTO MCCIIEIOBAHUSI.

KuroueBble c/10Ba: OMIMHTBU3M, TOJTHIMHTBU3M, TPAHCKYJIBTYPHOCTD, B3aNMOCBSI3b S3bIKA U KYJIb-
TYpBI, COUETaHHE €CTECTBEHHOTO M ayTUTOPHOTO OMIIMHTBU3Ma, TIOPKCKHIA, apaOCKwid, (apcH, pyc-
CKUM, B3aUMOBJIUSIHUE
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Introduction

The phenomena of bilingualism, polylingualism and multiculturalism are
closely interrelated and mutually conditioned, as the one contributes to the formation
of the other, due to this there is a two-way improvement in the form of borrowed
vocabulary, cultural values, national-cultural interpretation, which, as a rule,
becomes the property of the language of the recipient nation with invariant
functioning in the language of the donor nation [1-7].

The results of languages contacts and cultures, bilingualism, polylingualism,
biculturalism and multiculturalism can also be negative: the extinction of people,
their language, culture in the process of colonisation or complete merging (entering)
into the language and culture of another ethnos functionally dominant in all para-
meters, which politically, educationally, etc. creates conditions for the disappearance
or serious assimilation of a linguo-ethnic-cultural society.

In the conditions of Central Asia, which historically is a natural laboratory of
interaction and mutual influence of languages and cultures, even in the Middle Ages
and earlier gave the world outstanding Turkic scientists, thinkers, poets, who framed
their works depending on the peculiarities of the linguocultural paradigm (epoch),
contact of different languages and cultures, either in Arabic (Al-Farabi), or in Farsi
(A. Beruni, A. Navoi, Nizami, M. Dulati), or in Turkic (M. Bobur, K. Jalairi) or in
all three languages (A. Yassavi). Beruni, A. Navoi, Nizami, M. Dulati), either in
Turkic (M. Bobur, K. Jalairi) or in all three languages (A. Yassawi) [see 8; 5], in the
XX century and in Russian (O. Suleimenov et al.), in native and Russian languages
(Ch. Aitmatov) [9—-12]. Such polylingual, multicultural and sociocultural situations
formed in time different types of bilingualism and polylingualism (Turkic-Arabic,
Turkic-Persian-Arabic, Turkic-Arabic-Persian, Persian-Arabic-Turkic, Turkic-
Russian, etc.), which left their trace in many Turkic languages in the form of
linguistic and cultural borrowings [see 13; 8; 14].
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Thus, there is a large concentration of languages and cultures both historically
and in modern conditions in Central Asia, which is characteristic primarily of
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, where monolingualism, bilingualism, polylingualism,
biculturalism, and multiculturalism have been functioning since ancient times in
interaction and mutual influence, based on the tolerance of the state-forming people
towards the languages and cultures of other peoples. These interlingual and inter-
cultural relationships have shaped Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan as multi-ethnic and
multinational linguistic and multicultural States with dominant Turkic languages
and cultures — Kazakh and Uzbek.

Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan: Languages, Cultures, Tolerance
and Interlinguocultural Communication

Language is realized in different social spheres, which depends on many
linguistic and extra-linguistic conditions that contribute to the creation of mono-
lingual, bilingual and polylingual relationships between individuals within a society
corresponding to these socio-cultural features. Different spheres of social activity
form its members as individuals according to these monolingual and monocultural,
bilingual and bicultural, polylingual and polycultural relationships between them.

Man and society both in the aspect of universal and in the aspect of national-
cultural are formed as their carriers in their inner world and their implementation
in the external manifestation (in language, culture, behavior, etc.) in the process of
implementation of the three main functions of language — communication,
message, impact, which include the plan of culture.

Language communication is impossible not in combination with culture
and vice versa — cultural communication without language communication is im-
possible.

All kinds of communication (in the field of general culture, culture of science,
etc.) are formed through language, so language is a carrier and linguorealizer of all
types and kinds of cultures formed in the history of mankind.

A national society can function as monolingual, bilingual and polylingual,
which depends on many historical conditions of its habitation. In a monolingual
national society there is no interlingual and intercultural communication. When
inter-lingual communication is necessary, a certain number of bilinguals and poly-
linguals are purposefully trained to carry out inter-lingual, intercultural and official-
business communication. However, the society as a whole remains monolingual
and monocultural. Thus, bilingualism and biculturalism, polylingualism and multi-
culturalism are based on monolingualism and monoculturalism. Based on them,
the individual and society “go” to bilingualism, biculturalism, etc., discovering
similarities and differences in the own and the foreign [15], which over time
becomes less foreign or even “like one’s own”.
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In the first case (less alien) the individual and the national society or its part
possess a second language, a second culture. But their inner world clearly
distinguishes the boundaries of preserving their own (native) from the alien (non-
native). These are bicultural bilinguals with dominance of the native language or
possession of native and non-native languages to the same extent. In this case, the
native and the non-native function in the life of the individual and society depending
on the situation of interlinguocultural communication.

In the second case, when the non-native (foreign) is formed in the individual
and society at the level of “as one’s own”, serious linguistic and cultural shifts
towards the foreign take place. There is a partial or complete loss of national
language and national culture. This leads to the disappearance of the nation as an
original part of humanity. For example, the languages and cultures of the peoples
of the north of the Russian Federation (Toleuts, Shorts, Evenks, etc.)

In order for a national language and culture to fully function in close
interlingual and intercultural communication with other peoples, even in the case
of official domination of one language and one culture over others at the state level,
it is necessary that one’s own (native) language has an appropriate history of not
only oral but also written culture, science, literary, folklore, etc. foundations that
are formed and keep the nation in its own nationally self-conscious linguistic,
psychological, behavioural macro- and microcultural, cognitive, static and micro-
cultural etc. bases, which are formed and hold, the nation in a proper national-
self-conscious linguistic, psychological, behavioural macro- and micro-cultural,
cognitive, static and dynamic state. This is the force that allows mastering a foreign
language and culture, and preserves its own in its own form and, of necessity, with
elements borrowed from the foreign.

In the former USSR such Turkic-speaking republics were Azerbaijan in the
Caucasus, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan (in its composition with Karakalpakstan),
Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan [16—19], Persian-speaking Tajikistan, where the native
and the foreign functioned separately and in harmony of mutual understanding and
complementarity. Although, of course, the official desire to dominate and the
dominance of Russianness in many spheres of social activity of the national society
in the Soviet Union was clearly visible, which had, on the one hand, a great positive
influence, and on the other hand — a negative impact.

Thus, the interaction and mutual influence of languages and cultures have two
sides — positive and negative, based on bi- and polylinguality and intercultural
communication, i.e. on transcultural practices [20; 8].

In the conditions of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, polylingualism and poly-
culturalism contributed to the formation of intra-state bilingualism and bicul-
turalism, polylingualism and multiculturalism, which formed intercultural com-
munication on the basis of one and even two or three languages. Thus, in the 20th
century, initially intercultural communication between different ethnic groups is
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carried out in Russian, nowadays — in the state language and in Russian depending
on the purpose and situation of communication.

The resettlement of the Russian-speaking population to the territory of
Kazakhstan began in the 19th century with the aim of strengthening and rooting the
Russian language and the corresponding way of life in the new territories. They
resettled peasants, for whom life in their historical homeland was hard and
miserable. This was also connected with the abolition of serfdom (1861), which
created a mass of landless peasants. These settlers mainly settled in Western,
Central and Eastern Kazakhstan. Old Believers, Baptists, and others whose
religious beliefs were based on other strands of Orthodoxy and Christianity in
general, as well as the Cossacks as a powerful military force, were primarily
subjected to resettlement. At the same time, a policy of reducing the indigenous
(Kazakh) population was spread. In these regions punitive campaigns were carried
out to steal cattle, set fire to dwellings, take away children and baptize them into
Orthodoxy. This state of affairs continued to varying degrees until almost 1917.
After 1917 there were famines in Kazakhstan in 1922-1923 and in 1930-1933
(during collectivization), during which about half of the Kazakh population died
out. A certain part of Kazakhs went to neighboring Turkic-speaking republics and
to China. Thus, in these Kazakh lands, the number of Kazakh population and the
use of the Kazakh language decreased sharply and the number of Russian-speaking
population and the use of the Russian language increased sharply.

The next big wave of increase of the Russian-speaking population in
Kazakhstan began with the development of virgin lands in 1954-1955 and onwards.
Only about 1 million Russian-speaking population was sent (voluntarily and
involuntarily) to the territory of Kazakhstan. Only with the first wave more than
340,000 thousand young Russian-speaking population was sent to the Kazakhstan
virgin lands. This circumstance increased the Russian-speaking population in the
region to an even greater extent and seriously strengthened the functioning of the
Russian language in intra-language, interlingual and intercultural communication
both in the named regions and in the whole of Kazakhstan. Thus, intra-Kazakh
inter-linguistic and intercultural communication in the Russian language was
formed at the expense of a sharp decrease in the number of Kazakh population and
a sharp narrowing of the function of the Kazakh language.

The Kazakh language fulfilled the functions of intercultural communication
on the territory of Kazakhstan to a greater or lesser extent during the Soviet period.
It was mainly in the south of the country and in the territories where Germans were
resettled, a sufficiently large part of which mastered the Kazakh language and in
places of non-compact residence of Russian-speaking people: in Kazakh villages
dominated by the Kazakh population and language.

Interlinguocultural communication on the territory of Kazakhstan has an
ancient history, as Kazakh people were in close linguistic, cultural, economic,
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military contact with the peoples of Bukhara Emirate, Khiva Khanate, Kokand
Khanate, with the northern regions of China, with the border regions of Russia
(before its colonisation of Kazakhstan). In the Kazakh Khanate, created in the
XV century (1465), its subjects were not only Kazakhs, but also Uzbeks, Uyghurs,
Sarts, etc. Therefore, this state was polylingual. Therefore, this state was poly-
lingual, multicultural mainly due to Turkic-speaking peoples with the dominance
of the indigenous (Kazakh) language and culture. Thus, polylinguality, trans-
culturality is a historical real phenomenon for Kazakhstan. The difference in poly-
linguality and transculturality of the Kazakh people before and after the arrival
of the Russian Empire and the Russian language is that in the Kazakh Khanate the
Kazakh language and culture were not forcibly introduced among other peoples.
And the ideology of the Russian Empire and the USSR was the introduction of the
Russian language to the detriment of the native (Kazakh) language. Thus, during
the period of development of virgin lands in Central and Eastern Kazakhstan more
than 1000 Kazakh schools were closed for various reasons of non-educational
nature. Russian-language schools were opened everywhere, which became one of
the serious reasons for the functioning of Russian as the dominant language that
fulfils the functions of inter-ethnic communication.

At present, the situation in Kazakhstan is levelling out with some dominance
of the Kazakh language as a means of intercultural communication within the
country. And this function is likely to develop. The country’s education system
trains specialists in Russian, English, Chinese and other languages. The Russian
language functions polyaspectively in the system of education, science and state
activity. The overwhelming majority of the Kazakh people is Kazakh-Russian
bilingual and further polylingual.

The system of polylingual and multicultural interaction on the territory of
Kazakhstan used to be formed at the expense of natural multilingual and multi-
cultural environment, and less often at the expense of language teaching. At present
it is carried out on the basis of a smooth combination of functioning of natural
polylingual and multicultural environment and functioning of polylingual education
at school and in higher education.

The functioning of bilingualism and polylingualism, biculturalism and multi-
culturalism in Uzbekistan is similar to that in Kazakhstan, but it has had and has
its own peculiarities, which relate both to the past centuries of the nation’s history
and to the history of the twentieth century and the present.

Historically, there were three States in the territory of Uzbekistan: the Khanate
of Khiva, the Khanate of Kokand and the Emirate of Bukhara. In these khanates
and the Emirate, the main population was Turkic-speaking (Uzbek, Kazakh,
Turkmen, Karakalpak, Kyrgyz and, to a lesser extent, Uighur). In the Bukhara
Emirate, the Farsi language was of great importance, which functioned in Samarkand
and in some districts of the Ferghana Valley, Surkhandarya and Kashkadarya
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provinces. Farsi was the official business language of these states for a long time.
But in unofficial conditions, Turkic in its Kipchak and Karluk-Chigilian dialects
dominated both in terms of population and the language of everyday communication.

Due to the serious differentiation of the official language in the state bodies
and the language of everyday communication of the population in these states, the
language of inter-linguistic and intercultural communication for the educated elite,
civil servants, etc. was Farsi, and for others (the overwhelming majority of indi-
genous peoples) was Turkic. Thus, polylinguality and transcultural practice have
historically been a natural demand in these territories, as relations within and
between each state formation required and promoted the language (or languages)
of interethnic communication, which included intercultural communication, both in
linguistic, domestic and educational terms.

Historically formed such varieties of bilingualism, biculturalism, polylingualism
and multiculturalism already in the XX century (in the period of the USSR)
contributed to a sufficiently rapid acquisition of the Russian language, because
in the consciousness of a certain part of the indigenous peoples of these Central
Asian states there were historically formed psycho-images of bilingualism,
polylingualism, multicultural diversity. In the system of these bilingual, polylingual
psycho-images another psycho-image of language (Russian) was introduced, which
in the XX century, especially in its second half was the functional dominant in two
main provisions: 1) the compulsory learning and mastering of it as the language
of state power (although there was no law on the state language in the USSR);
2) its introduction at the state level into all social spheres of activity of an individual
and society regardless of national-cultural and territorial differences.

Thus, the republics of Central Asia are an environment of languages and
cultures, each of which is characterized by universal (universal) and national-
cultural features, which is the main indicator of an individual’s belonging to a par-
ticular national community.

Therefore, each Central Asian state is a field of aggregates (classes) of mono-
lingual, bilingual and polylingual phenomena functioning in conditions of mono-
cultural, bicultural, multicultural interactions and complementarity.

Linguistic diversity in a democratic State also gives rise to diversity in the
education system (i.e. democracy in the choice of the language of education). Thus,
in Uzbekistan, complete secondary education (11 grades) is provided in seven
languages (Uzbek, Russian, Kazakh, Karakalpak, Kyrgyz, Tajik and Turkmen).
In Kazakhstan — in five languages (Kazakh, Russian, Uzbek, Uighur, Tajik). When
entering a higher education institution, graduates of these multilingual schools have
the same educational rights, since education in these languages is taught according
to a single state programme, and therefore their matriculation certificates are of the
same state standard.
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Thus, linguistic diversity in the Central Asian states (a large sociolinguistic
situation) also gives rise to a system of multilingual education. Multilingualism in
the everyday life of the people and multilingualism in the education system together
contribute to the formation of bilingualism and polylingualism, which is a high
linguistic and cultural heritage of the Central Asian states.

The main types of bilingualism and polylingualism functioning in these states
are as follows:

1) Kazakhstan: Kazakh-Russian, Kazakh-Uzbek, Kazakh-Uyghur; Uzbek-
Kazakh, Uyghur-Kazakh, Tajik-Kazakh (Russian-Kazakh: to a lesser extent),
Kazakh-Russian-English, Kazakh-Russian-Uzbek, Uyghur-Kazakh-Russian, etc.

2) Uzbekistan: Uzbek-Russian, Uzbek-Kazakh; Uzbek-Karakalpak, Uzbek-
Tajik; Tajik-Uzbek, Karakalpak-Uzbek, Uzbek-Russian-Kazakh, Kazakh-Uzbek-
Russian, Uzbek-Russian-Tajik, Tajik-Russian-Uzbek, Uzbek-Russian-Uzbek, Uzbek-
Russian-English and so on (Russian-Uzbek to a lesser extent).

In the Central Asian Republics (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan), representatives of
other peoples (except for those in whose language national-language schools
function) also live and work. For example, in Kazakhstan there are quite large
diasporas of Ukrainians, Germans, Kurds, Crimean Tatars, Ingush, and Karachais,
but there are no general education schools in their languages. This is explained by
the fact that Ukrainians, Germans, Karachais, Balkars, Koreans, Crimean Tatars,
Chechens, Kurds, Ingush, etc. were deported to the territory of Kazakhstan. There-
fore, schools with instruction in their languages were not created, according to the
ideological views of the USSR: they should have been assimilated into Russian-
language schools.

The largest (almost one million) diasporas were Ukrainian and German.
As a rule, their children studied in Russian-language schools (in central, northern
and eastern Kazakhstan). In the south of the republic, a certain part of Chechens,
Crimean Tatars and others studied in Kazakh schools. Korean children also
overwhelmingly attended Russian-language schools.

The deported peoples wanted their children to have a good command of the
Russian language, as it was the language of the state-forming Russian people.

After rehabilitation, the Karashai, Balkars, Chechens, Crimean Tatars, Ingush,
and Germans mostly returned to their historical homeland. Due to the deportation,
almost 90% of the younger population of Ukrainians, Germans, Koreans did not
speak their native language, i.e. they were formed as Russian-speaking individuals
and societies from linguistic and cultural positions.

In Uzbekistan, except for those peoples in whose language general education
secondary schools were and are functioning (in 7 languages), there were no schools
in their native language for children of Crimean Tatars, Balkars, Koreans and
others. The reasons are the same: deportation, so from ideological positions schools
were not opened to teach their children in their native language. Koreans, Crimean

A3bIKOBbIE KOHTAKTbI: TEOPUA N MPAKTUKA 259



Dzhusupov M. Polylinguality and Transcultural Practices, 2025, 22 (2), 251-264

Tatars, etc. studied in Russian-language schools, and in rural areas Turkic-speaking
Crimean Tatars also studied in Uzbek-language schools. The diaspora of Bukhara
Jews also did not have a school with the native language of instruction.

Uzbekistan has had a large Uighur diaspora for centuries. They are not
deportees. They are the original inhabitants of Uzbekistan. However, there are no
schools with the Uighur language of instruction. There are many reasons for this:

1) Uzbek and Uyghur languages are part of the Karluk-Chigilian dialect of
Turkic languages, so mutual understanding with each other does not need additional
teaching of the Uyghurs in Uzbek.

2) Close culture in general and behavior, home life, cuisine, etc., which his-
torically formed the internal and external closeness of these two Turkic peoples.
This has led to the fact that the overwhelming majority of Uighurs in Uzbekistan
have become Uzbek-speaking, not only in language but also in culture as a whole
(retaining their native language in everyday life). Outside the home and diaspora
community, the mother tongue became the second component of Uzbek-Uyghur
bilingualism rather than Uyghur-Uzbek bilingualism.

After gaining independence in 1991, the integration of English into the
education system in general and, in particular, into the system of professional
activities in some social spheres has been gradually gaining momentum.
Bilingualism with the participation of English functions mainly in the activities
of separate groups of specialists in joint ventures, international relations, etc.
Bilingualism or polylingualism with the participation of English is not mass, as, for
example, Kazakh-Russian, Uzbek-Russian, Karakalpak-Kazakh-Russian.

The origins of the formation of bilingualism and polylingualism, biculturalism
and multiculturalism in the conditions of Central Asia are as follows:

1. Historical traditional multilingualism (centuries-old, millennia-old), which
used to form Turkic-Arabic, Arab-Turkic, Arab-Persian-Turkic and other types
of bilingualism, polylingualism, biculturalism and multiculturalism. These pheno-
mena were reflected in the system of state, scientific and artistic activities, as well
as in the educational system of those times. Centuries-old social bilingualism,
polylingualism and multiculturalism in Central Asia is the traditional basis of their
formation and in modern everyday life, when a new language (at one time —
Russian, at present — English) enters this polylingual-cultural complex.

2. In the states of Central Asia bilingualism and polylingualism are formed in
a smooth combination of natural bilingualism (in the conditions of the corresponding
language environment) and artificial (classroom) bilingualism, which together
creates qualitative-functional (active) bilingualism. For example, a certain part
of young people entering universities in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan are actively
trilingual: mother tongue-Russian-English and even quadrilingual (e.g. Karakalpak-
Kazakh-Russian-English), etc.
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There is also such a phenomenon when living in conditions of active bilingua-
lism and polylingualism, the overwhelming majority of one nation is not bilingual,
polylingual. There are many reasons for this:

1) Lack of desire to master a second language, considering it unneeded for his
(or their) life activities.

2) Neglect of other (local) languages on the basis of the false and anti-scientific
inference that these languages are semantically and stylistically insufficient for
communicative activity in them.

3) Inadequate quality teaching of the non-native (but state) language of the
country of foreignophones.

These and other provisions explain the prevalence of Russian-Turkic bilingua-
lism in Central Asia.

Thus, the formation and functioning of linguistic diversity in the region and
multilingualism in the education system and in the everyday life of the population
depends on many provisions, but the main among them are the democracy in the
education system for the choice of the language of instruction, the presence of
an appropriate (non-native) language environment, the willingness or unwillingness
to learn a second language by the national community, and the state language policy
[21; 22].

Conclusion

Bilingualism, polylingualism and multiculturalism in Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan are ancient phenomena, as Turkic-speaking peoples with Persian-speaking,
Arabic-speaking, Mongolian-speaking and Russian-speaking peoples have always
been present in Central Asia and have led their national-cultural way of life in close
multidimensional contact. Therefore, the study of this global scientific problem
both in diachronic and synchronous plans has great linguistic, cultural and historical
significance.

The Republics of Central Asia are a fusion of different peoples, languages,
cultures with the formation of indigenous ethnic groups, languages belonging to the
Turkic branch of the Ural-Altaic language family. Bilingualism, polylingualism,
respectful attitude to the national cultural life of Turkophones and Turkic peoples
in general is a norm of behavior, a norm of everyday work activity, as their non-
isolated, but contact living with different Turkic-speaking, Turkic-cultural peoples,
as well as with foreign-linguistic and foreign-cultural peoples have formed in their
consciousness psycho-images of the concepts of bilingualism and polylingualism,
biculturalism and multiculturalism as natural sociolinguistic, sociocultural
phenomena as linguocultural-national facts of the surrounding reality.

The formation of such linguistic and cultural tolerance is based on different
sources:
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a) Residence and labor activity in contact with representatives of different
Turkic and other peoples, appropriate education system (natural formation of bi-
lingualism and biculturalism).

b) Forced adoption and formation of bilingualism and biculturalism,
polylingualism, biculturalism and multiculturalism due to colonization: forced for-
mation of non-native linguistic, cultural concepts and corresponding activities in
the population on the basis of their introduction into the education system,
subjecting the population to the language policy created by the non-native (alien)
system of ruling in the state.

Bilingualism, polylingualism, biculturalism, multiculturalism of states in
Central Asia, as historical established phenomena, continue to develop with the
serious introduction of foreign languages: English, Chinese, Japanese, Arabic,
Korean, etc. into the education system at school and in higher education, which
contributes to the formation and shapes new kinds and types of bilingualism,
polylingualism, biculturalism, multiculturalism, transculturalism.
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