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LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE IN MULTILINGUAL EDUCATION: A SOCIOLINGUISTIC
STUDY

Annotation. This article examines language interference as a sociolinguistic phenomenon in multi-
lingual education, with focus on the Uzbek—Russian—English trilingual environment of Central Asian
higher education. Cross-linguistic transfer persists in multilingual students’ speech and writing long afier
formal instruction should have eliminated it, and purely structural accounts cannot explain why. Drawing
on a thematic analysis of fifty-two scholarly sources, the study identifies three interacting groups of
determinants — social, cultural, and psychological — and shows how they jointly shape observable interfe-
rence patterns. Theoretically, the article synthesizes Anglophone sociolinguistics, post-Soviet linguocul-
turology, and contemporary SLA research; practically, it offers recommendations for trilingual programme
design, teacher training, and language policy.

Keywords: language interference, multilingual education, sociolinguistics, code-switching, cross-
linguistic influence, trilingualism, Uzbek—Russian—English education, family language policy, language
anxiety, symbolic capital.

KO*‘P TILLI TA’LIMDA TIL INTERFERENSIYASI: SOTSIOLINGVISTIK TADQIQOT
Kazakova Malika Uktamovna (Navoiy davlat universiteti Tillar fakulteti “Ingliz tili, amaliy fanlar” kafedrasi
o‘qgituvchisi; ORCID: 0009-0001-8162-3829; kazakovamalika0@gmail.com)

Annotatsiya. Magolada til interferensiyasi ko ‘p tilli ta 'lim sharoitida sotsiolingvistik hodisa sifatida
tahlil gilinadi; asosiy e 'tibor Markaziy Osiyo oliy ta 'limidagi o ‘zbek—rus—ingliz uch tilli muhitiga garatila-
di. Tillararo ko ‘chish rasmiy ta’limga garamay barqaror saqlanadi va uni fagat tuzilmaviy omillar bilan
tushu-ntirib bo ‘Imaydi. Ellik ikkita ilmiy manbaning mavzuli tahlili asosida uchta omillar guruhi — ijtimoiy,
madaniy va psixologik — ajratilgan va ularning birgalikdagi ta’siri ko ‘rsatilgan. Ilmiy hissa — uchta tad-
giqot an anasini yagona doiraga birlashtirish; amaliy hissa — uchtilli ta lim dasturlariga oid tavsiyalar.

Kalit so‘Zlar: til interferensiyasi, ko 'p tilli ta’lim, sotsiolingvistika, kodlarni almashtirish, tillararo
ta’sir, uchtillilik, o zbek—rus—ingliz ta’lim, oilaviy til siyosati, til tashvishi, ramziy kapital.

Kazaxosa Maymka YkraMoBHa (npenojaBareb Kadeapbl NPAKTHYECKOTO AHTJIHIHCKOTO SI3bIKA
dutonormiaeckoro paxyantera Haponiickoro rocyiapcTBeHHOT0 YHHBEPCHTETA)
A3BIKOBAA UHTEP®EPEHLINA B MHOI'OA3BIYHOM OBPA3OBAHUNU:
COLHUOJUMHI'BUCTUYECKOE HCCIEAJOBAHUE

Annomayusn. B cmamve paccmampueaemes A3viko6as unmepepenys Kax CoYUoaUH8UCUYec-
KOe f8NeHUe 8 YCI0BUAX MHO20SA3bIYHO20 00PA3068AHUS, C 0COOBLIM BHUMAHUCM K Y30€KCKO-PYCCKO-AHNUTL-
CKOTl Mpéxva3bluHOli cpede gvicute2o obpazoseanus Ilenmpanvnoit Asuu. Ilpobrema cocmoum 8 yemotiuu-
B0CMIL MEIHCBAZLIKOBOZO NEPEHOCH, He 00BACHUMO20 UCKIIOYUMENbHO CMPYKMYPHbIMU arkmopamu. Ha
OCHOBE MeMAMUYECKO20 AHANU3A NAMUOECIMU O8YX HAYYHBIX UCOYHUKOG 8bI0€TCHbI MPU 63AUMOCEI3AH-
Hble 2PYNNbL 0e MEPMUHAHM — COYUATbHBIC, KYTbIMYPHBIE U NCUXOTI0SUHECKUE — U NOKA3AHO UX COBMECTHOE
Oeticmeue. Hayunwiit 6k1a0 — cunmes aHen10a3bI4HOU COYUOTUHSEUCTIUKIL, NOCTICOBEMCKOT IUHEBOKY NI~
ponoeuu u cogpemennvix SLA-uccneoosanuii; npakmudeckuii. — peKOMeHOAyUu No NPOeKMUPOGAHUIO
MPEXBAZBIYHBIX NPOSPAMM.

Knrwuegoie cnosa: azvixoeas unmepepenyus, MHO20A3bI4HOE 00PA306aHIe, COYUOTUHSGUCTIUKA,
K0O0B80€ NepeKioueHIe, MeXHCbAZbIKOBOE GIUAHIUE, MPUTUHEGUIM, Y3OEKCKO-PYCCKO-AH2UTICKOe 00pa306d-
Hue, ceMelinas A3bIK08As NOTUMUKC, SA3bIKOBAS MPEeBOHCHOCHb, CUMBOIUECKUL KANUMAL.

Introduction. Language interference — the unintended influence of one language on another in the
speech of a bi- or multilingual speaker — has remained a central puzzle of sociolinguistics for more than
half a century. The phenomenon resists purely structural explanation: knowing the typological contrasts
between two languages does not allow us to predict reliably which features will transfer, in which direction,
or with what frequency. This recalcitrance drove researchers to look bevond grammar toward the social,
cultural, and psychological forces that mediate between language systems and their actual use. In post-
Soviet Central Asia, and Uzbekistan in particular, students operate in a specific trilingual configuration:
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Uzbek as state and home language, Russian as regional lingua franca and partial medium of higher
education, English as the emerging language of international academic mobility [1;3-9 p.]. The present
study integrates social, cultural, and psychological factors into one analytical framework, synthesising three
previously isolated research traditions — Anglophone sociolinguistics, post-Soviet linguoculturology, and
contemporary SLA research — with practical aims for trilingual education policy in Uzbekistan.

Literature Review. Language interference was first set out systematically by U. Weinreich [2;1-10
p.l. who distinguished structural from non-structural determinants and insisted that bilingual experience
and social attitudes shape how structural pressures actually surface. T.Odlin [3;25-48 p.] broadened this
under cross-linguistic influence, demonstrating that predictions based purely on language pairs fail without
learner-internal and social variables. The decisive turn toward sociolinguistic explanation came with S.
Thomason and T.Kaufman [4;35-57 p.], whose socially driven hypothesis holds that the intensity and
direction of contact-induced change depend primarily on the social history of contact, not on typological
proximity. P.Bourdicu added a further layer through his account of language as symbolic capital [5;43-65
p.]. shifting language choice from a structural fact to a social act invested with prestige and identity. C.
Myers-Scotton [6;75-98 p.] approached the ficld through code-switching, helping draw the line between
deliberate code-mixing and unintentional transfer — a line that blurs in the speech of multilingual students.

S.Jarvis and A Pavlenko [7;112-145 p.] integrated conceptual transfer with structural and pragmatic
transfer; J.Rothman’s Typological Primacy Model [8;107-127 p.] argues that in L3 acquisition transfer is
selected on the basis of typological proximity — with direct consequences for Uzbek—Russian—English
leamers, since Russian, typologically closer to English than Uzbek, often becomes the L3 transfer source.
Psychological work has approached interference through anxiety [9;125-132 p.], motivation [10;9-42 p |,
and the cognitive load of bilingual processing [11;67-81 p.]. The recent study by A.Abdulrahman [12; pp.
69-80] provides quantitative evidence that learners rank psychological factors highest, social factors
second, cultural factors third. Within the post-Soviet space, D . Hasanova [1;3-9 p.] and M.Djuraeva [13;
87-130 p.] have documented the sociolinguistic complexity of these environments. What is missing is an
integrated framework for the specific case of Uzbek—Russian—English education — the gap this article
addresses.

Research Methodology. The study is qualitative and deductive with an interpretivist orientation [5;
pp. 43-65]: a theoretical analytical study based on documentary research, proceeding through source
identification, thematic coding, conceptual synthesis, and application to the Uzbek—Russian—English
context. The corpus consists of fifty-two peer-reviewed publications selected through purposive sampling,
with inclusion criteria of primary focus on cross-linguistic influence or related phenomena; availability in
English, Russian, or Uzbek; and a chronological range from 1953 (Weinreich) to 2024. Data collection
drew on JSTOR, Scopus, eLIBRARY .RU, and Google Scholar with a trilingual keyword strategy. Validity
is strengthened by triangulation across three research traditions which have historically developed in
relative isolation — itself a methodological contribution of the work.

Analysis and Results. The thematic analysis produced a three-tier structure of interference deter-
minants.

Social factors. Five social factors recur across the literature. Language ecology determines which
languages are activated most often and serve as default transfer sources; urban Uzbek leamers typically
operate in dense trilingual environments while rural leamers encounter Russian and English mainly in
institutional contexts [13;87-130 p.]. Prestige and symbolic capital [5;43-65 p.] set the social value of each
language. Family language policy [14:907-922 p.| establishes the baseline pattern of home language use.
Peer-group practices normalise specific code-mixing patterns and turn certain transfer features into identity
markers. The educational environment — the language regime of the classroom — either reinforces or
corrects interference at the institutional level [12;69-80 p.].

Cultural factors. Three cultural factors emerged. First, contact between languages is also contact
between conceptual organisations of experience [7;112—145 p.]: the transfer of Russian distinctions such
as ronyOoi/CHHMI Or MHTSTUTeHTHBIN/ yMHBIH into English is conceptual interference operating below the
lexical surface. Second, acculturation strategies [15;697-712 p.] generate distinct interference profiles —
integration favours balanced multilingualism, assimilation drives unidirectional transfer. Third, pragmatic
transfer is especially persistent because it operates below the threshold of conscious awareness; the transfer
of Russian rhetorical conventions (heavy nominalisation, long periodic sentences, impersonal
constructions) into English academic writing resists correction through grammatical instruction alone.
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Psychological factors. Foreign language classroom anxiety [9;125-132 p.] reduces the cognitive
resources available for monitoring output; more than 90% of multilingual learners identify anxiety as a
major barrier [12; pp. 69-80]. Motivation in Dérnyei’s L2 Motivational Self System [10;9-42 p.] modulates
the intensity of self-monitoring. The cognitive load of multilingual production [11; pp. 67-81] rises sharply
when speakers must simultancously select the target language, inhibit non-target languages, maintain
grammatical accuracy, and monitor pragmatic appropriateness; the inhibitory mechanism is imperfect and
surfaces as interference under fatigue or pressure. Age of acquisition sets baseline constraints but is heavily
modulated by the social and motivational variables above.

Interaction of factors. The three groups form an integrated configuration in which each tier mediates
the others. The hierarchy proposed in [12;69-80 p.] — psychological factors as most proximal, social as
intermediate, cultural as background — receives partial support, with one qualification: in trilingual settings
the weight of cultural factors rises substantially, because students operate simultaneously in three cultural
ecologies (Turkic, post-Soviet, Anglophone). This is the principal theoretical result of the study: a
triangulated framework predicting that interference patterns in Uzbek—Russian—English students show (a)
anxiety-driven retreat to L1/L2 structures in high-stakes academic production, (b) prestige-driven
asymmetry favouring English in formal contexts and Uzbek in informal ones, and (c) pragmatic interference
from Russian academic conventions in English writing.

Conclusion and Recommendations. Four points summarise the principal findings. First, structural
linguistic explanations are not enough: any adequate account of interference must incorporate social,
cultural, and psychological factors. Second, three groups of determinants were identified — social, cultural,
and psychological — each with its own lincage and empirical literature. Third, the three groups interact
systematically and cannot be reduced to any single tier without loss of explanatory power. Fourth, in
trilingual settings such as Uzbek—Russian—English higher education, cultural factors carry greater weight
than in monolingual SLA models because students operate in multiple cultural ecologies at once.

For instructional practice: language instruction should be supplemented by explicit attention to
pragmatic and rhetorical conventions; classrooms should foster psychological safety and treat error as a
developmental stage; curricula should acknowledge hybrid multilingual registers while still developing
register-appropriate monolingual production. For educational policy: trilingual programmes should build
sociolinguistic awareness components alongside grammar instruction; family language policy support
should be integrated into national policy; teacher training should include multilingual classroom
management and intercultural competence. For future research: empirical studies are needed that combine
sociolinguistic surveys, psychometric assessment (FLCAS, L2 Motivational Self System Questionnaire),
and recorded production; longitudinal designs would clarify how interference evolves across academic
stages; comparative work with Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan would help identify regionally specific patterns;
Rothman’s Typological Primacy Model deserves direct empirical testing in Uzbek—Russian—English
learners.
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GRAMMATICAL TRANSFORMATIONS IN LITERARY TRANSLATION: BETWEEN
ENGLISH AND RUSSIAN LANGUAGES

Annotation. This article provides an in-depth analysis of grammatical transformations, which
remain one of the most fundamental aspects of the translation process. Using examples extracted from
Emily Bronté's « Wuthering Heights », this research demonstrates precisely how a translator applies these
techniques in practice.

Key words. Grammatical transformation, translation theory, linguistic norms, equivalence, contex-
tual meaning, source language, target language, adaptation.
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ADABIY TARJIMADA GRAMMATIK TRANSFORMATSIYALAR: INGLIZ VA RUS TILLARI
MISOLIDA

Annotatsiva. Ushbu maqolada tarjima jarayonidagi eng muhim jihatlardan biri bo ‘Igan grammatik
transformatsiyalar o ‘rganiladi. Emili Brontening « Wuthering heights » asaridan olingan misollar mavzuni
yanada aniqroq tushunishga hamda tarjimon ushbu usullarni amaliyotda qanday qo ‘llanishini ko ‘rib chi-
gishga yordam beradi.

Kalit so‘zlar: grammatik transformatsiya, tarjima nazariyasi, til normalari, ekvivalentlik, konteks-
tual ma’'no, asl til, tarjima tili, moslashtirish.

OmmmzronoBa @azniar Pycram kmsu (cryeHTka TamKeHTCKOro rocy1apcTBEeHHOT0 TPAHCIIOPTHOTO

yHuBepcnTera; mail: rustamovnafazilat0110@gmail.com)
I'PAMMATHUYECKHUE TPAHC®OPMAIIMUA B XYJTOKECTBEHHOM ITEPEBOJ/IE: MEX/Y

AHTJIMACKHUM U PYCCKHM SA3BIKAMU

Annomauus. B smoit cmamoe 21y060K0 u3yuaemcest OOHA U3 CAMbIX 8ANCHBIX MPAHCHOPMAYUil 6 NPO-
yecce nepesooa. Ipumepol, komopoie Bvlau NPOAHATUZUPOSAHBL U3 kHU2U Dvuau Bpoume «I pozosoii Ile-
PeBA » NOMO2AIOM NOHAMb EMY elje MOUHee ¢ OOKAZAMETbCTNEAMU UMEHHO KAK NepesoOH UK NpuMeHsiem
ux 6 nepegooe.
Knrouesvie cnosa: cpavmamuueckas mpancopyayus, meopus nepesood, TUHSEUCHUYECKUe HOPMDb,
IKGUBANC HIMHOCMb, KOHMEKCMYATbHOE 3HAYeH e, UCXOOHbII A3bIK, NePeOOSUTL I3bIK, AOANMAYUSL.

Introduction. In the translation process, it is important to consider various features of each language
because they will affect the translation. Each language has its own grammar, word order, punctuation rules,
and sometimes they can be lost while rendering into other languages; changed into other grammar structure;
or there can be addition to preserve the meaning of the source language. As a translators, we must find
balance between preserving originality of the text and also to making it more understandable for the readers.
Sometimes, grammar rules are the features that will play great role to demonstrate one language’s
authenticity, for example, some grammatical structures in Russian don’t even exist in English language. It
means, translators use transformations to keep the meaning, structure to make it sound more natural.

Literature review and methodology. Fiction is any work where the events, elements, or characters
are imaginary. Literary fiction refers to books, novels, or short stories that tells a story from the author's
imagination. Etymologically, the word fiction is derived from the Latin word fictus, which means form.
According to Searle [1;319 p.], works of fiction result from an author's intention to perform a particular
sort of illocutionary act. Also (Currie, 1990) fiction is produced when authors of stories intend that readers
may believe the stories are true [2;7 p.]

To understand why grammatical transformations are necessary in translating fiction we should know
first how they have been told or preserved through the generations. Until the high middle ages, books were
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