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In recent years, corpus linguistics has provided new opportunities for
studying language contact using quantitative and data-driven
techniques. For the Kazakh language, situated in a multilingual setting
involving Kazakh, Russian, and English, lexical interference represents
an important sociolinguistic issue. This study investigates lexical com-
petition from quantitative and functional standpoints, with particular
attention to frequency, distribution, and variation in Kazakh-language
mass media under Kazakh-Russian language contact. Using corpus
methods, the study shows that large collections of texts make it possible
to identify borrowed lexemes and competing equivalent forms. Borrowed
items may coexist with native equivalents, producing measurable
differences in frequency and stylistic preference. In some instances,
foreign lexemes are more frequent than standardised national
alternatives in the analysed corpus, although established Kazakh norms
may continue to coexist with such borrowings. To address this issue, the
study introduces the Lexical Competition Coefficient (L.CC), a descriptive
numerical indicator that measures the relative frequency of competing
lexical equivalents in corpus data. When the Kazakh item predominates,
the LCC exceeds one (k > 1), indicating that the Kazakh variant is more
frequent in the corpus. By contrast, a coefficient below one (k < 1)
indicates that the borrowed variant is more frequent. The findings
indicate that lexical competition in Kazakh-language media is uneven
across lexical pairs, with some borrowed forms substantially
outnumbering Kazakh equivalents while other Kazakh variants remain
dominant in corpus usage. The study combines scholarship on language
contact and quantitative corpus analysis and proposes a systematic
procedure for assessing lexical competition in corpus data.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Lexemes such as internet and galamtor (Eng. internet),
pandemia and indet (Eng. pandemic), jagdai and situasia
(Eng. situation), and mdsele and problema (Eng. problem) are

semantic equivalents in Kazakh. However, their distribu-
tion and use differ in the context of language contact, mak-
ing them relevant for the study of lexical competition and
possible interference. In multilingual societies such as
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Kazakhstan, such variation reflects wider sociopolitical
processes, cultural exchange, and changing linguistic iden-
tities.

Language interference is a natural outcome of sus-
tained contact between linguistic communities (Arantzeta
et al., 2026; Davis, 1990; Heine & Kuteva, 2005; Karlin-
sky, 1990; Martinet, 1972; Ormanova & Anafinova,
2022a). It occurs when features of one language influence
another at the levels of phonology, morphology, syntax, or
lexis, commonly resulting in borrowing, code-switching,
or structural convergence. In multilingual societies, lexical
interference is particularly visible because vocabulary is
among the most permeable layers of a language (Karlinsky,
2011; Ulianitckaia & Skrynnik, 2025).

Contemporary Kazakh provides a relevant case for
examining lexical interference. Functioning in a historic-
ally Russian-dominant environment and in a contempor-
ary trilingual policy involving Russian and English, Kaza-
kh reflects intensive lexical exchange (Ormanova &
Anafinova, 2022b; Zharkynbekova et al., 2013). Russian
borrowings, many of which were institutionalised during
the Soviet period, coexist with native Kazakh equivalents,
while English loanwords increasingly appear in areas such
as business, technology, and media. This coexistence pro-
duces variation in frequency and stylistic preference and
may show changes in norms and identity negotiation.

At the same time, state language policy seeks to
strengthen the status and functions of the national lan-
guage. One important direction in this process is the devel-
opment and standardisation of national terminology as a
significant lexical category. Thus, the Government Decree
on approval of the state programme for the implementation
of language policy in the Republic of Kazakhstan for
2020—2025 states that language policy is implemented
through the activities of the State Terminological Commis-
sion, the Baitursynov Institute of Linguistics, the Termin-
com.kz platform, and other relevant institutions. The ter-
minology pool of the state language comprises 330,000
units: foreign equivalent terms in Kazakh account for
3,479 terms; terms mastered on the basis of the national
language amount to 6,317; and combined terms created us-
ing national language resources while preserving foreign-
language features account for 293,204 units (Government
of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2019).

Language interaction is widely studied in contempor-
ary research, particularly through technological advances.
Corpus linguistics, for example, enables large-scale quant-
itative analysis of frequency, distribution, and contextual
usage patterns (McEnery & Hardie, 2012). Data-driven ap-
proaches allow one to move past unsystematic observation
and toward measurable indicators of contact-induced lex-
ical variation. A systematic corpus-based investigation of
these processes can clarify how competing lexical variants
are distributed in contemporary Kazakh media discourse.
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This study aims to analyse Kazakh-Russian language
contact at the lexical level through quantitative corpus
analysis. Based on this aim, the research objectives are: (i)
to measure the distribution and relative frequency of Rus-
sian lexical borrowings and their Kazakh equivalents us-
ing corpus-based frequency analysis; (ii) to analyse pat-
terns of lexical variation and competition between native
and borrowed forms; and (iii) to introduce a coefficient that
functions as a ratio of competing lexical forms in a corpus.

Research questions are as follows:

1. What is the frequency and distribution of Russian
lexical borrowings in the compiled Kazakh corpus?

2. To what extent do Russian borrowings compete
with established Kazakh lexical equivalents in terms of
corpus frequency?

3. How can competition between borrowed and nat-
ive variants in media usage be expressed on the basis of
corpus outcomes?

This study addresses a methodological gap by present-
ing lexical competition between borrowed and Kazakh
variants in quantitative corpus-based terms. To avoid the-
oretical ambiguity, it should be noted that the study draws
on two scholarly traditions: the post-Soviet tradition of
language contact theorisation, represented here by Karlin-
sky (1990, 2011), and contemporary international corpus-
based contact linguistics.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Instrumentation

The present study employed #LancsBox X 5.5.1 soft-
ware, a tool designed for corpus-based linguistic research.
Developed by the Corpus Approaches to Social Sciences
Centre at Lancaster University (Brezina & Platt, 2025),
the software is used for the analysis, processing, and visu-
alisation of linguistic data. The programme enables re-
searchers to work with both existing corpora and self-com-
piled datasets and offers analytical functions such as
KWIC (Keyword in Context), GraphColl, Words,
Ngrams, Text, and Wizard.

#LancsBox was selected for this study because it is
suitable for lexical frequency analysis and corpus-based in-
vestigation of bilingual language contact. The software in-
terface was operated in Russian, since the study focused on
Kazakh-Russian bilingualism and on Kazakh written in
Cyrillic script.

Lexical items were searched using the KWIC and
Words tools. To ensure consistency, all lexical variants
were searched both in their original word form and in
transliterated versions where necessary. Searches included
singular and plural forms, derivational variants, and the
most frequent inflected forms identified in the corpus. In
cases where a lexical item had multiple orthographic vari-
ants, wildcard search functions available in #LancsBox
were additionally applied.
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Inflected forms were counted automatically using the
lemmatisation and frequency functions of the software.
The programme grouped word forms under their corres-
ponding lemmas, enabling the researchers to calculate the
total frequency of semantically equivalent lexical units in-
stead of isolated surface forms. Manual verification was
subsequently conducted to remove incorrectly grouped
forms and homonymous entries.

To avoid ambiguity in interpretation, polysemous
lexical items were analysed in their contextual environ-
ments using the KWIC concordance function. Only occur-
rences corresponding to the target semantic meaning were
retained for quantitative analysis, while irrelevant or con-
textually ambiguous cases were excluded manually.

Semantic equivalence between Kazakh lexical items
and Russian borrowings was established on the basis of
three criteria: (i) dictionary definitions provided in Ter-
mincom.kz and Sozdik.kz, (ii) contextual similarity in media
discourse, and (iii) functional interchangeability in com-
municative usage. Only lexical pairs demonstrating equi-
valent denotative meaning in the analysed contexts were
included in the LCC calculation.

Table 1
The distribution of media texts across platforms and years

NEWS PLATFORM ACCESS

Egemen Qazagstan

https://egemen.kz

Forbes Kazakhstan https://forbes.kz

Informburo https://informburo.kz
Kazinform https://inform.kz
NurkKzZ https://nur.kz

Tengri News https://tengrinews.kz

Business — Mir KZ http://businessmir.kz

365 info KZ https://365info.kz
Bugin https://bugin.kz
Massaget https://massaget.kz
Total

During corpus compilation, duplicate publications,
syndicated materials, reposted news items, and near-
identical versions of the same article were manually
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2020

45

55

100

doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2026-10-2-20-35

2.2. Data collection procedure

The empirical basis of the study consisted of 1,700
news publications manually compiled from major online
media platforms in Kazakhstan for the period 2020—2024
(Table1).

The selected sources included Egemen Qazagstan, For-
bes Kazakhstan, Tengri News, Informburo, Kazinform,
NurKZ, and others. Media outlets were selected on the
basis of the national media ranking provided by BR Ana-
lytics.

The corpus included only news texts published in
Kazakh. Larger national platforms contributed slightly
more publications because of their higher publication fre-
quency and wider audience reach.

The corpus was designed to reflect thematic diversity
and included texts on politics, economics, education, cul-
ture, technology, and social issues.

The counts for 2020—2022 are lower because data
from these years were more difficult to compile, as the re-
quired materials could not always be downloaded from the
platforms.

Empirical data were collected in 2024—2025.

2021 2022 2023 2024
51 120 100 180
42 47 50 105

- - 23 50
- - 30 50
142 151 50 50
15 32 115 65
- - 15 -
- - 50 -
- - 34 -
- - 33 -
250 350 500 500

removed to avoid frequency distortion. Only original
journalistic texts were retained in the final dataset. After
collection, all texts were uploaded into #LancsBox for
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automatic corpus processing. The raw compiled corpus
contained 1,007,037 tokens, while the searchable #Lancs-
Box index used for the frequency calculations contained
1,005,376 tokens. The frequency columns in Tables 2—3
are normalised per million searchable tokens using the lat-
ter denominator. The corpus also contained 107,501 types
and 109,395 lemmas.

Since Kazakh uses the Cyrillic writing system, all ana-
lysed lexical items were transliterated according to the of-
ficial transliteration standards of Kazakhstan using the on-
line converter available at Sozdik.kz. The searched lexical
units were additionally verified using the national termin-
ological database Termincom.kz, Sozdik.kz, and specialised
professional dictionaries to confirm their standardised and
communicatively accepted usage.

2.3. Lexical Competition Coefficient (LCC)
The coefficient was calculated as a descriptive ratio of
occurrence counts according to the following formula:

k=2
L2
where k = lexical competition coefficient (LCC); LI = oc-
currence count of Kazakh lexical units; L2 = occurrence
count of borrowed lexical items.

The proposed coefficient does not measure interfer-
ence directly and should not be read as correlation, causa-
tion, or proof of replacement. It quantifies only the relative
distribution of competing lexical equivalents in corpus
data. Frequency values were obtained from the corpus ana-
lysis conducted in #LancsBox. Only semantically equival-
ent lexical pairs were included in the calculation. Equival-
ence between lexical units was established through dic-
tionary verification, contextual analysis, and comparison
of communicative function in media discourse.

3. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

As a key term in the theory of language contact, lin-
guistic interference refers to both the process and the result
of interaction between language systems, which may lead
to deviations from established norms. One challenge in
studying this process concerns its terminology. The term
language transfer is now widely used (Heine & Kuteva,
2005), although other terms are also common, including
interference (Weinreich, 1953), linguistic transfer (Davis,
1990), and cross-linguistic influence (Odlin, 1989; Zhak-
upova & Omarova, 2025). Crystal (2008) explains that
the term is used in sociolinguistics and foreign language ac-
quisition to denote errors introduced into one language as a
result of contact with another; it is also referred to as negat-
ive transfer.

The study of linguistic interference is closely linked to
Weinreich (1953), a founder of sociolinguistics and contact
linguistics. His Languages in Contact provides a detailed
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analysis of this process. According to Weinreich (1953),
‘the instances of deviation from the norms of either language
which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of language
contact, are referred to as interference phenomena’ (Wein-
reich, 1953, p. 1). He distinguishes three types of interfer-
ence, reflected at the phonetic, grammatical, and lexical
levels of language. This initial classification remains broad,
covering all levels of language systems and their parts.

Lexical interference is commonly understood as the
transfer of lexical items, meanings, or usage patterns from
one language into another as a result of bilingual contact
(Dibrova & Rezanova, 2025). It may appear through bor-
rowing, calquing, semantic transfer, or changes in the dis-
tribution of competing lexical forms (Chernyavskaya &
Zharkynbekova, 2024; Gridneva, 2026).

Early studies associated lexical interference primarily
with negative transfer from the native language (L1) to the
target language (L2). Lado (1957) argued that learners tend
to transfer lexical and semantic patterns from their native
language into a second language, especially when the two
languages differ structurally or semantically. According to
Lado (1957), interference emerges when bilingual speakers
apply familiar lexical associations and meanings from L1
inappropriately in L2 contexts. This approach became
central to the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis, which
viewed lexical errors as predictable outcomes of cross-lin-
guistic differences (Lado, 1957).

Martinet’s (1972) work on language contact presents
interference as a structural consequence of interaction
between linguistic systems. In this view, contact-induced
change is not limited to isolated errors, but may reflect sys-
tematic pressures connected with economy, social contact,
and communicative need.

Contemporary contact linguistics, however, treats
lexical interference more broadly and distinguishes it from
related phenomena such as borrowing and code-switching
(Semenova et al., 2025). Poplack (2018) emphasises that
not every insertion of a foreign lexical item constitutes in-
terference. In her studies on bilingual discourse and code-
switching, she demonstrates that bilingual speakers may
alternate languages systematically without disrupting
grammatical competence. Lexical interference therefore
involves not only the presence of foreign lexical items but
also their structural and semantic integration into another
linguistic system. Her research further distinguishes stable
borrowings from spontaneous code-switches, showing that
borrowed lexical units gradually become morphologically
and phonologically integrated into the recipient language
(Poplack & Meechan, 1998).

A psycholinguistic view on lexical interference is de-
veloped in Pavlenko’s (1999) work, which analyses how
bilingual memory and theoretical representation influence
lexical choice. Pavlenko (1999) argues that bilingual
speakers do not simply transfer isolated words between
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‘Pavlenko (1999) argues that bilingua/ spca/\’crs do
not simplv z'rans/'cr isolated words between
]anquagcs; rather, theoretical categories and

C C C
semantic associations may also c/mngc under
cross-linguistic influence. In bilingual cognition,

O . . O O

lexical mtcrfcrcncc may rhcrcforc appear rhmugh
semantic extension, theoretical restructuring, or
changes in lexical access.’

languages; rather, theoretical categories and semantic asso-
ciations may also change under cross-linguistic influence.
In bilingual cognition, lexical interference may therefore
appear through semantic extension, theoretical restructur-
ing, or changes in lexical access (Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002).
Accordingly, modern approaches define lexical interfer-
ence as a multidimensional process involving lexical trans-
fer, semantic adaptation, bilingual processing, and contact-
induced change in multilingual communication.

In international research on bilingualism and second-
language acquisition, language transfer is generally under-
stood as cross-linguistic influence between linguistic sys-
tems. Jarvis (2000) argues that transfer can be identified
empirically through similarities between the learner’s first
language and interlanguage performance, including at the
lexical level. Pavlenko and Jarvis (2002) further show that
transfer is not necessarily one-directional from L1 to L2,
but may also be bidirectional, with the second language in-
fluencing the first. Research on bilingual acquisition also
treats cross-linguistic influence as a possible outcome of
contact between two active language systems (Hulk &
Miiller, 2000; Miiller & Hulk, 2001).

In the present study, interference is therefore not used
as a dictionary-defined category; rather, the study exam-
ines lexical competition as a corpus-observable pattern
that may be relevant to contact-related influence in bilin-
gual media discourse.

In Kazakhstani research, language interference is dis-
cussed as an empirical result of bilingual language contact,
especially in Kazakh-Russian and Russian-Kazakh speech.
Mongilyova (2015) describes northern Kazakhstan as a
setting of mass Kazakh-Russian and Russian-Kazakh bilin-
gualism and notes that bilingual communication provides
data for studying types of language interference. Akynova
and Bayekeyeva (2020) analyse grammatical interference
in bilingual speech and link typical errors to mismatches
between language systems. Kabylova and Rysbek (2022)
address lexical interference between Kazakh and Russian
at the lexical level. Zhanpeissova et al. (2025) similarly ex-
amine interference in the Russian speech of Kazakh-Russi-
an bilinguals and in the Kazakh speech of Russian-Kazakh
bilinguals, showing that interference is connected with
structural and typological differences between Russian and
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Kazakh. These studies support the use of interference as an
empirically observable result of sustained bilingual
contact.

Tezekbaev’s (2015) study of Russian-Kazakh bilin-
gualism identifies the field of potential lexical interference
in the perception and production of L2 vocabulary. The
author suggests that researchers of lexical interference
may either analyse extensive lexical data with a small
number of informants, which provides relatively reliable
information on potential interference and approximate
data on actual interference at the lexical-semantic level, or
analyse a small number of frequent lexemes with a larger
number of respondents, which can yield more robust res-
ults for both types of interference. Tezekbaev (2015) used
the second approach, distributing 50 high-frequency lex-
emes among 247 respondents to identify interference. The
researcher defines interference as bidirectional influence
between the primary and secondary languages; hence, in-
terference must be differentiated at the language and
speech levels. The study concludes that the perception of
Russian vocabulary is negatively affected mainly by Russi-
an-Kazakh polysemy, where one Russian lexeme corres-
ponds to more than one Kazakh equivalent, resulting in in-
terference at the lexical level.

Ibrayeva et al. (2020) analyse Russian-Kazakh bilin-
gualism and its influence on bilingual speech behaviour.
Their experiment involved Kazakh bilingual teachers over
the age of 40 and found that 70% of the identified errors in
bilingual speech were grammatical. These errors were as-
sociated, first, with insufficient acquisition of Kazakh
grammar by bilingual speakers and, second, with interfer-
ence caused by the influence of the first language. Errors
were also identified at other language levels, including
syntax, morphology, lexis, and phonetics.

Bayekeyeva et al. (2022) focus on contemporary lan-
guage contact and present an online Kazakh-English-Rus-
sian thesaurus of industry-specific terminology. The study
is interdisciplinary and combines linguistic analysis, ma-
chine learning, ontological analysis, and corpus-based
methods. These methods allow for the analysis, generalisa-
tion, comparison, systematisation, classification, and form-
alisation of mining industry terminology through a multi-
lingual parallel corpus based on the Zthez international
technical platform.

Baishukurova et al. (2025) analyse Kazakh grammat-
ical transformations in translation into Russian using cor-
pus data. The study analyses selected Kazakh and Russian
texts from a parallel corpus and identifies key transforma-
tions such as syntactic assimilation, sentence splitting,
merging, and grammatical substitution. It highlights their
function in adapting linguistic institutions and preserving
stylistic features and demonstrates the usefulness of paral-
lel corpora for analysing linguistic and stylistic detail
through frequency analysis.
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4.STUDY RESULTS

4.1. Relative frequency of borrowed forms

Since lexical interference is reflected in lexical bor-
rowing, this section analyses borrowed lexemes used in
Kazakh-language media alongside existing Kazakh equi-
valents. The corpus data identify word occurrences, fre-
quency indicators, and the number of texts in which the

Table 2
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entries were used (Table 2). Column 4 presents the bor-
rowed item, column 6 presents the Kazakh word, columns
3 and 7 show the number of occurrences of each term,
columns 2 and 8 show frequency, columns 1 and 9 show
the number of texts in which the terms are used, and
column 5 presents the Lexical Competition Coefficient
(LCQ).

Corpus characteristics of equivalent items in which borrowed forms predominate

FOREIGN LANGUAGE EQUIVALENT

Text Freq. Occur. Borrowing
1 2 3 4
143 1282.09 1,289 Buaeo (video)
156 363.04 365 MaHgemus (pandemia)
116 320.27 322 Mnatdopma
(platforma)
125 305.36 307 KomaHga (komanda)
124 293.42 295 MHTepHeT (internet)
3 274.52 276 Mysein (muzei)
105 187.99 189 ®opmar (format)
36 121.35 122 BakuuHa (vaksina)
44 87.53 88 Mapk (park)
35 86.53 87 TypHup (turnir)
23 56.69 57 MaupneHT (pasient)
23 31.83 32 Bonyc (bonus)
14 26.86 27 Cepuan (serial)

Table 2 presents the corpus characteristics of equival-
ent words in Kazakh publications where borrowed forms
predominate, while national variants remain in use. These
frequency patterns may be read in the wider context of
lexical competition under language contact.

For example, the corpus outcomes indicate that video
[sudeo]has 1,289 occurrences, while the equivalent Kazakh
variant beine [6etine] (Eng. video) is used 333 times. The ra-
tio of competing lexical forms is calculated as the Kazakh

occurrence count divided by the borrowed occurrence
count: 333 divided by 1,289, giving LCC (k = 0.258).

LCC
(k)

0.258
0.128

0.018

0.042

0.105

0.126

0.079

0.418

0.397

0.885

0.140

0.125

0.814

KAZAKH VARIANT

Word Occur. Freq. Text
6 7 8 9

BeiHe (beine) 333 331.22 179
IHoeT (indet) 47 46.75 29
TyfblpHama (tagyrnama) 2 1.99 2
Anarkan (alafigai) 4 3.98 4
MepmeH (pérmen) 13 12.93 13
FanamTtop (Galamtor) 31 30.83 17
Myparkait (marajai) 35 34.81 21
[Miwim (pisim) 15 14.89 11
Ery (egu) 13 12.93 11
Ekne(ekpe) 38 37.80 23
Casbak, (saiabaq) 35 34.81 27
Caibic (saiys) 77 76.59 31
Empenywi (emdelusi) 8 7.96 7
LLlerepim (segerim) 4 3.98 4
Xukast (hikaia) 22 21.88 11

The same calculation was applied to the remaining
lexical pairs in Table 2.

The lowest LCC values are found for platforma /
tugyrnama; alarigai (k = 0.018), komanda / pdrmen (k =
0.042), and format / pistm (k = 0.079), indicating that the
borrowed forms are much more common in the corpus
than their Kazakh equivalents.

Higher values are found for turnir / saiys (k = 0.885)
and serial / hikaia (k = 0.814), where the Kazakh variants
are closer in frequency to the borrowed forms, although
borrowings still predominate.
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Beine [ Video

Indet / Pandemia 47

Alafigai; Tagyrnama / Platforma

Parmen /| Komanda 13

Galamtor / Internet 31

Mdrajai /| Muzei 35_ 276
Pisim / Format 15_ 189
Egu; Ekpe [ Vaksina _51 122
Saiabaq [ Park _35 88
Saiys [ Turnir — 7877
Emdelusi / Pasient _8 57
Segerim [/ Bonus .4 32
Hikaia / Serial =%
0 200
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esssssssssssm 307
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Figure 1. Occurrence counts for competing lexical forms with the dominance of borrowings

Figure 1 visualises the occurrence counts reported in
Table 2, comparing each borrowed form with its Kazakh
equivalent. In all pairs shown here, the borrowed form has
a higher occurrence count, and the corresponding LCC
value is lower than 1.

For example, pandemia and the Kazakh variant indet
refer to the same public-health meaning in the analysed
contexts and are both listed in Termincom.kz. In the
corpus, both forms are used in reference to the spread of in-
fectious disease across a population, which supports their
treatment as competing lexical variants for the purposes of
the LCC calculation. The Kazakh variant is used in Mas-
saget.kz: Milliondagan adam dmirin jalmagan indetter (Eng.
Pandemic that claimed millions of lives). The international
equivalent pandemia is also used in TengriNews: Pandemia
qazagstandyq bilim bery salasyndagy terisizdikti odan dri
qundatty (Eng. The pandemic has further complicated inequal-
ity in Kazakhstan’s education). Thus, both terms are repres-
ented in professional communication, but their use differs
in Kazakh media discourse. The Kazakh term indet ac-
counts for 47 occurrences in the research corpus, whereas
the borrowed term pandemia occurs 365 times, making k =
0.128. In this case, the borrowed variant is substantially
more frequent than the Kazakh equivalent in the corpus.

26 Training, Language and Culture

The prevalence of the internationally adopted term
over its Kazakh equivalent indet may be read in relation to
several possible factors. First, the COVID-19 crisis was a
global event that was widely covered by international me-
dia and rapidly popularised the standardised term
pandemic. The term was also widely used in official docu-
ments, WHO reports, and government briefings during
2020—2022. Second, sociolinguistic factors may be relev-
ant. In bilingual settings, international medical termino-
logy may be perceived as more authoritative, contempor-
ary, or professionally acceptable than native alternatives.
This preference may be characteristic of contexts in which
borrowing influences Kazakh professional vocabulary. Fi-
nally, the lower frequency of indet may reflect the incom-
plete adaptation of newly promoted Kazakh terminology.
Although the term exists in official resources, speakers and
journalists may continue to favour the borrowed term be-
cause of habit, repeated exposure, and communicative con-
venience. The coefficient value (k = 0.128) indicates a
marked frequency asymmetry in favour of the borrowed
form in medical and public health discourse.

Another semantic pair is the Kazakh galamtor and the
borrowed form internet. Although galamtor is approved in
terminological resources and dictionaries, it occurs less
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commonly than its international variant in the corpus. Ac-
cording to Termincom.kz, both terms have been included in
the database, and more than 40 word combinations have
been introduced since 2006. The national variant appears
in KagInform: Galamtor qazaq esentence qalar keldi? (Eng.
How did the internet come to Kazakhstan?). However, the
foreign form internet is more widely used in online news
publications, as in Tengrinews: Qazagstan internet jyldam-
dygy bowynsha neshinshi orynda? (Eng. What is Kazakhstan’s
place in internet speed?). Thus, 31 occurrences of the Kazakh
galamtor were identified in the corpus, compared with 295
occurrences of the borrowing internet.

The internet / galamtor pair has been discussed in Kaza-
khstan in relation to translation practice, terminology
planning, and the status of national terms in public com-
munication. Academic and professional discussions have
noted that borrowed forms may be used more widely than
officially proposed Kazakh equivalents in contemporary
media usage. This issue is also reflected in public debates
on terminology, including discussions by linguists, trans-
lators, and government bodies about the use of internation-
al terms despite the presence of national equivalents. In the
present corpus, the use of international internet alongside
Kazakh galamtor is therefore considered as a case of lexical
competition in Kazakh-language media discourse.

Table 3
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The dominance of borrowed forms is observed in oth-
er pairs, such as Kazakh pdrmen and borrowed komanda
(Eng. team), with 13 and 307 occurrences respectively (k =
0.042). Because this particular pair is semantically sensit-
ive, the results should be read cautiously: frequency distri-
bution alone does not resolve the polysemy of komanda.
The term komanda may refer to ‘team’ in general contexts,
while Kazakh pérmen is a more specialised term meaning
‘command/order’, possibly restricted to formal, military, or
administrative registers. Although Termincom.kz and
Sozdik.kz present pdrmen as an equivalent of komanda, con-
textual verification remains necessary. The corpus shows
that several borrowed items occur more commonly than
their Kazakh equivalents, despite the availability of ap-
proved Kazakh variants. The semantic pairs above demon-
strate competition between borrowed and native variants
in modern Kazakh media, where the frequency ratio of
lexical forms (LCC) in the corpus is less than one.

4.2. Relative frequency of Kazakh variants

In the lexical pairs discussed in Section 4.1., borrowed
variants were more frequent than their Kazakh equival-
ents in the analysed corpus (Table 2). Table 3 presents the
opposite pattern: lexical pairs in which the Kazakh variant
has a higher occurrence count than the borrowed form.

Corpus characteristics of equivalent items with dominant Kazakh variants

FOREIGN LANGUAGE EQUIVALENT

KAZAKH VARIANT

LCC
Text  Freq. Ocecur. Borrowing (k)

1 2 3 4 5
22 24.87 25 Cutyauua (situasia) 98.2
156 241.7 243 Mpobnema (problema) 7.617

4 4.97 5 CucTtema (sistema) 246.6
13 18.9 19 Mporpamma (programma) 56.736
16 33.82 34 LleHTp (sentr) 24.617
15 23.87 24 MepcoHan (personal) 33.541

6 5.97 6 PervioH (region) 82.166

4 5.97 6 TeppuTtopus (territoria) 80
146 250.6 252 CekTop (sektor) 1.896
19 26.86 27 KapTuHa (kartina) 16.925
165 281.4 283 ®akTop (faktor) 1.402

Word Occur. Freq. Text

6 7 8 9
Karpan (jagdai) 2,455 244185 814
Macene (méasele) 1,851 1841.08 639
XKywe (juie) 1,233 1226.39 467
Barpapnama (bagdarlama) 1,078 1072,22 389
OpTanblk, (ortalyq) 837 832.562 372
KbiameTkep (qyzmetker) 805 800.69 337
Amak, (aimaq) 493 490.36 283
Aymak, (aumaqy) 480 477.43 256
Benim (bolim) 478 475.44 266
CyperT (suret) 457 454.56 205
blknan (ygpal) 397 394.87 237
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FOREIGN LANGUAGE EQUIVALENT o KAZAKH VARIANT
Text  Freq. Oceur. Borrowing (k) Word Occur. Freq.  Text
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
96 355.09 357 KoeauT (kredit) 1.106 Hecwe (nesie) 395 392.88 108
1 2.98 3 Komnnekc (kompleks) 111 KelueH (kesen) 333 331.22 186
114 113.39 114 PexiM (rejim) 2.605 Toprin (tartip) 297 29541 208
5 7.96 8 Accoupaups (asosiasia) 32.75 KaybiMaacTblk (qauymdastyq) 262 260.60 132
2 1.99 2 Penytaups (reputasia) 106 Bepnen (bedel) 149 148.20 96
ATtak (ataq) 63 62.66 50
4 3.98 4 Kpuauc (krizis) 50 Larpapeic (dagdarys) 200 198.93 88
60 86.53 87 Mogenb (model) 2.298 Yari (Glgr) 188 186.99 136
OpHek (6rnek) 12 11.94 10
20 27.85 28 Ananms (analiz) 6.5 Tanpay (taldau) 182 181.02 131
21 25.86 26 Odomc (ofis) 6.307 KeHce (kefise) 164 163.12 83
20 27.85 28 Crartyc (status) 5.821 MepTebe (martebe) 163 162.13 98
65 75.59 76 Moanuus (pozisia) 2.131 ¥YcTaHbIM (Gstanym) 162 161.13 112
3 2.98 3 OkcnepTtnaa (ekspertiza) 52.667 CapanTtama (saraptama) 158 157.15 100
43 56.69 57 MexaHnam (mehanizm) 2.684 TeTik (tetik) 153 162.18 20
20 30.83 31 Obpas (obraz) 4.903 Kerin (keilp) 152 151.19 71
10 13.92 14 Jnpep (lider) 9.785 KewbacLubl (kdsbassy) 137 136.27 97
57 68.63 69 Mpouecc (proses) 1.463 Ynepic (Uderis) 101 100.46 65
14 39.79 40 BonoHTtep (volonter) 1.975 EpikTi (erikti) 79 78.58 47
10 20.89 21 Murpaums (migrasia) 2.381 KeLwi-koH (kdsI-gon) 50 49.73 32
2 2.98 3 VaoeHTtudpmkaupms (identifikasia) 8.667 CeikecTeHaipy (saikestendiru) 26 25.86 20
5 5.97 6 Mapons (pardl) 3.667 Kynusices (qupiastz) 22 21.88 4
9 17.90 18 Macka (maska) 1.056 Betnepae (betperde) 19 18.90 18
6 12.93 13 Mpemus (premia) 1.231 Cbiinbikakpl (syilygaqy) 16 15.91 9
3 3.99 4 Nak (laik) 2.25 Nynin (Iapil) 9 8.95 6
In these cases, LCC values are higher than 1 because occurrences in the corpus, whereas the borrowed
the Kazakh occurrence count exceeds the borrowed occur- form situasia occurs 25 times in Kazakh media usage. Al-
rence count. For example, jagdai (Eng. situation) has 2,455 though the borrowed form has a much lower occurrence

28  Training, Language and Culrure
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count, its presence shows that it is attested in the corpus.
The LCC value is calculated as 2,455 divided by 25, giving
k=98.2.

The same calculation was applied to the remaining
lexical pairs in Table 3. The highest LCC values are found
for jiiie / sistema (k = 246.6), kesen / kompleks (k = 111), bedel;
ataq / reputasia (k = 106), aimaq / region (k = 82.166), and
aumaq / territoria (k = 80), where the Kazakh variants are

Assel B. Ormanova, Madina L. Anafinova, Kaziza Kozhagulova

substantially more frequent than the borrowed forms.
Lower values are found for nesie / kredit (k = 1.106), bet-
perde / maska (k = 1.056), syilyqaqy / premia (k = 1.231),
vgpal / factor (k = 1.402), and tideris / proses (k = 1.463),
where the Kazakh variants still predominate but the dif-
ference between the two forms is smaller.

Figure 2 visualises the occurrence counts reported in
Table 3; it does not present a separate dataset.

liipil / laik 9
syilygaqy / premia 1 “Ilg
betperde | maska 1 lg
qUpiasoz [ parol [ gz
saikestendiru [ identifikasia [ 326
kosi-qgon [ migrasia ; 251’0
erikti / volonter = 469
uderis [ proses = 61291
Kkogbassy | lider i
keilp [ obraz B 31 152
tetik / mehanizm [ 57153
saraptama / ekspertiza 3 158
ustanym / pozisia - 76162
martebe / status b 28 163
kefise [ ofis 26 164
taldau / analiz b 28 182
ulgr; 6rnek / model = 87 200
dagdarys [ krizis a 200
bedel; ataq / reputasia 2 212
qauymdastyq / asosiasia '8 262
tartip / rejim — 114 297
kesen | kompleks 3 333
nesie [ kredit — 3:;’35
yqgpal / faktor — 283397
suret [ kartina 827 487
bolim [ sektor — 252 478
aumaq |/ territoria 6 480
aimaq [ region i'6 493
qyzmetker / personal b 24
ortalyq / sentr m 34
bagdarlama |/ programma 19 1078
juie / sistema ' 1233
masele / problema — 243 1851
jagdai [ situasia 525 2455
0 500 1500 2000 2500 3000
Occurrences
Kazakh variant M Borrowing

Figure 2. Occurrence counts for competing lexical forms with the dominance of Kazakh variants
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Figure 2 presents the same occurrence counts graphic-
ally, comparing Kazakh variants with their borrowed
counterparts. In all pairs shown here, the Kazakh variant
has a higher occurrence count, and the corresponding LCC
value is higher than 1. The following examples discuss se-
lected pairs from this group.

In the research corpus, the Kazakh term jagdai (Eng.
situation) has 2,455-word occurrences while its Russian se-
mantic equivalent situasia is used 25 times. Termincom.kz
approved the term jagdai in the word combinations such as
stattan tys jagdai (Eng. freelance situation), dauly jagdai (Eng.
contentious situation), tabigi titense jagdai (Eng. natural emer-
gency situation); however, the borrowed term situasia is not
included in the terminological base even though in the me-
dia discourse it is used, e.g., in Forbes.kz: Men tigin biltk pen
situasialyq yqpaldyii kez kelgen qosymsa qiraldarynan gor
memlekettifi Gizaq merzimdi miiddelert marniyzdy (Eng. For me,
the long-term interests of the state are more important than any
additional means of power and situational influence).

LCC values for these competing lexemes indicate that
the Kazakh variants are used more commonly than the
Russian equivalents. Several factors may help contextual-
ise the predominance of the Kazakh lexical unit over the
Russian borrowing in the research corpus. First, jagdaiis a
well-established Kazakh word that has long functioned as
the primary equivalent of situation in both formal and
everyday communication. Because of its high frequency
and semantic transparency, the native variant may be
more familiar and accessible to Kazakh-speaking users.
Second, unlike specialised international terminology, the
term situation belongs to general vocabulary instead of pro-
fessional or scientific discourse. In bilingual contexts, nat-
ive lexical items are commonly preserved more success-
fully in everyday semantic areas, while borrowings may
be more frequent in technical, political, or technological
terminology. Journalists and media authors may therefore
prefer the Kazakh variant, possibly because it corresponds
to standard norms of public communication and to lan-
guage policy supporting native vocabulary. Third, lan-
guage planning and terminological standardisation in
Kazakhstan have encouraged the replacement of unneces-
sary Russian borrowings with Kazakh equivalents. The
widespread use of jagdai may therefore be consistent with
lexical normalisation and institutional support for Kazakh-
language usage in media discourse.

The pair Kazakh mdsele (Eng. problem) and Russian
problema also shows high frequency in the research corpus:
1,851 occurrences in 639 texts versus 243 occurrences in
156 texts, respectively, yielding k = 7.617. Both words are
semantically equivalent and were approved by Termin-
com.kz in 2008. The Kazakh norm occurs, for example, in
TengriNews: Masele sesilsin: uaqyt kiitpeidi! (Eng. Let the
problem be solved: time does not wait!). The Russian form
problema is found in Forbes.kz: Problema bolsa, arnaiy qyzmet
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birlese jamys wsteuge tyrysady, komektesedi, resurs beredi (Eng.
If there is a problem, the special service will try to work together,
help, give a resource).

4.3. Near-equal frequency ratios

The research corpus also contains equivalent lexical
pairs with approximately similar frequencies and occur-
rence counts. For example, Kazakh nesie [we ue], with 395
occurrences in 108 texts, and borrowed kredit [kpedum],
with 357 occurrences in 96 texts (Eng. credit, loan), are se-
mantically equivalent and have similar frequencies
(392.88 and 355.09, respectively), yielding k = 1.106 (Fig-
ure 3).

The terms in both languages refer to economic rela-
tions in which one party receives money or another legally
transferable asset from another party and undertakes to re-
turn it in the future. Both terms are listed in Termincom.kz.
In media discourse, they are used in sources such as Ege-
men.kz, as in: Kreditti qaita qarylymdau tirtibi (Eng. Loan re-
structuring procedure). The corpus shows that both variants
may occur even in the same news platform, as in Inform-
buro, which uses both nesie and kredit: Us adamga kredit
dperp, tiseuin de 6zim toledim (Eng. I took loans for three
people, and I paid for all three myself);, Qazaqtar nege
jagqyndaryna nesie alyp beruge beitm? (Eng. Why do Kazakhs
tend to take loans for their loved ones?). These examples sup-
port their functional equivalence in media usage.

Additional examples of relatively similar ratios in-
clude Kazakh syilygaqy with 16 occurrences and borrowed
premia with 13 occurrences (Eng. reward), Kazakh betperde
with 19 occurrences and borrowed maska with 18 occur-
rences (Eng. mask), Kazakh hikaia with 22 occurrences and
borrowed serial with 27 occurrences (Eng. series), and Kaza-
kh saiys with 77 occurrences and borrowed turnir with 87
occurrences (Eng. tournament) (Figure 4).

Approximate or relatively balanced ratios between
competing lexical forms may indicate parallel usage of
competing lexical forms in the corpus. Several linguistic
and sociocultural factors may contribute to such near-equal
distribution of native and borrowed variants. Comparable
frequencies may reflect differences in functional or stylistic
usage. The native variant may be preferred in officially
standardised contexts, educational materials, or state
media, whereas the borrowed form may continue to appear
in colloquial speech, translated content, professional dis-
course, or Russian-influenced communication. As a result,
both variants remain actively used in different communic-
ative areas. Bilingual speakers may also perceive the two
lexical forms as interchangeable, leading to parallel usage
without clear semantic differentiation. In multilingual soci-
eties such as Kazakhstan, habitual code-switching and
cross-linguistic influence may support the simultaneous
circulation of native and borrowed lexical units (Zharkyn-
bekova et al., 2013).
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Figure 3. Search for nesie and kredit (Eng. credit) in #LancsBox X 5.5.1
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Figure 4. Occurrence counts for near-equal competing lexical forms
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5. DISCUSSION

This study investigated lexical interference in the
context of language contact by focusing on the relationship
between equivalent lexemes in contemporary Kazakh,
namely borrowings and national Kazakh variants, using
#LancsBox. These interpretations should be regarded as
possible explanations instead of directly tested causes. By
comparing quantitative indicators for pairs such as
internet / galamtor (Eng. internet), pandemia / indet (Eng.
pandemic), serial / hikaia (Eng. series), pasient / emdelust
(Eng. patient), and proses / iiderts (Eng. process), the study
found that the borrowed forms were more frequent than
the national lexemes in these pairs. The predominance of
borrowed lexical forms in Kazakh media discourse may be
linked to several sociolinguistic factors related to bilingual-
ism, globalisation, and language prestige. First, many bor-
rowed terms, such as pardl, proses, vaksina, format, and
pastent, entered Kazakh through Russian and international
professional communication before native equivalents
were actively standardised. As a result, these forms may be
familiar to journalists and audiences. Second, international
terminology is commonly linked to technological modern-
ity, institutional authority, and professional precision, par-
ticularly in medicine, digital communication, sports, and
administration. In bilingual media environments, bor-
rowed forms may therefore be perceived as concise, recog-
nisable, or stylistically neutral compared with newly intro-
duced Kazakh alternatives.

These findings are consistent with international re-
search in contact linguistics and bilingual media discourse,
which suggests that borrowed and international lexical
forms may dominate in multilingual societies because of
prestige, institutional dissemination, and communicative
convenience. Poplack (2018) argues that lexical borrowing
becomes stable when foreign lexical items are repeatedly
used in socially influential areas such as media, administra-
tion, and professional communication. According to Pop-
lack and Meechan (1998), frequent borrowings gradually
integrate into the recipient language and may eventually
be perceived as linguistically unmarked instead of foreign.
Similarly, Pavlenko (2011) emphasises that bilingual
speakers may prefer internationally recognisable lexical
units because of their higher accessibility in multilingual
cognitive environments and their association with socially
dominant languages.

Conversely, in equivalent word pairs such as jagdai /
situasia (Eng. situation), masele / problema (Eng. problem), or-
talyq / sentr (Eng. centre), jiiie / sistema (Eng. system), and
mirtebe / status (Eng. status), the dominance of Kazakh lex-
ical variants such as jagdai, masele, ortalyq, jiiie, and mdrtebe
may be explained by their long-standing integration into
the core vocabulary of Kazakh and their high frequency in
everyday communication. Unlike specialised international
terminology, these words belong to basic semantic areas
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that are deeply rooted in national linguistic consciousness
and widely used over educational, administrative, and me-
dia contexts. Their prevalence may also be consistent with
language planning policies in Kazakhstan aimed at
strengthening native lexical norms and reducing unneces-
sary borrowings. Consequently, native equivalents remain
more frequent in these corpus data, although this fre-
quency pattern alone does not prove the causes of lexical
choice.

These findings correspond with international studies
in contact linguistics showing that native lexical forms
tend to remain dominant in high-frequency everyday se-
mantic areas. Thomason (2007) argues that lexical change
under contact is commonly more visible in specialised or
culturally innovative areas, whereas core vocabulary
demonstrates greater resistance to contact-induced change.
Thus, the predominance of forms such as jagdai and mdsele
is compatible with linguistic stability and lexical normal-
isation in Kazakh-language media discourse.

Based on the corpus outcomes, we propose a quantitat-
ive indicator, the Lexical Competition Coefficient (LCC),
k, as a ratio of competing lexical forms in a corpus; the
value may be greater or less than one. When the Kazakh
term is more frequent, the indicator is greater than one (k >
1); when the borrowed form is more frequent, the indicator
is less than one (k < 1). The proposed coefficient does not
measure interference directly but quantifies the relative
distribution of competing lexical equivalents in corpus
data. This approach may be implemented to describe how
cross-linguistic influence may be reflected in corpus fre-
quency patterns.

As discussed by Klare (2012), Martinet’s (1972) ap-
proach provides important theoretical groundwork for
later quantitative and corpus-based studies by presenting
interference as a regular and analysable process, not
merely as an error-driven one. This theoretical foundation
remains relevant for contemporary investigations of Kaza-
kh-Russian lexical interaction, where contact-induced
change can be analysed through measurable distributional
patterns.

Similarly, Poplack and Meechan (1998) use corpus
evidence from spoken bilingual discourse to show that
commonly used borrowings gradually become morpholo-
gically and phonologically integrated into the recipient
language, making them distinct from momentary code-
switches. Such corpus-based methodology has become
foundational for quantitative studies of bilingualism, lexic-
al transfer, and contact-induced language change.

In a related study by Arantzeta et al. (2026) on inter-
ference in a bilingual context, interference was also ob-
tained as a quantitative indicator. However, these studies
used a non-linguistic task in which interference control
was calculated using the Colour-Word Stroop test: Inter-
ference score = Interference task — (Word reading x
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‘Based on the corpus outcomes, we propose a
quantitative indicator, the Lexical Competition
Coefficient (LCC), k, as a ratio of competing
lexical forms in a corpus; the value may be greater
or less than one. When the Kazakh term is more
frequent, the indicator is greater than one (k > 1);
when the borrowed form is more frequent, the
indicator is less than one (k < 1). The proposed
coq[ﬁ(‘icnr does not measure ill[(’lf(’)‘(’”(‘(’ dircctly
but qualnlﬁcs the relative distribution of
competing lexical cquivalcnrs in corpus data.’

Colour naming / Word reading + Colour naming). This for-
mula accounts for baseline reading and colour-naming
speed in order to isolate the participant’s ability to resolve
the conflict between word meaning and ink colour in the
interference task. A higher interference score indicates
greater inhibitory control.

Earlier corpus-based studies of Kazakh have used fre-
quency data to analyse lexical usage and media discourse,
including word-frequency research in Kazakh corpus data
(Omarova et al., 2025) and a mass-media corpus study of
the Kazakh Word of the Year 2023 (Ormanova et al.,
2025). However, these studies did not specifically address
lexical competition in Kazakh-Russian language contact.
The present study differs from this earlier work as it com-
pares Kazakh lexical variants with borrowed forms in con-
temporary Kazakh media and calculates their relative cor-
pus frequency.

The findings point to three main outcomes. In re-
sponse to the first research question, the study provides
statistical data on the frequency, occurrence, and distribu-
tion of semantically equivalent borrowings and Kazakh
variants in Kazakh media discourse for the years 2020—
2024 (Tables 2—3).

Second, the corpus-based frequency analysis demon-
strates that Russian borrowings compete with established
Kazakh equivalents and, in certain lexical pairs, occur
more commonly than those equivalents in the analysed
corpus (Figure 1). In several cases, native Kazakh lexemes
remain dominant in terms of absolute frequency, indicating
the stability of the national lexical norm (Figure 2). How-
ever, the consistent presence of Russian-origin equivalents
in parallel usage reflects active lexical competition instead
of marginal borrowing.

Third, the relationship between lexical entries can be
expressed through the proposed Lexical Competition
Coefficient (LCC), k, as an index reflecting the relative dis-
tribution and proportional imbalance between a borrowed
Russian lexeme and its established Kazakh equivalent in
the corpus. k = L1/1.2 is valid as a descriptive ratio, where
L1 is the Kazakh occurrence count and 1.2 is the borrowed
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occurrence count. Instead of relying solely on raw fre-
quency counts, the LCC represents the ratio between con-
tacting forms in a normalised and comparable manner.
When the native equivalent predominates, LCC is greater
than 1 (k > 1); when the borrowed form predominates, LCC
is less than 1 (k < 1). Differences in the frequency ratios of
competing lexical forms in a corpus may be related to ex-
tralinguistic factors such as institutional discourse, techno-
logy, prestige, media habits, terminology policy, and com-
municative economy.

6. CONCLUSION

Although language contact and bilingualism have
been extensively analysed in sociolinguistic and descript-
ive research, the quantitative description of lexical com-
petition remains underdeveloped. Most studies of Kazakh-
Russian bilingualism rely on qualitative observations, case
studies, or frequency counts without offering a replicable
ratio for comparing competing lexical forms. The absence
of a measurable indicator limits the comparability and rep-
licability of interference studies. This study analyses lexic-
al competition as a quantitative and functional process, em-
phasising its frequency patterns, distribution, and vari-
ation over communicative areas. Using corpus-based
methodology, the research demonstrates how large-scale
textual data enable the identification of borrowed lexemes
and competing equivalents.

The study introduces a quantitative framework
grounded in corpus statistics to address this methodological
gap. The proposed approach defines lexical competition
through measurable frequency ratios and comparative dis-
tribution patterns, allowing language contact to be ex-
pressed in numerical terms. This contributes to bilingual-
ism research by regarding lexical competition as a corpus-
observable distributional pattern.

The study has several limitations. First, it is limited
by the size, composition, and time frame of the research
corpus, which consists primarily of media texts from
2020—2024. Such a dataset may not fully represent other
discourse areas, including spoken language, academic writ-
ing, and regional communication, potentially restricting
the generalisability of the findings. Second, the analysis fo-
cuses exclusively on the lexical level and does not analyse
morphological, syntactic, or pragmatic aspects of interfer-
ence. As a result, the wider structural impact of Kazakh-
Russian language contact remains outside the scope of the
present study.

Future studies may expand the corpus to include
spoken data and genre-diverse texts to provide a more
comprehensive representation of language use. In addition,
longitudinal corpus analysis could be conducted to trace
diachronic changes in LCC, allowing researchers to ob-
serve trends in lexical normalisation and potential lan-
guage change over time.
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