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Abstract
Perceptions and Attitudes of Students towards Multilingual Practices in an EMI
STEM Classroom at Two Kazakhstani Universities
Having emphasized higher education (HE) as a source for preparing internationally
competitive human capital, Kazakhstan has internationalized its HE and introduced
English as a medium of instruction (EMI) as part of its trilingual education policy, which
implies providing tertiary education in Kazakh, Russian and English. This study aims at
exploring undergraduate students' multilingual practices employed at one of the EMI
science, technology, engineering and maths (STEM) course classrooms and their
perceptions and attitudes towards them at two different universities in Kazakhstan. To
understand the reasons behind their perceptions and attitudes, a qualitative interview-based
case-study approach was employed to answer the following research questions that guided
the study: 1. What is the language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan and why is it so? 2.
What are the students’ perceptions of multilingual practices in an EMI STEM and why? 3.
What are the attitudes of students towards multilingual practices and why? To explore the
central phenomenon, eight participants from biology majors were recruited from two
Kazakhstani universities using a combination of homogenous, convenience and snowball
sampling strategies. The findings of the study revealed that students held monolingual
ideologies in both universities despite their actual practice of translanguaging (code-
switching and translation) between languages for both formal and informal learning.
Although university policies differ, students reported practicing the same multilingual
practices due to such global processes as internationalization and globalization, as well as
the national policy development and labor market requirements; but attitudes towards such
practices vary depending on each individual’s ideologies and beliefs about a language.

Education stakeholders such as teachers and language policy makers may benefit from the
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findings of this research in that these could enable them to adjust multilingual pedagogy
and university language policies taking into account students’ attitudes towards languages

in teaching and learning in English-medium instruction courses.
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AHJaTna
Ka3zakcrannbiH eki yauBepcuretinaeri CTEM chiHbINTAPBIHAA aFBLIINIBIH TLTIHIE
Oiu1iM aaThIH CTYAEHTTePAiH KONTiAl TaKipudeepre Ke3Kapacrtapbl MeH
Ka0bLI1Iaybl

JKorapb! OUTIMHIH XaJbIKapaJIBbIK IEHTeiae 0oceKkere KaOIeTTi ailaMy KarmuTalIbl
JalbIHIAY KO31 PeTiH/Ie MaHbI3JbUIBIFBIH aTal KepceTe OThIphIN, Ka3akcTanaa xorapsl
O1TiM MHTEpHAIIMOHAJAHIBIPBUIBIIN, eiMi3ie Y1 Tl OutimM Oepy casicaThbl aschIHIA
aFBUIIIBIH T1T1 OKBITY KYPaJIbl peTiHAe eHT131UTin oThIp. O Ka3ak, OpbIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH
Tinaepinae outiM Oepyai ke3aei . Anaiiaa, eniMi3IiH aFbUIIIBIH TLTIHIE OKBITATHIH
YHUBEPCUTETTEPIHIH CTYJIEHTTEPI ic )Ky3iHae 3eprTenmeret. Cou cebenTi, OChl 3epTTey
YKYMBICBIHBIH MaKcaThl — KazakCTaHHBIH €K1 yHUBEPCUTETIHC OakaaBpuat
Oarnapiamacel 6ovibiHma CTEM (sfHH, FBUIBIM, TEXHOJIOTHS, HHKEHEPHUS JKOHE
MaTeMaTHKa) KypCTapblH aFbUILIBIH TUTIH/IE OKUTBIH CTYACHTTEPAIH KONTIII
TOXKIpHUOenep i naigananysl, KaObUIIAybl MEH OJIapFa JISTCH KO3KapachlH aHBIKTay OOJIBIT
taObu1aabl. ONapablH HEeT131H/1e J)KaTKaH ce0enTepi TYCIHY YILiH, 3epTTey KYMBICHIH
OarbITTaFaH Keyiecl 3epTTey cypakrapbl Konburabl: 1. KazakcranHbH Oi1iM Oepyaeri Tul
casicaThl KaHJal koHe OHBbIH ce0ebi Hene? 2. CTyIeHTTep aFbUIIIBIHTLIAL OLTiM Oepyne
KONTUIAI ToKiIprOenepaiH KOJJaHbUTYbIH Kajlall KaObU1Aal bl )koHE OHBIH cebenTepi Heze?
3. CtyaeHTTepIiH KONTUIII TOKIpuOeIepre JereH Ko3Kapachl KaHaai xoHe Here? by
CYpakTap/ibl 3epTTey YIIiH €Ki YHUBEPCUTETTIH OMOIOTUSI MaMaH ILIFEIHAH CETi3
KATBICYIIbl TaHAIl AIBIHABL. 3€PTTEY HOTHXKENEpl CTYASHTTEPAIH OKY YPAICIHIE pecMu
oHe OelipecMH OKBITY YIIIiH TUIACP apachlHIaFbl TPAHCIUHTBU3MHIH (KOJ] ayBICTBIPY
KOHE ayJapMa) ic Ky3iHaeri ToKipuOeciHe KapaMacTaH, €Ki YHUBEPCHTETTE J1e
CTYJIEHTTEP MOHOTLII HACOJIOTHsIIAPAbl YCTAHATBIHBIH KOPCETTI. Y HUBEPCUTETTEPIIH

TUIIIK casicaTTapbIHaFbl albIPMAITBUIBIKTAPbIHA KapaMacTaH, CTYACHTTEP
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WHTEPHAMOHAIM3AINS KOHE skahaHIaHy CHUSKTHI rI100abIbl MPOIIECTEPTe, COHIAN-aK
WITTBIK casicaTTarbl ©3repicTep MEH €HOEK HApBIFBIHBIH TaJlanTapblHa OaillaHbICThI Oip/eit
KONTUIII TPAKTHKAHBI Al JaJlaHaTBIHBIH Xa0apiaael. JlereHMeH, MyH/ail MpaKkTHKaIapra
JIeTeH Ko3KapacTapbl 9pOip CTYIEHTTIH ©31H/IK TUT Typalibl UICOIOTHUsTIAphl MEH
HaHBIMIapbIHA OAIAHBICTHI ©3TePIM OTHIPABL. TUIIK cascaTKa >KayanThl OKBITYIIbLIAP
MEH TYJIFajap CUSKTHI OiTiM Oepy canmachlHAaFel MYIJICII TapanTap OChl 3ePTTEYIiH
HOTHKEJIEpIHEH Naiija Tabybl MYMKIH, ©TKEH1 0J1ap CTYyAEHTTEP/IH aFbUIIIBIHTIIAL
KypcTap/ia O1iM atybl MEH OKBITYBIHAA TUIJEPTe JIeTeH KaThIHACKIH €CKEPE OTHIPHITI,
OJIapbIH KONTUII MeJarorukackl MEH YHUBEPCUTETTIH TUIK casicaTblHA THICTI
TY3eTyJepai eHrizyre MmyMkinik oepeni. Connaii-ak, Kazakcran Pecrybnukaceinia
aFBUTIIBIH TUTIHAE OKBITYBI THIM/II )KOCTIapJiay JKOHE €HT13y YIIIH CTYJEHTTEp MEeH 0acka

Jla TYJIFaiap Typaibl KeOipeK 3epTTeyliep Kypriziayi Kaxer.
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AHHOTAIUSA
Bocnpusitve U OTHOIIIEHHE CTYA€HTOB K MHOTOSI3bIYHBIM NpakTukam B CTEM

KJIaccax ¢ AaHIJIMICKHM SI3bIKOM 00y4eHHsl B ABYX Ka3aXCTAHCKHX YHHBEPCHTETaX
IToguepkuBas Ba)KHOCTh BBICIIETO 00Opa30BaHMsI KAK HCTOUHUKA ITOATOTOBKU
KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOTO Ha MEXIYHAapOJHOM YPOBHE UEIOBEYECKOr0 KanuTala, BhICIIEe
oOpazoBanue B KazaxcraHe HHTEpHAIIMOHAIN3UPYETCS U aHTITMICKUAN S3bIK BHEPSETCSI
KaK CpeJICTBO O0y4YeHHs B paMKax TPEXbA3bIYHON 00pa30BaTeNbHON NOJUTUKH B CTPaHE,
KOTOpas oJpa3yMeBaeT MpeoCcTaBlIeHue 00pa30BaHMsl Ha Ka3aXCKOM, PYCCKOM U
AHTJIMICKOM s3bIKaxX. OIHAKO CTY/IEHTHl YHUBEPCUTETOB C aHTIIUICKUM SI3BIKOM O0yUYCHHS
B CTpaHe MPaKTUYECKU He U3yuyeHbl. L{enbio TaHHOTO HccieI0BaHus SBJISETCS U3yUeHue
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX TIPAKTHK CTYIEHTOB OaKajlaBpuaTa, uCnoiab3yeMbix Ha Kypcax CTEM (To
€CThb HayKH{, TEXHOJIOTUH, HH)KEHEPUH U MaTEMaTUKH ), IPENOaBaeMble Ha aHTITUIICKOM
SI3bIKE, a TAK)XKE UX BOCIIPUSATHUS U OTHOILIEHUS K HUM B IByX yHHUBepcuTeTax Kazaxcrana.
UtoObl MOHATH MPUYHHEI, JIEKAIIUE B UX OCHOBE, OBLIH MPOBEACHBI KAYeCTBEHHBIE
UHTEPBBIO CO CTYACHTaMM, YTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha CIIEAYIOIINE BOIPOCHI, KOTOPHIMH
PYKOBOJCTBOBaJIOCH UccienoBanue: 1. KakoBa si3pIk0Bast MOJIMTHKA B 0Opa30BaHUU B
Kaszaxcrane u nouemy? 2. KakoBo BOCIIPUSATHE MHOTOSI3bIYHBIX MPAKTHUK B 00YYEHUU
HayKe Ha aHTJIMHCKOM si3bIke U mouemy? 3. KakoBo OTHOIIEHHE CTYI€HTOB K
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIM MTPAKTUKaM | 1todemy? JIJist i3ydeHHs JaHHOTO HEHTPAITBHOTO SBIICHHS
UCCIIeI0BaHMsI ObLIO HAOPaHO BOCEMb YYACTHUKOB C OMOJIOTMUECKUX CIEUAIbHOCTEH U3
JIBYX YHUBEPCUTETOB. Pe3ynbTaThl HCCIe0BaHUs TOKA3aIH, YTO CTYICHTHI
MIPUIEPKUBAIOTCS MOHOSI3BIYHBIX HICOJIOTHI B 000MX YHUBEPCUTETAX, HECMOTPS Ha UX
(aKTHUECKYIO MPAKTUKY TPAHCIUHTBU3Ma (TIEPEKIIOUEHHSI KOA U TIEPEBOA) MEKIY
S3BIKAMU KaK 7151 (GOpMabHOTO, TaK U 1j1s1 HehopMaapHOTro 00yueHus. HecMoTpst Ha

pasiiniuA B A3bIKOBBIX MOJIUTUKAX YHUBCPCUTCTOB, CTYACHTHI COO6HII/IJII/I, 4TO HUCIIOJIB3YIOT
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OJTHH U T€ K€ MHOTOSI3bIYHbIC TPAKTUKU, KOTOPBIE CBSA3AaHBI C TAKUMH III00aTBHBIMU
IIpoLeccaMM, KaK HHTEpHAIIMOHAIM3ALUs U III00aIn3alus, a TakKe ¢ U3MEHEHHUSIMHU B
HallMOHAJIbHOM MOJIUTHKE U TPEOOBaHUSX PHIHKA TPYAA; HO OTHOLIEHUE K TAKUM
MIPAKTUKaM BapbUpPyeTCs B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT UCOJIOTUN U YOXKAEHUI KaXKI0T0 CTyIeHTa O
A3bIKE. 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIE CTOPOHBI B 00JIaCTH 00pa30BaHUs, TAKME KaK IPEnojaBaTean 1
JM1a, OTBETCTBEHHBIE 32 SI3bIKOBYIO IMOJIUTHUKY, MOTYT U3BJIEUb BBITO/Y U3 PE3YJIbTaTOB
9TOr0 UCCIEN0BAHUS, IOCKOJIBKY OHM MOTYT IIO3BOJIMTh UM CKOPPEKTUPOBATh
MHOTOSI3bIYHYIO0 NI€IArOTUKY U SI3BIKOBYIO MOJIUTUKY YHUBEPCUTETA B COOTBETCTBUU C
OTHOILICHHEM CTY/IEHTOB K SI3bIKaM B IIPETIOIaBaHUH U 00yYEHHH Ha Kypcax o0y4eHus Ha
aHIJIMHCKOM s3bIKe. Tak ke He00X0AMMO IPOBOIUTH OOJIbIIIE UCCIEIOBAaHUN O CTYJIEHTaX
U APYTHUX JIMLAX, BOBJIEUEHHBIX B IPOLECC 0OYUECHUs Ha aHTJIMHCKOM SI3BIKE JUISI €T0

3¢ GeKTUBHOTO TUIAHUPOBaHUA U BHeapeHus B PecriyOinke Kazaxcran.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The present chapter serves as a foundation to understanding of the rationale for the
study by providing the necessary background, stating the research problem, identifying the
purpose, and outlining the guiding research questions of the study. Moreover, the chapter

covers the significance of the study and gives an overview of the study structure.

Background of the Study

English as a medium of instruction (EMI) in higher education institutions (HEIS)
around the world has been gaining its popularity recently as part of the internationalization
reform (Doiz, Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2013; Kasa & Mhamed, 2013; Soler-Carbonella,
Saarinen & Kibbermann, 2017). EMI is defined by Macaro (2018) as the use of the
English language in teaching of academic subjects in countries where population’s first
language (L1) is other than English. Additionally, where English is the medium of
instruction (MOI) there is a frequent practice of the use of L1 inside the classroom, which
is argued to make the learning of the content in L2 more comprehensible (Kirkpatrick,
2014). Thus, it is suggested that Kazakhstani students also engage in multilingual practices
in their EMI courses.

The concept of translanguaging is central to this study as it denotes “dynamic
multilingual practice” (Gu, 2014) and includes as well as goes beyond the practices of
code-switching and translation (Garcia & Sylvan, 2011). These multilingual practices are
used for meaning making by students drawing on their available resources (Canagarajah,
2011; Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Li Wei, 2014; Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012).

Previous studies on multilingual practices pay particular attention to students’
perceptions and attitudes towards the languages in EMI (Kim, Kweon, & Kim, 2017;

Klapwijk & van der Walt, 2016; Teklesellassie & Boersma, 2018) as well as towards the
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strategic pedagogical use of translanguaging in EMI classroom (Carstens, 2016; Rivera &
Mazak, 2016). It was found that while some students in EMI consider multilingual
practices to aid their learning and have favorable attitudes towards them, others hold
monolingual ideologies about languages and believe that the use of L1 is rather an
impediment in English-medium environment. Following Canagarajah (2011) there is a
need for exploring students’ views and attitudes towards multilingual practices, to then
understand the possibilities of pedagogy in EMI. Moreover, the broader success of the
language policy implementation is also influenced by attitudes of the community towards
the languages (Baker, 1992). Hence, it is crucial to consider students’ perceptions and
attitudes towards multilingual practices in EMI programs of the country to be able to
develop successful policies.

As for Kazakhstan, within the framework of trilingual education policy, the
emphasis has been put on teaching science through the medium of the English language.
The choice of the field of science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM)
stems from what the First President of the country has addressed in his speech
(Nazarbayev, 2007) that the language of science and other technological advances are
related to the English language. Moreover, alongside the economic development, primary
goal of the country is to raise a multilingual society, where Kazakh is the national
language, Russian is the language of interethnic communication and English is the

language of international communication.

Statement of Problem

There is a wide range on literature on English as a medium of instruction in higher
education in the field of STEM internationally which documents the variety of
multilingual practices that occur in a classroom. These practices are utilized by students

and educators for meaning-making, clarification, explanation and other functions which

2
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would enhance participation and effective communication in the classroom environment
(Carstens, 2016; Lewis et al., 2012; Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). However, there is a
lack of evidence on Kazakhstan though multilingualism in the country is present in
education, especially taking into account the bilingualism of the majority of Kazakhstani
society and recently implemented trilingual education policy. Moreover, as the lack of
literature on English-medium education in the region suggests, Kazakhstan is the only
country in the Central Asia which implements EMI in higher education, therefore
researching multilingualism in higher education would provide a base for the region to
design their language policies for EMI education. However, the Kazakhstani studies on the
topic of language practices in EMI (Belova, 2017; Karabay, 2017; Ospanova, 2017) lack
evidence on students’ perceptions of multilingual practices in EMI STEM classroom and
attitudes towards them.

In this study, undergraduate biology students’ perceptions and attitudes towards
multilingual practices that they engage themselves with in the English-medium STEM
classrooms at two universities in Kazakhstan is regarded. The rationale for choosing two
higher education institutions for this research is explained by the fact that their language
policies differ. Thus, one university has English as a language of instruction throughout all
departments and programs, whereas another university provides limited number of courses
in English for those who enroll to polylingual groups of the cohort.

Therefore, there is a need for research to determine how students perceive
multilingual practices used in their EMI STEM classrooms and how different are their
attitudes depending on their universities’ language policies. Moreover, for further success
of the development of EMI in Kazakhstan to reach ambitious goals, such differences might
be useful to take into account to properly organize teaching and learning processes at

higher education level.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to explore in-depth the students’ perceptions of and
attitudes towards multilingual practices in EMI STEM settings at two Kazakhstani
universities with different language policies in the case of senior year undergraduate

biology major students.

Research Questions

The following are the research questions that guide this study:

1. What is the language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan and why is it s0?

2. What are the students’ perceptions about multilingual practices in EMI STEM
classrooms and why?

3. What are the attitudes of students towards multilingual practices and why?

Significance of the Study

The research on university students’ perceptions of and attitudes towards
multilingual practices, which take place in two Kazakhstani universities, may serve a
foundation to understand the extent to which multilingual practices could be beneficial for
learning in science classrooms and how English is implemented as a medium of instruction
at HEIs in Kazakhstan. This particular study strives for adding to the literature on EMI
higher education of Kazakhstan by learning about students’ experiences with the language
use within English-medium courses. Thus, the results of the study may be of importance
for policy makers so that they take into consideration key stakeholders’ voices when
planning and developing the English-medium programs. Therefore, the results of the study
may contribute to effective planning of the English-medium instruction at universities
taking into account current teaching and learning practices. Moreover, educators involved

in teaching STEM subjects though the medium of the English language might also benefit
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from the results of this study, as it may point to strengths and weaknesses of the current
pedagogy in EMI. Additionally, the current study sheds some light on students’ reflections
and views about the use of languages in the English-medium courses and fills in the gap in
the research about multilingualism in the context of Kazakhstan. Besides, this research
may serve as a foundation for future research on multilingualism in STEM in the context

of Kazakhstan.

Structure of the Study

The first chapter provides an overview of the background information about the
topic of the research, indicates the research problem and its purpose as well as considers
the significance of the current study. The second chapter reviews relevant literature on the
topic of the research. Specifically, existing multilingual practices are defined and explored
from the wide range of contexts. Next, previous empirical studies are reviewed on the
matter of perceptions and attitudes of students towards multilingual practices with the
focus on English-medium scientific settings. The final section of the second chapter
elaborates upon the context of Kazakhstan and reviews previous research on the language
use and attitudes in the country. The third chapter outlines the methodology applied in the
current study carefully describing the research design, research sampling and sites, data
collection instruments and procedures, data analysis approach and ethical considerations.
The following fourth chapter presents four main findings of the research that derive from
the semi-structured interviews with participants: the actual multilingual practices in EMI
STEM, students’ perceptions of multilingual practices as a support and as a hindrance to
learning, and attitudes towards multilingual practices of students. The fifth chapter
discusses these findings in relation to literature summarized in the second chapter of this
study. Conclusions, limitations, implications and recommendations for further research

and practices are discussed in the final chapter.



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 6

Chapter 2: Literature Review

The chapter reviews the literature to contextualize and better understand the main
concepts relevant to the current research on students’ perceptions and attitudes towards
multilingual practices in EMI STEM university classrooms. First, it is important to
identify what multilingual practices occur in English-medium classrooms in different
contexts around the world and in Kazakhstan, as well as their functions. Then, attention is
given to previous studies that examined students’ perceptions and attitudes on multilingual
practices in the content classrooms taught in English. Finally, it is crucial to contextualize
the research providing historical background of Kazakhstan and current language policy of

the country.

Multilingual Practices in English-Medium Classroom

Traditionally it has been reported that English as a medium of instruction has been
gaining its popularity as an asset of internationalization of higher education process which
has spread widely in Europe and globally (Doiz, Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2013; Kasa &
Mhamed, 2013; Soler-Carbonella, Saarinen & Kibbermann, 2017). The ‘working
definition” of EMI was provided by Macaro (as cited in Macaro, 2020) that it is “The use
of the English language to teach academic subjects (other than English itself) in countries
or jurisdictions where the first language (L1) of the majority of the population is not
English” (p. 263). Macaro, Curle, Pun, An and Dearden (2018) were the first to
systematically review EMI in higher education, particularly with the focus on
improvement of the language and learning of the content. Concerns were raised around
several aspects of the EMI that authors needed to consider for their in-depth analysis of its
current state: content teachers’ and students’ language proficiency, institutional English
language support provision, variety of English used in teaching, and consequences of

Englishization of education (Macaro et al., 2018). The review has demonstrated that there
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is not only a lack of empirical studies on EMI in Kazakhstani context, but also that
globally there is a need to investigate whether content is delivered effectively in English-
instructed classrooms. Kirkpatrick (2014), similarly, discussed concerns about EMI in
education, and noted that where English is the medium of instruction (MOI) there is a
frequent practice of the use of L1 inside the classroom, which makes the learning of the
content in L2 more comprehensible.

Recent evidence from literature suggests that in a multilingual society two or more
languages are usually used simultaneously in education, however, may not be explicitly
reflected in the language-in-education policy. In these contexts, students and educators
both intentionally and unintentionally practice multilingualism through such linguistic
practices as translanguaging, co-languaging, code-switching, code-meshing, translation
from one language to another and other “languaging” (Li & Zhu, 2013) practices. These
multilingual practices emerge from literature on languages within EMI content classrooms
in multilingual environment of Ukraine (Goodman & Lyulkun, 2010), Hong Kong (Gu,
2014), South Africa (Klapwijk & Van der Walt, 2016; Makalela, 2016; Mbirimi-Hungwe,
2019), United Kingdom (Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012; Li & Zhu, 2013), Ethiopia
(Teklesellassie & Boersma, 2018), Puerto Rico (Rivera & Mazak, 2016; Mazak, Mendoza
& Mangonéz, 2016; Rivera & Mazak, 2019), United Arab Emirates (Carroll & van der
Hoven, 2016; Palfeyman & Al-Bataineh, 2018), India (Groff, 2016), Malaysia (Mokhtar,
2015), United States of America (Allard, 2017; Poza, 2018), Sweden (Karlsson, Larsson &
Jakobsson, 2018; Kuteeva, 2019), Turkey (Eser & Dikilitas, 2017) and South Korea (Kim,
Kweon & Kim, 2017).

In recent years, there has been an increasing amount of literature on the role of the
first language in the English-medium classroom. These studies suggest that students’ L1

and their linguistic repertoires help them make meaning of the content provided in English,
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understand conceptual knowledge and communicate their thoughts effectively (Allard,
2017; Blair, Haneda, & Bose, 2018; Carroll & van den Hoven, 2016; Caruso, 2018, Mazak
& Herbas-Donoso, 2015). These and other scholars (Canagarajah, 2011; Creese &
Blackledge, 2010; Garcia, 2009; Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012, Makalela, 2016) refer to
such multilingual practices as translanguaging. For the current thesis research, it is
particularly important to take into account the notion of translanguaging as “a dynamic
multilingual practice” (Gu, 2014) and that it includes as well as goes beyond above
mentioned concepts of code-switching and translation. In addition, Garcia and Sylvan
(2011, p. 389) hold the view that the practice of translanguaging “differs from both of
these simple practices in that it refers to the process in which bilingual students make
sense and perform bilingually in the myriad ways of the classroom—reading, writing,
taking notes, discussing, signing, and so on”. Moreover, these multilingual practices are
used for meaning making by students drawing on their available resources (Canagarajah,
2011; Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Li Wei, 2014, Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012). Baker (2011)
discussed potential advantages of using translanguaging in the classroom among which is
the fact that it promotes a deeper understanding of the subject matter and helps to improve
a weaker language. However, there is still a debate about translanguaging being a different
practice from code-switching and translation. Although translanguaging and code-
switching definitions by Li Wei (2011) and Garcia (2009) have much overlap (Lewis et al.,
2012), there is an ideology of language separation associated with code-switching,
whereas translanguaging acknowledges flexibility in language use. Translation, in its turn,
is similar to code-switching as it is also about language separation and the use of the
stronger language to work with. Though translation also has similarities with what was
defined as translanguaging, Lewis et al. (2012) claim that there is still much emphasis on

one language development. However, later Garcia and Li Wei (2014) define
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translanguaging as “multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals engage in order to
make sense of their bilingual worlds,” and mention that it is “the discursive norm in
bilingual families and communities” (p. 23). Similarly, Sayer (2013) believes that it is
better understood as label that describes bilingual discourse practices in which students
and teachers engage. These definitions describe what multilingual practices central to the
current research represent in a classroom.

Accordingly, in their paper Blair et al. (2018) take multilingual turn and argue for
importance of shifting towards heteroglossic view of languages and thus to open the space
for students to draw on their multilingualism. They showed that EMI is not limited to
English-only instruction, but takes many different forms depending on individual teachers,
learning environment and demographics. Thus, various meaning-making ways are
employed by EMI participants, meanwhile English is still a language of instruction.
Similarly, Allard (2017), in the study of secondary school context, found that
translanguaging was the main and crucial discursive tool that both teachers and bilingual
students utilized. Even though texts were in English and questions were asked in English
too, students were allowed to give answers in their L1, Spanish. This hybrid linguistic
practice’s function was to allow access to content for students and make meaning of the
knowledge. Moreover, the author claims that such multilingual practices increased
participation rather than English-only policy would. This view was supported by Caruso
(2018) who observed that multiple translingual practices that occurred in the university
classroom showed that English was used as a MOI, but students referred to their first
languages for discussion, explanation and meaning making. It was concluded that
translanguaging was adopted by both teachers and students as a strategy to achieve better
content understanding and co-construct knowledge (Caruso, 2018). Thus, students used

key scientific terms in English while discussing in another language, used translation
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across languages, and used their multilingual repertoire as a resource to negotiate meaning.
Thus, the studies on translanguaging in education mainly concentrated on the use of
English and another language depending on the context (Creese & Blackledge, 2010;
Lewis et al., 2012), however, studies on tertiary education are relatively few (Carstens,
2016; Carroll & Mazak, 2017; Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). Together, these studies
outlined the use of translanguaging as a pedagogical and learning strategy but there seems
to be a lack of studies on students’ perspectives on such a multilingual practice and their
attitudes towards it. Therefore, the current thesis research aims to fill in the gap by

exploring students’ views and opinions.

Perceptions and Attitudes Towards Multilingual Practices in EMI

Though used interchangeably in the literature the concepts of perceptions and
attitudes have a slight difference in the current research. Common to the field of
psychology, perceptions may be associated with “feelings, beliefs, experiences,
preferences, mental images, values, concepts, heuristics, stereotypes, and knowledge
(amongst others)” (Lara Herrera, 2015, p. 109). Lara Herrera (2015) uses the definition of
Da Silva that perception is “a physical and intellectual ability used in mental processes to
recognize, interpret, and understand events” (p. 109). Such definition also suits the purpose
of the current study about multilingual practices. Attitudes seem to be more complex, and
come from psychology, too. Attitudes towards multilingual practices stem from one’s
positive or negative (Muthanna & Miao, 2015) and favorable or unfavorable reactions
towards language (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2009), and are defined as “any affective,
cognitive, or conative index of evaluative reactions toward different languages or their
speakers” (Kircher, 2016, p. 241). More specifically, attitudes explain patterns consistent
to human behavior (Baker, as cited in Muthanna & Miao, 2015, p. 60). Thus, in the current

research, the concept of attitudes is used to explore how students feel about the use of
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multilingual practices in their EMI programs. Additionally, Lasagabaster (2002) identifies
two types of attitudes, namely instrumental and integrative. Whereas the first type
represents “utilitarian motives” (Lasagabaster, 2002, p. 1694) to achieving social goals or
pass examinations, the integrative attitudes reflect one’s desire to be identified with a
particular language and its culture. Such categorization is related mostly to languages,
especially to the field of second language acquisition.

Nevertheless, much of the current literature on multilingual practices pays
particular attention to students’ perceptions and attitudes towards the languages in EMI
(Kim, Kweon, & Kim, 2017; Klapwijk & van der Walt, 2016; Teklesellassie & Boersma,
2018) as well as towards the strategic pedagogical use of students’ first language in EMI
classroom (Carstens, 2016; Rivera & Mazak, 2016). Having identified the importance of
attitudes towards languages, Baker (1992) noted that its results indicate “current
community thoughts and beliefs, preferences and desires” (p. 9) and therefore influences
the success of language policy implementation. Moreover, Canagarajah (2011) notes that
in order to understand the possibilities for pedagogical success attitudes to translanguaging
need to be studied, and students’ views in particular. Additionally, what literature suggests
is that attitudes towards multilingual practices are influenced by ideologies people hold
about languages (Gu, 2014; Kuteeva, 2019; Palfeyman & Al-Bataineh, 2018). Language
ideologies are “cultural systems of ideas and feelings, norms and values, which informs
the way people think about languages” (Horner & Weber, 2017, p. 16). In their book
authors discuss closely some of interconnected ideologies of language hierarchy, standard
language ideology (Milroy, 2001; Milroy & Milroy, 1999), the one nation - one language
ideology (Piller, 2015), the mother tongue ideology, and ideology of language purism
(Horner &Weber, 2008). As can be noticed, these ideologies view languages as separate

entities, and complement each other. However, as noted by Kroskrity (2007) they are



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 12

crucial in understanding one’s perceptions of language and discourse. Besides,
translanguaging itself is an ideological concept, and it reflects the shift from diglossia to
heteroglossia, from language separation to language integration, and from subtractive
perception of bilingualism to additive (Lewis et al., 2012).

Studies that took quantitative approach in order to examine attitudes of students
towards languages have revealed that the majority of students were in favor of the use of
the first language in English-medium classrooms. Thus, the study of Teklesellassie and
Boersma (2018) in Ethiopia investigated teachers’ and freshman students’ attitudes
towards the use of local language (Amharic) in code-switching in EMI content-classroom
at the university. Having collected data through a quantitative survey, authors found that
both groups of participants were in favor of using Amharic in EMI. This practice also
proved to enhance students’ understanding of the content regardless of their language
background and gender. Students of this study have shown positive attitudes towards
attending classes where a teacher shifts from English to Amharic. Another reason to favor
the use of local (home) languages in EMI was demonstrated in the Klapwijk & van der
Walt’s (2016) study of South African students, who attributed value to the maintenance of
their languages in education where English is the medium of instruction. Similarly, South
Korean students in the study of Kim, Kweon, and Kim (2017) reported to be lacking
English proficiency and preferred their L1 to be used in explanation of complex materials
and, in contrast to “English-plus multilingualism” model in Klapwiik and van der Walt’s
(2016) study, suggested to use English in addition to their first language. However, it is
important to note that proficiency has not been clearly defined in the literature on EMI,
therefore is referred to in general terms (Macaro et al., 2018).

Another perspective on the use of languages in EMI courses was revealed in the

qualitative study of two UAE university students’ attitudes towards English and Arabic



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 13

(Palfeyman & Al-Bataineh, 2018). Unlike previously mentioned studies, this one took a
closer look at students’ language uses. It was found that the student who used Arabic in
her daily communication in the family, which influenced her attitudes towards the use of
Arabic in EMI, seemed to value Arabic for cognitive and proficiency reasons, in which she
believed comprehension was deeper and it was possible to express oneself fully.
Interestingly, in the Ukrainian context, students preferred using Russian when they lack
vocabulary while learning, faced difficulty in understanding, during discussions, and
before or after the break time, whereas Ukrainian was rarely used for pedagogical purposes
in the classroom (Tarnopolsky & Goodman, 2014). In contrast to Blair et al. (2018),
Palfeyman and Al-Bataineh (2018) have demonstrated that, despite the common practice
of translanguaging, the student held monoglossic view of languages, thus, was against
such multilingual practice as she considered it a disrespect towards the languages. In the
earlier study on the UAE context from the viewpoint of interviewed experienced
stakeholders, Caroll and van den Hoven (2016) found that even though professors in EMI
were expected to teach in English, they were not monitored. Therefore, participants
confirmed that Arabic professors were using Arabic in their lessons and explained that the
use of L1 is the way to ensure students’ comprehension rather than using English.
However, similarly as documented by Creese and Blackledge (2010), using Arabic was
perceived as a shame or guilt by teachers, but was believed to make students ‘happy’ and
help learn quicker, which in turn would guarantee them positive and high evaluations by
students at the end of the content-course. Even though teachers are not central to the
current thesis research, these views open space for interpretation of attitudes towards the
languages in EMI.

Translanguaging as a multilingual practice was widely utilized by students in

English-medium content courses and was generally perceived as a resource (Hult &
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Hornberger, 2016; Ruiz, 1984) as was shown above. However, there are also views that
the use of the first language hinders learning for students and is not acceptable in the
science classroom, therefore, viewed as problem (Ruiz, 1984) in the English-medium
classroom. Such contrasting views were held by the students in Africa in the study of
Carstens (2016), which revealed that despite the majority of students agreed that it assisted
the understanding of the conceptual knowledge, made possible to better express their own
conceptual understanding, improved their proficiency and confidence in using the English
language, others held views that there is still a lack of specialized vocabulary in L1.
Moreover, Carstens (2016) found that translanguaging was not accepted for science
classrooms since English was considered as the language of scientific communication. In
contrast, Mazak and Herbas-Donoso (2015) explained that the professor in their study used
translanguaging as a tool to enhance students understanding of scientific concepts through
the medium of L1 because “understanding science often requires understanding a set of
interconnected concepts that demands specific vocabulary in order to comprehend these
interrelationships” (p.708). Interestingly, Puerto Rican students in Rivera and Mazak’s
(2016) study reveal that although students were accepting of translanguaging of their
professor in the classroom, some of the respondents were certain that this was
unprofessional. Such a view could be explained by personal ideologies students hold.
Thus, in another qualitatively approached study, Gu (2014) looked at how language
ideologies of students influence students’ linguistic behavior and attitudes in a university
in Hong Kong. It was found that Chinese students expressed their concerns regarding the
alternation between English and Cantonese of their peers claiming that language purity of
English should be kept, code-switching practice is inappropriate in English classroom and
it’s detrimental to their English language proficiency. Another mainland Chinese

participant claimed that Cantonese-English code-switching is caused by historical heritage
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of Hong Kong and expressed monoglossic ideology of language separation. Moreover,
code-switching using English was considered as pretentious and a sign of showing off, as
well as a loss of Hong Kong identity (Gu, 2014). In the same vein, another ideology was
found in the study on Swedish EMI students whose conceptualizations of English in their
studies “show that translingual practices are compatible with standard language
ideologies”, because they considered British English, taught to them in school, to be more
appropriate and formal, especially academically-wise (Kuteeva, 2019, p. 298). Therefore,
it can be concluded that perceptions and attitudes towards multilingual practices in English

as medium of instruction courses may be influenced by language ideologies students hold.

Language Use and Language Attitudes in Kazakhstan

In order to understand how languages are used in the Republic of Kazakhstan it is
first important to get familiarized with the context. Therefore, this section aims to give an
overview of the history of Kazakhstan, which led to the spread of certain languages and
oppression of others before and after gaining its independence, and of policies that shape
society’s linguistic repertoires, the linguistic landscape as well as languages in education.
Moreover, current educational reform is also presented in this section for the purpose of
contextualizing the central phenomenon of this study, i.e. multilingual practices in EMI
education.

The Republic of Kazakhstan is situated in Central Asia, shares borders with 5
countries such as Russia, China, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan and is one of
the former Soviet Socialist Republics. The Soviet Union past in Kazakhstan now is
reflected in a diversity of languages spoken in the country. One of the main studies
conducted on the language use and attitudes among Kazakhstani population was the
research of Smagulova in 2008, which also gives a careful insight of language policy

development in the country. Due to Russification policy of the USSR which started in
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1938 (Smagulova, 2008), a significant majority of local Kazakh population was unable to
communicate in Kazakh (Kuzhabekova, as cited in Kuzhabekova, 2019). During that
period, majority of schools and educational institutions with Kazakh medium instruction
were closed, which made the population shift to Russian-taught education with Soviet
identity and values. This led to the fact that Kazakhstan’s linguistic situation is one of the
complex ones since in the very beginning of the independent history the Russian language
was widely spoken by the majority of ethnic Kazakhs (Kuzhabekova, 2019). This was
caused not only due to the mentioned policy of the spread of the Russian language, but
also because of the mobilization of labors to work on the “virgin lands” (tselina) of the
Kazakhstan as part of the industrialization processes. Moreover, under the Stalin’s
authoritarian regime, some nations were sentenced to be sent to the lands of Kazakhstan.
These events have shaped today’s linguistic situation of the country, where apart from
Russian population there are Germans, Koreans, Poles and others (Smagulova, 2008).

After gaining its independence in 1991, it was noted that Kazakhstan has been
attempting to revitalize Kazakh language which was later called as “kazakhization”
process (Fierman, 2006; Smagulova, 2008). Being identified as a sole state language of
Kazakhstan (Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Article 4), the Kazakh language
proficiency became required for governmental positions. Moreover, all the paperwork in
the state workplaces had been transferred to Kazakh language, which was challenging due
to the population’s lack of literacy skills in Kazakh (Smagulova, 2008). To improve the
situation, such measures as standardization and corpus planning, and an active promotion
of Kazakh language in media were taken by the government. Despite the active promotion
of Kazakh, the Russian language still remains de facto and de jure an official language of
the country. Education in Kazakhstan has been provided in two main languages of

instruction namely Kazakh and Russian, and some children are receiving secondary
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education in Uzbek, Uyghur, Tajik, Ukrainian, German, Turkish and Tatar. In higher
education, however, any department was divided into Kazakh-medium and Russian-
medium only (Smagulova, 2008). Additionally, English-medium instruction has been
introduced in the course of internationalization of higher education (Knight, 2013) through
signage to the Bologna Declaration (MoES, 2010) and promotion of English as the
language of international communication within the course of Trilingual Education
development (MoES, 2015). As regards the trilingual policy, Mehisto, Kambatyrova and
Nurseitova (2014) note that Kazakh, Russian and English are “presented from a
monoglossic perspective, as three separate entities” (p. 172). It also should be noted that
since the country’s independence, special attention is given to the development and spread
of English at the state level in education, as evidenced by the legal documents (laws “On
Education” and “On languages in the Republic of Kazakhstan”, the “State Program on the
Development and Functioning of Languages in Kazakhstan for 2011-2020”, the “State
Program for Development of Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020”)
(Akynova, Zharkynbekova & Agmanova, 2014, p. 229). Such an emphasis on the
development of languages separately implies that monolingual approach has been taken by
policy implementors in education. At the same time, the 2011-2020 State Program on the
Development and Functioning of Languages in Kazakhstan (2011) acknowledges the need
to preserve the languages of ethnic groups that live in Kazakhstan. However, they are not
further given attention in trilingual policy since it promotes the development of Kazakh,
Russian and English.

As for the previous studies on the central phenomenon of this research, there is an
evidenced lack of literature specifically on this topic. However, to date there have been
various studies that approached the issue from the perspective of the use of languages

among youth (Akynova et al., 2014; Belova, 2017; Kuzhabekova, 2019), attitudes towards
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languages in the country (Smagulova, 2008), and students’ perceptions and practices with
code-switching in EMI program (Ospanova, 2017).

Findings of these studies suggest that although Kazakh and Russian languages are
used often simultaneously in everyday speech, there is still a division in their use between
different domains. Thus, Kazakh is reported to be used predominantly in families
(Kuzhabekova, 2019) though it was observed to gain its prestige a decade earlier in other
domains (Smagulova, 2008). It was concluded by Smagulova (2008) that population’s
general ideology about languages shift to multilingualism and they recognize the need for
promotion of English and Kazakh equally with Russian. However, today the question of
Kazakh proficiency is still relevant. Kuzhabekova (2019) raised her concern about the
development of trilingual education because if there is a lack of Kazakh-speaking teachers
that can teach through the medium of English, students in Kazakh-medium sector would
be disadvantaged in learning the content matter due to possible miscomprehension.

Nevertheless, university students in Kazakh cohort studying in English negatively
perceive the use of Kazakh, though sometimes rely on code-switching for meaning-
making, explanation and clarification (Ospanova, 2017). Another reason indicated in the
literature was the fact that there is a lack of equivalents of some words therefore they can
be inserted in English in the Kazakh (Akynova et al., 2014) However, it is acknowledged
that English-medium instruction can be seen as a threat to the development and the status
of the local languages, i.e. Kazakh (Seitzhanova, Plokhikh, Baiburiev, & Antonina
Tsaregorodtseva, 2015). Such a tendency to use certain languages in certain domains is
termed as ‘lifestyle diglossia’ Saxena (2014). The related notion of “critical diglossia’ is
one of the ways to regard language policy and planning of a country and a diglossic
relationship between official languages and English in Kazakhstan. Thus, from the context

of Kazakhstan and from further findings discussed in the Chapters Four and Five, it is
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evident that Kazakh, Russian and English are generally claimed to be used separately:

Kazakh — in families, Russian — in the society, English — for education.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter provides a methodological basis for this research project which aims
to explore perceptions and attitudes of students towards multilingual practices in science,
technology, engineering and mathematics settings where English is a medium of
instruction (EMI STEM) at two universities in Kazakhstan. The research questions that
lead this study are as follows:
1. What is the language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan and why is it s0?
2. What are the students’ perceptions about multilingual practices in EMI STEM
classrooms and why?

3. What are the attitudes of students towards multilingual practices and why?

Research Design

To answer these questions, qualitative research design was chosen to gain an
insight into multilingual language use in EMI STEM and explore students’ perceptions and
attitudes towards their practices. According to Creswell (2014), this type of design helps to
explore the central phenomenon and develop a detailed understanding of it (p. 30), and it
complements the purpose of the current research. This understanding comes from a small
number of participants so that their views are carefully regarded and analyzed. The central
phenomenon in this research is multilingual practices of students that need exploration
through qualitative research design since they differ from individual to individual and from
setting to setting (considering the two universities in this research).

The study follows a case-study approach which, as defined in Cohen, Manion &
Morrison (2017, p.376), is characterised by an in-depth study of one setting and it has
many contextual levels from local to national, moreover, it “requires more than one tool
for data collection and many sources of evidence” (Cohen et al., 2017, p. 376). Thus, this

thesis research investigates the central phenomenon in-depth through interviews with a
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small number of participants and reviews literature and policy documents for evidence, so
that to help readers understand the relationship between the abstract principles and existing
practices (Yin, as cited in Cohen et al., 2017). It might help to inform policy makers
(Bassey, as cited in Cohen et al., 2017) about existing practices within STEM education
with English as a medium of instruction, which has been introduced in Kazakhstan for
over a decade now.

Thus, this study employs a case study approach to allow the investigation of the
perceptions and attitudes of the students towards the central phenomenon. To date various
studies have utilized surveys and observations, in addition to interviews. Since the scope
of the current research and time provided for it have been limited, document analyses and

interviews were used as the main tools for collecting data.

Research Site

There are two sites chosen for this case study research, i.e. two higher education
institutions in Kazakhstan. They were chosen on the basis of the similarity that they had
which is the provision of biology courses in EMI. However, the difference, which
constitutes the basis for comparison, is that the University 1 is entirely taught through the
medium of English, whereas the University 2 is multilingual in terms that it has cohorts
instructed in Kazakh, Russian and English. A few groups that choose to study in EMI are
called “multilingual (polylingual) groups”.

The University 1 is by definition a multilingual higher education institution that
offers courses in English as well as requires all instruction, assignments and final projects
to be entirely in English. Teaching faculty at this site is also multilingual, usually coming
from abroad.

The University 2 offers courses in various majors in Kazakh, Russian and English

depending on the cohort that students chose in the beginning of their studies, since the



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 22

curriculum at this HEI is fixed particular to a year and a semester of studies. As my
experience as a student at this university demonstrated, the faculty is usually local and has
been provided special trainings in order to be able to teach in English, particularly science
subjects. Those who implement EMI in their courses receive additional 30% to their
regular salary ("Ilemaroram OyayT HaYHCIIATH 3apILIATy O HOBBIM KO3 duirenTam ¢ 1
utons", 2019). There is a small number of multilingual groups within each university
faculty (major), because the main languages of instruction are Kazakh and Russian.

The choice of these two universities as research sites is justified by the fact that
they both have biology major courses taught in English and are both familiar to the
researcher. Moreover, these two contexts represent the implementation of EMI policy to
different extents, such as one being an EMI university and the other having EMI groups.
Analysis of how EMI is realised in different institutional contexts will give more in-depth
understanding of its condition in Kazakhstan and implications for further
development. However, the number of universities was limited due to the scope of the
research and a short period of time assigned for data collection for the current thesis

research.

Sampling

The target participants for this study are senior year biology major students of
undergraduate (bachelor) programs at two universities in Kazakhstan. Only one subject
from STEM was chosen due to limited scope of the research and time constraints as well
as the purpose of in-depth exploration of the case. Participants were recruited through a
combination of homogenous, convenience and snowball purposeful samplings. In
purposeful sampling individuals and sites are selected intentionally to better explore the
central phenomenon (Creswell, 2014, p.228). Criteria for selecting the subjects were as

follows: bilingual senior year students studying biology in English. Since the researcher is
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familiar with these universities, participants were contacted through acquaintances at these
HEIs and were invited for 20-30 minute interviews. Further, participants were asked to
recommend other respondents that suit the requirements for this study (Creswell, 2014,
p.231). Hence, the combination of various samplings was utilized to recruit participants.
Initially, to ensure the diversity and gender balance, two male and two female students
from each university were invited, yet, the final examinations period and then winter break
schedule overlapped with data collection, hence the number of male participants who was
available and agreed to participate was only one. Thus, overall seven female and one male
participants were interviewed.

Having received contact details from students who were also participants of this
research, other students were sent an invitation along with the consent forms in three
languages so that they could familiarize themselves with the research details as well as
consider the invitation based on their willingness and availability.

Table 1 Participants

Participant University | Languages spoken
(pseudonym) At home With In the Other
friends classroom
Aida University 1 | Kazakh, Russian, English German
Russian Kazakh
Maira University 1 | Russian Russian, English
Kazakh
Miras University 1 | Kazakh, Russian, English
Russian Kazakh
Dariya University 1 | Kazakh, Russian, English
Russian Kazakh
Samal University 2 | Kazakh, Russian, English, French
Russian Kazakh Kazakh
Elmira University 2 | Kazakh, Russian, English, French
Russian Kazakh Kazakh
Zhanel University 2 | Kazakh, Russian, English,
Russian Kazakh Kazakh
Nurila University 2 | Kazakh, Russian, English,
Russian Kazakh Kazakh

All participants’ names have been replaced with pseudonyms.
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Data Collection Instruments

For the purpose of this research and efficiency of its approach, i.e. case study,
analysis of documents in the form of a review of other studies and in-depth interviews with
students were the main tools for collecting data. Major set of data was collected through
semi-structured one-to-one interviews with recruited participants.

To answer the first research question, which asks what language-in-education
policy is in Kazakhstan and why, this study employed the method of thorough document
review and resources on the Kazakhstani context explaining it’s background, main reforms
concerning language in education and current state of the policies. These were outlined in
the section of Literature Review chapter, and are vital for the analysis and understanding
of other two research questions.

The second and the third research questions were explored through in-depth
interviews with a limited number of participants. A small sample was chosen because one-
to-one interviews are time-consuming and, at the same time, because they permit
participant elaborate on their answers (Creswell, 2014). The interview questions emerged
based on literature review on perceptions and attitudes of students towards multilingual
language use such as translanguaging, code-switching and translation. They were grouped
according to topics they cover in order to reveal a) language repertoires of participants and
language use practices in their studies, and b) their perceptions of such practices and
attitudes towards them.

The interviewees were asked open-ended questions so that they can best reflect and
voice their experiences and views (Creswell, 2014, p.240). Some of the reviewed literature
related to the perceptions and attitudes towards languages also employed this type of data
collection tool in order to “solicit” participants views and so that they “could provide more

information” (Mbirimi-Hungwe, 2019, p.19). As explained by Gu (2014), in-depth
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interview approach is adopted “to ensure developmental understanding of the year four
students’ experiences in the university through their retrospective accounts” (p. 314) and

they “offer particular representation or account of an individual’s views or opinions”

(Byrne, 2004, p. 182).

Data Collection Procedures

Having developed the Interview Protocol (Appendix A) with the help of literature
review, interview questions were piloted among fellow researchers of the cohort, and have
been shaped after revision and feedback. Only after this stage, students were contacted via
Whatsapp application. First, acquaintances of the researcher at two universities were
contacted and were asked whether they and their fellow biology students, who fit into the
characteristics of the research sample, would like to participate in this study. Once others
agreed to share their telephone number, they were sent Consent Forms in 3 languages
(Appendix B) and a short informal welcoming explanatory message by the researcher
herself. Provided consent is obtained, interview date, time and venue were negotiated.

On the day of the interview two copies of a consent form in preferred language
were signed by the participant, one of which was given back for an interviewee to keep.
Moreover, preferred language of an interview was also identified, however participants
were assured to feel free to use any language to answer the questions during the interview.
Before the start, an assent to record the whole duration of the interview was also obtained,
then the interview took place. Interviews were 15 to 25 minutes long which allowed
participants to give sufficient answers and share their perceptions and attitudes towards the
central phenomenon of the research. Each interview started off with general questions on
linguistic repertoires of students and their language use in their studies according to pre-
prepared interview protocol. Furthermore, additional questions were asked from

participants depending on their experiences and perceptions, such probes were noted in the
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interview protocol since they were semi-structured interviews which by definition allow
“to acquire unique, non-standardized, personalized” (Cohen et al., 2017, p.509) view of
participants towards the main object of the research, i.e. multilingual practices. In the end,
participants were thanked for their time, and, in the case of face-to-face interviews were
given a cinnamon roll as a small treat.

One of the main challenges faced in the course of data collection for this research
was the fact that the schedule overlapped with final examinations period due to which
some of the respondents moved their dates forward and winter break which made the
researcher to conduct some of the interviews via WhatsApp audio call because participants
left to their hometowns. Regardless, interview quality was not affected and followed the

same ethical procedures.

Data Analysis Approach

Once collected, interview data was transcribed through otranscribe.com free online
software. Each interview was thoroughly re-listened to make sure nothing was missed out
during the transcription process. Transcribed data (Appendix C) was read through a couple
of times and coded manually according to emerging topics such as existing multilingual
practices of students, reasons for them to occur, perceptions of them by students and
attitudes towards these practices. The last two codes contain answers to research questions
number two and three. Moreover, since the researcher experienced studying at both
university sites of this study and is a part of the multilingual Kazakhstani society, the
triangulation between document analysis, interview data and researcher’s limited
observations was applied to data analysis for a more comprehensive understanding of the

central phenomenon.
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Ethical Considerations

Prior to commencing the study ethical clearance was sought from the Nazarbayev
University Graduate School of Education Research Committee that considered it as the
research that poses no more that minimal risk to its participants and the sites. In addition,
the required special CITI (Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative) training on the
ethics in this type of research was completed and its main considerations were taken into
account. Thus, potential risks and benefits for the interviewees and the sites they represent
were identified. After the revision of the Committee and its approval with minor changes,
data collection was carried out depending on the availability of participants in December-
January period.

Although the study was indicated to have minimal potential risks, the researcher
tried to maintain it throughout the whole process. One of such risks could have been of
psychological nature, since participants had to reflect on their practices and express their
opinions about their educational process in relation to the central phenomenon of this
study. To prevent this, questions were carefully formulated and piloted with two fellow
researchers before proceeding to data collection. During the interviews, questions were
clarified and discussed with the participants if it was necessary. Moreover, to prevent
possible frustration, anxiety or stress, participants were given the right to choose a
language they were comfortable with and translanguage during the interview since the
researcher is proficient in Kazakh, Russian and English, too.

To protect participants’ anonymity pseudonyms were used instead of their real
names and university names were constituted by the numbers 1 and 2 in the writing of the
thesis. To provide confidentiality, interviews were appointed in different days. For this
reason, as well, all recorded interviews were renamed to pseudonyms of participants and

all information that might reveal their personality and place of study and other disclosed
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names were substituted in the transcripts with pseudonyms, too. These recordings are
stored on a personal laptop of the researcher which is protected by the password known
only to her. They will be stored there for 3 years as required by the Research Committee of
NUGSE. All collected data was treated as strictly confidential and during the whole
process of thesis research at all stages was accessed only by the researcher.

Also, to inform the participants about the research, risks and benefits for them and
ensure rights protection, they were given the consent to read before the interview in
Kazakh, Russian and English. The participation in the study was completely voluntary and
respondents had the right to withdraw at any stage. Signed consent forms are also stored in

hard copies at the participant’s personal desk.

Conclusion

This chapter provided the methodological basis of the study on perceptions and
attitudes of students towards multilingual practices with explanation and justification of
the qualitative research design and a case study approach chosen to answer the research
questions posed. Moreover, the chapter described the sampling for recruitment of
participants which was the combination of homogeneous, convenience and snowball
purposeful samplings. Also, data collection tools were justified as well according to the
purpose of the study and were explained to be semi-structured interviews and thorough
document analysis. As for data collection procedures, the chapter provides detailed
description of the process, indicating the faced challenges and how they were tackled.
Towards the end, ethical considerations of the study were identified mentioning possible

risks to participants and the ways of minimizing them by the researcher.
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Chapter 4: Findings

The in-depth interviews with participants from senior year biology classrooms
taught through the medium of the English language at two Kazakhstani universities were
conducted for the purpose of exploring students’ perceptions and attitudes on the use of
multilingual practices in the science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM)
academic setting with English as the medium of instruction and whether they differ on the
basis of university language policies at two universities in Kazakhstan. To answer the
second and the third research questions data was collected from the total of eight
participants, four from each university. Gender imbalance of interviewees has occurred
due to such reasons as tight working schedule, final examinations and the winter break of
students, there were one male and three female participants from the University 1 and four
female students from the University 2. Nevertheless, the data collected from the sample

gives the researcher an opportunity to explore in-depth the following research questions:

1. What is the language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan and why is it so?
2. What are the students’ perceptions about multilingual practices in EMI STEM
classrooms and why?

3. What are the attitudes of students towards multilingual practices and why?

The findings that answer the first research question have been outlined in the
previous chapter as part of the document analysis that help to further analyze and interpret
other findings on students’ perceptions and attitudes in the next Discussion chapter.
Nevertheless, to sum up, current language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan includes
Kazakh and Russian languages as medium of instruction in secondary education and as
language subjects, too, as well as gives an opportunity for minority population of the

country to receive school instruction in their mother tongue (Uzbek, Tatar, Uyghur,
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Ukrainian, Tajik, German, Turkish). However, high-stakes examinations (Unified National
Testing) in the country remain available in Kazakh and Russian languages only. Higher
education is offered in two official languages of the republic, too, yet English has been
implemented as the language of instruction at universities throughout the country for the
last decade. The main factors of English-medium education seem to be the economic
development of the country and internationalization of higher education. Findings from
interviews with participants suggest that in the University 1 students are aware of the
language policy of their university which is solely English-medium. In the University 2,
however, it was reported that the policy about language is implicit, especially concerning
the English-instructed polylingual groups, because students were taking some of the course

examinations in Kazakh, even though learned in English.

Current chapter also contains findings from research questions number two and
three relevant to the aim of this study. Immediately after having been conducted, eight
interviews were transcribed with the use of oTranscribe online software and were
manually coded according to topics covered in the research questions mentioned above
and put together according to emerging themes such as Multilingual practices that occur in
EMI STEM classrooms, Perceptions of multilingual practices, and Attitudes towards
multilingual practices. This chapter aims to provide an overview of findings that have
emerged in this research at two Kazakhstani universities on the phenomenon of

multilingual practices in EMI STEM classroom.

Disclaimer: All participant chose English language for their interviews but felt free
to use other languages too, therefore sentence structures and grammar are kept as

original utterances.
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Multilingual practices that occur in the EMI STEM classroom

The interview data collected from eight senior year biology students suggest that
there are two common multilingual practices that occur in the STEM academic setting
where English is the medium of instruction, traditionally recognizable as code-switching

and translation.

First, it is important to note, that research participants reported to use Kazakh,
Russian and English languages in their repertoire almost with the same pattern and within
the same domain. Thus, students claimed that Kazakh language is their first language
(seven interviewees) and they use it in communication with their family members at home.
Interestingly, one of the participants (Samal, University 2) related the use of
predominantly Kazakh language to the fact that she comes from the southern region of
Kazakhstan. In contrast, another participant (Miras, University 1) shared that since he
comes from the Northern Kazakhstan, mainly Russian language is spoken at home. While
using Kazakh at home, students also reported to use Russian equally at home and with
peers and friends, usually code-mixing. English is maintained as a language of their
studies, therefore reported to be used within university. As a result, students from the
University 1 claimed to code-switch between these three languages in their daily
communication with peers as well. A likely explanation of this could be the fact, that
compared to the University 2 students, they study in English throughout all years of

undergraduate degree and all courses offered by their programs.

As for educational setting, the most common multilingual practice (MP) in the
contexts of two universities that participants were mainly referring to is the code-switching
defined as an alternation between the languages: switching from one language to another

in speech (Baker, 2011). Provided that the majority of students were of Kazakh origin and
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claimed to have Kazakh as their first language, they were all proficient in three languages,

namely Kazakh, Russian and English, to a various extent.

Extract 1

Extract 2

Extract 3

Extract 4

Extract 5

“Sometimes we speak some occasional words /[in Russian]”

(Maira, University 1)

“We do code-switching” (Dariya, University 1)

“It is not like whole sentence, just one word... When cannot
remember the word in English, we speak and tell it in Kazakh ”

(Samal, University 2)

“When | speak, | cannot use one only language because it's hard

for me that is why | mix 3 languages ” (Nurila, University 2)

“We speak in 3 language during our class ” (Zhanel, Uniersity 2)

As can be seen from quotes above, regardless of the university and implicit course

language policy, almost all students explicitly report drawing on their first language or

languages when learning in the EMI STEM classroom. Code-switching usually occurs not

only in the classroom, but also outside of it in an informal conversation between students

and in an interaction of students with professors. The significant difference in the use of

code-switching practice at two sites is that the University 1 students mainly reported this

multilingual practice to take place outside of the academic classroom in informal

discussions among peers or with a professor who is also proficient in Kazakh or Russian,

whereas the University 2 students mentioned how they switch to Kazakh (possibly because
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of the general university language policy) or Russian during classroom discussions with

professors:
Extract 6 “We do not have any rules such as ‘Do not speak in Russian or in
Kazakh’” (Samal, University 2).
Extract 7 “We are only allowed to talk in English, even if the professor is

native Kazakh speaker” (Aida, University 1).

Another common practice claimed to be used by the students was translation from
English to Kazakh or Russian and vice versa in the learning process in the classroom as

well as in the preparation for the class. Such cases include the following cases:

Extract 8 “Maybe in the classroom when we do not know the translation of the
Russian word to the English word and then | ask something about
‘what is illumination?' or other words and they [peers] translate it

for me.” (Maira, University 1)

Extract 9 “Sometimes when we have some new words, new scientific words, we

just translate it” (Nurila, University 2)

Interestingly, students from the University 1 shared that speaking languages other
than English in the formal classroom is “disrespectful” towards the professor who is not
proficient in Kazakh or Russian languages (Maira, Miras). Usually, these practices occur
occasionally but for a number of reasons discussed by participants. When reporting their

multilingual practices in the classroom students also expressed their concerns about how
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and why they happen to use certain multilingual practices in the learning process and how
they perceive these practices in EMI STEM environment, which appear to be another

finding of this thesis research.

Students’ perceptions of multilingual practices in EMI STEM

The interview data collected from eight students of two Kazakhstani universities
has revealed a variety of perceptions about multilingual practices in STEM biology setting
where English is a medium of instruction. Data on this matter was coded and categorized
according to the emerging pattern that they fall into. Thus, there are two kinds of
perceptions that students had about the central phenomenon of this research, i.e.
multilingual practices, namely regarded them as a support in the learning process or a

hindrance in the context of EMI STEM education.

Multilingual practices as a support to learning

A vast majority of respondents reported to perceive EMI academic setting as an
opportunity for enhancement and improvement of English language skills through
studying science in this language. Code-switching in this scenario is viewed as a tool for
explanation and facilitation of the process for those students who are lacking skills in order
to be fluent in a language (as noted by Samal, University 2), therefore code-switching

practice is viewed as “normal”.

Extract “We speak in Russian when we cannot fully convey our opinion”

10 (Samal, University 2)
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Extract “We used our first language because we do not have enough
11 vocabulary to explain everything we want [in English]” (Samal,
University 2)

Therefore, the lack of vocabulary and limited language proficiency are one of the
reasons the University 2 students perceive to be using multilingual practices. Although
practiced rarely in the University 1, its students mostly tend to perceive multilingual

practices as a support in their learning process in communication with their peers.

Extract “Explaining some concepts that, for instance, we did not understand
12 during the lecture, we combine all the languages that we have ”

(Aida, University 1)

Maira from University 1 referred to Russian as her “mother-tongue” which she
perceives better and therefore would prefer to have code-switching in EMI for explanation

of the course content:

Extract “I understand well [in Russian]. When | do not understand

13 something, | am asking questions from the professors. However, for
me personally when the things are told in Russian it is more easier
for me to understand than in any other language, because it is my

mother tongue and therefore I perceive it better” (Maira, University

1).

Similarly, Miras from University 1 mentioned that during the office hours with his

professors he prefers to use the Russian language, if possible, because he considers it to
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easier to explain things in Russian. The same view was shared by his university fellow

who indicated that:

Extract “If we see that if the professor is Russian speaker or Kazakh speaker,

14 and we have some difficulties in explaining some our questions when
we cannot understand our questions, we just desperately ask some
words in Russian ... There are cases when they cannot understand
our words, so we just translate a word in Russian. And then we just
continue asking in English” (Aida, University 1).

In contrast, being able to use languages other than English, namely Kazakh or
Russian, it is believed to bring confidence to students, and they are more engaged with
their learning, particularly at the University 2 (Samal, EImira). Students claimed that
because they are aware of the fact that their professor is a bilingual speaker, therefore
could understand, and since there are “no strict rules” (Nurila, University 2), the discussion
would continue and grade points would not be lowered or there would not be any
punishment for such a practice: “It gives me confidence because you do not think deeply
about how to explain it to your teacher because you know that she knows Kazakh and you
can use it” (Samal, University 2) [Extract 15]. Moreover, content comprehension by

students was claimed to be important:

Extract “1 do not think that it would affect to my scores, because when we

16 explain something and if we use one word in Kazakh it will not affect
because she understood that sometimes we cannot speak English
fluently. When you have a really good explanation, it will not affect”

(Samal, University 2)
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Besides English language development and confidence, multilingual practices in

EMI were perceived as beneficial from the biological aspect of human beings:

Extract “I think it has benefits, because somebody said to me that people who
17 speak in many languages, who switches between the languages is,
how to say, they are less likely to have brain diseases like

Alzheimer's and connected with mind” (Elmira, University 2).

Thus, students from both research sites seemed to perceive the benefits of
multilingual practices related to their self-image, comprehension, communication and self-
expression. Nevertheless, there was a difference in perception of students towards the use
of code-switching depending on the user. If languages were mixed by students who are
lacking vocabulary, for instance, it was claimed to be tolerated by peers and professors,
proficient in Kazakh or Russian to some extent. However, if code-switching was used by a
professor in EMI classroom, it was perceived as a sign of poor professionalism, as claimed

by the University 2 students.

Multilingual practices as a hindrance to learning

The University 2 students who studied some of the biology courses in English in a
polylingual group perceived multilingual practices to be rather a problem and hindrance to
learning process than a resource. In comparison, University 2 students were more resistant
to accepting multilingual practices in their learning process, regarding EMI classroom as
the only opportunity to practice English language and expecting the same to be provided to

them:
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Extract “All in all, we took this subject in English and it has to go [be

18 taught] in English” (Samal, University 2)

Interestingly, one of the University 1 students also expressed the view that Russian

or Kazakh languages are not appropriate for EMI STEM setting:

Extract “But speaking Kazakh or Russian during the classroom is not okay

19 because you will not accept the English information and there will be
some barrier between your information and your mind maybe, and it
IS better to listen and speak and read and write in English” (Miras,

University 1).

One of the participants from the University 2 has indicated the fact that students
chose Kazakh language on the examination because they were given a choice and
considered it as not useful referring to the fact that their group is “polylingual” and the
main outcome of it should be the ability to use English in their profession and be proficient
enough in a language. Therefore, the choice of Kazakh was seen as a threat to reaching the
main goal. The following excerpt from the interview demonstrates how respondent

perceived being able to use the L1 in the oral examination at one of the biology courses:

Extract Elmira: Our professor, she gives us the choice in Kazakh or in
20 English, so we can choose Kazakh or English. I think that it is not

correct, because it is the English group, how we can talk in Kazakh?

Interviewert: Do most of the people choose to speak in Kazakh?
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Elmira: Yes. I think it is not so useful because after university I can
say that | used to study in a poly-language group, but if I cannot
describe one theme or case in English that we used to study in
Kazakh in our English group, I think it is not so good. (Elmira,

University 2).

Similarly, there were views of other students that also come from the University 2
and share the perception that multilingual practices utilized by both teachers and students
hinder English language proficiency. Among them, one student expressed her concern that
given the fact that teachers were not proficient enough in English and used it to a varying
extent in the classrooms, “a lot of students they just lose their interest in English and even
in this, in biotechnology” (Samal, Univeristy 2) [Extract 21], therefore multilingual
practices were believed to hinder not only the language proficiency but also the motivation

to learn the subject of the major and the overall interest in the specialization.

Another concern of University 2 students was the fact that the use of Kazakh or
Russian was unacceptable since the professor is well-paid for teaching in English and
therefore must be proficient in English good enough to not code-switch (four students
from University 2). What was strikingly interesting is the fact that the University 2
students, in comparison, mostly shared their monolingual perceptions about multilingual
practices in their learning process in EMI biology classes, thus viewed EMI as English-

only instruction.

Attitudes towards multilingual practices
Even though participants accepted multilingual practices or actually practiced them

in daily conversations, the majority of respondents had negative attitudes towards them in

their studies. Surprisingly, one of participants expressed the negative attitudes raising
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concerns about the use of Kazakh language in the country and its impact on his cultural

identity:
Extract “For me it is okay to mix Kazakh with Russian in my home and at
22 school, so... But culturally I think it is not good. It will affect on our

motherland, because I don't know Kazakh so much as I should, and it
will be better only teaching two languages | think, Kazakh and
English, not Russian, ‘cause actually I do not like that we always
speak in Russian, Russification, yes. but I cannot do something with

that” (Miras, University 1).

Another participant from University 2 acknowledged to be “not proud” of her
inability to speak one language only when expressing herself and reported the fact that it is

hard for her to sometimes remember the appropriate word translations in a language

needed:
Extract “I think it is easier to mix with them, because sometimes | forgot the
23 meaning or the name of some of words in English or in Russian, and

I know that only in Kazakh one or kind these things happen. When |
speak, | cannot use one only language because it is hard for me. That
is why I mix 3 languages, but I am not proud of it.” (Nurila,
University 2)
Such attitudes possibly underpinned by “language purity” ideologies were also
common. In the same vein, students claimed to not prefer using code-switching practices,

as, for example, Dariya from University 1 puts it:
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Extract “If you are good in one language it is preferable and it is beautiful to

24 speak in one language fluently and without code-switching” (Dariya,

University 1).
She also claimed that code-switching was perceived by her friends outside of the

University 1 community as sign of showing off, therefore this disapproval by the society

made the respondent feel that code-switching was “a bad habit” and pressured her to speak

one language only:

Extract “When | use code-switching in Russian with English and sometimes

25 with Kazakh, they think that I am just showing off but it's just a habit,

a bad habit. It is better to use one language at its fullest” (Dariya,

University 1).

In contrast to such a negative attitude, Maira who was from the same university

shared that the use of multilingual practices involving English is “fancy”. She reported the

following:
Extract “l usually use English, because it looks more fancier I would say
26 [laughing] to use English words and English explanations to explain

some words, and also it probably contributes to your vocabulary and
the fanciness of this language” (Maira, University 1)
Speaking of attitudes expressed by University 2 students, the most significant
appeared to be the negative one towards the use of other languages within multilingual

practices, especially inside the classroom. Students viewed languages other than English as

problem, questioning the use of Kazakh as:
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Extract “Itis the English group, how we can talk in Kazakh” (Elmira,

27 University 2)

Extract “Students, they do not like when our teacher use Kazakh or Russian”
28 (Samal, University 2)

Extract “All in all, we took this subject in English and it has to go [be

29 instructed] in English fully” (Samal, University 2).

The reason to do that, as reported by participants from University 2, was a limited
number of disciplines where English was the medium of instruction and students would

like to benefit from it as much as possible, therefore English was given a priority:

Extract “I do not think this is necessary to discuss in our languages because

30 we do not have all our classes taught in English. All of our other
classes taught in Kazakh or Russian, but some of them, maximum 3
subjects per semester, are taught in English. So that is why, | think,
as much as we can we have to speak English in English speaking
classes because we do not have many opportunities in other classes.
That is why we do not need to discuss in our languages but give
priority to English only” (Zhanel, University 2)

Moreover, English was regarded as not only a language of instruction but was also

given priority as “a language of science” and as a tool to successfully pass examinations to

foreign universities:
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Extract “Because | always presume that English is the language of science,
31 that is why it is anyway is better to teach science in English”

(Zhanel, University 2)

Extract “I think it will help if I passed exams for European universities”

32 (Samal, University 2).

Another very significant attitude which was only common for University 2 students
was that they regarded the use of multilingual practices, i.e. the use of Kazakh language in
EMI classes, as poor professionalism of a professor. Thus, students seemed to be very
unfavorable of code-switching in the classroom by the professor, even though they
accepted their own lack of language proficiency in English and allowed themselves to use

Kazakh to express themselves:

Extract “From our point of view, it looks like if she is teacher, she has to
33 know how to teach even if it is in English. If she prepares for her
class, she would know this in English [laughing]” (Samal, University
2).
From the preceding and following excerpts from the interviews, it can be sensed
that a teacher (professor) has to know English and has to obey the perceived “English-

only” EMI policy of the polylingual classes at University 2:

Extract Interviewer: What do you feel about your teacher using your first

34 language in the classroom?
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Samal: That is not right, because because of her students will also

start speaking in Kazakh

Interviewer: Do you mean that if the class is in English then all

should speak in English?

Samal: You know what, because of our groups, because of
multilingual groups, their salaries are higher than others. (Samal,
University 2)
Therefore, a possible factor of negative attitudes towards multilingual perceptions
at the University 2 might be the fact that teachers are paid more to provide students

English-medium instruction as they expect it.

One more striking view was shared by Maira from the University 1, who revealed
her concern about English-medium biology education in the context of Kazakhstan. She
assumed that perhaps knowledge of the subject obtained through the medium of English-
only might be a disadvantage when it comes to working in the field. She explained that
knowing medical terms, for instance, in English could cause misunderstandings in
communication with patients at hospitals. Moreover, she suggested to have a university
course on communication with local patients in the Kazakh language, since “the general
language in this country [Kazakhstan] is Kazakh” [Extract 35]. Nonetheless, such a view

could be interpreted as influenced by language separation ideology.

Conclusion

Thus, the following findings from two universities of Kazakhstan regarding the

multilingual practices have been identified from data collected on this research topic:
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Finding 1. Code-switching and translation as multilingual practices occurred often
in the learning process at both sites. The difference was that at University 1 they took
place in more informal circumstances as in discussions among peers, whereas at
University 2 students and teachers were engaged in multilingual communication.

Finding 2. Students from both universities shared their views that multilingual
practices usually help them understand scientific concepts better and make meaning of the
subject matter. Thus, multilingual practices were perceived as a support in their learning in
EMI STEM.

Finding 3. However, students from University 2 were more critical about their
multilingual practices, especially concerning their English language learning experience,
which they believed was hindered by mixing the languages.

Finding 4. Interestingly, both university students shared their either neutral or
negative attitudes towards the use of multilingual practices which are possibly shaped by
their beliefs about languages being separate entities. This and other findings will be

discussed in the following Discussion chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Introduction

The findings of this research have been presented in the preceding chapter based on
the qualitative data from eight semi-structured interviews with biology students from two
Kazakhstani universities that provide courses with English-medium instruction. The
present chapter focuses on the discussion of these findings in relation to previous studies
and literature on the topic. The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions and
attitudes of students towards multilingual practices in EMI STEM settings at two
Kazakhstani universities. Therefore, the leading questions of this research were as follows:

1. What is the language-in-education policy in Kazakhstan and why is it s0?
2. What are the students’ perceptions about multilingual practices in EMI STEM
classrooms and why?
3. What are the attitudes of students towards multilingual practices and why?
Finding 1. Multilingual practices in EMI STEM

Students from both universities reported to be using multilingual practices with the
languages from their repertoires, namely Kazakh, Russian and English in EMI STEM
learning environment in order to make meaning and communicate ideas and knowledge
about the science and beyond. Multilingual practices included the use of scientific
terminology in English while discussion, peer-interaction, asking for word translation,
telling jokes, and talking to professors in L1, which were also found in the studies of
Caruso (2018), Kuteeva (2019), and Mazak and Herbas-Donoso (2015). These were
mostly referred to as translanguaging in the literature. As seen from the Literature Review
chapter, translanguaging is “a dynamic multilingual practice” (Gu, 2014), and it both
includes and goes beyond the above-mentioned concepts of code-switching and translation

as well as code-meshing and other language alternations. As argued by Garcia and Sylvan
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(2011), the term includes code-switching and translation, but differs from them because “it
refers to the process in which bilingual students make sense and perform bilingually in the
myriad ways of the classroom — reading, writing, taking notes, discussing, signing, and so
on” (p. 389). These multilingual practices were used for meaning-making by students
drawing on their available resources (Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Li WEei,
2014; Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012).

Since generalizability of findings from this research is not possible due to the
limited sample, these results therefore need to be interpreted and compared to the findings
of previous works with caution. Findings of the current research seem to be consistent with
what was found in EMI content classrooms in various contexts that were reviewed in the
previous Literature Review chapter (Allard, 2017; Caroll & van den Hoven, 2016;
Carstens, 2016; Caruso, 2018; Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). As was noted by
Kirkpatrick (2014), where English is the medium of instruction, there is a frequent use of
L1 inside the classroom, which makes the learning content in L2 more comprehensible.
Therefore, practices applied by University 1 and University 2 students in the context of
Kazakhstan, where English is widely spoken nor a language of wider communication,
include the use of the first languages of students, which are Kazakh and Russian.
Similarly, in the Portuguese university context, which did not have explicit language
policy but used English as a lingua franca in providing courses, students used key
scientific terms in English while discussing in another language, translation across
languages, and their multilingual repertoire as a resource to negotiate meaning. Likewise,
Blair et al. (2018) showed that EMI is not limited to English-only instruction, but takes
many different forms depending on individual teachers, learning environments, and
demographics. Thus, various ways of meaning-making are employed by EMI participants;

meanwhile English is still a language of instruction. However, in the Kazakhstani context,
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we can see from what students reported that they use more than one language in their
discussions with peers and in communication with professors. As for classroom interaction
in L1, which was emphasized by University 2 students (Extracts 3-6, Findings chapter), it
can be explained by the fact that both teachers and students share the same first languages
and is classified by Wang (2016) as an interpersonal strategy used by students for content
discussion in different languages.

There are several possible explanations for such multilingual practices in EMI in
Kazakhstan. First of all, as noted in the previous chapter, Kazakhstan is officially a
bilingual country with Kazakh functioning as the national and Russian as the official
language of the country. Secondly, such a constitutional statement is, in fact, a result of the
chain of historical events (see Literature Review chapter). Therefore, given that the
population is proficient in both Kazakh and Russian, it is common to use these languages
in any domain (Kuzhabekova, 2019; Smagulova, 2008). Moreover, as students reported to
use predominantly Kazakh in families, Russian — in communication with peers and
English — in education, such language use in different domains might be referred to as
“lifestyle diglossia” (Saxena, 2014). Another explanation for the frequent use of
multilingual practices in University 2 is related to the university language policy, which is
not explicit in addition to the fact that courses with English as a medium of instruction are
provided in certain departments and, as University 2 students indicated, “on demand.”
Therefore, these findings might indicate a lack of appropriate EMI pedagogy and teaching
personnel, which also leads to the conclusion that there is possibly an urgency for

consistent professional development training regarding EMI.
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Finding 2. Multilingual practices as support to learning

Both universities’ students shared their views that multilingual practices usually
help them better understand scientific concepts and make meaning of the subject matter.
Thus, multilingual practices were perceived as a support in their learning in EMI STEM.

Findings of the current study point out the view of multilingual practices as a tool
to make meaning out of the scientific concepts and complex ideas in English. Such
findings confirm the advantage of translanguaging in education, which is the promotion of
a deeper and fuller understanding of the subject matter (Baker, 2011). Although
translanguaging in the literature is discussed from the perspective of teaching pedagogy in
a multilingual classroom, advantages were also observed by the participants of this study.
The view of students about the use of the first languages in EMI as a resource is consistent
with the study by Cartens (2016), where the majority of students responded that
translanguaging helped them to better understand complex concepts, as well as express
their own conceptual understanding. Additionally, students reported that translanguaging
facilitates “confidence building,” which is similar to what some of the participants from
the current study mentioned, that is, that they were confident when they knew they could
switch (Extract 14). Carstens’ (2016) argument that translanguaging created a safe space
for meaning making within a community of L1 speakers resonates with the fact that the
University 2 students of the current research felt comfortable with switching to Kazakh
(Extract 16) or the University 1 students with asking each other for word translations
(Extract 14). Moreover, students of Carstens’ (2016) and Eser and Dikilitas’ (2017) studies
also shared their English language development progress, among which are English
vocabulary expansion and improved confidence in using English.

The findings also corroborate with the conclusions of Caruso (2018), that both

teachers and students adopted translanguaging to achieve better content understanding and
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co-construct knowledge. Thus, students used key scientific terms in English while having
discussion in another language, used translation across languages, and used their
multilingual repertoire as a resource, as well as to negotiate meaning. Likewise, findings of
this study about students’ comfort with self-expression in their “mother tongue” (Extract
13) and confidence in mixing the language in explanations (Extract 16) are in agreement
with Mazak and Herbas-Donoso’s (2015) findings which showed that students’ self-image
is more positive when they are aware that they can refer to their first languages as a
resource. Moreover, Miras (University 1) noted the ease of explaining and understanding
scientific concepts with local professors proficient in their common L1 (Extract 14).
Accordingly, Mazak and Herbas-Donoso (2015) explain that the professors in their study
use translanguaging as a tool to enhance students’ understanding of scientific concepts
through the medium of L1 because “understanding science often requires understanding a
set of interconnected concepts that demands specific vocabulary in order to comprehend
these interrelationships™ (p.708).

Although previous studies focused on translanguaging as a pedagogical tool and
strategy and its benefits (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia and Li Weli, 2014; Lewis
et al., 2012; Rivera & Mazak, 2016), participants of the current research have also
identified the potential benefits of translanguaging for themselves. However, almost no
evidence of strategic translanguaging was detected, especially on the side of the educators
in this study. In contrast, some students held views that such multilingual language

practices hinder their EMI experiences and proficiency level in either language.

Finding 3. Multilingual practices as hindrance to learning

However, students from University 2 were more critical about their multilingual
practices, especially concerning their English language learning experiences, which they

believed was hindered by mixing the languages. The similar perception was found in the
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study of Ospanova (2017) where participants viewed code-switching to hinder their
English language proficiency development.

One of the reasons for students to be unaccepting of multilingual practices inside
the EMI classrooms is, as reported by some of the students in this study, the fact that they
do not have the opportunity for English language development outside of the academic
setting, especially University 2 students who have very few courses per semester with
English as a medium of instruction. Such a view of their first languages as a problem
(Ruiz, 1984) mirrors the findings of the previous studies that have examined the effect of
translanguaging (code-switching and translation) on content acquisition in EMI
classrooms, such as Allard (2017), for instance. In her study, some students expressed their
concerns about the teacher’s translanguaging practice considering it to be a hindrance to
their English language development. Moreover, students claimed that they would learn
science effectively in English-only instruction which resonates with what was claimed by
students of this research (Extract 19).

Some students from Carstens’ (2016) research mentioned that it is not beneficial to
translanguage and that it even complicated their understanding, which is explained by the
African students in her study, as well as Kazakhstani students, by the fact that there is a
lack of specialized scientific vocabulary in L1. In addition, one University 2 student of the
current research referred to English as a language of science, which accords to concerns of
African students that “because English is the language of scientific communication, it is
not beneficial to use the vernacular for academic communication” (Carstens, 2016, p. 215).

Another possible explanation for such unfavorable perceptions of multilingual
practices is that there is a common misconception about bi/plurilingual speakers being
confused because of the two or more languages, and hence, a strong ideology of language

separation. Moreover, as seen in the previous Findings chapter, Extract 18 indicates that
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students from University 2 hold high expectations about their lecturers’ English language
proficiency in EMI courses. Thus, when their expectations are not met in the classroom,
this might also hinder their interest and motivation in the content subject itself (Extract

21).

Finding 4. Attitudes towards multilingual practices

In this research, students’ attitudes towards intentional and unintentional linguistic
practices utilized by students in their studies were regarded. This section of the current
chapter is deemed to be crucial in understanding students’ attitudes towards multilingual
practices in EMI STEM at two universities in Kazakhstan. As noted in the literature
review chapter, humans express their attitudes towards an object through some degree of
favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken, as cited in Muthanna & Miao, 2015) and include
components related to thoughts and beliefs, as well as feelings and events in the particular
circumstances (Baker, 1992). Therefore, attitudes expressed by the participants of the
current research will be explained, taking into account all possible factors.

Firstly, it is crucial to note that the findings of the current research confirm what
was found in the studies by Rivera and Mazak (2016), Goodman and Lyulkun (2010), Gu
(2014), and Palfeyman and Al-Bataineh (2018) regarding the attitudes towards the use of
the first language and overall translanguaging pedagogy in the content classroom
instructed through the medium of English. Although perceived as a resource for meaning
making and clarification in the learning process, multilingual practices were evaluated by
the students as “a bad habit” (Extract 25), which impedes the purity of one language and
denotes a lack of language proficiency (Extract 24). Therefore, it is possible to assume that
behind students’ perceptions and attitudes towards multilingual practices there are certain

ideologies about languages, such as one mentioned above.
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The view of Kazakh as a problem in the science classrooms of University 2 might
be influenced by the view that “English is the language of science” (Extract 31) and by
what Kircher (2016, p. 241) considers as “status and solidarity,” which refers to the fact
that certain languages are associated with the home and the family, while others convey
social importance and are necessary for professional mobility. Since English in this
context holds importance for the future careers of University 2 students and Kazakh is
reported to be used with family members, then students expect a course to be conducted in
English to support their goals. However, another view that was problematized by Maira
from University 2 about working in the field with knowledge obtained English could be
supported with the argument of Macaro (2020) about the role and purposes of languages in
EMI. On the example of medical education, he asserts that it should be ensured that
students understood the content, therefore teachers are responsible for delivering the
content in comprehensible way and “providing them with linguistic access to medical
journals and to medical research; ensuring that they also know the L1 terminology and
explanations of that terminology for the non-specialists they will encounter in their
practice” (Macaro, 2020, p. 264).

It is difficult to explain these findings, but they may also relate to the students’
ideologies, which were influenced by external processes. According to the “multi-layered
analysis” of Black (as cited in Saxena, 2009), discourses about the languages reflect
attitudes which, in turn, are shaped by the broader policy and ideologies. Similarly to the
Bruneian context analyzed by Saxena (2009), Kazakhstani students have the ideology of
Kazakhization which requires maintenance of the Kazakh language (Kuzhabekova, 2019;
Smagulova 2008) on the one hand, and internationalization of higher education policy on
the other, both of which are a part of the broader trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan.

Accordingly, Miras from University 1 was concerned about the use of Russian language,
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which he believed hinders culturally, and Elmira and Samal from University 2 expressed
their concerns about the unnecessity of speaking Kazakh in the English taught group. In
addition, the “critical diglossic” relationship (Saxena, 2014) between Kazakh and Russian
and English (my emphasis in italics) is influenced by other processes such as
globalization, which put English in a favorable position, especially by the young
Kazakhstani population and is perceived as a success in the global competition
(Kuzhabekova, 2019, Smagulova, 2008). Interestingly, in Klapwijk and van der Walt’s
(2016) study, most of the respondents perceived English as the most important language in
the South African educational context, as well as generally worldwide, thus, also being
aware of the linguistic capital it affords. However, in response to the question about the
preferred languages of instruction, students turned out to be in favor of Home Language
plus English instruction, thus valuing the maintenance of their own languages in the
education.

The findings of the study by Gu (2014) resonate with what some students of the
current research expressed towards the use of L1 in English-medium classes. Chinese
students in his study expressed their concerns regarding the alternation between English
and Cantonese by their peers, claiming that the language purity of English should be kept,
code-switching practice is inappropriate in English classrooms, and it is detrimental to
their English language proficiency. Another mainland Chinese participant claimed that
Cantonese-English code-switching is caused by the historical heritage of Hong Kong
(which is similar to what Miras from University 1 assumed about Russian (Extract 22)).
Thus, this participant also expressed monoglossic ideology. Similar to female respondents
from the University 1, one of the respondents of Gu’s (2014) research shared that mixing
the languages is convenient in expressing oneself in communication, though it is also

considered as pretentious, boastful, and a loss of Hong Kong identity. Therefore,
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ideologies seem to shape students’ attitudes towards the use of languages while engaging

in multilingual practices in EMI environments.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the main findings relevant to the study.
In accordance with literature, findings demonstrated that students were commonly
practicing multilingual practices in their EMI STEM classrooms for both academic and
non-academic reasons. Especially taking into account that their teachers is proficient in
their common L1, Kazakh, students felt confident and comfortable drawing on their
multilingualism in the learning process. These findings resonate with literature that has
revealed similar positive self-image perceptions. Moreover, students perceived that
multilingual practices assist their learning in EMI and thus provides them an opportunity
to use L1 for meaning-making, clarification and effective self-explanation. However, there
were also views that multilingual practices hinder English-medium learning process,
because students from the University 2 students were certain that EMI is the only
opportunity for them to improve the English language proficiency. As for the attitudes that
students expressed towards multilingual language use in their classrooms, they were found
to be predominantly negative. This is explained in the literature to be influenced by the
ideologies of individuals as well as by the national language policy and external factors
such as internationalization. Though Kazakhstan aims to have multilingual education, it
can be suggested that education stakeholders interpret it differently. Therefore, there is a
need for explicit language policies in education which would be informed by the research

on language use and attitudes in Kazakhstani education institutions.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion
The previous chapter discussed major findings that have immediate relevance to
the purpose of the current qualitative case-study research on perceptions and attitudes of
students towards multilingual practices in EMI STEM classrooms at two universities in
Kazakhstan. This chapter presents conclusions drawn from the findings of the research,
limitations of the study, and implications and recommendations for further research.
This research was guided by the following research questions:
1) What is the language-in-education policy of Kazakhstan and why is it?
2) What are the students’ perceptions of multilingual practices in EMI STEM and
why?
3) What are the attitudes of students towards these multilingual practices and why?
The study aimed to explore students’ multilingual practices and the reasons behind
their perceptions and attitudes towards multilingual practices in EMI STEM classrooms.
Based on the framework for analysis of Black (?!?), the major findings are summarized

and presented in the following section.

Main Conclusions of the Study

The first conclusion of the study revealed that language-in-education policy in
Kazakhstan is shaped by the government’s aim of being a multilingual and competitive
nation in the world economic arena. The current “Trilingual education policy” is shaped by
the country’s USSR past, current language revitalization (Kazakhization) movement and
the worldwide globalization processes as well as by the internationalization of higher
education process in particular. However, it could be noticed that “Trilingual education
policy” is still vague and interpreted differently by education stakeholders at secondary

and higher education levels.
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The second conclusion of the study is related to the students’ perceptions of
multilingual practices in EMI STEM classrooms at two universities of Kazakhstan. On the
one hand, students viewed such occasional practices as a support to their learning in the
EMI biology courses. They claimed to use their first language(s) in combination with
English for a number of functions such as meaning-making, effective communication in
the classroom, during discussions with peers and for better comprehension of the content
matter. On the other hand, findings indicate that students also perceived that multilingual
practices hinder the process of learning the science in English. Thus, it was revealed that
EMI is regarded as an opportunity for the English language development and is expected
to be solely in English. Such perceptions were discussed to be influenced by the
aspirations of the country to have a population that speaks Kazakh, Russian and English
languages, and by economic goals of having a competitive human capital on an
international arena (NUGSE, 2014).

The third conclusion of the study is related to the attitudes that students expressed
towards multilingual practices in their learning environment. Although claimed to be
commonly used by the vast majority of students, attitudes towards multilingual practices
were rather negative. Such attitudes were possibly explained through language ideologies
held by research participants. Thus, it was found that monoglossic ideologies of language
separation, language purity and mother tongue ideologies were influencing how students
feel about the use of multilingual practices in EMI STEM. Such ideologies, in their turn,
could possibly derive from students’ beliefs about languages that were shaped by the
history of Kazakhstan before and after gaining its independence (Russification and

Kazakhization policies).
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Limitations and Further Implications

One of the main limitations of the current research is certainly its limited scope.
Given that the time is limited, a small sample of eight people from one of the STEM
disciplines was interviewed at only two university sites in the Republic of Kazakhstan. The
uniqueness of study participants and higher education institutions chosen in this study
cannot represent perceptions and attitudes of all STEM students in EMI courses
throughout the country, therefore the results of such a case-study cannot be generalized.
This fact implies that there is a need for further research that involves more diverse
samples and sites.

Moreover, perceptions and attitudes that the chosen sample of urban bilingual
biology senior year students hold might be different from students from rural regions,
initial years of studies or other STEM subjects taught in English-medium. Therefore, there
might be such a bias, which could be reduced in further research through selection of a
more diverse participants sample to explore. What is more, other education stakeholders’
views could be also researched for a more complete view of multilingual practices in EMI
university classrooms.

Additionally, perceptions and attitudes could also be measured quantitatively
through surveys and questionnaires with a bigger population to capture more views on the
central phenomenon, which was problematic in the current study due to a limited scope of
the research. Therefore, further studies could use questionnaires developed in the previous
literature on the topic (see Baker, 1992).

Finally, responses in the interviews might be not articulate, clear or honest, as well
as might be “filtered” (Creswell, 2014) by the interviewer. Therefore, there is a need to

conduct more interviews and develop more specific questions to ask participants to gain
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accurate insight in perceptions and attitudes of students towards multilingual practice in

EMI STEM classrooms and what particularly shapes them.

Recommendations

On the basis of findings and conclusions of the current research, the following
recommendations for such education stakeholders as educational language policy makers,
institutions of higher education and educators in EMI could be suggested.

Educational language policy makers need to make language policies more explicit
explaining the use of languages in EMI STEM settings of higher education in particular.
Moreover, bottom-up dynamics should also be allowed. Therefore, policy makers could
take into account students’ (and teachers’) views on EMI and how languages are perceived
and actually used in practice, which were explored by researchers. Thus, there needs to be
tight connection between policy makers’ decisions and research. In this way, for instance,
based on this study, University 2 language policy should include polylingual groups and be
shaped taking into consideration their negative attitudes towards the extensive use of the
first language in English-delivered classrooms.

Universities, too, play a crucial role in developing quality EMI STEM education,
and therefore, could take institutional measures. Based on findings at the University 2 site,
higher education institutions that provide EMI content courses could provide educators
with professional development trainings on pedagogy of English-medium instruction and
the use of translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy in classrooms. Moreover, there is a
need to improve lecturers’ language proficiency in English, which could also be fulfilled
by the institution.

Lastly, it could be recommended for educators to consider the views and goals of
students in EMI STEM settings. As was noted by the University 2 students, EMI teachers’

salaries have been increased, therefore it is expected not only by the government, but also
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by the students to receive English-instructed content. However, educators should also pay
attention to students needs and possible issues with comprehension of the scientific content

in English and be adjusted accordingly.



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 61

References
Akynova, D., Zharkynbekova, S., Agmanova, A., Aimoldina, A., & Dalbergenova, L.
(2014). Language choice among the youth of Kazakhstan: English as a self-
representation of prestige. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 143, 228-232.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.07.393

Allard, E. C. (2017). Re-examining teacher translanguaging: An ecological perspective.
Bilingual Research Journal, 40(2), 116-130.

https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2017.1306597

Baker, C. (1992). Attitudes and Language. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Baker, C. (2011). Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualism (5th ed.). Bristol:

Multilingual Matters.

Belova, X. (2017). Learners’ language use in communication in a multilingual learning
environment. (Master’s thesis, Nazarbayev University, Astana, Kazakhstan).

Retrieved from http://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/2579

Blair, A., Haneda, M., & Bose, F. N. (2018). Reimagining English-medium instructional
settings as sites of multilingual and multimodal meaning making. TESOL Quarterly,

52(3), 516-539. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.449

Canagarajah, S. (2011). Translanguaging in the classroom: emerging issues for research
and pedagogy. Applied Linguistics Review, 1-28.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110239331.1



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 62

Carroll, K. S. (2016). Concluding remarks: prestige planning and translanguaging in
higher education. Translanguaging in Higher Education: Beyond Monolingual

Ideologies, 177-185.

Carroll, K. S., & Mazak, C. M. (2017). Language policy in Puerto Rico's higher education:
opening the door for translanguaging practices. Anthropology & Education Quarterly,

48(1), 4-22.

Carroll, K. S., & van den Hoven, M. (2016). Translanguaging within higher education in
the United Arab Emirates. Translanguaging in Higher Education: Beyond

Monolingual Ideologies, 141-156.

Carstens, A. (2016). Translanguaging as a vehicle for L2 acquisition and L1 development :
students’ perceptions. Language Matters, 47(2), 203-222.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10228195.2016.1153135

Caruso, E. (2018). Translanguaging in higher education: Using several languages for the
analysis of academic content in the teaching and learning process. Language
Learning in Higher Education, 8(1), 65-90. https://doi.org/10.1515/cercles-2018-

0004

Cenoz, J. (2019). Translanguaging pedagogies and English as a lingua franca. Language

Teaching, 52(1), 71-85. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444817000246

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2017). Research methods in education. London,

UK: Taylor and Francis.



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 63

Creese, A., & Blackledge, A. (2010). Translanguaging in the bilingual classroom: A
pedagogy for learning and teaching? Modern Language Journal, 94(1), 103-115.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2009.00986.x

Creswell, J. (2014). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research: International edition (4th ed.), Electronic

Package. Boston: Pearson.

Doiz, A., Lasagabaster, D., & Sierra, J. (2013). Globalisation, internationalisation,
multilingualism and linguistic strains in higher education. Studies in Higher

Education. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.642349

Eser, O., & Dikilitas, K. (2017). Learners’ perceptions of translation in English as the

medium of instruction (EMI) at university level. Journal of Education and Practice,

8(8), 124-129. Retrieved from

Fierman, W. (2006). Language and education in post-Soviet Kazakhstan: Kazakh-medium
instruction in urban schools. The Russian Review, 65(1), 98-116.

https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-9434.2005.00388.x

Garcia, O. (2009). Chapter 3: Bilingualism and translanguaging. In O. Garcia (Ed.),
Bilingual education in the 21st century: A global perspective (pp. 42-51). West

Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell.


http://ezproxy.lib.uconn.edu/login?url=https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ1139063&site=ehost-live
http://ezproxy.lib.uconn.edu/login?url=https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ1139063&site=ehost-live

PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 64

Garcia, O., & Sylvan, C. E. (2011). Pedagogies and practices in multilingual classrooms:
Singularities in pluralities. Modern Language Journal, 95(3), 385-400.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2011.01208.x.

Garcia, O., & Wei, L. (2014). Translanguaging: Language, bilingualism and education.

London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Goodman, B. A., & Lyulkun, N. A. (2010). Ukrainian, Russian, English: Language use
and attitudes of students at a Ukrainian university. Working Papers in Educational

Linguistics, 25(1), 77-93.

Groff, C. (2016). Multilingual policies and practices in Indian higher education.

Translanguaging in Higher Education: Beyond Monolingual Ideologies, 121-140.

Gu, M. (2014). From opposition to transcendence: The language practices and ideologies
of students in a multilingual university. International Journal of Bilingual Education

and Bilingualism, 17(3), 310-329. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2013.766148

Horner, K., & Weber, J. J. (2008). The language situation in Luxembourg. Current Issues

in Language Planning, 9(1), 69-128. https://doi.org/10.2167/cilp130.0

Horner, K., & Weber, J. J. (2017). Introducing multilingualism: A social approach.

Routledge.

Hult, F., & Hornberger, N. (2016). Revisiting orientations in language planning: Problem,
right, and resource as an analytical heuristic. Bilingual Review / La Revista Bilingue,

33(3), 30-49.



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 65

Karabay, A. (2017). STEM and Social Sciences students’ language-oriented academic
challenges in English medium of instruction (EMI) programs: The case of an
international university in Kazakhstan. (Master’s thesis, Nazarbayev University,

Astana, Kazakhstan). Retrieved from http://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/2557

Karlsson, A., Larsson, P. N., & Jakobsson, A. (2018). Multilingual students’ use of
translanguaging in science classrooms. International Journal of Science Education,

41(15), 2049-2069. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2018.1477261

Kasa, R., & Mhamed, A. A. S. (2013). Language policy and the internationalization of
higher education in the baltic countries. European Education, 45(2), 28-50.

https://doi.org/10.2753/EUE1056-4934450202

Kim, E. G., Kweon, S. O., & Kim, J. (2017). Korean engineering students’ perceptions of
English-medium instruction (EMI) and L1 use in EMI classes. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 38(2), 130-145.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2016.1177061

Kircher, R. (2016). Language attitudes among adolescents in Montreal: Potential lessons
for language planning in Quebec. Nottingham French Studies, 55(2), 239-259.

https://doi.org/10.3366/ nfs.2016.0151.

Kirkpatrick, A. (2014). The language(s) of HE: EMI and/or ELF and/or multilingualism?

The Asian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 4-15.

Klapwijk, N., & Van der Walt, C. (2016). English-plus multilingualism as the new

linguistic capital? Implications of university students’ attitudes towards languages of



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 66

instruction in a multilingual environment. Journal of Language, Identity and

Education, 15(2), 67-82. https://doi.org/10.1080/15348458.2015.1137475

Knight, J. (2013). The changing landscape of higher education internationalisation — for
better or worse? Perspectives: Policy and Practice in Higher Education, 17(3), 84—

90.

Kroskrity, P. V. (2007). Language Ideologies. A Companion to Linguistic Anthropology,

496-517. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470996522.ch22

Kuteeva, M. (2019). Revisiting the ‘E’ in EMI: students’ perceptions of standard English,
lingua franca and translingual practices. International Journal of Bilingual Education

and Bilingualism, 23(3), 287-300. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1637395

Kuzhabekova, A. (2019). Language use among secondary school students in Kazakhstan.
Applied Linguistics Research Journal, 3(2), 1-14.

https://doi.org/10.14744/alrj.2019.29964

Lara Herrera, R. (2015). Mexican secondary school students' perception of learning the
history of Mexico in English. Profile Issues in Teachers Professional Development,

17(1), 105-120.

Lasagabaster, D. (2002). The role of instrumental and integrative attitudes in a

multilingual context. Actas Il Simposio Internacional de Bilinguismo, 1693-1705.

Lasagabaster, D., & Sierra, J. M. (2009). Immersion and CLIL in English: More
differences than similarities. ELT Journal, 64(4), 367-375.

https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccp082



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 67

Lewis, G., Jones, B., & Baker, C. (2012). Translanguaging: developing its
conceptualisation and contextualisation. Educational Research and Evaluation, 18(7),

655-670. https://doi.org/10.1080/13803611.2012.718490

Li, W., & Zhu, H. (2013). Translanguaging identities and ideologies: Creating
transnational space through flexible multilingual practices amongst Chinese
university students in the UK. Applied Linguistics, 34(5), 516-535.

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amt022

Macaro, E. (2020). Exploring the role of language in English medium instruction.
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 23(3), 263-276.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1620678

Macaro, E., Curle, S., Pun, J., An, J., & Dearden, J. (2018). A systematic review of
English medium instruction in higher education. Language Teaching, 51(1), 36-76.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444817000350

Makalela, L. (2016). Translanguaging practices in a South African institution of higher
learning: A case of ubuntu multilingual return. Translanguaging in Higher

Education: Beyond Monolingual Ideologies, 11-28.

Mazak, C. M., & Herbas-Donoso, C. (2015). Translanguaging practices at a bilingual
university: a case study of a science classroom. International Journal of Bilingual
Education and Bilingualism, 18(6), 698—714.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2014.939138



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 68

Mazak, C. M., Mendoza, F., & Mangonéz, L. P. (2016). Professors translanguaging in
practice: Three cases from a bilingual university. Translanguaging in Higher

Education: Beyond Monolingual Ideologies, 70-90.

Mehisto, P., Kambatyrova, A., and Nurseitova, K. (2014). Three in one? Trilingualism in
policy and educational practice. In D. Bridges (ed.), Educational Reform and
Internationalisation: The Case of School Reform in Kazakhstan. (pp. 152-176).

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Mbirimi-Hungwe, V. (2019). Stepping beyond linguistic boundaries in multilingual
Science education: Lecturer’s perceptions of the use of translanguaging. Southern
African Linguistics and Applied Language Studies, 37(1), 15-26.

https://doi.org/10.2989/16073614.2019.1598877

Milroy, J. (2001). Language ideologies and the consequences of standardization. Journal

of Sociolinguistics, 5(4), 530-555. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9481.00163

MoES (Ministry of Education and Science) (2010). State program for education and
science in the republic of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020. Astana: Ministry of Education

and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

MOoES (Ministry of Education and Science) (2015). Dorozhnaya karta razvitiya
trekhyazychnogo obrazovaniya na 2015-2020. [Roadmap of Trilingual Education
Development for 2015-2020]. Retrieved from

http://lumckrg.gov.kz/content/view/1/478



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 69

Mokhtar, M. M. (2015). Lecturers’ and students’ beliefs in code-switching: a Malaysian
polytechnic context. TEFLIN Journal - A Publication on the Teaching and Learning

of English, 26(1), 85. https://doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v26i1/85-96

Muthanna, A., & Miao, P. (2015). Chinese students’ attitudes towards the use of English-
medium instruction into the curriculum courses: A case study of a national key
university in Beijing. Journal of Education and Training Studies, 3(5), 59-69.

https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v3i5.920

Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education (2014). Development of strategic
directions for education reforms in Kazakhstan for 2015-2020, Diagnostic report.

Astana: Indigo print.

Ospanova, S. (2017). University students’ perceptions of and experiences with code-
switching in a programme with English-medium instruction. (Master’s thesis,
Nazarbayev University, Astana, Kazakhstan). Retrieved from

http://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/2577

Palfreyman, D. M., & Al-Bataineh, A. (2018). ‘This is my life style, Arabic and English’:
students’ attitudes to (trans)languaging in a bilingual university context. Language

Awareness, 27(1-2), 79-95. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2018.1431244

Piller, 1. (2015). Language ideologies. The international encyclopedia of language and

social interaction, 1-10.

Poza, L. E. (2018). The language of ciencia: translanguaging and learning in a bilingual
science classroom. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism,

21(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2015.1125849



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 70

Rivera, A. J., & Mazak, C. (2016). Analyzing student perceptions on translanguaging: a
case study of a Puerto Rican university classroom. HOW, 24(1), 122-138.

https://doi.org/10.19183/how.24.1.312

Rivera, A. J., & Mazak, C. (2019). Pedagogical translanguaging in a Puerto Rican
university classroom: an exploratory case study of student beliefs and practices.
Journal of Hispanic Higher Education, 18(3), 225-2309.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1538192717734288

Ruiz, R. (1984). Orientations in language planning. NABE Journal, 8(2), 15-34.

doi:10.1080/08855072.1984.10668464

Saxena, M. (2009). Construction & deconstruction of linguistic otherness: Conflict &
cooperative code-switching in (English/) bilingual classrooms. English Teaching:

Practice and Critique, 8(2), 167-187.

Saxena, M. (2014). “Critical diglossia” and “lifestyle diglossia”: development and the
interaction between multilingualism, cultural diversityand English. International

Journal of the Sociology of Language, 2014(225), 91-112.

Seitzhanova, A., Plokhikh, R., Baiburiev, R., & Tsaregorodtseva, A. (2015). New trend of
education in Kazakhstan: English as the medium of instruction. Perspectives of
Innovations, Economics and Business, 15(3), 113-116.

https://doi.org/10.15208/pieb.2015.11

Smagulova, J. (2008). Language policies of kazakhization and their influence on language
attitudes and use. Multilingualism in Post-Soviet Countries, 11(3-4), 166.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050802148798



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 71

Soler-Carbonell, J., Saarinen, T., & Kibbermann, K. (2017). Multilayered perspectives on
language policy in higher education: Finland, Estonia, and Latvia in comparison.
Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 38(4), 301-314.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2016.1198356

Sayer, P. (2013) Translanguaging, TexMex, and bilingual pedagogy: Emergent bilinguals

learning through the vernacular. TESOL Quarterly 47(1), 63-88.

Tarnopolsky, O. B., & Goodman, B. A. (2014). The ecology of language in classrooms at
a university in eastern Ukraine. Language and Education, 28(4), 383-396.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2014.890215

Teklesellassie, Y., & Boersma, E. (2018). Attitudes towards code-switching in an English-
medium content classroom. PASAA: Journal of Language Teaching and Learning in

Thailand, 55, 57-77.

Wang, D. (2016). Translanguaging in Chinese foreign language classrooms: Students and
teachers’ attitudes and practices. International Journal of Bilingual Education and

Bilingualism, 22(2), 138-149. DOI: 10.1080/13670050.2016.1231773

Wei, L. (2011). Moment Analysis and translanguaging space: Discursive construction of
identities by multilingual Chinese youth in Britain. Journal of Pragmatics, 43(5),

1222-1235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.07.035

[Tenaroram Oy Iy T HAUUCIIATH 3apIUIaTy MO HOBBIM Kodddurmentam ¢ 1 urons. (2019).

Retrieved from https://strategy2050.kz/ru/news/52994/



PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS MULTILINGUAL PRACTICES 72

Appendix A: Interview Protocol
Time of interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this interview. The interview will take
about 30 minutes, you will be asked questions concerning the use of languages in your
repertoire in the EMI STEM academic setting. You may elaborate on your answers and
talk about what you think might be useful to understand how languages are used in your
studies.

Linguistic repertoires:

What languages do you speak and which of them is your first language?
Which of them do you speak at home/ with friends/ with professors?

What was your language of instruction before coming to study in English?
What is you major and what are the subjects at your major that you study in
English?

5. Why did you choose to study biology in English?

o RE

Perceptions:

6. Are you allowed to use your first language along with English in the
classroom? If yes, how? If not, why?

7. In what cases do you usually use languages other than English? Why does it
happen?

8. Why do you think you sometimes/never/rarely use languages other than
English in the classroom?

9. Do you prefer to use your first language in discussions/ explanation of concepts
and other classroom activities that are conducted in English?

10. Do you feel you understand better when you are allowed/ not allowed to use
your first language? If yes, how? If not, why? IF YES: Could you please give
examples of concepts or classroom situations when you use your L1?

11. Does it affect your English language learning? In what ways?

12. What do you think the reasons for your teacher to use/ not use the first language
are?

Attitudes:

13. What do you feel about being able to use/ not to use your first language in the
classroom?

14. What do you feel about your teacher using/not using your first language in the
classroom?

15. If you happen to use your first language, what do you think the impression of
others might be (peers, professors)?
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Do you personally accept this kind of language alternations/ switching between
languages?

How do you perceive this language alternation process? Positive? Negative?
Why?

Do you think you and your groupmates benefit from switching between the
languages? Why?

Do you feel more confident in speaking English or your first language during
the lessons taught in English?

Would you like to use your L1 more often in your EMI classroom to
communicate with peers?

Would you prefer to use your L1 to communicate with the professor?

Thank you very much! That was my last question. Is there anything you would like
to add?

If I have any additional questions about your answers, can | please contact you later?
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Appendix B: Consent Forms
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Perceptions and attitudes of students towards multilingual practices in an EMI STEM
classroom at two Kazakhstani universities

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on multilingual
practices in science classroom where English is a medium of instruction. The main
purpose of this study is to explore university students’ perception of and attitudes towards
these linguistic practices. You participate in a face-to-face interview which consists of 10-
15 questions. If you agree when asked before the interview commencement, your answers
will be audio-recorded. Your name and the name of the university will be substituted by
pseudonyms in all stages of the study and in all documents, including field notes,
electronic files and the final report for thesis. All the electronic data for the study will be
stored in the researcher’s computer secured by the password known only to the researcher
for the next 3 years.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal. There might
be questions you may not want to answer. If so, those questions can be omitted. Your
teachers and the departments’ staff will get no information related to your participation.
The benefits which may reasonably be expected to result from this study are: you will have
an opportunity to speak about your experiences with learning subjects instructed in the
English language. You may learn about what it means to be a part of research and you will
get the results of this study. In addition, considerations about ways of implementing
English medium instruction at universities can be made based on the findings of this study,
which may be a basis for future research on multilingualism in the context of Kazakhstan.
Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your grades at
university.

PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate
in this project, please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to
withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The alternative is not to participate. You have
the right to refuse to answer particular questions. The results of this research study may be
presented at scientific or professional meetings or published in scientific journals.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student
work, Professor Mukul Saxena, mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz

Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if
you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights
as a participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to speak to someone
independent of the research team at +7 7172 709359. You can also write an email to the

NUGSE Research Committee at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Please sign this consent from if you agree to participate in this study.


mailto:mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz
mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
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e | have carefully read the information provided;

¢ | have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the
study;

e | understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential
information will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone

else;
e | understand that | am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a
reason;
e With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in
this study.
Signature: Date:

The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.
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BEPTTEY X KX¥YMBbICBHI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACbI

VHUBEPCUTET CTYJCHTTEPiHIH aFbUILIBIH TLUTIH/E OKBITBUIATHIH FHUIBIMH Ca0aKTaFbl
KONTUIAIKTI KOJIJaHy TOXKIpUOeciHiH KaObu1Iayhl )KoHE KOJIIaHyFa JereH Ke3KapacTaphbl

CHUITATTAMA: Ci3 yHUBEPCUTET CTYJCHTTEPIHIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHAEC OKBITHUIATHIH
FBUIBIMU cabaKTaFpl KONTULAIKTI KOJAaHY TOKIpUOECIHIH Kallall KaObUIIalTHIHFbI )KOHE
KOJIJIaHyFa JIETEH KO3KapacTapbIH 3epTTEyTre OaFbITTaIFaH 3ePTTEY KYMBICHIHA KAThICYFa
MIAKBIPBUIBIT OTHIPCHI3. Ci3re 3epTTey KYMBICHIHBIH MakcaTbiHa OaitmansicThl 10-15
CypakTap/iaH TYpaThlH cyx0aTTa KaTeicy YChIHbUIaAbI. Ci3 pU3albIK KOPCETCeHi3, cyxoar
TUKTO(OH apKbUIBI Ka3buiaapl. Ci3/IiH kKeke 6ac MoIIMETTEPIHI3 Il )Kacklpy MaKcaThIHAA
MeH Ci3iH aThIHBRAB )koHe Ci3iH OUTIM ajaThiH )KOFapbl OKY OPHBIHBI3IBIH aThIH
JICCePTALMSIHBI ka3y yAepici 00iibl KOJIaHBUIATHIH JAKalM aTIeH aybICThIPAMBIH KOHE Op
BIKTUMAJT aKIapar JUCcCepTaIusIaH )KOWbUTAThIH 00staael. MeH cyx0arTaH jKoHe
KaJlarajay/JiaH aJIblHFaH eCKepPTITe )Ka30aapIblH TYITHYCKAIAPhl MEH 3JIEKTPOHIBIK
KeIIpMeNepiH Kynus skepje cakrayra yone 6epeMin. Cyx0aT TUKTOGOH apKbLIbI
JKa3blIca, MEH JBIOBIC Ka30aapabl TeK MEHIH KOJDKETIMIUTITIM Oap KoHE KYIUICo30¢H
KOpFaJiFaH Jepoec KoMnbroTepimMae cakraiMbIH. XKazbamap KOMIOTEPIMIE YT JKbUI
OOMBI caKTaIabl.

OTKI3BUUIETIH YAKDBITbI: Cizaig katsicybiHbI3 1aMaMeH 30-40 MUHYT yaKbITBIHBI3 b
ayajpl.

3EPTTEY ) KYMBICBIH AKATBICYJIBIH KAYIIITEPI MEH ITAMJIACHI:
3epTTey )KYMBICBIHA KaThICYIbIH KayinTepi oTe a3. CyxOarra Ci3 xayan 6epyiHi3
KETIMEHTIH cypakTap 001ybl MyMKiH. Oaif 6oJica, MEH COHIal CypaKTapabl KaJIIbIPaMbIH.
Ciznig 3epTTeyre KaThICybIHBI3Fa OaifIaHBICTBI aKIapaT OKBITYIIBIIApFa 1a, Kadeapaaarsl
0acka KbI3METKEpJIepre JIe KOJKETIMCI3. 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICYIHBI3IBIH Keleciiei
naigacel 00ysl MyMKiH: Ci3/1H aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHE OKYBIHBI3Fa OaHTaHBICTHI
ToxipuOeHi30eH Oemicy. Ci3 3epTTeyre KaTbiCy JeTeHiH OLTyiHi3 MYMKIH KOHE 3epTTeyIiH
Hotmwkenepi Cizre KowketiMai 6omanbl. Oxan 6acka, OChI 3epTTEYIIH HOTHKENIEPl
OOMBIHIIIA aFBUTIIBIH TLT1 APKBUTBI OLTIM ally/1bl YHUBEPCUTET JCHIECHiH/Ie KYy3ere
aCBIPYIBIH TOCUIIEPiH KapacThIpyFa 060maasl. OChI 3epTTEY KYMBICHI KONTUIIIK
Kasakcranna ozian opi 3epTTeilyiHe HET131H calybl MYMKIH. 3epTTey *KYMBIChIHA KaTbICyFa
KeniciM OepyiHi3 Hemece 6ac TapTybIHbI3 Ci3[1IH YHUBEPCUTETTEr1 OaranapbIlHbI3Fa eIl
ocepiH TUTi30eH /.

KATBICYHIbI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 6epinres ¢opMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3€pPTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KaTBICyFa IIelIiM KaObuiaacanpi3, Ci3iH KaThICYbIHBI3 €PIKT1 TypJe eKeHIH
xa0apinaiiMmbi3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajlaFaH yaKbITTa albIIIyJl TeJeMeN xKoHe Ci3/1H
QJIEYMETTIK JKeHUTAIKTEPIHI3Te eIl KeCipiH TUT130el 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KAaThICY TyPaJbl
KeTiCIMIHI3/11 Kepi KalTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3epTTey *KYMBIChIHA
MYJIJIEM KaThICTIAybIHBI3FA JIa TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. Conmaii-ak, KaHaau na oip
CypakTapra jxkayar 0epmeyiHi3re je 907eH 0601aapl. by 3epTTey KYMBICHIHBIH
HOTHXKETEpl akaJIeMUsIIBIK HeMece KociOn MakcaTTapa Oacmara YChIHBUTYBI HeMece
IIBIFAPBUTY Bl MYMKIH.

BAWJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:
Cypaxmapuinpiz: Erep xKypri3iin OTEIpFaH 3epTTey KYMBICHIHBIH MTPOIEC], KAyl MEeH
apTHIKIIBIIBIKTApBI TYPAJIbl CYPaFbIHBI3 HEMECE IIaFBIMBIHBI3 00JIca, Keeci OaiiaHbIC
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Kypajiiapbl apKbUIbl 3epTTEYIIIHIH FhUIbIMU keTekurici [Ipodeccop Mykyn Cakcenara

xabapacybiHbi3Fa 6omaapl: mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz.

/epoec baiinanvic aknapammapwi: Erep 6epiireH 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH KYPri3iTyiMeH
KaHaraTTaHOacaHbI3 HEMEce CYpaKTapbIHBI30EH MIarbIMIapBIHEI3 OoJica, HazapOaes
Yuuepcureti XKorapsl biiim 6epy Mektebinig 3eprrey KoMuTeTiMEH KOpCETIITeH
Oaifimanblic Kypanaapbl apKbUIbl XabapiacyblHbI3ra Oonaasl: +77172 70 93 59,

3JIEKTPOHIBIK moriTa gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICyFa KelliCiIMiHi3/1 OepceHi3, 6epiireH ¢popmara Ko
KOIOBIHBI3/IbI CYpaiiMbI3.

e MeH Gepuired popMaMeH MYKHUST TaHBICTBIM;

e MaraH 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH MaKCcaThl MEH OHBIH TPOIIEyPACHI KABIH/Ia TOIBIK
aKrmapar Oepii;

e JKunakranraH aKmapar IeH KYIHs MAJTiMETTepre TeK 3epTTEYLIiHIH 03iHe
KOJDKETIM/TI )KOHE MOJIIM OOJIaTHIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH Ke3 KereH YakbITTa elKaHaal TYCIHIKTEMEeCi3 3epTTey KYMbIChIHA
KaTBICYIaH 0ac TapTybIMa OOJaTHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH XOFapblia aTablll ©TKEH aKNapaTThl CAHAIBI TYPJIE KaObUIAAIl, OCHI 3ePTTEY
KYMBICBIHA KaTBICYFa 63 KeliciMiMIl OepemiH.

Kot Kyni:

3epTTey KYMbICHI KeJleCeMiHIH aKNapaTThIK (popMachbiHA KOJI 7KOHEe KYHI KOWbLJIFaH
kemipmeci Cisne Kanaasbl.
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®OPMA NTHO®OPMHUPOBAHHOI'O COI'JIACHUA

Kak cTyneHTsl 1Byx yHuBepcuTeToB KazaxcTtaHa BOCIPUHUMAIOT U OTHOCATCS K
MOJHUA3BIYHBIM NpakTHKaM Ha STEM ypoke ¢ aHTTTHICKUM S3bIKOM 00yUYeHHS

OIIMCAHME: Bbl npurianieHbl IpUHATh Y4aCTHE B UCCIICIOBAHUU T10 MTPAKTUKAM
UCIOJIb30BAHMUS A3bIKa HA YPOKE OMOJIOTUH C aHTIIMMCKUM SI3bIKOM 00y4eHus. I maBHas
L[e/1b 3aKJIF0YAETCS B MCCIIEJOBAaHUM BOCIIPUATHUS M OTHOLIEHUS CTYACHTOB YHUBEPCUTETA K
MOJIUSI3bIYHBIM MPAKTHKaM (MCIIOJIb30BaHUE A3BIKOB). Bam Oy et nmpeioskeHo NpUHSTh
ydacTHE B MHIUBUIyaJIbHOM MHTEPBBIO, cocTosmee u3 10-15 Bonpocos. C Bamero
COIJIallIEHUs] THTEPBbIO OyAeT 3anucaHo Ha AMKTo(oH. Barie nMs u Ha3BaHue
yHHMBepcHuTeTa OyyT 3aMEHEHBI [ICEBJOHMMAaMH Ha BCEX ITaNax UCCIEA0BaHMs, B TOM
YHCIIe B 3aMUCAX C HAOMIOJEHNUH, B 3JIEKTPOHHBIX (aiiyiaX M KOHEUHBIX OTYeTax
pe3yabTaTOB, B LENAX cOXpaHeHus Bameit anornmuoct. Bee anexTponssle daitnbl Oy myT
XPaHUTHCS Ha MEPCOHATBLHOM KOMITBIOTEPE UCCIIEeI0BATENS], 3alUIIICHHbIE TapOJIEM, B
TE€YEHUE CIECNYIOIUX TPEX JET.

BPEMS YUYHACTUA: Bame yuactue notpedyet okosio 30-40 MUHYT.

PUCKHU U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: Pucku, cBsI3aHHBIC C HCCIICIOBAHUEM MUHHMAJIBHEI.
Ecnu Bel He 3axoTHTE OTBEYATh HA TOT WJIM MHOW BOIIPOC IO KAKOM-TO MIPUYUHE, 3TOT
BOIpOC OyzeT npoinyileH. Bamum yuynTens 1 aJMUHUCTpALUs YHUBEPCUTETA HE Oy Ay T
UMETb JOCTYI K MOoTy4eHHo! oT Bac nndopmaruu. B kauecTBe 0xuaeMbIx
MIPEUMYIIECTB B PE3YJIHTATE UCCIEIOBAHUSA MOKHO PaCCMaTPUBATh BO3MOKHOCTh
noJeuThes Bammm onbIToM 00yueHHs Ha aHIVIMHCKOM si3bIKe. BBl MOXKeTe y3HaTh, YTO
3HA4YUT OBITh YACTBIO UCCIIEeI0BaHMs, U Bam OyayT npenocTaBieHbl pe3yabTaTbl JaHHON
pabotel. KpoMe Toro, Ha OCHOBaHUH PE3yJIbTATOB JaHHOTO UCCIIEOBAaHHUS MOKHO OyaeT
paccMOTpeTh crioco0bl peanu3anuy 00yueHHs OCPEACTBOM aHTIMICKOro sI3bIKa B
yHUuBepcuTerax. Takke, JaHHOE HUCCIEJOBAaHUE MOXKET IIOCIY>KUTh OCHOBOM IS
JAIBHEMIIET0 U3y4eHUs NOJIAA3bIUMs B KOHTEKCTe Kasaxcrana. Baue pemenue o
corylacuy 100 OTKa3e B y4aCTUH HHUKaKUM 00pa3oM He MOBJIMseT Ha Bamm oneHku B
YHUBEPCUTETE.

INPABA YYACTHUMKOB: Ecnu Bsl npounTanu gaHHyio (GopMy U peIIniIg IpUHAThH
y4acTHE B JaHHOM HCCIIEI0BaHUM, Bbl TOKHBI MOHMMATh, uTO Bame yuacTtue aBisercs
JOOpPOBOJIBHBIM U 4TO y Bac ecTh mpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOE COTJIACUE UITH MPEKPATHTD
ydacTHe B Jito0oe BpeMsi 6e3 ITpadHbIX CAaHKIMI 1 0€3 TOTEpH COLMAIIbHOIO MaKeTa,
KoTOopbIit Bam npenocrapisnu. B kayecTBe aibTepHATHUBBI MOXKHO HE y4acTBOBATh B
uccnenoBanuu. Taxke Brl umeere npaBo He OTBEUaTh Ha Kakue-1100 BOIPOCHI.
Pe3ynbTarhl 1aHHOTO MCCIEI0BaHUS MOTYT OBITh IIPE/ICTABJIECHBI MJIN OIYOJINKOBAHBI B
HaY4YHBIX WM IPOPECCUOHATBHBIX LEIIsX.

KOHTAKTHASA UH®OPMAILUSA:

Bonpocwi: Ecnn y Bac ecTh BOIIPOCHI, 3aMeYaHUs WK XKaJ00bl 10 TIOBOAY JTaHHOT'O
HCCIIEI0BaHMsL, IPOLIELYPBI €r0 IPOBEAEHMS, PUCKOB U IIPEUMYILECTB, Bbl MOoXkeTe
CBSA3aTbCA C PyKOBOJUTEISIM MarucTepckoro tezuca uccienosarens: [Ipopeccop Mykyn
Cakcena, mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz.

Hesageucumoie konmaxkmui: Eciii Bbl He yI0BIETBOPEHBI IPOBEICHUEM JAHHOTO
HCCIEeI0BaHMsl, €M y Bac BO3HUKIM Kakue-1100 npo0semsl, 5kano0bl UM BONIPOCkl, Bbl
MoxeTe cBsizatbes ¢ Komurerom MccnenoBannii Beicmeit [lkonsr O6pazoBanust
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HazapGaeB YHuBepcutera, OTIpaBUB MUCHMO Ha AJIEKTPOHHBIN aapec

gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[oxanyiicta, moxmuIInMTe JaHHYIO ¢opMy, ecau Bbl cormacHbl yd4acTBOBaTh B
UCCIIEJOBAHNH.

* S BHUMATENbHO U3YYWII MIPEACTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIHIO;

*  MHe npenocTaBIIN OTHYIO HHPOPMAIIHIO O TENISIX U MPOIIeIype UCCIICIOBAHNUS,

* S monmuMaro, Kak OyIyT MCIIOJIB30BaHbI COOpaHHBIC TAHHBIC, U YTO JIOCTYII K JII000#
KOHGUACHINATHEHOW nH(OpMaluu OyJeT UMETh TOJIBKO HCCIEI0BaTENb;

° A INIOHUMAr, 4TO BIpPAaBC B JIFO0OOH MOMEHT OTKa3aTbCid OT ydyaCTuss B JaHHOM
HCCleI0BaHnM 0e3 00bsICHEHUS PUYHNH;

* C MOJHBIM OCO3HAHHMEM BCETO BBIIEH3I0KEHHOTO 5 COTJIACEH MPUHSAThH y4acTue B
WCCIICJIOBAHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOH BOJIC.

IToxamuce: Hara:

Konus moanucanHoii 1 npoaaTupoBanHoii ¢opmbl HHGOPMHUPOBAHHOIO COTJIACHUS
ocraercs y Bac.
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Appendix C: Interview Transcript Sample
Interviewer: If you happen to use your fist language, what do you think the impression of
others might be, impression of peers, professors?
Aida: If | speak to the professor in my native language, you mean? like the whole question,
the whole sentence will be in English? oh I didn't think about it but...
Int: maybe you have witnessed some impressions or reactions?
Aida: Yes, they would be very strange. For instance, let's imagine that we're have lecture or
we're having some discussion and everybody speaks in English, right.. and then suddenly |
start to speak in my native language, for instance, in Russian or Kazakh, right. | guess
everybody will just stop speaking and look at me and they will just stare at me like "are you
stupid?”, "are you a fool?", "we're speaking here in English and why are you saying your
question in your language?", "we also can ask but we're not doing it, we're just asking in a
language we're allowed™. So, professor will be confused like "what's happening, why she's
asking me in a language that | maybe | don't know or maybe | know but not allowed". It
would be strange. And | guess that's why people don't ask in their native languages because
they already know the reaction would not be positive.
Int: But do you personally accept this kind of language alternations/ switching between
languages?
Aida: Right, I accept because | am actually practicing it, it's inevitable.
Int: Thank you. Do you think you and your group mates benefit from switching between
languages, like this?
Aida: From the biological perspective, yes. Because your brain becomes more flexible,
and your neuronal cells become more active when you're like "oh | should speak in
Russian, now we should speak in Kazakh and now we should speak in English™, so

switching from one language to another... they are doing a really hard work.
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