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AFBLIIIBIH )KOHE KA3AK TUIAEPIHIETT COMJIEY ITH
MPOCOJIUKAJIBIK EPEKIIEJIIKTEPI

Anparna. Byn Makamajna Kasak jKOHE aFbUINIBIH TUINEPIHACTI MPOCOAWKANBIK CHIATTaMANaplIbl aHBIKTAY MEH
cumarTay Moceselepi KapacThIpbUIaAbl. 3epTTey OaphIChIHIA €Ki TUIMIH WHTOHANWSIIBIK JKYHelepi CambICTRIpMANbl TYpAC
TangaHael. By cumartramanapielH OCHl Tl MEIMCHIEPIHIH CoWleyiHIe Kanald KepiHic TaOaThIHBIHA EpeKIIe Hazap
aynapsiianel. COHBIMEH KaTap IIeT TUTiH YHpeHY OapbhIChIH/A, dcipece ayTUTOPHSIIBIK JKaFaaina, eki Tije ceiey Ke3inae
aHa TUI TPOCOIMACHI MEH HIET T (hOHETHKAIBIK JKYHeNepiHiH e3apa opeKeTTeCyiHiH acepi KapacThIpbUIAJBL. 3epTTey
HOTIDKEJIEPl CHHTAarMaHbIH Sp TUIAIH (OHETHKAJBIK KYPBUIBIMBIHA TOYelNi eKeHIH KepceTTi. by mManiMerTep Kazak >kKoHE
aFpUTIIBIH TIJIIEPIHAETI CcoeWJiey MOHEpiH TEpeHIpeK TYCiHyre MyMKiHmiK Oepeni. AWBIpMAIIBUIBIKTAp MIET TiTiHIH
HMHTOHAIMSCHI MEH BIPFAKTBUIBIFBIH YHPCHYII KMBIHIATYBI MYMKIiH, COHIBIKTAH KOCBIMIIIA 3epTTeyepai Tanamn ereai. Coiney
CEerMEHTTEpiHAeTi eKMiHII KaObUIIay epeKIIeTiKTepl Ka3ak J>XoHe AaFbUIIIBIH TUIASPIHIETI eKMiHHIH ()YHKIIMOHAIIBIK
MaHBI3JAbUIBIFBIHBIH OPTYPHl €KEHiH aWKbIHAaWIbel. 3epTTeyAe WHTOHANMSIHBI KYPBUIBIMIBIK Talfay oOJiCi KOJIAHBUIIBI,
COH/Iali-aK MaKajla CHIIATTaMaJIbIK OOJBITT TaObUTAIBl KOHE 3€PTTEY TAKbIPHIObI OOMBIHINA FHUIBIMU OICOHETTEpPre Tanuay
Kyprizinmi. byn Tampmaymap Ka3zak OKkOHE aFBUINNBIH - TUIAEPIHIH MPOCOAWKAIBIK  KYPBUIBIMIAPHl  apachIHIAAFbI
afBIPMAIIBUIBIKTAP bl TEPEH 3EPTTEYTe HETi3 00IaIbl.
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NPOCOANYECKHUE OCOBEHHOCTH PEYA
B AHI'JIMFICKOM M KA3AXCKOM SI3BIKAX

AHHOTanusi. B jaHHOW crarke paccMaTpHBalOTCS NPOOJNEMBI BBISBICHHS W ONUCAHHA IPOCOANYECKHX
XapaKTEePUCTHUK B SA3bIKAX PA3JIMYHOIO THUIIA, TAKMX KaK Ka3axXxCKUW M aHriauickuit. Ocoboe BHUMaHUE YIEISIeTCsl TOMY, KakK
9TH XapaKTePUCTHKH TPOSBIISIOTCS B PEYd HOCUTENEH NaHHBIX S3bIKOB. PackpeiBatoTcsi crienupuueckue OCOOEHHOCTH
MIPOCOUH POJHOTO SI3bIKA, BOSHUKAIOIINE B PE3yJbTaTe B3aUMOMACHCTBHUS (DOHETHUECKHMX CHCTEM POJHOTO W HEPOIHOTO
SI3BIKOB B PEYM OWIMHIBA IPH HM3YYCHWH MHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKA, B ayAWTOPHBIX ycioBusx. [logpoOHO paccmarpuBaeTcs
MIPOCOIMYECKAs OPraHU3alUs CHHTArM, SIBISIFOIIMXCS CEMaHTHKO-MHTOHAIIMOHHON M TpaMMaTHYecKOd exnHMIeH peun. B
pe3ynbTaTe UCCIEeOBaHUS BEISIBICHO, YTO CHHTarMa MIPacT BaXKHYIO POJb IPH ONMHCAHUU CYNEPCETMEHTHBIX CPEICTB Peun
U ee MPOCOANIECKHE CBOWCTBA 3aBHCAT OT (POHETHUECKOTO CTPOSI KaXKAOTO M3 SI3BIKOB. DTH PA3NINMYMs MOTYT 3aTPYIHSITH
M3yYeHHE HHTOHAIIMM M PUTMHUKH HHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKA, YTO TpeOyeT IOMOJIHUTENbHBIX HccienoBaHud. OcoOGeHHOCTH
BOCIIPUSITHS YIapeHHsI OTJEIBHBIX YYaCTKOB PEUYEBOI'0 OTPE3Ka CBHJCTENILCTBYIOT O Pa3HOW (yHKIMOHAIBHON 3HAYUMOCTH
yllapeHusi B CHUCTeMEe Ka3axCKOro M aHIVIMHCKOTO sI3bIKOB. B Xoje mccnenoBaHus ObUI MCIOJIB30BAH METOJ CTPYKTYPHOTO
aHaJIM3a MHTOHALMH, CTAThsl TaK)Ke HOCHUT ONHUCATEIbHBIM XapaKkTep M BKIIOUYAeT B ce0s aHAJIN3 HAyYHOH JHUTEPaTypsl IO
TeMe HCCIEeIOBaHMA. OJTOT aHAIU3 CIY)XUT OCHOBOM M TIyOOKOTO H3y4YeHHS pa3iIuIuid MeXIy NPOCOINYECKUMHU
CTPYKTYPaMHU Ka3aXxCKOTO U aHIJIMHCKOTO S3BIKOB.

KnaioueBble ciioBa: mpocoams; aHIVIMHCKHAH S3BIK; Ka3axXCKUH S3bIK; (POHETHYECKHWH; NPOU3HOIICHHE; 3BYKH;
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Introduction

Oral speech is generally more concise, less grammatically correct, less structured, and more
ambiguous than text. Spoken language is marked by a lack of continuous fluency, assimilation and
reduction processes, divergence of syntactic and prosodic expression of speech sequence, temporal
characteristics such as the pause length by the presence of pauses of hesitation, the length of speech
segments, melodic characteristics (bazap6aeBa, Koxxamcyruposa, 2022: 3-14).

English language training in the Kazakh audience is increasing every year. When learning
English, it is essential to consider the prosodic features of both the learner and their native language.
Teaching a foreign language requires understanding the characteristics of the students' native language,
as the primary challenge in teaching pronunciation lies in the fact that learners perceive foreign speech
sounds through the lens of their own phonetic system. Strong listening and pronunciation skills in their
native language are important for this process.

Simplifying the intonation of non-final syntagmas (incomplete phrases or clauses) to just two
melodic patterns (rising and falling) in any language does not provide a full understanding of how
prosodic features are used in actual speech. This is particularly true for Kazakh and English, where non-
final syntagmas are among the most frequently used intonational units. Therefore, analyzing non-final
syntagmas is critical for understanding prosodic patterns and intertextual links in both languages, as
well as expanding the prosodic understanding of each language individually (Kycaunosa, Kycaunosa,
2022).

The focus on non-final syntagmas also stems from the autonomy retained by phonetic
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characteristics like word stress within these units, which can be easily identified within complex
sentences. The lack of knowledge and unresolved issues related to stress in the Kazakh language led to
an investigation into how its phonetic features function along the syntagmatic axis. Linguistically, this
phenomenon can be viewed from two perspectives: the speaker and the listener, as communication
inherently involves both. Another challenge is how prosodic features of non-final syntagmas contribute
to meaning at the level of perception. This study also aims to identify key acoustic features of word and
syntagmatic stress in Kazakh and English, which play a crucial role in how stress is perceived in both
native and foreign languages (Vaissiere, 1983: 53-66).

It is important to highlight that identifying the prosodic features of connected macrosegments is
closely tied to the issue of boundary signals, which are crucial for speech perception. These signals help
listeners identify the boundaries between individual words in a continuous stream of speech. The
challenge in this area lies in determining the perceptual and acoustic markers of these boundary
phenomena. By incorporating data on articulation, acoustics, and perception, researchers can gain a
more complete understanding of the variability in boundary segments as a type of boundary signal.

Studying the primary physical features of syntagmatic or phrasal boundary signals is further
complicated by the fact that word boundaries are most distinct in isolated speech, whereas in continuous
speech, the acoustic properties of boundary clusters can vary. Phonetic changes, which are often caused
by articulatory characteristics in combination with positional factors, play a significant role in the
evolution of languages. The most profound changes affect the internal structure of the language, often
manifesting through phonological processes. Some of these processes lead to changes in paradigmatic
relationships, while others influence syntagmatic relationships (Yexxapuu, 2016: 13-24). In this
research, syntagma has been chosen as the main prosodic unit for analyzing the semantic structure of
the speech continuum. Prosodic features serve as objective markers of syntagma boundaries. This focus
is due to the fact that syntagmas represent the smallest semantic units in communication when using an
intermediary language.

The purpose of the research is to examine the prosodic features in languages from different
systems, such as Kazakh and English. The research problem lies in the fact that the most complex and
unresolved issue in the study of speech prosody is the lack of a defined, optimal, and standardized set of
objective parameters for analyzing speech signals like syntagmas. Additionally, the difficulty in
extracting essential linguistic information from speech segments remains a significant and relevant
problem today. The research stages included identifying the research problem and objectives, literature
review, methodology, results and discussion, conclusion. The practical significance of the work is
determined by the possibility of using the data obtained in the educational process, in particular, for
compiling training courses for the methodology of teaching English in Kazakh classes or groups. The
theoretical basis of the article draws on key studies in prosody and intonation across languages.
Bazarbayeva and Kozhamsugirova (2022) highlight the role of prosody in English discourse, while
Vaissiere (1983) discusses universal prosodic features. Cross-linguistic comparisons by Kusainova &
Kusainova (2022) and Iskakova et al. (2013) provide insights into Kazakh and English intonation. Cole
(2015) reviews prosody in various contexts, and Chekharin (2016) examines methods of speech
analysis, forming a comprehensive foundation for exploring prosody in Kazakh and English.

Materials and methods

The material of the study was recorded fragments of spoken English and Kazakh, which were
studied at the level of segmental and supersegmental phonetics. The spoken English and Kazakh
speakers were analyzed according to prosodic parameters of speech.Particular attention was paid to the
semantic-intonation unit — syntagma, which is a semantic unity on which the intonemes of the Kazakh
and English languages are realized. Particular attention was paid to stress, which is the main component
of intonation, and the analogues of vowels in the Kazakh and English languages were also considered
and analyzed.

In contemporary phonetic research, the structural analysis method of intonation is commonly
applied. This approach entails a comprehensive examination of all its interconnected elements, focusing
on the study and description of the distribution of physical characteristics such as pitch, intensity, and
duration. Additionally, the article takes a descriptive approach and includes a review of relevant
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scientific literature on the research topic. Through this analysis, certain patterns were identified,
including links between the phonological systems of Kazakh and English.

Literature review

The segmentation of spoken language is accomplished through prosodic features such as timing,
melody, and dynamics. Numerous studies in specialized linguistic literature focus on the prosodic
markers of macrosegmentation across different languages. Research by Armstron L.E. and Ward |.K.
highlights that a non-native speaker might be misunderstood if they misuse intonation. The authors give
as an example a situation where “a German who speaks very good English was not understood by the
bus conductor when he asked for a ticket to Queen's Lane with the accent and intonation of '‘Queen's'
Lane instead of '‘Queen’s Lane', although his pronunciation was good. This shows the importance of two
elements of speech: stress and intonation” (MckakoBa, Opa3oekosa, Jloceidaesa, 2022).

The message we convey depends not only on how we say something but also on what we say. To
achieve this result, we must choose the correct, necessary pitch of the voice and make it higher or lower
as desired. Phoneticians compare this fluctuation in the pitch of the voice to the waves of the ocean. The
waves rise and fall as the pitch and volume increase and decrease.

The point of view of Cole J. coincides with this statement, he notes that when expressing
emotions, we also use different qualities of voice, different rates of speech, facial expressions, and
gestures, depending on our psychological state and on the grammar of the spoken statement. To
understand what intonation is, one can refer to the scientific works of many phoneticians who have
studied it, tried to give their definitions of intonation, and came to a certain conclusion. Until now,
intonation has been defined in terms of pitch modifications, pitch, or musical notes (Cole, 2015: 1-31).
According to Chekharin E.E. intonation can be defined as variations in the pitch of a voice in connected
speech, that is, variations in the pitch of a musical note produced by the vibration of local maps”
(Yexxapun, 2016: 132-137). Kazakh linguist A. Khasenov gives a definition to intonation as follows:
“Intonation 1s a phenomenon that makes a sentence a real sentence, connects parts of a sentence and
gives emotional and expressive coloring to grammatical patterns related to melody, rhythm, tempo,
tempo and timbre, phrasal and logical stress of speaking” (Xacenos, 1996: 215). Linguists from various
countries have different perspectives on intonation, demonstrating that the intonation patterns of each
language are unique. To learn or analyze the intonation of a foreign language, it is essential to compare
it with one's native language. It is also important for learners of English as a foreign language to have a
fundamental grasp of its intonation aspects. Kazakh researcher M. Karayev adds that to communicate
ideas more clearly and effectively, speakers should focus on rhythm and melody when delivering
declarative sentences (Kapaes, 1993: 215)

Results and discussions

A review of the literature on non-final syntagmas in Kazakh and English reveals that these units
can be relatively easily isolated from complex sentences. Both languages share universal phonetic
markers for division and feature two types of melodic contours (descending and ascending). As the
length of syntagmas increases, the average duration of the sounds within them tends to decrease. It's
important to examine the distinct prosodic characteristics of non-final syntagmas in both Kazakh and
English. In Kazakh language, In most cases, the melodic peak of a syntagma occurs on the final vowel,
indicating a strong connection between the terminal vowel and the highest pitch level. However,
syntagmas also exhibit a high degree of melodic incompleteness, suggesting that the overall contour
often feels unfinished or unresolved. This melodic profile is subject to a wide range of variations, which
adds complexity to the study of intonation patterns across different contexts.

One significant aspect is how changes in the frequency level of the fundamental tone of syllables
act as acoustic markers for syntagmatic stress. This variation in frequency highlights the prominence of
certain syllables. In particular, stressed vowels show significant variability in their pitch movements,
especially during the upward tonal shift associated with syntagmatic stress. Despite this, the rate of
change in melodic features is not a reliable factor for distinguishing between “stressed” and
“unstressed” vowels, as it does not consistently signal stress. Temporally, syntagmas are marked by
clear acoustic boundaries at both their absolute beginning and end. These boundaries help define the
syntagma as a unit in speech. However, acoustic features such as duration and intensity play a minimal
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role in differentiating stressed from unstressed vowels, indicating that other factors, such as frequency
variation, are more relevant for stress marking.

In English, the melodic peak of a syntagma typically occurs on the first stressed syllable, marking
it as the point of highest pitch prominence. This contrasts with other languages where the melodic peak
may come later in the phrase. Additionally, the primary melodic contour of English syntagmas tends to
be descending, giving phrases a characteristic falling intonation. The most significant variation in the
fundamental tone's frequency occurs at its upper limit, which is crucial for signaling important
intonational features. The direction of tone movement in a syntagmatically stressed vowel is also
closely connected to the overall melodic direction of the syntagma, meaning that if the phrase has a
falling or rising intonation, the stressed vowel's tone will align with this pattern. Under syntagmatic
stress, the rate of change in melodic features is higher compared to pre-stressed or post-stressed vowels,
indicating that stressed vowels undergo more rapid tonal fluctuations. Duration, in this context, becomes
a key acoustic marker for distinguishing between stressed and unstressed vowels, with stressed vowels
typically being longer. Furthermore, dynamic features, which provide acoustic markers of
percussiveness (such as increased loudness), are functionally significant both on their own and when
combined with duration, enhancing the perception of stress in English vowels.

In their native language, Kazakh speakers are adept at perceiving increases in melodic features,
particularly on final syllables, and when identifying stress on syntagmatically stressed vowels, they
respond primarily to longer durations. In English non-finite syntagmas, Kazakh speakers generally
identify word stress accurately, though they often perceive stressed syllables based on tonal shifts,
indicating sensitivity to melodic variations. For this group, tonal differences between syllables serve as
the primary cue for recognizing syllable stress within a syntagma.

When it comes to perception, narrative intonation in Kazakh is characterized by lower volume, a
slower pace, and a low pitch, which is confirmed by physical data from intonograms. Similarly, in
English, narrative intonation exhibits a calm tone, low volume, and a relatively slow tempo, with a
gentle descending tone that is less pronounced than in Kazakh. Both languages share features such as
reduced volume, slower speech rate, low pitch, and decreased overall intensity in narration. However,
they differ in the movement of the fundamental tone: in English, it consistently descends, while in
Kazakh, the tone can rise and fall within a given utterance (Eprem, bekmanosa, [llapumn6aii, 2019: 9).

In Kazakh, the intonation patterns for questions are characterized by average volume, a relatively
fast pace, and a moderate pitch, with pitch variations moving both upward and downward throughout
the utterance.

In contrast, English question intonation differs notably from its narrative counterpart. It tends to
have lower volume, a slower tempo, and a moderate pitch level. The pitch contour in English questions
typically follows an ascending-descending-ascending pattern, with a moderate rise in pitch. Physically,
the intonation of English questions is marked by average intensity, and key pitch variations are observed
at the beginning of the question, on the stressed syllable, and at the end of the sentence, reflecting both
pitch frequency and vowel duration. For motivational intonation, Kazakh is characterized by increased
volume, a moderate pace, a low pitch, and a consistently falling tone. Physically, this is reflected in an
average duration of sounds, a narrow range of fundamental tone frequencies, low overall pitch, and
moderate intensity. English motivational intonation, on the other hand, is perceived as more dynamic
and emotionally expressive, with higher volume, a faster pace, the highest pitch levels, and a sharp drop
in tone. This creates a stronger contrast between the two languages in how motivational speech is
conveyed through intonation (Eprer, bekmanosa, [1lapuno6aii, 2019: 15).

The comparison between Kazakh and English sentence structures reveals distinct differences in
both perceived qualities and physical intonation properties. Each sentence type — whether declarative,
interrogative, or exclamatory — has its own unique set of perceptual and acoustic features. These
differences and commonalities in intonation patterns between Kazakh and English should be a key focus
for teachers, guiding students toward mastering English intonation, which is essential for effective
communication.In both Kazakh and English, specific tonal patterns help shape sentence meaning and
function in communication. While individual speakers may vary in their intonation, there are
recognizable intonational patterns that correspond to specific communicative goals, such as statements,
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questions, or exclamations. These patterns are tied to the lexical and grammatical structure of sentences,
and they serve communicative, syntactic, and stylistic purposes.

When teaching English pronunciation, focusing on the complexity of English intonation and its
similarities to Kazakh intonation patterns helps address the specific challenges learners face. One
common difficulty Kazakh learners encounter involves the English sound [[], as in the words “sheep” or
“shower”. They often replace this sound with the Kazakh [s], which is phonetically distinct. For
example, the English word “sheep” may be pronounced more like “seep”, creating confusion between
minimal pairs like “sheep” and “seep”. This challenge highlights the importance of focused intonation
and pronunciation instruction to help students distinguish between subtle sound differences in English.
Comparing the sound systems of English and Kazakh highlights the unique features of stress and
intonation in each language. This comparison is valuable for enhancing English accent and improving
speaking skills.

Experimental data reveal the intonational characteristics of various sentence types in Kazakh and
Russian, allowing for the identification of both similarities and specific differences. In both languages,
communicative sentence types are conveyed through intonation as well as lexical-grammatical and
formal-grammatical means.

However, no other techniques can fully substitute for the role of intonation in expressing the
communicative purpose, emotional tone, and volitional aspects of a sentence. Intonation remains crucial
in communication, often overlaying the syntactic structure with its dynamic and consistent patterns.
Recognizing the differences and similarities in intonation between Kazakh and English is vital for
teachers, as it aids students in mastering English intonation, an essential element of effective
communication.The main component of prosody in any language, as is known, is stress, which in
English is typically located closer to the beginning of the word, whereas in Kazakh it falls on the final
syllable. Since stress in both languages falls on the vowel of the syllable in question. We have
characterized the English vowels that have some similarities with the vowels of the Kazakh language
(Table 1).

Table 1 — Analogues of vowels in Kazakh and English
Kecre 1 — Ka3ak >xoHe aFbUIIIBIH TUIIEPIHAET] 1aybICThI AbIOBICTAP IBIH aHAJIOTTeP1
Tabnuua 1 — AHanoru riacHeIX B Ka3aXCKOM U aHIJIMHCKOM SI3BIKAX

Sound Kazakh English

[ai] — ait mrai (tea), maii (oil), ait (moon) buy, my, fly, try, guy
[ei] — eit Oeiine (image) take, case, face

[o1] — o¥t 0oit (growth), coii (cut) boy, boil, spoil

[au] — ay nay (dispute), cay (healthy) now, brown, how, towel

The above description of the specifics of the articulation of vowels allows us to identify the most
important differences in pronunciation production between the articulatory foundations of the Kazakh
and English languages in the field.

Some Kazakh vowels, such as (y) and (y), do not have direct counterparts in English, which
means they typically do not affect the assimilation of English vowels. These vowels are distinctive to
the Kazakh language. The sounds (y) and (y) are short, unfinished, labial, narrow, and high-pitched. For
the sound (y), the tongue is positioned similarly to when producing the sound (s1), but the lips are
rounded and protruded forward, and the mouth opening is wider than for (y). The primary difference
between (y) and (y) 1s hardness and softness: (y) is a hard, back-row vowel, while (y) is a soft, front-row
vowel. This distinction is illustrated by examples such as yu (flour) versus yH (voice), and Typ (stand)
versus yi (fly) and ymr (three). These vowels predominantly occur in the first syllable of words.

The Kazakh vowels mentioned differ from English diphthongs in that they are perceived as two
distinct sounds, whereas English diphthongs feature a clear primary vowel sound followed by a glide
towards the secondary sound. A key distinction is that Kazakh vowels can be easily split into two
syllables and separated by morphological boundaries. In contrast, English diphthongs are not divided
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into two syllables; they are pronounced as a single unit with emphasis on the core sound. Each English
diphthong has a weak, fading ending where the second element is a brief, sliding sound. This secondary
sound may not match the isolated vowel sound in Kazakh. While the transcription of the second element
of an English diphthong represents the complete vowel formation, it primarily indicates the movement
of the speech organs towards this vowel rather than a distinct sound.

Conclusion

In this article, prosody is explored as a key element of spoken language, serving as a tool for
structuring and organizing discourse, determining its communicative function, and conveying emotional
and expressive subtleties. It plays a vital role throughout the text by segmenting it into meaningful units
and creating connections between phrases. Syntagmatic segmentation is based on the relationships
between intonation, meaning, and syntax, which can change depending on context, situation, or the
reader's interpretation. The syntagm acts as a universal unit where prosodic contrasts of intonational
elements are realized. Experimental data from both English and Kazakh languages show a universal set
of prosodic features — such as fundamental frequency, duration, and intensity — that distinguish
utterances according to their communicative purpose. For example, an increase in intensity typically
corresponds with a rise in fundamental frequency, as both are regulated by the same physiological
process — higher subglottal pressure. Therefore, prosodic characteristics in Kazakh and English differ in
both perceptual qualities and physical attributes. Understanding the common and unique prosodic
features of these languages will aid Kazakh speakers in developing proficiency in spoken English.
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