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Teachers have different views toward translanguaging, which is a pedagogical approach that has garnered signifi-
cant attention over the last decade. This study investigates the changes in attitudes towards translanguaging of
four teachers doing a master’s degree program in Kazakhstan through autoethnography. The findings revealed
that the teachers’ present attitudes were formed either during their teaching practice or while studying at graduate
school. Some participants’ attitudes were negative when they were teaching, and they mainly associated
translanguaging with low language competence and a deficient level of education. However, after a year of stud-
ying, the participants changed their attitudes into one that was more positive since they understood the value and
benefits of translanguaging. The study suggests that the MA program has the potential to be a good platform for
the development of teachers’ plurilingual competence and their appreciation of student plurilingualism.
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Introduction

Scholarly attention towards translanguaging has in-
creased since there has been a growing need for
teaching approaches that leverage learners’ whole
linguistic repertoire. Translanguaging is seen as a
lens with a descriptive, theoretical, and pedagogical
aspects, which could be a progressive tool for use in
dismantling the pedagogical approaches that require
the use of English only (Tian et al., 2020, p. 1). Spe-
cifically, scholars use translanguaging to refer to
multimodal and multidiscursive practices of bilin-
gual communication (Garcia, 2009), a pedagogical
strategy in multilingual education that leverages stu-
dents’ whole linguistic repertoire (Baker, 2011;
Creese & Blackledge, 2010) and a theoretical con-
cept that goes beyond the artificial boundaries of
language (Wei, 2018). The success of learners’ lan-
guage development partially depends on the strate-
gic and effective use of translanguaging by teachers
(Wei, 2011). In their turn, teachers’ views and be-
liefs about language has considerably defined the
language policy in classrooms. As the concept itself
is an emerging one in the Kazakhstani education
system (Garrett, 2013; McMillan & Rivers, 2011),
there is room for the research of multilingual prac-
tices and plurilingual competence of individuals.
While Kazakhstani teachers’ attitudes toward
translanguaging have been explored (Alzhanova,
2020; Amaniyazova, 2020; Goodman & Tastanbek,
2020; Tastanbek, 2019), it is yet to be researched
how teachers adjust their views when they start
teaching, which includes encountering students and
their plurilingual differences. Finally, how successful
MA in Multilingual Education is as a program that
includes elements of teacher education when it
comes to reconfiguring teachers’ attitudes to multi-
lingual and plurilingual practices remains unclear.

Specifically, the program was chosen because, ac-
cording to Nazarbayev University Graduate School
of Education (n.d.), it “focuses on the development
of teaching, curriculum development, assessment,
policy analysis, and research skills in the areas of ed-
ucational language policy in general, and language
teaching in particular.” Therefore, this study was
aimed at exploring whether there are changes in
teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging, and thus
the following research questions were posed:

1. How have teachers’ attitudes towards
translanguaging changed after having teaching expe-
rience?

2. How have teachers’ attitudes towards
translanguaging changed after enrollment to an MA
in Multilingual education program?

Literature review

Translanguaging in pedagogy, a concept our study
builds on, is an umbrella term for practices that in-
clude switching codes both intra- and intersenten-
tially, coining new words or, in short, the flexible
employment of the home and the target languages
in different modes and discourses (Allard, 2017;
Creese & Blackledge, 2010). It may be used for scaf-
folding, identity affirmation and interpersonal com-
munication (Makalela, 2015). Concerning this multi-
discursive practice in classrooms, Macaro (2014)
identified three positions held by foreign language
(FL) teachers: the virtual, the maximal and the opti-
mal positions. The positions defined by Macaro
were used as a framework in the study conducted by
Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), who found that most
university instructors’ hold the maximal position to-
ward translanguaging. The use of those positions
for the theoretical framework is further justified by
a body of literature.

Correspondence: serikbolsyn.tastanbek@nu.edu.kz



CHANGES IN TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS TRANSLANGUAGING | 4

The virtual position

According to Macaro (2014), teachers with the vir-
tual position do not see any value in translanguaging
as they think the best way to learn English is by us-
ing only English. The assumption about the nega-
tive consequences of mixing languages may lead to
teachers’ unfavorable attitudes towards
translanguaging depicted in classroom practices.
The strategies employed by FL teachers with the
virtual position might range from maximizing the
use of target language or minimizing the extent of
students’ native language use to disallowing first lan-
guage (L1) practices in the process of acquiring a
new language. Thus, the 20th Century is regarded as
the era of “anti-L.1 attitude” (Cook, 2001, Avoid us-
ing the L1 in the classroom section, para. 4). Adop-
tion of a monolingual approach implies ignoring
learners’ plurilingual competences (Moore & Gajo,
2009) and prescribing certain standards to be
reached. The increasing incidences of the multilin-
gual approach have not superseded the monoglossic
view of translanguaging. Some teachers tend to re-
fuse to tolerate the use of L1 in FL classrooms be-
ing driven by a feeling of guilt (Cook, 2001; Creese
& Blackledge, 2010), a strong belief in native-like
fluency being the desired outcome (Cummins,
2009), and the absence of competence in students’
L1 (Mcmillan & Rivers, 2011).

The Maximal Position

Teachers’ maximal position could be described as
them being unfamiliar with translanguaging strate-
gies, but still resorting to them nonetheless (Macaro,
2014). Despite the growing demand for the holistic
view of bilingual education and an acknowledgment
of the potential of students’ multilingual resources
in learning a target language (Cenoz & Gorter,
2011), numerous teachers continue resisting these
new views (Allard, 2017). However, use of
translanguaging has been documented in classes
based on naturally occurring situations such as ex-
planation of the content, translational activities, peer
and group work for gaining an understanding of the
content in the target language (Coste et al., 2009).
Thus, the teachers in the two studies (Allard, 2017;
Coste et al., 2009) admit the importance of
translanguaging in learning a target language, but
still do not know how to strategize the flexible use
of the languages of the students in the class to reach
expected learning outcomes. As a result, teachers’
unawareness of translanguaging pedagogy occasion-
ally leads to a cautious use of students’ L1 and less
effective teaching (Escobar & Dillard-Paltrineri,

2015). The empirical studies conducted by Allard
(2017), Coste et al. (2009) and Escobar and Dillard-
Paltrineri (2015) revealed teachers’ inability to har-
ness students’ multilingual resources in effective lan-
guage acquisition that led to ambiguous attitudes to-
wards language mixing in language classes.

The Optimal Position

In EFL classrooms some teachers tend to use L1
“to some degree purposefully, without feelings of
regret” to enhance knowledge and understanding of
students about particular aspects of topics (Amani,
2013, p. 4). Such an attitude of teachers where L1 is
strategically used in English FL classrooms are clas-
sified by Macaro as an optimal position (2014). An-
other researcher, Cook (2001), suggests a few exam-
ples that could be equivalent to the optimal
position. One of them is a “New Concurrent
Method” (Cook, 2001, p.412) where teachers use 1.1
to praise or rebuke a student during the lesson, and
to explicate significant conceptions and ideas. In
other words, teachers can allow their students to
rely on L1, which leads to translanguaging when us-
ing a new vocabulary, but when students gradually
obtain the vocabulary, teachers decrease the level of
L1 use in the classroom. The second one is the
“Community Language Learning” approach where
students’ L1 comes out as the “initiator of meaning
and attaches the L1 to the target language” (Cook,
2001, p.412). In other words, the .1 is used to
deepen the learning and to add to knowledge (Petty,
2009). Teachers with an optimal position value stu-
dents’ “plurilingual asset” (Moore & Gajo, 2009, p.
149) and see it as a facilitator of learning. It implies
translanguaging is harnessed in the classroom and
valued as a pedagogical tool when an optimal posi-
tion is adopted.

The above-mentioned positions developed by
Macaro (2014) are on the continuum of varying de-
grees of support toward translanguaging. Hence,
they allow for the accurate tracking of the direction
of attitudinal changes if used as a theoretical frame-
work in this study.

Factors behind changes in attitude toward
translanguaging

Even if one originally held a virtual or a maximal
position, this can shift to an optimal one or vice
versa under certain circumstances. Firstly, plurilin-
gual students are recognized as factors for changes
in the participating tutor’s “teaching and how he
plans for his students” (Woodley & Brown, 2016, p.
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91). Teacher’s attitude to translanguaging is then
shaped by classroom language ecology or student
linguistic repertoire. Translanguaging is also dis-
cussed from an ecological perspective in Allard’s
(2017) work: students in an unsupportive environ-
ment rejected teacher translanguaging making the
teachers less likely to regard translanguaging as an
efficient tool for pedagogical and interpersonal pur-
poses.

Still, another factor, teacher education, adds another
layer to pedagogic translanguaging by providing
teachers with a theoretical and a pedagogical under-
pinning (Makalela, 2015). Pre-service and in-service
teacher education might explicitly or implicitly de-
velop teachers” multilingualism and plural self-
meaning, thus giving form to their view of
translanguaging as argued by Makalela (2015). For
instance, the teacher in Woodley and Brown’s
(2016) study credits working with The City Univer-
sity of New York-New York State Initiative on
Emergent Bilinguals for enlightening him on how to
scaffold and connect students to content. Indeed,
teacher education at all stages form teachers’ atti-
tude to various concepts including translanguaging,
and makes them linguistically responsive (Lucas &
Villegas, 2013). Macaro (2014) implies that learning
about multilingualism (e.g., translanguaging) helps
pre-service teachers reconstruct their views, which
makes teacher education as powerful a factor as stu-
dent linguistic diversity.

As the literature reveals, teaching experiences and
teacher education affect attitudinal changes. Conse-
quently, this study’s questions were developed to
see if those factors influence teachers’ attitudes to-
ward translanguaging in the educational settings of
Kazakhstan.

Methodology

This research project was inspired by the lived expe-
riences of the participants. To accurately capture the
changes in their attitude towards the central phe-
nomenon that is translanguaging, autoethnography
was chosen. Autoethnography is a methodological
approach that allows the authors to conduct a self-
critical reflection on certain topics (Ellis & Bochner,
2000). At the time that this research was being con-
ducted, the four members (P1, P2, P3 and P4) of
the research group were MA students in Multilin-
gual Education with teaching backgrounds. The re-
searchers attempted to deepen their understanding
of the central phenomenon by reflecting on their
teaching and MA study experiences, interpreting
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gathered data, and trying to find similar and differ-
ent discourses. Thus, the researchers tried to gain
insight into the studied topic through self-studying

since they are representatives of the targeted popu-
lation (Chang, 2008).

Data were collected through open-ended written in-
terviews. This made it possible for participants to
take their time and think about their past and pre-
sent beliefs, and then provide full and honest re-
sponses. Therefore, this instrument enabled our re-
search group to gain a deeper understanding about
changes in teachers’ attitudes towards translanguag-
ing, which represents the central phenomenon (Cre-
swell, 2014). Besides, such bilingual education
scholars as Makalela (2015) and Palmer et al. (2014)
also used interviews to gain the results of their re-
search. The interview questions were based on the
theoretical framework of Macaro (2014) and the
findings of previous empirical studies. The interview
was conducted via an electronic format, and the re-
searchers typed their answers in an online document
on Google Docs. Then, the data were coded, and
those codes were categorized into themes. Firstly,
the participants’ attitudes towards translanguaging
before their enrollment in the program were ana-
lyzed; similar and different patterns were sought for
and different patterns were explained. Secondly, the
gathered data on researchers’ attitudes after the en-
rollment were interpreted. Then, these two groups
of analyzed data were compared to see the possible
changes in participants’ attitudes (Creswell, 2014).

Findings and Discussion

The collected data were analyzed with Macaro’s
(2014) three positionings in mind. Before the analy-
sis, the data were organized into two main stages-
past and present experiences- that shaped the par-
ticipants’ attitudes. Each stage includes codes that
were inferred from the interviews. This helped us to
track the change in their attitudes towards
translanguaging as a result of gaining teaching expe-
rience and enrollment to the Master’s program.

Theme 1. Virtual position

The gathered data shows that P1 and P4 took a vir-
tual position (Macaro, 2014) before starting the
Multilingual education program. P1 was convinced
that mixing languages was a feature commonly
found in “weak” (The interviewees’ words are fur-
ther given in quotations marks) people. A similar
observation was shared by P4 who used to associate
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“pure” language practices with “intelligent and lit-
erate personality”’. They held a strong belief in ad-
hering to the monolingual approach as the only way
to achieve foreign language teaching and learning
goals similar to the study participants of Doiz and
Lasagabaster (2017) and Yessenova (2016). P1 ad-
mits that the negative attitude of the society towards
mixing languages, one form of which is commonly
known as “shala Kazakh” (Akanova, 2017), shaped
her perception which resulted in her idealizing
L1/L2-free EFL classes with L1 and L2 being either
Kazakh and Russian or Russian and Kazakh. Dur-
ing their years at school, P1 and P4’s expectations
of English (L.3) only classes encountered the reality
of EFL teachers’ extensive and spontaneous
translanguaging practices which strengthened their
negative attitudes towards translanguaging and re-
sulted in their association of code mixing with un-
professionalism:

P1: “T used to think that it would be more
beneficial for me if my English teachers em-
ployed that approach [monolingual]. So, I de-
cided I would become the teacher whom I re-
ally needed as a schoolgirl”.

P4: “As a school learner I was always irritated
by English teachers whose rare use of English
in the class made English classes seem less
English but more classes of translation prac-
tices with some focus on grammar learning

2

too™.

Years later, both P1 and P4’s monoglossic views
were consolidated by the guidelines and recommen-
dations of their instructors in higher education. One
could say that they were modeled to use English
only to teach English as they saw their own instruc-
tors apply that method of teaching (de Mejia & Hé-
lot, 2015). Therefore, they had decisive goals and
principles when starting their teaching careers.
However, they faced a different reality when they
tried to establish English-only environments in
practice, and it did not succeed due to the high level
of students’ L.1/1.2 use and their low English lan-
guage competence. The complete banning of the
Kazakh or Russian languages by P1 and P4 resulted
in a deterioration of their students’ engagement
level, which caused them to switch from the virtual
to the maximal position:

P1: “They [students] don’t speak at all when
they are forbidden to speak Kazakh or Rus-
sian due to their extremely low proficiency in
the target language”.

P2: “Seeing students’ anxiety for learning and
loss of attention, flexibility in the use of L1
was inevitable, although it was undesirable
practice for me”.

The strategies employed by P1 and P4 ranged from
the translation of every phrase to scaffolding only at
a beginner level, and then gradually maximizing the
target language. These translanguaging practices
were more intuitive rather than strategic, hence the
translanguaging practices were regarded to be a re-
course or as a last resort. Although the employed
pedagogic strategies might have been based on the
teachers’ teaching experience, intuition and good
will, the teachers’ limited knowledge of effective
translanguaging pedagogy might have been detri-
mental to learner’s learning outcomes (Escobar &
Dillard-Paltrineri, 2015).

Theme 2. Maximal position

Features of teachers’ maximal positioning were dis-
played in P2 and P3’s as being predominant during
the stage of learning language, whilst two other par-
ticipants admitted the necessity of translanguaging
practices only during the first years of their teaching
experience. P2 and P3 had experienced a monolin-
gual vision of English language teaching (ELT) as
learners, but were aware of the use of the mother
tongue as an aid in ELT for beginners, describing
their attitudes to translanguaging as “tolerant™:

P2: “[I] used to tell something in English
slowly and cleatrly, then I tell the same thing in
L1 right away so that I could be sure that eve-
rybody understood me. ...I think that the Eng-
lish-only part can be started after learning at
least the basic level of English”.

P3: “[I] relied upon Kazakh or Russian mainly
to scaffold and check for comprehension. ...

I used less of them as they got better at Eng-
lish”.

This clearly illustrates a developed maximal posi-
tioning at the initial stage of teaching practice. De-
spite witnessing a dominance of monoglossic beliefs
in teaching circles, P2 and P3’s high awareness of
the benefits of translanguaging benefits equipped
them with the strategies in classroom language allo-
cation.

Unlike P2 and P3 who used translanguaging from
the beginning, P1 and P4 only gradually realized the
potential of translanguaging during their first years
of teaching (Makalela, 2015). Nevertheless, the in-
terviewees acknowledged their vision of English
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only classes as an ideal and ultimate goal for lan-
guage acquisition:

P1: “Imagine every language you know to be
different colors, which is pretty fascinating
when they are kept separately. Now, imagine
that you are mixing all those beautiful colors
in a pot. Eventually, you will get unpleasant
something strange and unpleasant in color...
I remember dreaming about the days when
we (I and my students) would use English
only”.

P4: “my view of how English should be
taught [was shaped] upon recommendations
and guidelines of my university faculty... I be-
came a total supporter of English only lan-
guage policy at classrooms”.

Such a belief that the use of native languages should
decrease as the English language proficiency in-
creases goes against what is advocated by scholars
such as Garcia (2009), Goodman and Tastanbek
(2020) and Celic and Seltzer (2013) who believe that
translanguaging is more than just a scaffolding ap-
proach.

At the same time, both P1 and P4 encountered
challenges in the face of schoolchildren’s anxiety in
learning language and had to adopt the use of L1
for the accommodation of their learners’ needs.
While P4 had established a translanguaging practice
as a part of providing instructions to their students,
P1 admitted to having a bitter “feeling of guilt” in
the acceptance of students’ L1 use.

Overall, the importance of translanguaging practices
for “scaffolding” and “meaning-making” influenced
all participants’ shift away from a one-language only
approach under school and language situations (Al-
lard, 2017). However, all of these four participants
indicated a deficiency of professional knowledge
and experience in harnessing translanguaging strate-
gies.

Theme 3. Optimal / Transitional position

While Macaro (2014) describes a teacher’s optimal
position as one where they are capable of building
on translanguaging for communicating and learning
and while avoiding unprincipled and impromptu
translanguaging, the findings of this study illustrate
that the four participants have yet to fully transition
to hold this position. More specifically, the posi-
tions of the participants fall between the maximal
and optimal positions. As it was inferred from the
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data, they all value translanguaging as a pedagogic
tool after having become acquainted with multilin-
gual education within their master’s program. In
other words, as said by Makalela (2015), the pro-
gram that covers some modules of teacher educa-
tion changes teachers’ attitudes to multilingualism.
Hence, a master’s program can succeed in providing
theoretical knowledge of translanguaging and trans-
forming its students to be linguistically responsive
(Lucas & Villegas, 2013). The students’ becoming
linguistically responsive could also be attributed to
the fact that although assignments are required to
be in English, the in-class discussions among stu-
dents are not restricted to the English language,
meaning that they can employ their whole linguistic
repertoire. However, they still have not discovered
ways to purposefully and efficiently employ
translanguaging techniques as revealed by P1 and
P3.

P1: “However, I feel I still don’t have a clear
understanding of how to use it properly due
to a lack of knowledge and experience".

P3: “I'm still figuring out how to
translanguage and let translanguage strategi-
cally. Learning is a long journey, isn’t it?!”

On the other hand, P2 and P4 are not in the process
of deepening their knowledge on the strategic use of
translanguaging since they are not involved in teach-
ing or are not planning to be involved in the imme-
diate future, unlike P1 and P3. Accordingly, the
practices of all four participants seem to fit that of
the maximal position holder. Another theme that
emerged from the data analysis contrasts the find-
ings in the study of Woodley and Brown (2016),
where the teacher learned to use translanguaging to
scaffold and deliver content. Indeed, the answers of
P1 and P4 reveal this phenomenon of finding them-
selves at a transitioning position as being related to
them being mostly exposed to mostly literature
about translanguaging as opposed to not studying
and practicing translanguaging as a teaching ap-
proach; hence, having overall limited knowledge of
translanguaging:

P1: I found out that mixing the codes is called
translanguaging only after the enrollment.

P4: Acquaintance with theoretical and empiri-
cal studies on the concept raised my aware-
ness of languages and its multiple practices
within and beyond classroom context.

After having learnt more about translanguaging, P3
has incorporated this practice into their teaching:
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P3’s students are now encouraged to use their
whole linguistic repertoire and enact their plurilin-
gualism (Moore & Gajo, 2009). The other partici-
pants also showed interest in expanding their under-
standing of translanguaging. On the whole, the
Master of Arts in Multilingual Education program
all four participants are enrolled in has taught them
to valorize themselves and their students as plurilin-
gual individuals as well as justify the use of
translanguaging in teaching, which they have been
doing since before joining the program. In other
words, if in the past they viewed translanguaging as
a recourse, now translanguaging to them is a re-
source.

Conclusion

This autoethnographic study built on the framework
of Macaro (2014) to respond to the following ques-
tion: “Do teachers’ attitudes to translanguaging
change?”. In this regard, the answer was “Yes”. In-
deed, teachers’ attitude to the named practice
changes under specific circumstances. Firstly, if
their initial position, as shaped by their socially im-
posed views and secondary education experiences,
was virtual and their students’ practices and compe-
tencies did not match their expectations, their posi-
tion shifted to maximal. Students’ linguistic diversity
and repertoire changed the practices of their teach-
ers, yet translanguaging was still seen as recourse,
not resource. Secondly, the teachers’ enrollment in
the MA program had a strong effect since it rein-
forced their beliefs that translanguaging is a valuable
pedagogic tool or even engendered a reevaluation of
their whole perception of translanguaging and mul-
tilingualism at large. However, since the program is
not a teacher education program, participants felt
they lacked a holistic knowledge of pedagogic

References

translanguaging and placed themselves between
maximal and optimal positions. This means that de-
spite being theoretically armed, teachers need more
practical training and methodological support to
harness translanguaging into their teaching.

The implication for Kazakhstan would be that
teacher education programs should incorporate
both theoretical and practical elements of multilin-
gual education, where pre-service and in-service
teachers would find enough resources to support
their teaching practices. For instance, translanguag-
ing pedagogy could be used in teacher education
programs for improving both receptive and produc-
tive language competences. With a strong method-
ology provided, teachers could value themselves and
their students as plurilingual individuals by acknowl-
edging idiosyncratic and common features of their
linguistic and cultural backgrounds as well as lever-
aging students’ plurilingual assets. Although the
study tried to answer the questions on behalf of a
whole program and numerous cohorts, the findings
cannot be generalized, given the number of partici-
pants. In addition, the researchers, who were at the
same time the study participants, might have re-
ported their experiences slightly differently from re-
ality despite their attempt to be as objective as pos-
sible. It is for the reason that they designed the
whole study, and hence were aware of the theoreti-
cal framework and other details. It is for this reason
that taking into consideration the limitations of this
research, a more thorough and larger-scale study
could be conducted in the future. Regardless of the
above-mentioned shortcomings, the study shed light
on how teachers’ attitudes to translanguaging
change and how students and (teacher) education
are powerful tools in positioning oneself towards
translanguaging.

Akanova, G. (2017). Language ideologies of Kazakhstani youth: The value of Kazakh in the context of a changing linguistic
martketplace Mastet’s thesis). https://nur.nu.edu.kz/bitstream/handle/123456789/2374.

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

Alzhanova, S. (2020). EMI Content Teachers" Perspectives on Translanguaging in Secondary Education (Master’s Thesis).
http://nut.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789 /4913

Amani, K. (2013). Views on first languages in the ESOL classroom: A case study of learners, teachers and man-
agers in one Adult Education provider in an inner London Borough. Institute for learning. University of
Oxford, Department of Education. Retrieved from https://set.et-foundation.co.uk/media/ 1167808 /kha-
dijah-amani-prp-article-final-2014.pdf

Amaniyazova, A. (2020). Kazakbstani Teachers’ Beliefs on Translangnaging: Evidence from a Trilingual Context (Master’s
Thesis). https://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789 /4853

Baker, C. (2011). Foundations of bilingnal education and bilingnalism. Multilingual Matters.

Celic, C., & Seltzer, K. (2013). Translanguaging: A CUNY-NYSIEB guide for educators. CUNY-NYSIEB.

NUGSE Research in Education



9 | TASTANBEK, KAZYMBEK, KALIZHANOVA, KATPOVA

Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2011). A holistic approach to multilingual education: Introduction. Modern Language Jour-
nal, 95(3), 339-343. doi:10.1111/.1540-4781.2011.01204.x

Chang, H. (2008). Autoethnography. In W. Creek (Ed.), Autoethnography as method (pp. 43-57). Left Coast Press.

Cook, V. (2001). Using the First Language in the Classroom. Canadian Modern Langnage Review, 57(3), 402-423.

Coste, D., Moore, D., & Zarate, G. (2009). Plurilingnal and pluricnltural competence. Language Policy Division. Council
of Europe.

Creese, A., & Blackledge, A. (2010). Translanguaging in the bilingual classroom: A pedagogy for learning and
teaching? The Modern Langnage Jonrnal, 94(1), 103-115. DOI: 10.1111/).1540-4781.2009.00986.x

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

Cummins, J. (2009). Multilingualism in the English-language classroom: Pedagogical considerations. Symposium:
Imagining multilingual TESOL, 43(2), 317-321. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1545-7249.2009.tb00171.x

De Mejia, A., & Hélot, C. (2015). Teacher education and support. In W. E. Wright, Boun, S., & Garcfa, O. (Eds.),
The Handbook of Bilingual and Multilingual Education (pp. 270-281). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Doiz, A., & Lasagabaster, D. (2017). Teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging practices. In C. M., Mazak, & Carroll,
K. (Eds.), Translanguaging in higher education: beyond monolingnal ideologies (pp. 29-49). Multilingual Matters.

Ellis, C., & Bochner, A.P. (2000). Autoethnography, personal narrative, reflexivity: Researcher as subject. In N.K.
Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of gualitative research (2™ ed, pp. 733-768). Sage.

Escobar, C. F., & Dillard-Paltrineri, E. (2015). Professors’ and students’ conflicting beliefs about translanguaging
in the EFL classroom: Dismantling the monolingual bias. Revista de Lenguas Modernas, 23, 301-328. DOI:
10.15517/1lm.v0i23.22355

Garcia, O. (2009). Bilingual education in the 21° Century: A global perspective. Wiley-Blackwell Publishers.

Garrett, P. (2013). Attitudes to langnage. Cambridge University Press.

Goodman, B. & Tastanbek, S. (2020). Making the shift from a codeswitching to a translanguaging lens in English
language teacher education. TESOL Quarterly. DOI: 10.1002/tesq.571

Lucas, T., & Villegas, A. M. (2013). Preparing linguistically responsive teachers: Laying the foundation in preserv-
ice teacher education. Theory into Practice, 52(2), 98-109. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2013.770327

Macaro, E. (2014). Overview: Where should we be going with classroom codeswitching research? In R. Barnard
& J. McLellan (Eds.), Codeswitching in university English-medium classes: Asian perspectives (pp. 10-23). Multilin-
gualism Matters.

Makalela, L. (2015). Moving out of linguistic boxes: The effects of translanguaging strategies for multilingual class-
rooms. Language and Education, 29(3), 200-217. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2014.994524

McMillan, B. A., & Rivers, D. J. (2011). The practice of policy: Teacher attitudes toward “English only.” Systen,
39(2), 251-263. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2011.04.011

Moore, D., & Gajo, L. (2009). Introduction- French voices on plurilingualism and pluriculturalism: Theory, sig-
nificance and perspectives. International Journal of Multilingnalism, 6(2), 137-153.

DOI: 10.1080/14790710902846707

Nazarbayev  University Graduate School of Education (nd.). MA i Multilingnal  Education.
https://gse.nu.edu.kz/en/programs/refresher-courses.html

Palmer, D. K., Martinez, R. A., Mateus, S., & Henderson, K. (2014). Reframing the debate on language separation:
Toward a vision for translanguaging pedagogies in the dual language classroom. The Modern Language Jour-
nal, 98(3), 157-772.

DOI: 10.1111/modl. 12121

Petty, G. (2009). Evidence-based teaching: A practical approach. Nelson Thornes.

Tian, Z., Aghai, L., Sayer, P. & Schissel, J. (2020). Envisioning TESOL through a translangnaging lens. Springer.

Wei, L. (2018). Translanguaging as a practical theory of language. Applied I inguistics, 39(1), 9-30. DOI: 10.1093/ap-
plin/amx039

Woodley, H. H., & Brown A. (2016). Balancing windows and mirrors: Translanguaging in a linguistically diverse
classroom. In O. Garcia & T. Kleyn (Eds.), Translangnaging with multilingnal students: Learning from classroom
moments (pp. 83-100). Routledge.

Yessenova, A. (20106). Teacher education for teaching content in English: perceptions of science and mathematics pre-service teachers.
(Unpublished master’s thesis). Nazarbayev University.

Summer 2023



