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Abstract

Learners’ Language Use in Communication in a Multilingual Learning

Environment

Following the trilingual policy implementation strategies, some higher education
institutions in Kazakhstan have been actively introducing multilingual programs based on
learning through Kazakh, Russian and English languages. These programs can transform
university students from being mono- and bilingual speakers to multilingual ones, which,
in its turn, can change their language communication practices. Therefore, the purpose of
this study was to explore how students’ language communication occurs in a multilingual
learning environment (MLE). In particular, the research aimed at revealing students’
understanding and perceptions of MLE and at determining their language communication
practices in this environment. The study employed qualitative interview-based research
approach, where eight university students studying in multilingual programs in one
university in Astana were selected by means of purposeful and snowball sampling
strategies as research participants. The findings of the study demonstrated that though the
majority of the students have proper understanding of MLE viewing it as studying and
communicating in several languages, they perceive not quite adequately as an environment
for developing the English language only. This implies the importance of more explanatory
work among students studying in multilingual programs. The findings also identified that
studying in MLE was beneficial for enriching students’ language communication
experiences from using only separate multilingualism to including code-switching,
translanguaging and receptive multilingualism into their communication practices. Thus,
the results of the study imply the necessity of using opportunities of MLE for promoting

the development of learners’ language communication skills and practices.
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AHHOTAIUSA

Hcnoab3oBanue si3blKa CTYIEHTAMHU NIPH O0IIEHUU B MOJHUSA3BIYHON cpee 00yuyeHust

Cremyst cTpaTerusiM pean3ainy MOJTUTHKN TPEXbSI3bIUMs, HEKOTOPBIE BBICIIINE YIeOHBIE
3aBezicHUs B KazaxcraHe akTHBHO BHEJPSIOT TIOJIHS3BIYHBIC TPOTPAMMBEI,
NOJIpa3yMeBaroIIe 00YICHHE Ha Ka3aXCKOM, PYCCKOM M aHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKaX. DTH
IPOTPaMMBI TPUBOIST K TOMY, YTO CTYIEHTHI — MOHOJIMHTBBI ¥ OMJIHTBBI TOCTETICHHO
CTaHOBSITCS MTOJIMJIMHTBAMH, H, KaK Pe3yJIbTaT, OCOOCHHOCTH UCIIOIb30BaHUS SI3BIKOB B UX
0OIIIEHUH MOTYT U3MEHUTHCA. TakuM 00pa3oMm, 1eJIb 3TON PabOThI COCTOSIIA B U3yUCHUH
TOT0, KaK SI3bIKOBOE OOIIEHHE CTYJACHTOB MPOUCXOANT B TIOIHS3BIYHON cpeie 00ydeHus. B
YaCTHOCTH, UCCIICZIOBaHUE OBIJIO HAIICJICHO HA BBISBICHHE TOHUMAHHUSI CTYJICHTaMU H
BOCIIPHSITHS UMH TTOJIUSI3BIYHON 00pa30BaTEeIbHON CPeJIbl, a TAKXKE Ha ONPEICIICHUE X
SI3BIKOBBIX KOMMYHHUKAITMOHHBIX MPAKTHK B 3TOH cpeze. MccnenoBanne mpoBOIHIIOCH €
UCTIOJIF30BaHUEM KaueCTBEHHOTO MOIX0/a HA OCHOBE MHTEPBHIO. B KauecTBe yUaCTHUKOB
UCCIICIOBaHMSI, TIPY TIOMOIIT METOJIOB CIIEI[MATFHOTO 0TOOPA U «CHEKHOTO KOMay, OBLITH
0TOOpaHbI § CTYIEHTOB, 0O0YYAIOIINXCS HA MOJMSA3BIYHBIX MPOTPaMMax B OJTHOM M3
YHHUBEPCHUTETOB ACTaHBI. Pe3ynbTaThl HCCIIeIOBaHUS TIOKA3aIH, YTO, XOTSI OOJIBIITHHCTBO
CTYZICHTOB UMEIOT MPaBHIILHOE TOHUMAaHKE TOJHSI3BIYHOMN cpelibl 00yUeHMs,
paccMatpuBas ee Kak o0y4eHue u oOIIeHNEe Ha HECKOJBKUX SI3bIKaX, OHU BOCITPHHUMAIOT
€e He COBCEM aJIeKBAaTHO KaK CPey JJIsl pa3BUTHS TOJBKO aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa. DTO
TOBOPUT O BaXXHOCTH TPOBEICHHsSI 00JIee MHTCHCUBHOW Pa3bICHUTEIBLHON pabOTHI Cpein
CTYZICHTOB, 00yYaIOIIUXCsl Ha TIOJIHUS3BIYHBIX TIPOTpaMMax. Pe3ynbTaThl TakKe MOKa3aiH,
YTO 00YYCHHUE B IMOJUS3BIYHON cpefie OBLIO0 TIOJIE3HBIM ISl 00OTAIICHHUS OITBITA SI3BIKOBOTO
OOIIEHUS CTYIEHTOB, KOTOPHIE, TOMUMO Pa3JIEIBHOTO MOJUA3BIUMS, TAKIKE BKIIOUAIOT
MEPEKITIOYCHHUE SI3BIKOBBIX KOJIOB, TPAHCSI3BIKOBOE OOIIICHNE M PEIICTITUBHOE TTOHS3BIYHE B

CBOM KOMMYHUKALlIMOHHBIE MPAKTUKH. TakuM 00pa3oM, pe3ysibTaThl HCCIeTI0BAHUS

vii
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MIPEANOJararoT He0OX0MMOCTh UCTIOIB30BAHMS BO3MOKHOCTEH MOJTUA3BIYHON CPEIbI

O6y‘-IeHI/I5I AJId pa3BUTUA HABBIKOB SA3BIKOBOI'O O6H_I€HI/I}I CTYACHTOB.
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AHJaTna

KenTinai oKy opragarpl KATbIHACTA CTYACHTTEPAIH TiJIAI MaiaaJaHy epeKueaikTepi

YITIIAUTIK casgcaTThl iCKe achIpy CTpaTEeTHsUIaphIH KOJIIaHa OThIphI, KazakcTanma kehoip
JKOFapbl OKY OPBIHJIAPhl KONTUII, SIFHN Ka3aK, OPBIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH TIIEPAC OKBITY
OinmipeTiH Oarmapiamanap/sl OenaceHal icke aceipyna. Ocel Oarmapaamanap
MOHOJIMHTBAJIJIbI )KOHE OMJIMHTBAIIBI CTYACHTTEP 11 KONTUIII CTYICHTTEPre aitHAIIbIpYy/a,
JKOHE HOTHIKECIH/IE, OJIapIbIH KaThIHACKIHAA TUT KOJIaHY €PEKIIETIKTepl 03repyl MyMKiH.
Ochburaiiia, ocbl 3epTTEYAIH MaKCaThl - KOMTUII OKBITY OpTajia CTYICHTTEPIiH
KaThIHACBIHA TUI KOJaHYbI Kajai eTeTiHiH 3epaeney. COHbIH ilIiHAe, 3epTTey
CTYJICHTTEPiH KOMTIIAl OKY OpPTaChIHBIH TYCIHYIH )oHE KaObUIIaybIH )KOHE OCBI OpTajia
OJIApBIH TUIIK KOMMYHHKATHUBTIK TOKIpHOEIepiH aHbIKTayFa OaFrbITTaIFaH OOJIaThIH.
3epTTey cyx0aT HeTi3/eri camaiblK 3epTTey 9/ICiH Mai JaIanbIl OTKI31IIl. AcTaHa
KaJIaChIHAAFbI O1p YHUBEPCUTETIH/IE KONTIIAI OaFaapiaMackl OOWBIHIIA OKUTHIH 8
CTYJICHTTEp 3e€PTTEY KaThICYIIBUIAPHI PETIHJIC apHANBI IPIKTEY JKIHE «OKCHTECK Kap»
oicTepl KOMETIMEH TaHAal AJBIHABL. 3€PTTEY HOTHKENIEpl CTYASHTTEPA1H KO
OipHeIIe TUIJE OKBITY KOHE KaThIHACY PETIHE KapacThIpa OTHIPHII, KOMTUIAI OKBITY
OpTaHBIH AYPHIC TYCIHIr Oap memn kepceTTi. JlereHMeH, ojiap 0Chbl OpTaHbI TEK aFbUIIIBIH
TUII1 JaMBITY YIIIH OpTa peTiHae KaObuaaiael. by kenTiinmi Oargapiamarnap OoibIHIIA
OKHUTBIH CTYJICHTTEPTe TYCIHIIPY KYMBICTAPBIH JKYPri3y MaHBI3ABUIBIFBIH KOPCETE/I].
CoHpaii-ak, 3epTTey HOTHXKeNIepl CTyICHTTEPAIH TiJ1 TOKIpUOECciH OalbITy YIIIiH KOMTUIII
OKY OpTaHBIH THIM/1 eKeHiH kepceTTi. Ce0ebi, CTyIeHTTEP OJap IbIH TUIIIK
KOMMYHHUKATUBTIK TOKipUOesepi apachIHaarbl, 001K KONTUIAUTIKTEH 0acKa, Tij KOATapbl
aybICy, TPAHCTUIIIK COMJIECY dKOHE PEIICNTUBTI KONTUIIUTIKTI /Ie TTalJaTaHbIl KOCAIbI.
OcpLnaiiia, 3epTTey HOTHKENEpi CTYJACHTTEPAIH KOMMYHUKATUBTIK JIaF IbUIAPBIH

JAMBITYFa KONTUIAl OKYy OpTaHbIH MYMKIHAIKTEPiH MaiiaagaHy KaKeTTIiriH O0JKaiIbl.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Kazakhstan is a diverse country where more than 130 ethnicities live together;
therefore, multilingualism is one of the important hallmarks characterizing the country.
There are many nationalities which contribute to the linguistic diversity of Kazakhstan by
maintaining their mother tongues. Besides, every citizen is required to know Kazakh,
Russian, and English languages. The initiative to promote learning these languages was put
forward by the President Nursultan Nazarbayev in 2007 when he suggested launching a
project called “The Trinity of languages” (Nazarbayev, 2007). According to this project,
Kazakhstani citizens should develop Kazakh as the state language, maintain Russian as the
language of international communication and learn English as the language for successful
integration into the global economy (RK MoCS, 2011; RK MoES & RK MoCS, 2015).
Thus, huge ethnic diversity and the policy of trilingualism make Kazakhstan a good

example of a multilingual country in the modern globalized world.

New language policy and linguistic diversity can encourage Kazakhstani people to
include more than one language into their communication. Furthermore, some international
studies (Angouri &Miglbauer, 2014; Bono & Melo-Pfeifer, 2010; Cadier & Mar-Molinero,
2014; Gu, 2014; Malechova, 2016) have proved that multilingualism has impact on
language use in communication, and demonstrated that multilingualism can be considered
not only as knowledge of several languages but also as one of decisive factors for defining
language communication patterns within a group of people. Considering that before
introducing multilingualism Kazakhstan was bilingual with Russian as a prevailing
language, new language policy, which designated the new statuses of Kazakh and Russian,
and added English among the main languages, could change the peculiarities of language
use among citizens. Hence, the current paper concentrates on the language use in

communication occurring in a multilingual environment in the context of Kazakhstan.
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Research Problem

The implementation of the trilingual policy resulted in some important changes in
the educational system of Kazakhstan. Following the requirements of the policy (RK
MOoES, 2016), multilingual programs, learning through Kazakh, Russian and English
languages, are being introduced at many educational institutions of the country
(Jantassova, 2014; Mazhitayeva, Smagulova & Tuleuova, 2012; Seitzhanova, Plokhikh,
Baiburiev & Tsaregorodtseva, 2015; Shaikhyzada & Andreyeva, 2013; Yeskeldiyeva &
Tazhibayeva, 2015). These programs create multilingual learning environments for
students who need to communicate in several languages while studying in such
environments.

Communication in a multilingual context, including multilingual learning
environment, can be one of the important factors for the harmonious development of such
multilingual states as Kazakhstan. Moreover, there is some evidence from the researchers
(Noorashid, 2014; Rooy, 2016) that people’s communication in multilingual contexts has
influence on interethnic relations, and social cohesion. Likewise, for Kazakhstan,
multilingualism, trilingualism in particular, is one of the key priorities for maintaining
social cohesion within such multilingual and multicultural situation (Nazarbayev, 2007).
However, as it was found by research (Suleimenova & Tursun, 2016), some people in
Kazakhstan argue that the promotion of the Russian and English languages may
undermine the development of the state language. This means that the trilingual policy has
already caused some debate and disagreement among people. That is why, to prevent the
escalation of the tension in Kazakhstan, special attention should be given to the
communication among university students studying in multilingual programs. At the
moment, higher education institutions in Kazakhstan are implementing multilingual

programs (RK MoES, 2016). Since students are among the main stakeholders affected by
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this policy and expected to embody new multilingual society, it is important to investigate

their experiences of communication in multilingual learning environments.

Research Purpose

The purpose of the current study is to explore how communication among
university students occurs in a multilingual learning environment. In particular, the study
attempts to reveal students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual learning
environment as well as to determine language communication practices that are used by

the learners who study in multilingual programs.

Research Questions

In order to reach the purpose, the study addresses the following research questions:

RQ1: How do university students understand and perceive multilingual learning
environment?

RQ2: How do they communicate with each other in a multilingual learning
environment?

To answer the questions, the research follows the qualitative interview-based
research approach. Semi-structured interview protocol is used to collect the data from the
participants who are multilingual program students in one university in Astana. The data
is then analyzed using the six steps approach suggested by Creswell (2012).

Research Significance

The research significance is based on the belief that the study will help educators
better understand students’ communication in multilingual learning environment and find
approaches for maintaining effective communication in such educational setting. Besides,
it will contribute to the policy makers’ awareness of the communication patterns within
diverse communities. It will help them to assess the effectiveness of language policy in

Kazakhstan and identify achievements and issues that exist in multilingual communication.
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Besides the findings, the research will contribute to the body of literature on the students
understanding and perceptions of MLE and on the language communication practices in

MLE.

Outline of the Study

The introduction part is followed by the literature review chapter which analyzes
the results of the existing studies related to communication in multilingual learning
environments. Then, the methodology chapter justifies the research approach, research
instrument, sampling strategies that are applied for the study, as well as describes the data
collection procedures, data analysis approach, and ethical considerations. The next chapter
analyzes the findings of the study, which are followed by the discussion chapter where the
findings are explained and interpreted. Finally, the conclusion chapter identifies the
conclusions of the study along with its limitations, and provides recommendations for

policy makers, faculty and for researchers.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review

The following chapter provides the review of the literature related to the topic of
this research. It starts with defining the key concepts such as multilingualism, multilingual
learning environment, communication, multilingual communication. It continues by
providing conceptual framework and explaining the concepts related to language
communication practices, including code-switching, translanguaging, receptive
multilingualism, monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism, which are employed as a
part of the conceptual framework. Further, the chapter provides an analysis of the studies
that investigated students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual learning
environment and their language communication practices occurring in multilingual
learning environments in the countries around the world. The chapter proceeds by
analyzing the hallmarks of multilingualism in Kazakhstan and finishes with the analysis of
the studies that explored students’ language communication practices in educational

institutions in Kazakhstan.

Main Concepts Used in the Study

This section presents an analysis of the main concepts used in this research. These
include multilingualism, multilingual learning environment, communication, and
multilingual communication. Besides, the section describes the conceptual framework for
the study and analyzes the concepts of convergence (code-switching, translanguaging, and
receptive multilingualism) and divergence (monoglot strategy and separate
multilingualism) language communication practices that are applied for this study as a part
of the conceptual framework.

The concepts of multilingualism and multilingual learning environment. In the
existing literature (Cozart, Haines, Lauridsen, & Vogel, 2015; De Jong, 2011; Dodman,

2016; European Commission, 2007, as cited in Cenoz, 2013; Li, 2008, as cited in Cenoz,
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2013) multilingualism is defined mainly from three perspectives: individual, societal, and
environmental. Such differentiation emphasizes that coexistence of several languages can
occur either inside an individual or within a society or an environment.

Regarding the first perspective, multilingualism relates to the coexistence of several
languages inside an individual. According to De Jong (2011), multilingualism at an
individual level is an ability of a person to speak more than two languages. Li (2008, as
cited in Cenoz, 2013) provided more extended definition and described multilingualism by
widening its scope from only speaking abilities to abilities of communication via active
(speaking and writing) or passive (listening and reading) language skills.

As for the second perspective, it means that several languages coexist within a
society. For example, the European Commission (2007, as cited in Cenoz, 2013) defines
societal multilingualism as “the ability of societies, institutions, groups and individuals to
engage, on a regular basis, with more than one language in their day-to-day lives” (p. 6).
However, societal multilingualism does not mean that all the members of a certain society
would be able to communicate in all the languages present in this society (Council of
Europe, 2007, as cited in Hornsby, 2007). That means that societal multilingualism does
not require every member of the society to possess individual multilingualism.

As regards the third perspective, environmental multilingualism implies the
presence of several languages within a certain environment. Environmental
multilingualism is considered as a variety of societal multilingualism; it occurs in a
specific environment in which several languages coexist in the framework of a certain
organization, e.g. educational institution (Dodman, 2016). In order to illustrate
environmental multilingualism in education, Dodman (2016) employs the concept of
multilingual learning environment and explains it as an educational setting where teachers

and learners can communicate in several languages. Moreover, classroom activities and
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teaching equipment in this environment also predispose students and educators to
alternating languages. In addition to this explanation, which concentrates more on already
created multilingual environment, Cozart et al. (2015) draw attention to the reasons for
building such learning environment. The authors call it multilingual and multicultural
learning space and claim that such learning environment occurs due to various linguistic
and cultural backgrounds of teachers and students.

As the current study investigates multilingual communication within an educational
institution, it is appropriate to apply the concept of environmental multilingualism for the
purposes of the research. Also, as the participants of the research are studying within the
frame of multilingual education programs, the use of three languages in their studies
implies existing of multilingual learning environment. Taking into account that Kazakhstan
is a diverse country, students might bear various linguistic and cultural backgrounds. That
is why, it is appropriate for this study to combine both definitions given by Dodman (2016)
and Cozart et al. (2015) and consider multilingual learning environment as a learning
environment where teachers and students from different linguistic and cultural
backgrounds use several languages for learning and communicating with each other.

The concept of communication. As this study is focused on communication
happening in multilingual learning environment, there is also a need to explain the concept
of communication which, according to the literature, has several key features. Also, for the
purposes of the study there is a need to consider such varieties of communication as formal
and informal communication.

Among the hallmarks of communication there are impact (Barnlund, 2008),
meaningfulness (Griffin, 2016), and purposefulness and dynamism (Sikiti, 1998, as cited in
Asemanyi, 2015). For example, Barnlund (2008) describes communication as a way of

influencing someone’s mind. Griffin (2016) gave broader understanding of the concept and
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emphasized the importance of the meaning of communication, which cannot only impact
message receivers, as it was claimed by Barnlund (2008), but also message producers:
“human communication is an attempt by people to create meaning in and for their
experience, circumstance, or larger environment, both for themselves and for others” (p.
1). Another two characteristics of communication are its purposefulness and dynamism
which are highlighted in the definition of Sikiti (1998, as cited in Asemanyi, 2015) who
presents another view on the concept and explains communication as “a purposeful process
of expressing, receiving and understanding messages containing factual information,
feelings, ideas and needs by two or more individuals through common symbols” (p. 1).
Since all explanations provide important characteristics of the concept, it is pertinent for
this research to synthesize all definitions and understand communication as a purposeful
process of influencing the minds of the speakers by meaningful messages.

Also, for the purposes of this study it is important to differentiate between such
types of communication as formal and informal communication. According to Griffin
(2016), formal communication is construed as official communication which supposes
using certain speech and behavior regulations. With regards to informal communication, it
does not require following such regulations and occurs in an unofficial setting where more
or less free choice of language is allowed (Griffin, 2016). As the study explores students’
communication which can be both related and non-related to their studies, it is relevant to
consider communication related to the studies (in-class communication and homework
discussions) as formal communication and communication non-related to their studies
(informal communication with their peers) as informal communication.

The concept of multilingual communication. The fact that today’s globalized
world makes many languages come into contact creates a ground for the emergence of

such concept as multilingual communication. Although the concept is quite new, some
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theorists (Canagarajah & Wurr, 2011; House & Rehbein, 2004) have already provided their
definitions of multilingual communication.

The definitions of multilingual communication emphasize the use of several
languages in communication. For instance, House and Rehbein (2004) define the concept
as a process of communication among people with multilingual backgrounds, where
several languages are used. According to the authors, for achieving multilingual
communication several languages should coexist both inside individuals and within
societies. In contrast to this view, Canagarajah and Wurr (2011) do not accentuate
multilingual backgrounds of the speakers and understand multilingual communication as
only using several languages within a community. Thus, multilingual communication can
occur either among multilingual speakers using several languages, or only when using
several languages regardless of the speakers’ mono- or multilingual linguistic
backgrounds.

Nevertheless, for this study it is more appropriate to apply the definition given by
House and Rehbein (2004). As the research concentrates on students studying in
multilingual programs, they are supposed to be multilingual speakers and use several
languages in their communication. Hence, these patterns conform more to this definition.

The conceptual framework for the study. The coexistence of several languages in
multilingual communication can create the need for speakers to adjust to each other. That
Is why, it is possible to consider multilingual communication under the frame of

Communication Accommodation Theory developed by Giles (2016).

The Communication Accommodation Theory shows how people adjust to each
other in communication. According to this theory, speakers adapt their utterances, speech
patterns and other communication tools, such as gestures or mimics, to accommodate to

other participants of communication. The adjustment process can result in either
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convergence (i.e., the speakers are willing to rearrange their speech for communication
with others) or divergence (i.e., the speakers reject making any accommodations) (Giles,
2016). The Communication Accommodation Theory is based on the connections between
language, context and identity that are responsible for actual speech accommodation
(Christopherson, 2011, as cited in Noorashid, 2014). This is aligned with the meaning of
multilingual communication where speakers’ linguistic and cultural contexts define the
direction of the communication process.

Some empirical studies show both convergence and divergence taking place at
higher educational institutions in students’ language communication in multilingual
learning environments. Particularly, convergence in communication can be signaled by
code-switching (Hafner, Li, & Miller, 2015), translanguaging (Gu, 2014; Makalela, 2015;
Martin-Beltran, 2014), and receptive multilingualism (Harmavaara, 2014) while
divergence is indicated by monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism (Gu, 2014).

Code-switching. Code-switching is a convergence language communication
practice that can take place in multilingual communication. As it is described by Park
(2013), code-switching means alternating between the two languages in communication.
However, Kanwangamalu (2010) gives a different definition considering code-switching as
usage of several languages or language varieties during a conversation. While the
explanation given by Park (2013) refers to code-switching in bilingual setting, the
definition by Kanwangamalu (2010) describes code-switching in the frame of a
multilingual environment. Therefore, as this study considers students studying in
multilingual environment, the second definition is taken as one of the guiding ones for this
research.

Translanguaging. Translanguaging is one of the language communication

practices that can be also used in multilingual communication as a convergence practice.
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Garcia (2009) and Canagarajah (2011, as cited in Martin-Beltran, 2014) define
translanguaging as an ability of multilinguals to capitalize on linguistic resources of
various languages in their speech and by those means to expand their opportunities of
meaning-making. The concept of translanguaging can be close to code-switching;
however, the difference is that the use of translanguaging has a purpose. This means that
translanguaging does not imply unconscious switching languages, which is code-
switching, but refers to a purposeful process where several languages are used in
communication with the aim to facilitate comprehending of the message. In this study, the
concept of translanguaging is understood in accordance with the mentioned definition.
Receptive multilingualism. Receptive multilingualism is another language
communication practice that can be used as a convergence practice in multilingual
communication. Receptive multilingualism is construed as a strategy in conversation
where each of the speakers keeps speaking his or her own native language (Bahtina &
Thije, 2012; Zeevaert & ten Thije, 2007). This practice is related to convergence
communication practices since the speakers should understand the languages of each other.
In this case, receptive multilingualism helps speakers, who feel language barrier in
speaking each other’s languages, to achieve their communication goals and convey their
messages (Bahtina & Thije, 2012). In this research, receptive multilingualism is
understood in accordance with the above-mentioned definition and explanation.
Monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism. Monoglot strategy and separate
multilingualism are divergence language communication practices applied in multilingual
communication. Monoglot strategy is affected by monoglot ideology which is the
preference of a certain group or community to communicate via the means of only one
language (Blommaert, 2005, as cited in Gu, 2014). As for separate multilingualism, it is

similar to the monoglot strategy in terms of ideological views; however, it emphasizes that
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languages in a person’s linguistic repertoire should be treated separately as well as used
separately by the speakers in different situations (Gu, 2014). Thus, if monoglot strategy
highlights the use of a single language within a group of people, separate multilingualism
implies separating languages depending on the communicative situation. These two
definitions are taken for understanding the concepts of monoglot strategy and separate
multilingualism in the framework of this study.

As this research is focused on the investigation of students’ multilingual

communication in a multilingual learning environment, there is an assumption that students

can show either convergence or divergence in their communication by using the described
language communication practices. Therefore, it is relevant to apply the Communication

Accommodation Theory as the conceptual framework for this research.

Communication Accommodation Theory

9 k> Translanguaging o .5 Monoglot
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Figure 1. The conceptual framework for the study
Overall, the section has provided the analysis of the main concepts and identified
how these are understood for the purposes of this study. As the research deals with
students’ communication in a multilingual learning environment, these concepts include
multilingualism, multilingual learning environment, communication and multilingual
communication. The section has described the Communication Accommodation Theory

which is employed in this research as the conceptual framework. Also, it has analyzed
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convergence (code-switching, translanguaging, and receptive multilingualism) and
divergence (monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism) language communication

practices as the constituents of this theory.

Communication in Multilingual Learning Environment: International Practice

This section provides an overview of the international studies that researched
students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual learning environment and their
communication practices in MLE. The section begins by analyzing the previous studies on
students’ understanding and perceptions of MLE, and then concentrates on learners’
practices of language use in MLE in the international context.

Students understanding of multilingual learning environment in the
international context. There are two international studies that explored students
understanding of MLE. They showed that student understand MLE as speaking (Kyppo,
Natri, Pietarinen, and Saaristo, 2015) or learning (Klapwijk & Van der Walt, 2016) in
several languages by interlocutors from various linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

First, multilingual learning environment can be seen by students as an environment
for communicating in several languages. The study conducted by Kypp6 et al. (2015)
investigated students’ self-reflections on their learning experience in a multilingual
environment. The students took part in a pilot course based in Finland, which was aimed at
developing students’ multilingual and intercultural communication skills. The study results
showed that the participants, who were both local and international students, understand
multilingualism in their university setting as communicating via the means of several
languages by speakers from various linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Even though they
used their languages for learning, their responses lack this important element of MLE
(Cozart et al., 2015; Dodman, 2016). This might happen since the purpose of the program

they were studying in was developing their multilingual and multicultural communication
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skills, which could make students focus on communication in their answers. Finally, the
students were from various backgrounds, and, as result, were focused more on developing
their communication with each other.

Second, students can understand MLE as only learning via the means of several
languages, which is in contrast with the finding of Kypp6 et al. (2015). For instance, in the
research by Klapwijk and Van der Walt (2016) conducted questionnaires with students
speaking Xhosa as their mother tongue and English as their second language. Even though
in the context of that university English is used in studying more than Xhosa, the results
revealed students’ understanding of MLE as studying through both languages, which
means that they recognize both languages as important for their learning. The participants
might not mention communicating in these languages since, as the authors report, both
languages were used only for learning while communication with their families happened
in their mother tongue. Also, in contrast to the study by Kyppd et al. (2015), the
participants were from homogenous background, and, therefore, they were focused more
on learning rather than communication.

Hence, the analyzed studies reveal that students can understand MLE differently
either as studying or as learning in several languages. Such differentiation can be due to the
students’ backgrounds, purposes of their study programs and language use within their
families.

Students’ perceptions of multilingual learning environment. The analysis of the
previous studies (Kyppo et al., 2015; Martin, 2009) revealed varied perceptions of MLE by
students. Their perceptions can be either positive or negative depending on the existence of

multilingual awareness at their university.

Students have positive perceptions of MLE if they are aware of multilingualism and

diversity within their group. For example, in the study by Kyppo et al. (2015), already
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mentioned in the previous sub-section, the student participants recognized the importance
of every language in their linguistic backgrounds and understood MLE as an environment
to practice these languages. Such understanding influenced their perceptions of MLE; they
perceive it very positively and see it as beneficial factor for developing the languages that
they and their groupmates speak (Kyppo et al., 2015).

However, when students’ multilingual awareness is insufficient, they can
demonstrate negative perceptions of MLE. That was the case for the research made by
Martin (2009) who conducted a case study investigating minority language students’
perceptions about their studies in a majority language environment in one of the British
universities. As opposed to the study by Kyppd et al. (2015), Martin’s (2009) finding was
students’ negative views on studying in such environment; they perceived MLE as an
environment undermining their linguistic and cultural identities and leading to their social
exclusion. This finding was explained by the author as a result of poor recognition of
multilingualism and diversity at this university.

Thus, the analyzed studies indicate that in the case of students” awareness of
multilingualism, they hold positive perceptions of multilingual learning environment where
they study. However, if multilingualism is insufficiently recognized at the university,
students perceive MLE quite negatively.

Language communication practices in multilingual learning environment in
the international context. There is a range of studies that investigated language
communication practices in multilingual environments, including workplaces (Angouri,
2013; Angouri & Miglbauer, 2014; Cadier & Mar-Molinero, 2014; Ldi, 2013) and
everyday citizens’ interactions not bound by any institution (Braunmdller, 2013;
Noorashid, 2014). However, as the focus of the present research is on the multilingual

environment in educational setting, the following review addresses only the studies that
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explored students’ communication patterns at educational institutions. Based on the
described Communication Accommodation Theory (Giles, 2016), multilingual learning
environment can result either into students’ convergence (translanguaging, code-switching,
and receptive multilingualism) or divergence (monoglot strategy and separate
multilingualism) communication practices which are presented below.

Convergence communication practices. As mentioned before, convergence
communication practices include translanguaging, code-switching, and receptive
multilingualism. This section provides an analysis of the studies where these practices
were used by students studying in MLE.

Code-switching. The analysis of the previous research (Cheng, 2013; Hafner, Li, &
Miller, 2015; lyitoglu, 2016) reveals that code-switching is practiced by students studying
in multilingual learning environments. According to the studies the use of this convergence
language communication practice depends on the purpose of communication which
students are engaged in.

In out-of-class communication code-switching to one or another language is
determined by the purpose of communication. To give an example, the research by Hafner
et al. (2015) focused on Chinese university students’ language practices in out-of-class
online communication about class project. Although the students were all from
homogenous linguistic backgrounds, English medium of instruction at the university
created multilingual learning environment. While observing students’ communication
artifacts, the authors concluded that the learners’ language switching between Chinese and
English was dependent on the purpose of the conversation. In particular, English was used
when discussing the class project, i.e., for learning, whereas Chinese was utilized to

establish group cohesion within a chat.
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By the same way, in in-class communication, the purpose of conversation prompts
students to code-switch. The two studies conducted by Cheng (2013) and lyitoglu (2016),
based on questionnaires and observations respectively, investigated students’ code-
switching to their native languages during English as a foreign language classes. Despite
the learning context different to that in the study of Hafner et al. (2015) (not outside but
inside the classroom), these authors revealed equivalent results. In this case, English was
also used to discuss lesson-specific topics whereas native language was utilized to establish
rapport among students, and between students and teacher.

As it was demonstrated, code-switching practice can be used by students depending
on the purpose of their communication in a multilingual learning environment. In case of
both out-of- and in-class communication, the students’ code-switching can signal either
discussing study-specific topic or managing group interaction.

Translanguaging. Translanguaging can also be used as a convergence practice in
language communication of students studying in MLE. The previous research shows that
translanguaging is used for achieving effective comprehension (Gu, 2014; Makalela, 2015)
of each other or for facilitating learning process (Martin-Beltran, 2014).

First, translanguaging can help students’ in achieving comprehension of each other
while communicating in a multilingual environment. For instance, Gu (2014) investigated
mainland Chinese and Hong Kong students studying in English medium program in a
multilingual university with regular enrollment of international students. The researcher
conducted interviews with participants; and the results revealed that in order to
communicate effectively in multilingual environment students had to transform their
monolingual ideologies and practices (speaking only Chinese by mainland Chinese
students or only English by Hong Kong students) into the practices of translanguaging.

Likewise, the study by Makalela (2015), after observing self-recorded conversations of
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South African university students, showed that they capitalized on translanguaging
practices to facilitate comprehension while studying and communicating through Sotho
and Nguni languages. Besides, by the means of translanguaging, the participants of this
study combined these languages and created the new one called “kasi-taal”.

In addition to achieving comprehension in communication, translanguaging is used
by students to facilitate their learning. Martin-Beltran (2014) conducted observations of
high school students studying through English medium of instruction, where the students
had Spanish in their linguistic repertoires. The learners were united into the program aimed
at developing multilingual literacy practices and were involved into English-Spanish
translanguaging in order to facilitate their learning. Translanguaging was practiced by them
as an integrated linguistic system; this finding can be equivalent to that of Makalela (2015)
who found students’ using a “hybrid language”.

In essence, the observed studies demonstrate that studying in multilingual learning
environment encourages students to use translanguage in order to communicate effectively
in a multilingual learning environment. Additionally, translanguaging is utilized to help
students with their studies.

Receptive multilingualism. There is a study (Harmévaara, 2014) that explored
students’ practices of receptive multilingualism in MLE. Even though students
encountered some challenges, the practice was helpful in achieving their understanding of
each other in communication.

Receptive multilingualism can be helpful for students’ better comprehension of
each other in MLE. The study by Harmavaara (2014) identified that receptive
multilingualism can take place in informal students’ communication in a multilingual
setting. The researcher was a member of university student organization, which helped her

to observe and video-tape communication situations of her fellows, Finnish and Estonian
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speakers who could understand each other but could not speak each other’s languages, and
spoke their own ones. Even though Finnish and Estonian are treated as close languages
(Harmavaara, 2014), the students encountered some problems during their communication.
Therefore, they had to use translation, or meaning negotiation strategies. Nevertheless,
these encountered difficulties did not affect the effectiveness of their communication.

Hence, the analyzed study shows receptive multilingualism to be used as
convergence language communication practice in MLE. In particular, this practice is useful
in achieving communication effectiveness among learners in multilingual environment.

Divergence communication practices. Divergence communication practices
include monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism. As it was proved by the studies
reviewed here, these language communication practices are used by students studying in
multilingual learning environments.

Monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism. Monoglot strategy and separate
multilingualism are used by students studying in MLE. There is a study that showed that
the use of these practices occurs due to students’ languages beliefs.

Monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism can be practiced by students in
MLE because of their language beliefs. Already highlighted in this chapter, the study of Gu
(2014) during the interviews with the students from Hong Kong multilingual university
found out that the mainland Chinese students prefer speaking Chinese while Hong Kong
students prefer speaking English, i.e., both groups practice monoglot strategy. Concerning
the use of separate multilingualism, all the students reported separating languages: for
learning they use only English (as it is the language of instruction) and for communication
with friends they use their preferred language. Both usage of monoglot strategy and
separate multilingualism occurs since the participants strongly believe that language

mixing or switching is inappropriate. Despite their strong beliefs, all the mainland Chinese
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and Hong Kong students admitted that these practices hinder their effective
communication with each other.

Thus, monoglot ideology and separate multilingualism were shown to be practiced
by students in MLE. In particular, these strategies were proved as occurring due to
students’ language beliefs and were demonstrated as hindering communication in a
multilingual environment.

To summarize, this section has demonstrated that in the international context
students’ understanding of MLE differs with some of them seeing it as communicating in
several languages and others viewing MLE as studying in several languages. Similarly, the
previous studies have shown varied perceptions of MLE by students who perceive MLE
either positively or negatively depending on the existence of multilingual awareness in
their universities. The range of studies on understanding and perceptions of MLE by
students is quite limited; therefore, it is important to consider it in this study since it will
contribute to the body of literature and to deeper understanding of these phenomena
(understanding of MLE and perceptions of MLE) by the scholars.

In addition, the section has shown that students of MLE investigated by the studies
around the world use convergence practices, including translanguaging, code-switching,
and receptive multilingualism, more frequently than divergence practices, including
monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism. This can mean that students are aware of
and open to multilingual communication. However, since the range of studies exploring
divergence communication practices is quite limited, such conclusion needs more evidence
from the research.

Multilingualism and Multilingual Communication in the Kazakhstani Context

The following section provides an analysis of studies on multilingualism and

multilingual communication in Kazakhstan. First, it reveals understanding of
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multilingualism in the context of Kazakhstan, and finishes with the overview of the studies
that touched upon the relations between multilingualism and communication in the
country’s higher education institutions.

Understanding multilingualism in the context of Kazakhstan. The analysis of
the previous studies demonstrates that multilingualism in Kazakhstan is associated with
several aspects. These include ethnic and linguistic diversity of the country, and the
implementation of English language education and multilingual programs.

To begin with, multilingualism in Kazakhstan is related to the ethnic and linguistic
diversity of the country. There are more than 130 ethnicities; and every nation is in full
right to maintain their own native languages. Besides, many citizens are required to
develop Kazakh, Russian, and English languages which were proclaimed as a part of the
trilingual policy (Nazarbayev, 2007). The trilingual policy is very important for
Kazakhstan since it designated special statuses for each of the three languages and defined
the language policy of the country (Amanbayeva & Amirkhanova, 2015; Yeskeldiyeva &
Tazhibayeva, 2015). Thus, the coexistence of various languages that are mother tongues
for various ethnicities and three languages constituting the trilingual policy relates to one
of the main features of multilingualism in Kazakhstan.

Another feature of multilingualism in the country is English language education. As
Mazhitaeva, Smagulova and Tuleuova (2012) conclude in their paper reviewing
multilingualism in Kazakhstan, for Kazakhstani citizens it is crucial to know English as
this foreign language is a key for their future competitiveness as specialists. Likewise,
Sadybekova (2013) highlights the necessity of English and provides some factual
information on the progress of Kazakhstan with teaching this language. What she points
out is that English as a subject is introduced from the first grades in Kazakhstani secondary

schools and as a medium of instruction in some Kazakhstani universities (Sadybekova,
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2013). So, along with ethnic and linguistic diversity, English language education is another
important feature of multilingualism in Kazakhstan.

The final hallmark of multilingualism in the country is related to the introduction of
multilingual education. It is a necessary component promoting the trilingual policy
development as it implies teaching through the means of the three languages: humanitarian
disciplines - through Kazakh and Russian, and science subjects - through English
(Zharkynbekova, Kulmanov, Tussupbekova, & Abaidilda, 2016). Despite its quite recent
introduction, there is some progress in the implementation of multilingual education. Even
though quite recently it was practiced only in Kazakh-Turkish lyceums and Nazarbayev
Intellectual Schools (Zharkynbekova, Kulmanov, Tussupbekova, & Abaidilda, 2016), now
multilingual education is being implemented by other educational institutions in
Kazakhstan. In particular, trilingual education is practiced in 117 comprehensive schools
and 33 experimental schools for gifted children; furthermore, some higher educational
institutions are also introducing trilingual education (RK MoES, 2016). Hence,
multilingual education is also an important factor for promoting multilingualism in
Kazakhstan.

Thus, multilingualism is one of the key components in the development of
Kazakhstan; and in the context of the country it has several main features. These include
ethnic and linguistic diversity, English language education and multilingual education. All
of them are important since they contribute to maintaining and developing multilingualism
in the country.

Language communication practices in communication of university students in
Kazakhstan. The range of studies related to the topic of the current paper in Kazakhstani
research is quite limited. However, there are some research papers (Akynova,

Zharkynbekova, Agmanova, Aimoldina, and Dalbergenova, 2014; Alishariyeva, 2014) that
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address using such practices as code-switching and separate multilingualism by the
Kazakhstani students.

Regarding the convergence practice of code-switching, it is used as a language
communication practice by some students in Kazakhstani universities. Akynova et al.
(2014) used observation to explore students’ (who study through Russian and Kazakh and
learn English as a foreign language) informal communication patterns and found that they
tend to code-switch from Kazakh and Russian to English. As the participants explained,
the reason is that they view English as a popular and prestige language, and, therefore
insert English utterances into either Kazakh or Russian speech. Thus, code-switching is
practiced by some students in Kazakhstan to make their speech sound modern and
impressive.

The divergence practice of separate multilingualism is also used by some students
in Kazakhstan. In particular, the research by Alishariyeva (2014) analyzed language use
among doctoral students at one Kazakhstani university. What the study revealed is that
students mostly speak Kazakh, Russian and English, and also some other languages. The
findings show that the usage of one or another language is separated and determined by a
certain context, e.g. work or home environment.

To summarize, the studies conducted in Kazakhstani context reveal the main
characteristics of multilingualism in Kazakhstan. Also, some studies touch upon language
communication practices that are used by university students; these practices include both
convergence (code-switching) and divergence (separate multilingualism) communication
practices.

Overall, the chapter has provided an analysis of the main concepts of the study such
as multilingualism, multilingual learning environment, communication, and multilingual

communication. It has presented the conceptual framework and analyzed the concepts
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relating to convergence (code-switching, translanguaging, receptive multilingualism) and
divergence (monoglot strategy, separate multilingualism) communication practices which
are also used as the main concepts for this research. Besides, the chapter has demonstrated
the analysis of the previous studies in accordance with the research questions of this study.
Particularly, it has analyzed the research dealing with students’ understanding and
perceptions of the concept of multilingual learning environment in the international
context. The analysis shows quite limited range of studies relating to these issues; there is a
need in more empirical studies. Therefore, conducting this research is important as it can
contribute to the literature and to understanding of these issues in the scholarly world.

The chapter has also revealed that understanding of multilingualism in Kazakhstan
is related to several aspects such as the country’s ethnic and linguistic diversity, English
language education, and multilingual education. However, there is lack of literature on
students’ understanding and perceptions of MLE, which are important to know for
implementing multilingual policy and multilingual education. For their proper
implementing, students should understand and perceive MLE properly. Therefore, this
research is important since it reveals students’ understanding and perceptions of MLE, and
analyzes whether they understand and perceive it properly.

Also, the chapter has shown that in the international context students use both
convergence (code-switching, translanguaging, receptive multilingualism) and divergence
(monoglot strategy and separate multilingualism) language communication practices for
communicating in MLE, where the convergence practices were shown to be used more
frequently. That means that those students are aware of multilingual communication and of
its meaning for maintaining effective and harmonious communication in diverse settings.

Notwithstanding, it is necessary to conduct more research on the language

communication practices due to the following reasons. As the chapter has revealed most of
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the studies (Gu, 2014; Hafner, Li, & Miller, 2015; Makalela, 2015; Martin-Beltran, 2014)
on language communication practices were conducted in the environments where students
had sufficient proficiency level in the languages that were present in their learning
environments. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct this research in Kazakhstan as there is a
different situation with languages. To explain that, most students can have good
proficiency in Kazakh and/or Russian but not so developed skills of English as
multilingual programs at universities have been launched quite recently. This creates a
need to research whether those internationally recognized practices are used by students in
Kazakhstan and whether learners are aware of multilingual communication.

Nevertheless, there are three research studies (Cheng, 2013; Harmévaara, 2014;
lyitoglu, 2016) that do not correspond with the above-mentioned criterion of good
proficiency in all MLE languages but they still support the importance of the current
research. For example, the studies conducted by Cheng (2013) and lyitoglu (2016) were
held within the group learning English as a foreign language. In Kazakhstan students study
in multilingual programs which mean learning subjects through several languages; that is
why, findings of this study might differ from those of Cheng (2013) and Iytoglu (2016).
Another research where students were not well proficient in all languages of MLE was the
study by Harmavaara (2014), where Finnish and Estonian speaking students used receptive
multilingualism to communicate with each other. The existence of similar situation can be
assumed among Kazakhstani students. This situation can be related to Kazakh and Russian
since many students can speak only one of the languages. Therefore, the research is needed
to explore how communication among such students occurs, and whether they use

receptive multilingualism to facilitate their communication.
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The next chapter presents the methodology that was employed to conduct this
study. In particular, it describes research approach, data collection instrument, research site
and sample, data collection procedures, data analysis approach, and considers ethical

issues.
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Chapter 3. Methodology
This study aims to explore university students’ language communication practices
in multilingual learning environment. For achieving this purpose, the research needs to
reveal students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual learning environment as

well as to identify their language communication practices in such educational setting.

The previous chapter presented the review of the literature related to the topic of
students’ communication in multilingual learning environments. The following chapter
elaborates on the methodology that was used to collect data for the study. It specifies the
research approach, describes data collection instrument, research site, sample and data

collection procedures, then explains data analysis approach, and considers ethical issues

Research Design
This section describes the research approach and design strategy that were used in

this study as well as briefly elaborates on the research process.

This research employs qualitative research approach described by Braun and Clarke
(2013) as research which “uses words as data...collected and analyzed in all sorts of ways”
(as cited in Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 6). Collecting and analyzing participants’ words is
important for qualitative research since its main purpose is to explore and understand the

main concept of the study, i.e., the central phenomenon (Creswell, 2012).

This research is understood as qualitative since it has the purpose to investigate the
central phenomenon of the study, which is communication in multilingual environment.
For doing so, the narratives from the participants were collected and their experiences were
analyzed. These could not be achieved by doing quantitative study, which can provide only
numerical data without an in-depth understanding of the central phenomenon (Creswell,

2012).
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This study is an interview-based research, which is consistent with qualitative
research approach (Creswell, 2012; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Interviews are applied for
understanding central phenomenon of the study and answering the research questions
(Creswell, 2012). That is why, to investigate students’ communication in multilingual
environment by exploring their understanding of the phenomenon and revealing their

language communication practices interview-based research was chosen.

The research started when the research problem and the research purpose aimed to
contribute to the solution of this problem were identified. Then, two research questions,
that should be answered in order to reach the purpose, were developed. Afterwards, a
research instrument was created. This was a 10-question interview protocol, which was
then pilot-tested with the master students of GSE. After making necessary changes in

interview questions, the process of the data collection started.

Thus, qualitative interview-based approach was employed for the current study.
The chosen research design was helpful to explore communication in multilingual

environment as the central phenomenon of the study.

Data Collection Instrument
The following section presents and justifies the instrument that was used to collect

the data for this research.

As stated above, this is an interview-based study in which semi-structured interview

was used to collect the data. Interview was chosen as an appropriate instrument for this
study as it is consistent with qualitative method (Creswell, 2012; Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). Since the current study is focused on exploring the participants’ understanding and

perceptions of multilingual learning environment and investigating their language
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communication practices, interview was a necessary instrument which allowed learning

about the students’ experiences in details.

The type of interview that was utilized for the research was semi-structured
interview which is defined by Merriam and Tisdell (2016) as interview where a researcher
can be flexible in wording the questions, and adding new ones depending on the
respondents’ answers and ideas emerging during the interview. This description fits the
present research because during the interviews the researcher had to reword questions and
ask a lot of follow-ups in order to get the data necessary for answering the research

questions.

For conducting interviews, 10-question interview protocol was developed. The

questions covered the following topics:

A. Understanding of multilingual learning environment;

B. Formal communication practices with groupmates and instructors;

C. Informal communication practices with groupmates and instructors;

D. Benefits and challenges of learning in multilingual environment (please see

Appendix A).

All in all, semi-structured interview was chosen as an appropriate research
instrument for this study. The data was collected from participants by administering 10-

question semi-structured interviews.

Research Site and Sample
The two sections above described the research design and research instrument
applied for this study. This section describes the participants of the study, the research site

and sampling procedures, and elaborates on the limitations of the sample.
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Research site. One the universities in Astana was chosen as a research site. This
university is a good example of multilingual learning environment due to multilingual
programs implemented at many departments. Teachers and students there come from
various linguistic and cultural backgrounds; and there are also many foreign teachers and

students.

The multilingual programs in the chosen university imply studying by the means of
two languages: one or two disciplines are taught in English, and the rest — in either Kazakh
or Russian. Students are divided into Kazakh and Russian groups; and some of the students
from both groups are selected to study one or two disciplines in English. So, the students
are in their Kazakh or Russian groups when they have classes taught in Kazakh or Russian
respectively whereas for the classes taught in English selected students from each group

are united together.

Research sample. Eight students were recruited using purposeful maximal
variation strategy. Purposeful maximal variation sampling is used when a researcher needs
participants to follow certain criteria (Creswell, 2012). For this study, the following list of

characteristics for the sample was developed. University students should have been:

e from multilingual programs since they can communicate in several languages,
including;

e 3" or 4™ year students because they have certain experience of learning in a
multilingual environment;

e majoring both in Humanities and Sciences. Humanitarian students are supposed to
be more exposed to communication than Science students; therefore, their

communication practices may differ.
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The recruited students included 3 students majoring in “Social pedagogics and self-
cognition”, 3 students majoring in “Tourism”, and 2 students majoring in “Technical

physics” (for information about the participants, please see Table 1).

Table 1

Information About the Participants of the Study

Participant Major Year of studies

number

1 Social 4"
pedagogics and
self-cognition

2 Tourism 3"

3 Tourism 3"

4 Technical 3"
physics

5 Social 4"
pedagogics and
self-cognition

6 Social 4"
pedagogics and
self-cognition

7 Tourism 3"

8 Technical 3"
physics

Sample limitations. One of the limitations of the sample is that one criterion for
selecting participants was met only partially. This criterion relates to multilingual programs
at the university, which, in fact, are not studying through all three languages, as they
should be, but through only two. This information was received from the participants while

the gatekeeper who helped in recruiting them had stated that studying in multilingual
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programs occurs in three languages. Nevertheless, these programs were still treated as

MLE since students, even studying only in two languages, are proficient in all the three.

The next limitation is in imbalance between Humanity and Science students with
less number of Science students. This happened because many Science students, that were
found by the gatekeeper, rejected participating. Therefore, because of time constraints, in
order to get more participants, and have broader view on research problem, some more

Humanitarians were selected.

To overcome those challenges, it can be recommended to find out more details
about the research site long before starting the study. Besides, devoting more time for

searching participants could be helpful in diversifying the sample.

To summarize, one of the universities in Astana was chosen as a research site. The
researcher managed to recruit and interview eight participants who are 3 and 4™ year
students majoring in Humanities and Sciences. There are some limitations of the sample

which can be overcome by more thorough planning and time management.

Data Collection Procedure
The previous section described the research site and sample. This section elaborates

on the procedures that were undertaken to collect the data for the research.

After completing the proposal of the study, the research instrument, which is semi-
structured interview protocol was developed. The instrument was pilot-tested with GSE
students, and some changes to the questions were made. The next step was obtaining the
permission from the GSE Research Committee. For this purpose, the NUGSE Research
Approval Application form was completed, where the purpose of the study, the research
questions, research design and methods, ethical issues such as risks and benefits were

stated (please see Appendix B). Also, informed consent forms for participants in three
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languages were developed (please see Appendix C). The informed consent forms and

interview protocol were also submitted with the application form.

As soon as the approval from the GSE Research Committee was received on the 4™
of November, the process of recruiting participants started. There was a need in eight
participants who should have 3 and 4™ year students studying in multilingual programs
and majoring in Humanities and Sciences. To recruit students of Humanities, the
permission of the Dean of The Faculty of Social Sciences was asked. After receiving his
agreement, the faculty administration provided the list of the students studying in
multilingual program and with their contact information such as emails and phone
numbers. There were four such students who then were sent e-mails with the description of
the study and were asked to participate. As no answer was received, the students were

contacted by phone, and three of them agreed to participate.

To recruit the other five participants, the assistance of the gate keeper, who is an
employee at this university, was used. Three students of Humanities and two students of
Science were selected with the help of the gatekeeper who provided the list of students
from multilingual programs and their contact information. After receiving the agreement
from all the participants, they were contacted again to negotiate the time and place

convenient for conducting interviews.

After the time and place issues were resolved, the interviewing process started. All
the interviews took place at the participants’ university at the time which was chosen by
them as most convenient. Each interview began from informing the students about the
study and presenting the Informed Consent Form. The interviews started as long as the
Informed Consent Forms were signed by the participants. All the interviews lasted 15-25

minutes, and were conducted in Russian ass all the participants chose this language for
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interview. Interviews were recorded with the agreement of the participants. Interviews
finished by thanking students and giving small gifts to them as compensation for their

participation.

In conclusion, the data collection procedure consisted of several stages. These
included preparing the research proposal, developing the research instrument, obtaining the
approval from GSE Research Committee, recruiting the participants, and conducting the

interviews.

Data Analysis Approach
The previous section provided the description of the research procedure. This

section elaborates on the data analysis approach employed for the current research.

For analyzing the data, the approach of six steps suggested by Creswell (2012) was
utilized. The first step included organizing and preparing the data. At this stage, all the
interviews recorded by smartphone were uploaded into the laptop. Also, the data were
backed up by uploading the recordings into Yandex Disc. After that, all the interviews
were transcribed (for sample interview transcript, please see Appendix D), and all the
transcripts were printed out for the convenience of analysis. The next step included initial
observation of the data and coding it. All the transcripts were read for getting a general
picture of the collected data. Then they were read again and, afterwards, they were coded.
At the first stage of coding there were about seventy codes, which then were synthesized

and reduced to eight.

Analyzing codes and developing categories out of them was the next step of data
analysis. After completing this step, three major categories were identified: “students’
understanding of MLE”, “students’ perceptions of MLE”, “language communication

practices in MLE”. Afterwards, these categories were analyzed to develop the statements
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of findings, which was the next step called representing findings. For instance, the first
finding stated: “Most of the students have proper understanding of multilingual learning
environment seeing it as studying and communicating in several languages while the least
proportion of participants have insufficient understanding of MLE with some viewing it as
studying in English only”. This finding was developed using the category of “students’

understanding of MLE”.

Then, as the next step of data analysis, the findings were interpreted and explained.
All the interpretations were made considering the previous literature on the topic, the
participants’ experiences and explanations, the context of the country, and the researcher’s
own experience and personal observations. Finally, there was the step of validating the
accuracy of findings. At this stage, the strategy of external audit (Creswell, 2012) was
employed, where one of the GSE students to read some of the transcripts and then the
findings section. This person’s comments regarding the compliance of the findings to the

words of the participants resulted in some minor changes in the findings chapter.

To summarize, the approach of six steps suggested by Creswell was used for data
analysis. In order to perform this process, the data were organized, then coded and
developed into categories. Then categories were analyzed to present findings, which were
interpreted and explained. Also, the strategy of external audit was employed to validate the

findings.

Ethical Considerations
The section presented above described the data analysis approach utilized for this
study. This section provides the information on the ethical issues related to this study and

describes the steps undertaken to overcome those.
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When the proposal for the study was completed, it was submitted to obtain the
permission for conducting research from NUGSE Research Committee. For doing so,
NUGSE Research Approval Application Form was prepared; this form contained all the
information about the project, including the purpose of the study, the research questions,
research design and methods, and ethical issues such as possible risks and benefits of the
study. The research was approved by the GSE Research Committee on the 4™ of

November, 2016.

Important to this research was developing consent form since the study requires the
involvement of the participants. This form recognizes “the subject’s right to freedom and
self-determination” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 52). The informed consent
form for the current study included the following information: clear explanation of the
study purpose and the procedures, description of possible risks and expected benefits, an
offer to answer any questions that participants might raise during the procedure. Equally
important, the consent form informed the participants that their participation was voluntary

and they were free to withdraw at any stage of the study.

When conducting the study, the participants were asked to read carefully the
consent form and sign it if they agreed with all the conditions. Also, the participants were
informed that their anonymity and confidentiality would be kept. Anonymity means that no
names will be indicated and revealed during the study and in the final report about the
study results (Cohen et al., 2007). Even if all the names of the interviewees are known to
the researcher, they will not be revealed anywhere; this means preserving confidentiality
(Cohen et al., 2007). The participants were assured that their names would be substituted

by numbers, and the name of their university would not be revealed as well.
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After the data collection procedure, all the interview recordings and transcripts
were placed into the separate folder in the laptop which is secured by the password. All the
printed interview transcripts were locked in the drawer. No person has access to the study
materials besides the researcher and her supervisor. In the research report, the names of the
aprticipants were substituted by number, and the university where they study was referred
as “one university in Astana”. When the thesis is defended, all the data that contains

particpants’ names and the name of the research site will be destroyed.

Overall, to begin the study the approval of NUGSE Research Committee was
obtained. To address ethical issues, the participants were provided with Consent Forms;
and after the data collection all the necessary steps to ensure their anonymity and

confidentiality were undertaken.

To conclude, this chapter has provided an overview of research methodology
applied in this study. The research was based on qualitative interview-based approach,
where a semi-structured interview protocol was developed for collecting the data. Eight
participants who are university students majoring in Humanities and Sciences and studying
in multilingual programs were interviewed. The data was analyzed using the approach of
six steps suggested by Creswell. All necessary measures to protect the participants’
anonymity and confidentiality were taken. The next chapter will elaborate on the findings

of the research.
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Chapter 4. Findings
The purpose of this research is to investigate how language communication occurs
among learners in multilingual learning environment. For doing so, there is a need to
explore students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual learning environment and

determine language communication practices used by learners in MLE.

The research followed qualitative design. Eight university students were selected as
participants for the study. All the students are studying in multilingual programs and taking
courses in two languages: either in Russian and English or in Kazakh and English. The

data from participants was collected using face-to-face semi-structured interviews.

This chapter aims to present findings of the research. As a result of data analysis,
three categories of findings were identified. Two of them fall under the first research
question and the other one under the second research question. First, the chapter answers
the first research question by presenting such categories as students’ understanding of
MLE and their perceptions of learning in MLE. Then, the chapter proceeds to the second
research question and elaborates the findings on the category of students’ language

communication practices.

Students’ Understanding and Perceptions of Multilingual Learning Environment
This section analyzes the findings that provide an answer to the first research

question aiming at revealing students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual

learning environment. The section starts with presenting the findings on students’

understanding of MLE and finishes by the finding on their perceptions of MLE.

Students’ understanding of MLE. The findings reveal that students understand
multilingual learning environment differently. Some of them understand it as studying and

communicating in several languages while others see it as studying in English.
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First, the findings show that MLE is understood by students as studying and
communicating in several languages. This explanation was given by more than half of the
participants. For example, some students gave the following responses: “It is a learning
environment where several languages are used” (Participant 4); “Multilingual learning
environment is studying via the means of not a single language but several languages”
(Participant 7); “Multilingual learning environment is when several languages are being
learnt and used in communication” (Participant 3); “It is speaking, understanding and

reading in several languages by students and those who surround them” (Participant 2).

Third, the findings identify that multilingual learning environment is also
understood as studying in English. This idea was expressed by one fourth of the
participants who claimed that MLE is studying in English only: “It [MLE] is when one
discipline is taught in English” (Participant 6); “These [subjects taught in Russian] are not

related to multilingual education, it is only in English” (Participant 5).

To conclude, most of the participants expressed quite proper understanding of
multilingual learning environment. However, one fourth of the students showed

insufficient understanding of MLE.

Students’ perceptions of MLE. In line with asking to define the concept of MLE,
students were asked about the benefits and challenges that MLE can bring to them. The
answers show that students perceive MLE differently showing both positive and negative
perceptions. If some of them believe that MLE is beneficial for developing their language
skills, especially English, and expanding career and education opportunities, others see it

as hindering their comprehension of some disciplines.

The findings demonstrate that MLE is considered beneficial by students for their

language skills development. More than half of participants stated that studying in such
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environment significantly contributes to improving their English language skills. These
comments support the previous statement: “While studying in multilingual program I can
develop my English well” (Participant 8); “Studying in multilingual environment I have
more practice of speaking English” (Participant 4); “The benefit [of MLE] is in the
opportunity to learn English” (Participant 6). Besides improving English skills, MLE was
perceived as beneficial for developing Kazakh language skills. This was claimed by only
one participant who is predominantly Russian speaking, and according to the students’
answer, studying in MLE creates the opportunities for practicing Kazakh:

...among the students we speak Russian and Kazakh...This is very useful, because

I am a Russian speaker, and now, it is already a third year...and Kazakh for me

becomes a common language. (Participant 7)

In addition, according to the findings, studying in MLE is perceived by students as
potential to expand their education opportunities. Nearly a half of the participants
expressed their intentions to enter master studies abroad or apply for academic mobility.
Therefore, studying in MLE, and particularly studying in English, is viewed by them as a
great advantage. This finding is supported by the following quotes:

I think that learning some disciplines in English can help in the future when
applying for master degree. If | apply to a university abroad, | will have some skills

[of English] already. (Participant 7)

Our transcripts will show that we studied some disciplines in English. | want to

continue my studies and get master degree, and I think the language of my studying

will be taken into account when | apply to a university. If | have studied some
disciplines in English, this means that | more or less know the language.

(Participant 2)

As a final benefit of MLE findings reveal better employment opportunities that
were stated by some participants. In detail, one fourth of the students highlighted that the
opportunity to study in English, which is provided by MLE, is very useful for their future

employment as they consider working with foreigners, in international companies, or

abroad. As some participants commented:
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In the future, 1 plan to go abroad, work with foreigners and with international
companies. Therefore, it is [studying in English] is beneficial for me. (Participant 1)

...now it [English] is necessary, for example, for my future career. Since | will
work in the sphere of tourism, I will need to work mostly with foreigners.
(Participant 3)

Along with mostly positive perceptions of MLE, the findings show some negative
aspects of studying in a multilingual environment reported by the students. Nearly a half of
the participants stated that studying some disciplines in English is hindering the
comprehension of the content of those disciplines. As some participants responded: “...it is
difficult to understand even in Russian, and understanding it in English will take some
amount of time” (Participant 8); “...English is difficult, and science is difficult as well.
And when they are combined, it is even more difficult” (Participant 4); “It is difficult to
understand some information, because I need to translate it first and then understand the

meaning” (Participant 3).

Overall, the findings reveal that students have varied perceptions of MLE.
Although most of them expressed their positive views on studying in a multilingual
environment seeing it as beneficial for improving their language skills, especially English,
and for expanding their education and employment opportunities, some participants
mentioned about the negative sides such as hindering content comprehension of some

disciplines.

Students’ Language Communication Practices in Multilingual Learning Environment
This section presents the findings that answer the second research question which is
aimed at identifying the students’ language communication practices in multilingual
learning environment. First, the section provides an analysis the students’ language
communication practices in formal communication, and then proceeds to practices used in

informal communication.
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Students’ language communication practices in formal communication. The
results show that in formal communication students use both convergence, code-switching
and translanguaging, and divergence, including separate multilingualism, language
communication practices. While separate multilingualism is applied both for in-class
communication and homework discussions, code-switching is used only in in-class

communication, and translanguaging is utilized only in homework discussions.

In-class communication. Regarding the language use in class communication, the
findings show the use of separate multilingualism and code-switching. As for separate
multilingualism, all the participants stated that they try to keep speaking one language
during their lessons. For example, the great majority of the students claimed that they try to
use only English when doing class activities and talking with the teacher at the English
medium instruction classes: “If we are in a multilingual group, we speak only English”
(Participant 4); “During the lesson, everybody in a group tries to speak English only”
(Participant 2); “To have more practice of English and develop our language skills we try

speaking English only” (Participant 5).

Even if some words or phrases are forgotten, students reported that they try not to
use their native languages. As strategies for avoiding forgotten words or phrases students
stated paraphrasing: “...if 1 do not know the word I have to explain what | mean in a
different way...” (Participant 1); “I try to make up a sentence which does not contain any
words that I do not know” (Participant 4); using synonyms: “I use synonyms... so when |
made up my mind to English, it is better to find another word [synonym]” (Participant 5);
using translator application: “I have a translator on my phone, I always check [forgotten

words] there” (Participant 8).
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The findings indicate that code-switching is also used by students in in-class
communication. Half of the students stated that in rare cases, during English medium
instruction classes, when avoiding the unknown or forgotten word is impossible, they
code-switch to Russian and wait their peers or teachers to help: “...if this option
[paraphrasing] does not work...then I switch to Russian... and my groupmates can give a
cue and help” (Participant 1); “When | speak English at the lesson, I can sometimes forget
some words and say them in Russian. Then someone helps and translates into English”

(Participant 3).

Also, the cases of code-switching were also reported to take place the Russian and
Kazakh medium instruction classes. Nearly half of the students stated that they can

unconsciously recall some English words when studying in Russian or Kazakh:

It [recalling English words] happens often. When | entered this university, math
was difficult for me, because I learnt it in English in Kazakh-Turkish Lyceum, and
it was hard to put my mind to Russian... (Participant 7)

I can insert something [in English] and do not even notice it. My groupmates and
instructors laugh at this then. (Participant 2)

Homework discussions. As for students’ language use in homework discussions,
the findings revealed using practices of separate multilingualism among learners. Precisely,
the majority of the students stated that they use mostly Russian to talk about homework for
disciplines taught in English: “We speak Russian mostly... definitely, not in English...”
(Participant 7); “Basically, we use Russian. Even if the discipline is taught in English, we

still use Russian” (Participant 3).

In addition, the findings show that translanguaging practice is also utilized among
the students when discussing their homework for English medium instruction classes. The

great majority of the students reported about inserting some subject and study-related
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words in English, e.g., “tasks”, “paper work” (Participant 7), “forms of education”

(Participant 5) during their homework discussions.

Overall, the results demonstrate that both convergence and divergence language
communication practices are used in formal communication, but their use is different
depending on the communicative situation. So, in in-class communication divergence
practice of separate multilingualism is used more that the convergence practice of code-
switching while in homework discussion both divergence practice of separate

multilingualism and convergence practice of translanguaging are used much.

Informal communication. As the findings show, in informal communication
students use the divergence practice of separate multilingualism with some rare cases of

using the convergence practices of code-switching and receptive multilingualism.

The analysis of findings reveals that separate multilingualism is used by students in
their informal communication. All the participants stated that in informal conversations

they communicate mostly in Russian and Kazakh:

Basically, with my friends and groupmates | speak Russian when we are not at our
studies. (Participant 5)

We are used to communicate in Russian. (Participant 8)

Our multilingual group includes students from Russian and Kazakh groups. So,
when we are in this group | need to need to speak Russian with predominantly
Russian speaking students and Kazakh with predominantly Kazakh speaking ones.
(Participant 2)

One fourth of the participants reported speaking English sometimes when they

want to practice the language:

Sometimes with my friends | speak English to practice and develop the language.
We usually speak on various topics, and it is very useful. (Participant 5)



LEARNERS’ LANGUAGE USE IN COMMUNICATION IN MLE 45

Also, the findings demonstrate that code-switching is practiced in informal
communication among the students. Less than half of the students reported using code-

switching to Kazakh interjections in their speech in Russian:

Sometimes I insert Kazakh words when | speak Russian, but they are usually small
words such as zhaksy (OK, good) and rakhmet (thank you). Participant 1;

When in informal situation | can use some words in Kazakh, but it happens only in
informal setting. Participant 7

Finally, as the findings show, the least used practice in informal communication
among students is receptive multilingualism. This practice is used by one fourth of the
participants who described their communication with predominantly Kazakh speaking

groupmates:

I have a groupmate who speaks only Kazakh because he is afraid to speak Russian.

Sometimes | speak Russian and he speaks Kazakh, but we understand each other.

We are of afraid of speaking each other’s language because of

mistakes, and in this way of communicating is very useful. (Participant 2)

To summarize, in informal communication students more use divergence than
convergence language communication practices. The findings show frequent use of

separate multilingualism while the use of code-switching and receptive multilingualism is

rare.

List of Main Findings
1. Most of the students have proper understanding of multilingual learning
environment seeing it as studying and communicating in several languages while
the least proportion of participants have insufficient understanding of MLE with
some viewing it as studying in English only.
2. The perceptions of MLE among students are different. Whereas most of them

perceive it as positive for their language skills development, especially English
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language skills, and expanding education and career opportunities, small number of
the participants view MLE as hindering their comprehension of some disciplines;

3. In formal communication students apply divergence more than convergence
language communication practices. The divergence practice of separate
multilingualism is applied for both in-class communication and homework
discussions whereas the convergence practices of code-switching and
translanguaging are used only in in-class communication and homework
discussions respectively;

4. Ininformal communication among students divergence language communication
practices used more than convergence language communication practices. Students
frequently practice separate multilingualism in communication with their
groupmates and friends while the use of code-switching and receptive
multilingualism is limited.

To conclude, the chapter has presented an analysis of the findings of this research.
By analyzing the finding answering the first research question, the chapter has shown
students have mostly proper understanding of multilingual learning environment with some
showing insufficient understanding. Also, the chapter has demonstrated that MLE is
perceived positively by the majority of the students, where small proportion of them
expressed negative views. Finally, the chapter demonstrated that both in formal and
informal communication of the students studying in MLE divergence language
communication practices are used more than convergence language communication

practices.
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Chapter 5. Discussion
The purpose of this research is to identify how students’ communication occurs in
multilingual learning environment. There are two research questions put forward by the
study. The first one is to reveal students’ understanding and perceptions of MLE and the

second question is to detect their language communication practices in MLE.

The research was based on the qualitative interview based approach. The semi-
structured interview protocol was used to collect the data from 8 university students

studying in multilingual programs.

The previous chapter presented the findings of the research. This chapter presents
the discussion of the research findings, where these are interpreted, juxtaposed with the

results of previous research in the field and the conceptual framework of the study.

Students’ Understanding and Perceptions of MLE

This section presents the discussion of findings that answer the first research
question which is to reveal students’ understanding and perceptions of multilingual
learning environment. The analysis of the findings showed that students’ understanding

and perceptions of MLE are varied.

Finding 1: Most of the students have proper understanding of multilingual
learning environment seeing it as studying and communicating in several languages
while the least proportion of participants have insufficient understanding of MLE

viewing it as studying in English.

The finding reveals two categories of understanding of MLE. The first one is
understanding it as studying and communicating in several languages and the second one is

understanding MLE as studying in English.
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First, the majority of the students understand multilingual learning environment
properly by viewing it as studying and communicating in several languages. This finding
partially corresponds to the definitions of MLE given by Cozart et al. (2015) and Dodman
(2016) who consider it as learning environment where students and teachers from various
linguistic and cultural backgrounds use several languages for studies and communication.
The participants of this study highlighted in their answers *“studying and communicating in
several languages” which was also emphasized by the authors. However, when articulating
their understanding of MLE, students did not consider the linguistic and cultural
backgrounds of learners and teachers, which is considered as one of the important aspects
of MLE (Cozart et al., 2015; Dodman, 2016). Thus, heterogeneity among students and
instructors in multilingual learning environment can be important for students’ complete

understanding of it.

In addition, juxtaposing the results of this study with that of Kyppd et al. (2015)
supports the previous statement about the possible influence of heterogeneity on students’
understanding of MLE. While both the participants of this study gave explanations of MLE
only partially corresponding to those of Cozart et al. (2015) and Dodman (2016) the
participants of the research by Kypp0 et al. (2015) when describing MLE highlighted
students’ and instructors’ various linguistic backgrounds as an important feature of it. The
reason can be that this study was conducted in the context of Finland where multilingual
university group was represented by local and international students from various parts of
the world. The participants of the present research are not studying together with any
international students, and all of them, their groupmates and instructors have quite
homogenous backgrounds being all Kazakhs with either Russian and Kazakh as their first
languages. Therefore, there might be no reasons for them to think about the variety of

linguistic and cultural backgrounds as a characteristic of MLE. Thus, quite proper but not
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yet full understanding of MLE by students can imply that in multilingual programs where
the participants study multilingual learning environment has not been completely

established yet.

In addition, the finding indicated above partially supports the results of research by
Klapwijk and Van der Walt (2016). Students in the mentioned study considered MLE only
as studying in several languages whereas students in this study consider it as studying and
also communicating in several languages. If in the study by Klapwijk and Van der Walt
(2016) students used several languages only for studies but not for communication with
their peers, in the context of this study students use at least Russian and Kazakh, and even
English sometimes. That means even though multilingual environment has not been fully
established, important aspects for its creation, such as communication in several languages,

are followed. Therefore, there is a potential for future progress in this field.

Second, the findings show the small number of students have insufficient
understanding of MLE seeing it as studying in English only. This type of definition has not
been found in any other literature, and is unique to Kazakhstani context. This finding might
have been revealed due to the following reason. Since the inclusion of English medium
disciplines into the curriculum of groups with Russian and Kazakh medium instruction, the
program where the students studied have become multilingual program. And the students
selected from both Russian and Kazakh groups have become a multilingual group. Hence,
these participants might juxtapose MLE with English language exclusively. This finding
indicates the need of conducting more explanatory work with those students who are

selected for studying in multilingual programs.
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Finding 2: The perceptions of MLE among students are different. Whereas
most of them perceive it as positive for their language skills development, especially
English language skills, and expanding education and career opportunities, small
number of the participants view MLE as hindering their comprehension of some

disciplines.

This finding demonstrates that students’ perceptions of MLE are different. Mostly
the perceptions are positive considering MLE as beneficial for language skills
development, and expanding education and career opportunities while a few responses
highlight some negative aspects of studying in MLE, such hindering of comprehension of

some disciplines.

All students in this study perceive MLE as beneficial for developing their language
skills, especially for the English language skills. This finding does not endorse the results
of the study made by Kyppo et al. (2015), which revealed that students studying in MLE
see the benefit in developing their skills in all the languages present in the group. The
reason of the discrepancy between the two findings might be in the difference between the
linguistic repertoires of students in the two studies. Whereas in Kyppd’s et al. (2015)
research there was a mix of local and international students with both of them speaking
various languages, in the current study there are only local students who are well proficient
in Kazakh and Russian languages, and have average proficiency in English. So, if in the
case of the Kypp0’s et al. study most of the languages present in the group were new for
students, they were willing to practice and improve their skills in those languages.
However, in the case of the current study, students use both Kazakh and Russian frequently
and may take them for granted while only English is new for them. They do not have so
many opportunities to practice English besides speaking it during their classes; therefore,

the participants may give much importance to developing their English in MLE.

50



LEARNERS’ LANGUAGE USE IN COMMUNICATION IN MLE 51

Additional explanation to this finding can be the inadequate interpretation of
multilingual program by students and university faculty. While arranging the data
collection process, a few times, in the researcher’s conversations with university staff, they
mentioned about students who attend “multilingual disciplines”. Also, the collocation
“multilingual disciplines” was noticed in the answers of students. In both cases, the
students and faculty were referring to the disciplines taught in English. This observation,
along with the above-mentioned explanation relating to the students’ linguistic repertoires,
can influence students’ perceptions of MLE, so that they perceive it as environment for
developing English language only. Therefore, there is a necessity of informing students

and university staff about the benefit of MLE for developing all the three languages.

Also, the findings indicate MLE as beneficial for expanding students’ education
and career opportunities. As students emphasized in their responses, developing their
English through studying in MLE is the factor which can give them the mentioned
benefits. The results of the study by Bradford (2007) reveal the same views of the
participants regarding the English language; they consider English language as a necessary
factor for getting education abroad and getting employment in international companies.
This is also applicable to the participants of the current study who expressed their interest
in entering master studies abroad, applying for academic mobility, and applying for jobs in
international companies or companies working with international partners. This means that
after their graduation students may become a part of a multilingual environment, which can
give them another chance to practice and develop their skills of multilingual

communication.

Finally, the findings reveal that students see MLE as hindering their comprehension
of the content of English medium disciplines. As the English language is new not only for

students but for their instructors as well, this can occur due to the latter’s low language
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proficiency and, as a consequence, poor skills of presenting materials in this language (He
& Chiang, 2016). Also, as the participants explained, their own low English language
proficiency makes it harder for them to understand the content. This finding means that
since students and their instructors are not yet well-proficient in English, the English
medium disciplines are seen by students as challenging. Since students have a chance to
improve their English language skills as they have English as a foreign language classes, it
might be important within universities to give more attention and efforts into developing

instructors’ English language skills as well.

Overall, the section has shown that the homogeneity of the students’ and their
instructors’ backgrounds might make students have, though proper, but not yet complete
understanding of MLE, which shows that multilingual learning environment is not fully
established within these multilingual programs. In addition, the role of English in the
emergence of multilingual programs could lead to some confusion in understanding of
MLE by some students, which creates a necessity of more explanatory work among
students and university staff. Even though, in general, the students’ understanding of MLE
IS proper, their perceptions of it are not quite adequate. Since Kazakh and Russian can be
taken for granted by them, they only consider the benefit of MLE in developing their
English language skills. Nevertheless, their intentions to develop their English can lead to
their studying and in a multilingual environment again, which will be beneficial for their
skills of multilingual communication. Finally, the section has shown that some students
perceive MLE as challenging for content comprehension of the disciplines taught in
English; this can mean that more consideration should be given to developing the

university instructors’ English language skills.
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Students’ Language Communication Practices in MLE

This section discusses the findings that answer the second research question aiming
at revealing students’ language communication practices in a multilingual learning
environment. The findings demonstrate that both in formal and in informal communication
divergence language communication practices are applied more than convergence

language communication practices.

Finding 3: In formal communication students apply divergence more than
convergence language communication practices. The divergence practice of separate
multilingualism is applied for both in-class communication and homework
discussions whereas the convergence practices of code-switching and translanguaging

are used only in in-class communication and homework discussions respectively.

This finding demonstrates that three language communication practices are used by
students in their formal communication. These practices include separate multilingualism,

code-switching and translanguaging.

Separate multilingualism in formal communication. The results of the study
demonstrate that separate multilingualism is the practice frequently found in students’
formal communication. In particular, they use this practice for such formal communicative

situations as in-class communication and homework discussions.

With regards to in-class communication, majority of students reported trying to use
only one language during their classes. In particular, during the English medium
instruction classes students try speaking English only, which can occur due to several
reasons. First, it can be explained by the students’ belief that switching to another language
can distract the speaker and affect his or her speech negatively (Gu, 2014). In other words,

students can believe that code-switching or translanguaging can deteriorate the
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development of the language in which students do not have enough proficiency; and in the
case of the current research it is English. Second, using separate multilingualism practice
during the classes can be attributed to the instructors’ requirements to use only English. It
can be explained by instructors’ beliefs that target language should be acquired only in the
target language environment, without resorting to students’ native languages (Cheng,
2013). And third, according to their own explanations, the students try to speak only
English during the classes in case if some other person, besides their instructor, is present
at the lesson. This reminds of a common practice at schools, called “open lesson”, in which
a teacher invites his or her colleagues to observe the lesson. Usually the plan of the lesson
is negotiated with students in advance; all the activities and questions are distributed
among learners, so that everyone comes prepared and the lesson goes according to a
“scenario”. The teacher tries to arrange everything because he or she wants to make an
impression of a very competent educator in front of his or her colleagues. The same could
take place during the English medium instruction classes attended by the participants of the
current study. In other words, if their instructor is going to invite some guests to his or her
lesson, he or she informs the students beforehand about the visitors as well as about using

only English during the class.

Additionally, the findings show that most students practice separate multilingualism
during their homework discussions with their peers. Even if they speak English only during
their English medium classes, all their homework discussions related to these disciplines
usually transpire in either Russian or Kazakh depending on which language is dominant in
a students’ linguistic repertoire. Such language shift can occur because students clearly
differentiate between the contexts where communication happens (Alishariyeva, 2014). To
be more precise, the class environment and the presence of the instructor can be a signal

for speaking English only while homework discussion with peers seems to be more
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informal, and predisposes students to switch to the language they are more comfortable
with. The discussed findings can imply that both students and their instructors are not
informed well about the potential and opportunities of code-switching and translanguaging

for the learning process.

Code-switching in formal communication. The findings indicate that code-
switching is, even rarely, is practiced by students in formal communication. They use it

during in-class communication and homework discussions.

Regarding code-switching in class, students reported about code-switching to either
Kazakh or Russian in case of forgotten word in English when avoiding this word is
impossible. Similar findings were revealed in the study of lyitoglu (2016) who explained
the students’ code-switching as a strategy for maintaining the flow of communication. So,
the students can code-switch to either Kazakh or Russian in order not to make long pauses
while recalling the word in English. Another explanation of using code-switching during
the classes can be in a students’ attempt to prompt their peers and teachers to help in
finding the word (lyitoglu, 2016). Thus, the students code-switch in order maintain their
speech in English, which can again imply their preference to separate multilingualism. So,
even if code-switching is helpful for students in the described situation, they hardly

recognize its usefulness and probably do it unconsciously.

Besides, the participants of the study can code-switch during the classes because of
their teachers’ allowance for doing so. This can be explained by teachers’ beliefs about the
facilitating role of code-switching for students’ learning (Simasiku, Kasanda & Smit,
2015). Indeed, this can be a case for the participants of the study since they learn various

humanitarian and science disciplines through English, and understanding the content might



LEARNERS’ LANGUAGE USE IN COMMUNICATION IN MLE 56

be one of the priorities. This means that, even few, some teachers understand the benefits

of this language communication practice for the learning process.

Translanguaging in formal communication. The findings reveal students’
practices of translanguaging during their formal communication. In particular, some

students use this practice in homework discussions with peers.

The findings show that while discussing the homework for disciplines taught in
English students usually use either Kazakh or Russian but can insert some subject-specific
terms or other study-related words in English. The explanation to this can be that the
students can utilize translanguaging with the purpose to facilitate their learning (Martin-
Beltran, 2014). Furthemore, as the participants explained, translating the terms which are
learnt in English into Russian or Kazakh can cause misunderstanding among peers and
even slow down the communication process while using English for subject-specific terms
makes communication faster and more effective, and helps in co-constructing the meaning.
This finding shows that some of the students recognize the usefulness of translanguaging
for their learning process, which can imply that there is a ground for transforming other

students” minds by demonstrating the benefit of this language communication practice.

To conclude, the section has shown that due to the students’ and their instructors’
language beliefs and due to the latter’s classroom practices, the students prefer using the
practice of separate multilingualism. Nevertheless, some of them might understand the
benefit of code-switching and translanguaging and, though rarely, apply it for formal

communication.
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Finding 4: In informal communication among students divergence language
communication practices are used more than convergence language communication
practices. Students frequently practice separate multilingualism in communication
with their groupmates and friends while the use of code-switching and receptive

multilingualism is limited.

This finding demonstrates the use of both divergence and convergence language
communication practices among students in their informal communication. These practices

include separate multilingualism, code-switching and receptive multilingualism.

Separate multilingualism in informal communication. The findings show that
the majority of the students use separate multilingualism among their informal
communication practices. This can be explained by students’ ability to differentiate clearly
between the contexts of communication (Alishariyeva, 2014). So, the change of
communicative situation from English medium class to informal communication with
peers makes students also to change the languages and use the language, which is more
common for them when communicating informally. Additionally, as the participants
interpreted, language choice depends on the language environment which surrounded the
students during their childhood, school years and which surrounds them now. To put it
differently, if a student attended Russian/Kazakh school, communicates in Russian/Kazakh
at home, at university or at work, the language choice for informal communication will be
in favor of either Russian or Kazakh respectively. This finding can show that even if the
students study in MLE, their informal language use is not influenced by multilingual

environment of their studies by but their own linguistic backgrounds.

Code-switching in informal communication. The findings revealed some rare

cases of code-switching in students’ informal communication. They reported about code-
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switching to Kazakh interjections when speaking in Russian with their peers. An
explanation to this can be that code-switching to such words in another language can
become a part of someone’s speech style (Lantto, 2014). Indeed, in the context of
Kazakhstan, many Kazakhs proficient in both Kazakh and Russian often mix the languages
in communication, where inserting Kazakh interjections into speech in Russian also
occurs. This cannot show students’ understanding of the benefits of code-switching since,

if such code-switching is their speech style, they do it unconsciously.

Receptive multilingualism in informal communication. The findings reveal
some rare cases of students’ practicing receptive multilingualism in informal
communication. In this case, only two languages were involved: Kazakh and Russian. As
the study by Harmdvaara (2014) showed, this communication strategy can be used when
the interlocutors have low proficiency in the languages of one another. This explanation
coincides with the interpretation of the participants who reported receptive multilingualism
occuring between Russian and Kazakh speakers. In particular, as the participants
elaborated, low proficiency for them means Russian accent while speaking Kazakh and
making mistakes in Kazakh by predominantly Russian speakers and vice-a-versa. Despite
such students’ concerns about their speech accuracy, this finding shows that they are still
eager to communicate with each other, and receptive multilingualism is very helpful for

them.

Overall, the section has demonstrated that the shift of communicative situations and
students” dominant language environment make them to include the practice of separate
multilingualism more frequently than any other practices. Nevertheless, translanguaging
and code-switching are practiced sometimes but students can do it unconsciously without

sufficient recognition of its usefulness. The section also has demonstrated that receptive
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multilingualism is used as a convergence communication practice which helps speakers of

Russian and Kazakh to accommodate to each other.

Students’ Language Communication Practices within the Frames of the
Communication Accommodation Theory

This section presents an analysis of the language communication practices used by
the participants of the study under the frames of the conceptual framework of the research,
which is Communication Accommodation Theory (Giles, 2016). Particularly, the section
analyzes such practices as separate multilingualism, code-switching, translanguaging, and

receptive multilingualism.

According to the Communication Accommodation Theory, divergence practice of
separate multilingualism refers to a speaker’s unwillingness to accommodate to the
language of the other speaker (Giles, 2016). Separate multilingualism practices used by the
students in this study cannot be completely framed by this theory since students used this
practice for a different purpose. In other words, separate multilingualism was utilized in
order to differentiate among changing environments (e.g., from formal to informal, from
English medium to Kazakh/Russian medium instruction classes) rather than for rejecting to

adjust to other language speakers.

Regarding the correspondence of the students’ code-switching to the
Communication Accommodation Theory (Giles, 2016), their usage of this convergence
practice can hardly be explained by the need to adjust to other speakers. The reason might
be that students have homogenous backgrounds and, they have at least one common
language to understand each other. Thus, they need only to adjust to their study

environment, and the convergence practice of code-switching is helpful in doing so.
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Translanguaging as convergence communication practice (Giles, 2016) is used by
the participants, again, to adjust to their learning environment. As it was mentioned,
inserting English words facilitates their learning, so, accommodation to the speakers is not

a case here.

As for receptive multilingualism, the analysis of the findings has shown that the use
of this practice by students supports the Communication Accommodation Theory (Giles,
2016). The participants of the study, who are Russian and Kazakh speakers, use it to
understand each other; so, this finding confirms that this convergence practice can be used

by the speakers to adjust to each other’s speech patterns.

Thus, the analysis of the students’ language communication practices shows that
the use of separate multilingualism, code-switching and translanguaging among students
does not depend on their interlocutors’ language but influenced by their learning
environment. Only the use of receptive multilingualism practice supports the
Communication Accommodation Theory. Nevertheless, using convergence communication
practices, such as code-switching, translanguaging, and receptive multilingualism, even if
the first two are used with the purpose to adjust to the learning process, can imply that

students have a potential for developing their skills of multilingual communication.

To summarize, the chapter has demonstrated that students’ understanding of MLE
is proper, though not sufficient because of their and their instructors’ homogenous
backgrounds, and due to the role of English in the emergence of multilingual programs.
Although, in general their understanding of MLE is quite proper, their perceptions of it are
not adequate. They see MLE as beneficial only for their English language skills since it is
new for them while Kazakh and Russian might be taken for granted. Nevertheless, their

interest in English can help them in gaining more skills of multilingual communication.
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Also, the chapter has revealed that MLE is challenging for some students’ due to their and
their instructors’ low proficiency in English. The chapter also has shown that divergence
language communication practices, including separate multilingualism, are used by
students together with convergence language communication practices, including code-
switching, translanguaging, and receptive multilingualism, in their formal and informal
communication. Although divergence practices are used more owing to students’ and
instructors’ language beliefs and classroom practices, the use of convergence practice,

even not always for accommodating to the speakers but to the learning environment, means

that students have a potential for developing their skills of multilingual communication.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion
The purpose of this interview-based research was to explore the patterns of
students’ communication occurring in a multilingual learning environment. For revealing
those, the study aimed at identifying students’ understanding and perceptions of MLE and

determining their language communication practices in MLE.

The following chapter presents the conclusions drawn from this research. The
conclusions are organized following the research questions and, therefore, three main
conclusions are addressed in the chapter. These include 1) students’ understanding of
multilingual learning environment; 2) students’ perceptions of multilingual learning
environment; and 3) students’ language communication practices in multilingual learning
environment. Following the conclusions, the chapter provides recommendations for

practitioners, then describes the limitations and suggests directions for further research.

Students’ Understanding of Multilingual Learning Environment

The study has demonstrated the students’ quite proper, but not complete
understanding of multilingual learning environment, reporting only about studying and
communicating in several but not about various linguistic backgrounds of students and
instructors in MLE. The conclusion here can be that since they have homogenous
backgrounds, the findings do not reveal their complete understanding. This implies that
these multilingual programs are not yet capable of creating multilingual learning

environment completely corresponding to internationally recognized MLE.

Students’ Perceptions of Multilingual Learning Environment
The study has shown that even if students understand MLE quite properly, their
perceptions of it are not completely adequate as most of them associate MLE with the

English language exclusively. The conclusion to be drawn from this finding can be that
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students are not informed well about the purpose of the multilingual program they were
enrolled in. Therefore, it can be perceived by them as English medium instruction program.
Also, such perception can misguide students’ understanding of multilingualism, and hinder

the development of multilingual language policy in Kazakhstan.

Students’ Language Communication Practices in Multilingual Learning Environment
The findings of research have revealed that there are four main language
communication practices used by students studying in multilingual programs in their
formal and informal communication. Listed from the most to the least frequently used,
these include separate multilingualism, code-switching, translanguaging, and receptive
multilingualism. Although the use of divergence language communication practices is
prevailing, the inclusion of some convergence practices implies that students have a
potential to develop their skills of effective communication in a multilingual context,

which in the future can contribute to harmony and social cohesion in Kazakhstan.

Recommendations for Policy Makers and Faculty
Based on the analysis of the findings and the conclusions, the researcher offers

some recommendations. These are for educational policy makers and university faculty.

Regarding the policy makers, they can be recommended to conduct information
sessions on multilingual education with university administration, educators and students.
These sessions can be held in the form of seminars where the mentioned stakeholders
would be provided with guidelines from policy makers, which then could be discussed.
These information sessions can help in forming university administration, faculty, and
students’ adequate perceptions of multilingual programs as not only programs for

developing the English language skills but the skills in all three languages.
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As for the university faculty, they are recommended to use the potential of MLE for
developing all three languages included into the trilingual policy. This can help in
transforming students’ minds from perceiving multilingual program as studying in English
to understanding the true idea of the program. Also, the communication patterns of MLE
can be used by instructors in order to develop students’ skills of effective multilingual

communication.

Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research
The limitations of the research are in time constraints, small sample size and the
homogeneity of the sample. Basically, the main limitation can be lack of time which did

not allow the researcher to involve more participants and select more diverse sample.

Therefore, in case of large-scale research, it can be suggested to interview larger
number of participants, which would help to consider more experiences of students’
communication practices in MLE. Also, it would be helpful to conduct observations of
their formal and informal communication patterns since this can show the correspondence
of their words to real practices. Another offer is selecting participants of more diverse
backgrounds, i.e. of various nationalities, different linguistic and cultural backgrounds

since it can reveal more patterns of multilingual communication among students.
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Appendix A
Sample Interview Protocol
Project: The Impact of Studying in Multilingual Environment on Communication

Skills of the Learners Environment

Time of Interview: 15:00
Date: December 6, 2016
Place: A University in Astana
Interviewer: Xeniya Belova
Interviewee: Participant 1
Position of Interviewee: student
Questions:
1. What languages do you speak?
2. What languages do your group mates speak?
3. Can you tell me how do you understand multilingual learning environment?
4. What languages do you speak with your groupmates during the classes?
5. What languages do you speak with your instructors during the classes?
6. What languages do you speak when you discuss your homework with your

groupmates?

7. What languages do you usually speak with your groupmates in informal setting?

8. What do you usually do when you do not know a word in a language that you are

communicating in at the moment?
9. How can studying in multilingual environment benefit you?

10. What are the challenges for you when studying in multilingual environment?
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OO0paser MPOTOKOJIa UHTEPBBIO

Ha3Banne padorbl: Ucnonb3oBaHue si3bIKa CTYIeHTAMM IIPH O0IIICHUH B

MOJIMA3BIYHOI cpee 00yueHust

Bpewms untepssio: 15:00

Hara: 6 nexabps 2016 1.

MecTto npoBeieHUs: OJJMH U3 YHUBEPCUTETOB B ACTaHe
Nurepsrroep: Kcenus benosa

Pecniognent: YuactHuk Ne 1

[To3umus pecnioHieHTa: CTyIEHT

Bomnpocher:

1. Ha xakux s3bikax Bel roBopure?

2. Ha xakux s13pIKax TOBOpAT Bamm ogHOrpynmHUKU?

3. UYro B Bamem noHnMaHUM 03HAYACT MOJUA3bIUHAS cpesla 00ydeHus?

4. Ha xakux s3pIkax Bl o0mmaerech ¢ OAHOTPYNITHUKAMH B TEUEHUE 3aHATUI?

5. Ha kakux s3pikax Bbl oOmiaerecs ¢ mpernoiaBaTesieM B TEUCHHUE 3aHATHIA?

6. Ha xaxux s3p1kax Bbl 00b19HO 00BIYHO 00CYX/1aeTe TOMaIIHIO paboTy ¢ Bammmu
OJITHOTPYIITHUKaMH?

7. Ha xaxux si3p1kax Bel mpennountaere o01marbes CO CBOMMHU OJHOTPYIITHUKAMH B
HepopMabHON 00CTaHOBKE?

8. Uro BrI 00b19HO AcnacTe, eciau Bel 3a0b11H Kakoe-1100 CI0BO Ha SA3BIKE, HA
KOTOPOM TOBOPHUTE B JAHHBIA MOMEHT?

9. Kakyr nons3y MoxkeT Bam npuHecTr 00ydeHHe B IOJIUSI3BIYHON cpene?

10. C xakuMu c0)KHOCTAMH BB cTankuBaeTech, 00y4dasich B OJUSI3BIYHON cpene?
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Appendix B

NUGSE RESEARCH APPROVAL APPLICATION FORM

This form should be used by students conducting research as part of their coursework at
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education (NUGSE).

IMPORTANT: No research activities may begin until the research application has been reviewed
and determined approved by the NUGSE Research Committee and written notification is received.

To apply for approval:

1. Complete and sign this application form.

2. Provide a copy of additional protocol materials such as consent, survey, interview questions, etc.
3. Attach any other information known to be relevant.

4. Submit all documents to the NUGSE Research Committee: Att. NUGSE Research Committee.
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education. Phone: +7 7172 709359. Email:
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Process

The decision to grant approval will be made by the NUGSE Research Committee. The NUGSE
Research Committee will review the full set of documents submitted to decide if your research is
approved. The decision of approval is based primarily on the risk that the research has for
participants, the type of participants included, and the procedures to ensure the anonymity of data
and confidentiality of participants' identity.

Decision

If it is determined that your research is approved, you will be provided with a written confirmation
that will include the category of approval under which the study was granted. If it is determined
that additional information is needed to determine status or certification is granted pending
acceptance of requested modifications/clarifications, you will be notified of this information in
written form. If the research project cannot be approved by the NUGSE Research Committee, you
will be notified and the project will require review by Nazarbayev University Institutional Research
Ethics Committee (IREC).
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The Impact of Studying in Multilingual Environment on Communication Skills of the Learners

Advisor name (if
any):  sulushash Kerimkulova Title:  Associate Professor

Student name:  Xenjya Belova Email:  xeniya.belova@nu.edu.kz

Program:  MA in Multilingual Education

NOTE. Add more rows if more than one advisor or student is part of the project.

Purpose of the study: Explain the general purpose of your study.

Kazakhstan is a diverse country where more than 130 ethnicities live together and have a right to maintain their cultural
and linguistic heritage. In addition, the current Trilingual policy requires from all the citizens the knowledge of Kazakh,
Russian and English languages. With this linguistic and cultural variety, there can appear a problem of preserving social
cohesion in Kazakhstan.

Educational institutions, universities in particular, can also be characterized as multiethnic and multilingual environments
where students from various backgrounds need to communicate and collaborate. Educational institutions are the places
that can contribute to developing tolerance and mutual respect among students, and it is important especially for
multilingual and multicultural learning environments. Social cohesion and peace in multiethnic Kazakhstan can, to certain
extent, depend on how students learn to communicate with each other in such diverse learning circumstances.

Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to explore how communication among university students’ is happening and
influenced by a multilingual learning environment.

Research questions: Include the research questions that will guide your study.

1. How do university students communicate with each other?
2. How do they perceive multilingual learning environment?
3. How does multilingual environment impact on their communication with each other?

Research Design: Specify the research design to be used in the project.

The study will follow qualitative interview-based design as this will help in conducting rigorous exploration of students’
experiences of communication in multilingual environment.

Participants: Indicate the approximate number of participants and briefly describe the sample and the sampling strategy
to recruit participants for your research.

The participants will include 10 students from an X university in Astana. Purposeful maximal variation sampling strategy
will be used to select participants. The reason is that to answer the research question the inquirer will need the students
who meet the following criteria:

e  They should be 3" or 4" year students;

e They should be of different nationalities;

e They should be from trilingual education programs;

e They should be students majoring in Humanities.
To recruit participants the researcher will contact the dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences since trilingual education
program is practiced within this faculty. She will provide him with the official letter from the university, describe the
research purpose and ask for the access to students’ emails. Then she will send emails to the students asking them to
participate in the study. In the email, students will be asked to contact the researcher by email or phone number if they are
interested in participation.
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Research site: Indicate the research site(s)/location(s) where the research will take place

An X university in Astana is chosen as a research site. This university is a good example of multilingual learning
environment due to the enrollment of students from different nationalities as well as international students. For interviews,
a place will be negotiated with participants. This can be some informal place, e.g. a quiet café where it will be convenient
for the researcher and participants to meet and have an interview.

Data collection instruments: List the data collection instruments to be used. Provide a copy of each instrument or two or
three examples of the items/questions (e.g., survey items, interview questions, observation protocols) you will use to
collect your data.

1. Semi-structured face-to-face interviews will be used to answer the research question of the study. The reason is
that individual interviewing will allow getting a deep understanding of a participant’s experience while semi-
structured format will allow asking follow-up questions and clarifying necessary details.

Procedures: Explain what participants will be asked to do, how you will collect the data, when the data collection will
start and end, and the order in which steps will occur.

The researcher will contact participants and stipulate the date, time and place of the interview. When she meets with each
of the participants she first will describe the research purpose to him/her and ask him/her to read carefully and sign the
consent form. Then they will proceed to the interview which will last approximately 40 minutes. The interview will be
audio-recorded if only participants approve it. If recording is not possible, interviews will be manually note-taken. At the
end the researcher will thank the participant and ask him/her not to hesitate to contact her if he/she has some questions
about the study. The data will be collected between 5 and 16 of December 2016 as this is master students’ data collection
period.

Provide a full description of how confidentiality and anonymity of participants’ identity will be ensured during data
collection and in storing the data. Provide a copy of the informed consent form you will use in your research.

All necessary efforts will be undertaken to ensure the anonymity and confidentiality of the participants:

e The university name will be concealed and the real names of the participants will be substituted by pseudonyms
in the field notes, final report, and other written and electronic documents;

e All the electronic data for the study will be stored in the researcher’s computer secured by the password;

e All the written and printed documents, including field notes and consent forms, will be stored in a locked drawer
in the researcher’s room;

e All the data connected to participants’ identities, such as field notes, consent forms, audio-recording, will be
destroyed after completing the project.

Extensively describe any risks to participants and others related to this research project and indicate the procedures that
will be implemented to minimize the risks.

The risk for participants in the study is very minimal. All personal data and interviews will be stored in a secured place.
No information from interviews with the students will be reported to or shared with university teachers or administration.
The interview time will be negotiated with participants beforehand and it will not intervene with their class time.
Therefore, the students will not lose their attendance scores at university and will not be revealed as participants.

Indicate the potential benefits of the proposed research for participants and others.

The research will help educators to understand better how students communicate in multilingual learning environment and
find approaches on how to maintain effective communication in such educational setting. Besides, it will contribute to the
policy makers’ awareness of interaction patterns within diverse communities. It will help them to assess the effectiveness
of language policy in Kazakhstan and identify achievements and issues that exist in multiethnic communication. Besides
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the findings of the research will contribute to the body of literature on the research topic.

/
\ e oo Vi Y /'._;/),
AT AL AL {
Advisor/tutor signature Date
/
()~ 24 40 2046
['d
Student signature Date
CHECKLIST

Before submitting your application, use this checklist to verify that you provided all the information that the
NUGSE Research Committee needs to make a decision about your project. Incomplete applications will not
be considered and will delay the review process and approval of your project.

Use X if "yes" and NA if "'not applicable”

__X__ Names and details of advisor/tutor specified

__X___ Students’ name and details specified

_ X___ Purpose of the study and research questions provided
__X___ Research design specified

__X___ Sample and sampling procedures described

__X___ Data collection instruments listed

__X___ Procedures for data collection explained

__X___ Anonymity and confidentiality procedures described
__X___ Risks of the research for participants and others specified
__X___ Benefits of the research for participants and others specified

__X___ Allinstruments attached (e.g. questionnaires, standardized tests. interview schedules) or examples of
questions/items provided

_X_ Advertisement for recruitment of participants attached. if applicable
X Informed Consent Form attached
__X___ Advisor/tutor signature on application

_X Student’s signature on application

b 21402014

Student signature Date
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Appendix C

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

The Impact of Studying in Multilingual Environment on Communication Skills of the
Learners

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the communication among students
who learn in multilingual environment. Besides, the study will try to reveal how you as a student perceive
multilingual learning environment and how the latter impact your communication skills. You will participate
in a face-to-face interview containing 10-15 questions. If you express your agreement, the interview will be
tape-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. All the
written and printed documents, including field notes and consent forms, will be stored in a locked drawer in
the researcher’s room. All audio-recordings will be destroyed after completing the project.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risk for you in the study is very minimal. All personal data and interviews
will be stored in a secured place. No information from interviews with you will be reported to or shared with
university teachers or administration. The interview time will be negotiated with you beforehand and it will
not intervene with your class time. Therefore, you will not lose your attendance scores at university and will
not be revealed as participant.

The benefit which may reasonably be expected to result from this study is your contribution to getting the
new insights into multilingual communication. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will
not affect your class attendance.

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, Sulushash Kerimkulova, email:
skerimkulova@nu.edu.kz, phone number: 87759999167.

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.

* | have carefully read the information provided,;

* I 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 lunderstand that | am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason;

< With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in this study.

Signature: Date:
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The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.

According to the law of the Republic of Kazakhstan an individual under the age of 18 is considered a
child. Any participant falling into that category should be given the Parental Consent Form and have
it signed by at least one of his/her parent(s) or guardian(s).
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®OPMA NTHOOPMUPOBAHHOI'O COI'VIACUA

Bausinue o0yuyeHHUs1 B MHOTOSI3bIYHOM Cpe/le HA KOMMYHUKATHBHbIE CIIOCOOHOCTH
o0yuyarwumuxcst

OIIUCAHME: Br! npuriameHsl TPUHATD Y9acTHE B UCCIICIOBAHUN BIUSHUS O0yUEHUS B MHOTOSI3BITHOM
cpele Ha KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHBIE CTIOCOOHOCTH CTYACHTOB. Bam OyneT mpeaoskeHo MPHUHATh YIacTHE B
WHTEPBBIO, cocTosmeM u3 10-15 Bompocos. Eciiu BeI BeIpa3uTe cBoe coriiacue, MHTEPBBIO OyIeT 3amucaHo
Ha nuktodoH. Bame nms u Ha3BaHNE YHUBEPCHTETa OYOyT 3aMEHEHBI IICEBIOHIMAaMH Ha BCEX 3Talax
HCCIIEIOBAHMS, a TAK)KE BO BCEX MMMCEMEHHBIX M AJIEKTPOHHBIX JOKYMEHTAaX, BKIIFOUAss OKOHYATEIEHBIN
BapHaHT qUccepTanuu. Bee anekTpoHHbIe (aiiiibl OyIyT XpaHUTHCS B KOMITBIOTEPE UCCIICIOBATEII,
3alUIICHHOM MapoyieM. Bce MuChbMEHHBIC U MTeYaTHBIC TOKYMEHTHI OyIyT XPaHUTHCS B 3aIIEPTOM SIIIUKE B
KOMHATE HccieoBatelisa. Bee ayauo3amucu OyIyT YHHUTOKCHBI IMOCIIC 3aBEPIICHUS MPOCKTA.

BPEMS$ YUACTMUS: Baie yuactue notpedyer okosio 40 MUHYT.

PUCKHU U TIPEUMYUIECTBA: Puck a5 y4aCTHUKOB HCCIIEZIOBaHUS BJIIETCS MUHUMaJbHBIM. Bee
MIepCOHANbHEBIC TaHHBIC U HHTEPBBIO OYIyT XPaHUTHCS B Oe30mMacHOM MecTe. JleTanyu HHTEpPBBIO HE OyaAyT
COOOIICHEI MTPETIOIaBaTEIIM BHICIINX YUeOHBIX 3aBSICHUH WM aAMUHUCTPAINA. BpeMs HHTEpBEIO OyaeT
coriacoBaHo ¢ Bamu 3apanee, u He OyeT coBmagaTh co BpeMeHeM Bamux 3anstuii. Takum o6pazom, Ber He
moTepsieTe OauTHl MOCEMAEeMOCTH B YHUBEPCHTETE, U Baile ygacTie octaHeTCss B AHOHIMHOCTH.

OxxugaeMoil monp30i o1 Barero ygactusi B 3ToOM HCCIIEIOBaHUH SIBISETCS TO, YTO BHI OyneTe
CIIOCOOCTBOBATh PAa3BUTHIO HALIIETO MOHUMAaHUs 00 OOLIEHUH B MHOTOSI3BIYHOI cpeze. Baie pemenue o
COTJIaCHH JTHOO0 OTKA3 B YUAaCTHH HHUKaKUM 00pa3oM He MOBIUSAECT HAa Bamu olleHKH B yHUBEPCHUTETE.

IMPABA YYACTHUMKOB: Ecnu Bol npounTanu ganHyto GpopMy U peliniy NpHHITh y4acTHe B TaHHOM
HCCcIeI0BaHUHM, BBl TOIDKHEI TOHUMAaTh, 4TO Bame ygactue sBiseTcs 10OpOBOJIBHBIM 1 4TO y Bac ects
IIPaBO OTO3BAThH CBOE COTJIACHE WIIM NTPEKPATUTH yIacTHE B JIF000e BpeMst 6e3 mTpadHbIX CAaHKIMH 1 0e3
MOTEpH COLMAILHOTO MaKeTa, KOTopblii Bam npenocTasisiin. B kauecTBe anbTepHATHBBI MOKHO HE
y4acTBOBAaTh B MccienoBaHuu. Taxoke Bbl nMeere mpaBo He OTBeYaTh Ha KaKHUE-JINOO BOIIPOCH.
PesynbTaThl TaHHOTO MCCIIEIOBAHUSI MOT'YT OBITH IIPE/ICTABICHBI HIIH OITyOJINKOBAaHBI B HAYYHBIX MU
npodeccnoHaTbHBIX TENSX.

KOHTAKTHAA NTH®OPMALIUA:

Bomnpocsi: Eciin y Bac ectb Bommpocsl, 3aMe4aHusl WK 5Kajlo0bl 110 MOBOJTY JaHHOTO HUCCIIEIOBAHMS,
MIPOLIEAYPHI €0 POBEACHUSI, PUCKOB M MPEUMYIIECTB, BbI MOXeTe CBA3aThCsl C HAYYHBIM PYKOBOAUTEIIEM
HCCIIeI0BaTEs, UCTIONB3Ys cnenytonue nanupie: Cynymamm Kepumkynosa, email: skerimkulova@nu.edu.kz,
M006.: 87759999167.

He3aBucumble koHTaKThI: Eciin Bel He y10BIIeTBOPEHBI TPOBEICHNEM JJAHHOTO HCCIIEJ0BaHMs, eciin y Bac
BO3HUKJIM KaKHe-JIn00 mpo0ieMsl, »xajo0bl nim Bonpocsl, Bel Moskere cBsizaThest ¢ Komurerom
HUccnenoBannii Beicmeii 1Ikoxsr O6pazoBanns Hazap6aeB Yuusepcurera mo tenedony +7 7172 70 93 59
I OTIIPABHUTH TIHCHEMO Ha JICKTPOHHBIN azipec gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

HO)KaJ'nyICTa, MNOANUINHNUTEC TaHHYIO (I)OpMy, ecin BEI coritacHbl Y4aCTBOBATHL B UCCIICIOBAHUU.

e Sl BHMMAaTEJBbHO U3Y4HJI IIPEACTABICHHYIO0 HH()OPMALIHIO;

*  MHe npenocTaBUIN NOJTHYIO HH)OPMAIHIO O HEJSIX U MPOIEAYpe UCCIEJOBAHUS;

e S mnoHmMmaro, Kak OyayT HCIONB30BaHBI COOpaHHBIE [aHHbIE, M UYTO JAOCTYH K JIIOOOMH
KOH(pHICHIIMATBHOM HHbOPMAaLUU OyIET UMETh TOJHKO UCCIICAOBATEb;

* 4] moHmMmaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JIFOOOH MOMEHT OTKa3aThCS OT Y4acTHs B JaHHOM HCCIEIOBaHHU Oe3
OOBSCHEHHsI IPUYNH;

e C nonHBIM OCO3HAHHMEM BCETO BBIIIEU3I0KEHHOI0 51 COITIACEH NPUHSATh y4acTHE B UCCIEI0BAHUU 110
COOCTBEHHOH BOJIE.

ITonnuce: Jara:
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Appendix D

Sample Interview Transcript
Interviewee: Participant 2
Interviewer: What languages do you speak?

Interviewee: Well, my English is good. Kazakh is my native language. | studied at school
in Russian, and at home | speak Russian. | have learnt English from the first grade, it’s 14
years already. | also learn French from the fifth grade. And at university | began learning
Arabic.

Interviewer: And what languages do your groupmates speak?

Interviewee: Well, my groupmates... those who are in a multilingual group know English
well, but in our Russian group we have very few people who know English. I thought
everyone at university knows English well, but it turns out we have only two or three such
people the group. And, basically, everyone speaks Kazakh and Russian well, and now
everyone is studying either Turkish or Arabic.

Interviewer: How do you understand multilingual learning environment?

Interviewee: Well, it is speaking, understanding and reading in several languages by
students and those who surround them.

Interviewer: Now let's talk about your formal communication practices. | mean, for
example, when you talk about your homework, about your studies what languages do you
use mostly?

Interviewee: Well, basically the instructors send us messages in English. But after the
lessons we discuss homework in Russian. At the lessons, they always tell us homework in
English. Some students understand everything, and some do not understand and can ask in
Russian.

Interviewer: And with each other you discuss...

Interviewee: In Russian, because the environment impacts.
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