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Abstract
Choosing between Kazakh and Russian: A Study of Young Ethnic Kazakhs’
Language Choices through the Lens of Habitus

The russification policy of the USSR has significantly influenced the Kazakh language
which was considered as a minority language in its own territory for a long period
(Smagulova, 2008). Consequently, previous studies showed that Russian is still a dominant
language in Kazakhstani society, especially among the younger generation. Therefore, this
qualitative interview-based study explores the language choices of the Kazakhstani 18-25
year old youths between two officially equal languages: Kazakh and Russian, and aims to
answer the following research questions: 1) What are the language choice patterns of the
Kazakhstani youth across various domains? 2) Which factor(s) determine the Kazakhstani
youth’s language choice between Kazakh and Russian? This study is based on Bourdieu’s
concept of “habitus” in which the events of the past influence the present circumstances
which lead to making certain choices (Bourdieu, 1991). Due to the global COVID-19
pandemic, data was collected using semi-structured interviews via the online platform
ZOOM. The target population of the study was eight ethnic Kazakh youths aged 18-25
who originated from four different parts of Kazakhstan: west, east, south, and north who
received their education through Kazakh and Russian respectively. The collected data was
analyzed using Clarke and Braun’s (2012) thematic analysis which includes six steps of
data analysis. The findings reported the strong dominance of the Russian language across
various domains, such as friendship, workplace, social clubs, and media, whereas Kazakh
is restricted to the family domain. Additionally, the results demonstrated that Russian still
holds relatively more symbolic power in the society, influencing people to choose Russian
over Kazakh for wider communication. Moreover, the study revealed that the growing

power of English alongside with Russian is considered as “capital” in the market as
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compared to Kazakh. From this study, status and prestige planning activities as well as the
creation of demand in the capital are proposed, and directions for further research are
recommended.

Key words: language choice, habitus, symbolic power
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AHaaTna
Ka3ak xoHe opbic Tijiepin Tanaay: habitus npusmacel apKbLIbI 5Ka¢ ITHUKAJIBIK
Ka3aKTap/JbIH Tijl TAHJAAYbIH 3epTTEy

KCPO-HBIH OpBICTaHIBIPY CasicaThl Y3aK YaKbIT OOWBI 63 ayMaFbIH/Ia a3IIBLIBIK TUTI 0OJIBITT
CaHaJIFaH Ka3ak TUTIHe alTapibikTai acep erti (Cmarymosa, 2008). Jlemek, aJibIHFBI
3epTTeyJiep OphIC TUT Ka3aKCTaHABIK KOFaM/Ia, dcipece )kac yprak apachbiHiaa
OYpBIHFBICHIHILIA OACHIM T O0JIBIN TaOBUIATHIHBIH KepceTTi. Ochlnaiiiia, cyxoaTka
Heri3zienren Oy camainsl 3epTrey 18-25 jxac apanbIFbIHIAFbl KA3aKCTaHIBIK JKacTap IbIH
Ka3ak >KOHE OPBIC TUIIEP1 apachIHIAFhl TUT TAaHAAYbIH 3€pTTEH I )KOHE 3ePTTEYIIH Keecl
CypaKTapbIHa kayar Oepyre OarbITTalIFaH: 1) opTypJi caajmapaarbl Ka3aKCTaHIbIK KacTap
apachlHJIa TUT TaHJIAYABIH KaHIail Moiebaepi 6ap? 2) Ka3aKCTaHIBIK KacTap IbIH Ka3ak
YKOHE OPBIC TUIZIEPi apachliHaa TUT TaHIAYBIH KaHal GakTopiap aHbIKTaias1? by zeprrey
Bypabenin "rabutyc" TYKbIpbIMIaMachlHA HETI3/IEITCH, OFaH COMKEC OTKEH OKUFaiap
Oenriti O6ip TaHIayFa oKeJIETIH Ka3ipri karmainapra acep ereni (bypawse, 1991). KOBU/I-
19 xahanapIk manaeMusiCbiHA OaiIaHbICTHI AepekTep ZOOM onnaitH matgopmMach
apKbLIIbI XKapThlIail KYPbUIBIMAAIFAH CYX0aT apKbLIbl )KUHAIIbL. 3epTTEYA1H HbICAHAIIbI
ToOBI Ka3zakCTaHHBIH TOPT TYPJIi: OATHIC, MIBIFBIC, OHTYCTIK )KOHE CONTYCTIK OOJIIKTEpIHEH
18-25 sxac apanbIFbIHIAFbl STHUKAJBIK Ka3aKTap apachlHaH CEri3 jKac ajaM OOJIbl, oJap
THICIHIIIE Ka3aK >KOHE OpbIC Tutaepinae OiriM anel. XKunanran aepekrep Kiapk nexn
Bpaynnbig (2013) TakbIpbIITHIK Tal1aYbl apKbUIbI TAAH/IbI, OFaH JEPEeKTEePAl TalaayablH
aNThl Ke3eH1 Kipei. HoTmxkenep 10CThIK, XKYMBIC, aIEyMETTIK KiIyOTap KoHe Menua
CHUSIKTBI OPTYPJIi cananap/ia OpbIC TUTIHIH KYIITI 0aCHIMABUIBIFBIH KOPCETE 1, all Ka3ak Tili
0TOACBUTBIK caniaMeH mekTtenreH. COHbIMEH KaTap, HOTHXKeNep KOPCeTKeH 1eH, OpbIC Tii
oIl ie KOFaMJia caabICTRIPMAaJbl TYPAE YJIKEH CUMBOJIIBIK KYIIKE Ue, aiaMIap/bl KeH

KapbIM-KaTbIHAC Kacay YIIiH Ka3aK TUTIHIH OpHbIHA OpPBIC TUTIH TaHAayFa UTepMeNeiIi.

viii
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ConbIMeH Katap, 3epTTey KOPCETKeH ICH, aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIH OpPBIC TUTIMEH KaTap ecil KeJe
KaTKaH ocepi Ka3ak TUTIMEH CalbICTBIPFaH/1a HAPBIKTAFb! "KaruTan" OOJbIN caHaJIaIbl.
Ocpsl 3epTTey HeTi3iHae MopTede MeH Oeen i )kocnapiay, COHIai-aK KaluTalIarsl
CYPaHBICTHI KYpy OOMBIHINA ic-TIIapaap YCHIHBUIA B! )KOHE OJIaH i 3epTTey OaFbITTaphI
YCHIHBLIAIBL.

Ty#iaai cesnep: TULAIK TaHAAy, TaOUTYC, CAMBOJIIBIK KYIII
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AHHOTAUA
Bri0op Mexay Ka3aXCKUM M PYCCKHM: HCCJIeT0BAHNE BBIOOPA S3bIKA MOJIOABIX
ITHHYECKHX Ka3axoB yepe3 npuzmy habitus
[Tomutuka pycudukanuu CCCP cymecTBeHHO MOBIHSIIA HA Ka3aXCKUH S3BIK, KOTOPBIN
JIOJITO€ BPEMSI CUUTAJICS SI3IKOM MEHBIIIMHCTBA Ha CBOCH COOCTBEHHOM TEPPUTOPUU
(Cmarynosa, 2008). CienoBaTeabHO, MPEIBIIYIIAE UCCIEIOBAHUS MTOKA3AIH, YTO PYCCKUI
SI3BIK TTO-TIPEKHEMY SIBJISIETCS TOMUHHUPYIOIIUM SI3bIKOM B Ka3aXCTAHCKOM OOIIEeCTBE,
0COOEHHO Cpey MOJIOJ0T0 NMOoKoIeHUs. Takum 00pa3oM, ITO KaUeCTBEHHOE
HCCIIeI0OBaHUE, OCHOBAHHOE HAa MHTEPBbIO, UCCIEAYET BHIOOP SA3bIKA Ka3aXCTaHCKOM
Mosozexu 18-25 et Mmex 1ty AByMsl 0(pULIMaIbHO PaBHBIMU SI3bIKAMU: Ka3aXCKUM U
PYCCKHMM M HaIIPaBJIEHO HA TO, YTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha CIIEAYIOIINE BOIPOCHI HCCIEI0BAHUS:
1) KakoBbl Moienu BEIOOpA SI3bIKA CPeIU Ka3aXCTaHCKOW MOJIOJICKH B Pa3IUYHBIX chepax?
2) Kakue gakTopsl onpenesstoT BRIOOp Ka3aXCTAaHCKON MOJIOJCKBIO S3bIKA MEKIY
Ka3aXCKUM U pycCKUM? DTO HCClieJOBaHHE OCHOBAHO Ha KOHIENIUH «radutyca» bypabe,
COTJIACHO KOTOPOM COOBITHS MPOILIOTO BIUSIOT HA HBIHEUTHUE 00CTOSATENbCTBA, KOTOPHIE
MPUBOJAT K onpenereHHoMy BeIOopy (bypané, 1991). B cBs3u ¢ riiobanbpHOM maHeMuen
KOBU/I-19 nanubie ObL1M COOpaHBI ¢ TOMOIIBIO TIOTYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHBIX HHTEPBBIO
yepes onnaiiH-margopmy ZOOM. LeneBoii rpynmnoii uccienoBanus ObLTH BOCEMb
MOJIOJIBIX JIFOJICH U3 UKCiia STHUYECKHX Ka3aXx0B B Bo3pacTe oT 18 10 25 nmeT u3 uerbipex
pasnbix yacteil Kazaxcrana: 3ama, BOCTOK, 10T M C€BEp, KOTOPbIE MOTy4aan oO0pa3oBaHue
Ha Ka3aXCKOM M PYCCKOM sI3bIKax COOTBETCTBEHHO. CoOpaHHbBIE JaHHbIE ObLITN
MIPOaHAJIM3UPOBAHBI C TOMOIIBIO TeMaTuyeckoro ananu3a Kiapka u bpayna (2013),
KOTOPBIN BKJIIOYAET IIECTh ATAMOB aHAIN3a NaHHBIX. Pe3ynbTaThl CBUAECTEILCTBYIOT O
CHJIBHOM TPe00SIalaHuH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa B PA3IMYHBIX 00IACTAX, TAKUX KakK JApyxk0a,

pa60Ta, COIMMAJIBHBIC I(J'IY6BI n MEua, Toraga Kak Ka3axXCKUH SI3bIK OT'paHUYCH ceMeiHoM
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chepoii. Kpome Tor0, pe3yinbTaThl OKa3aiu, YTO PYCCKUH SI3BIK MO-TIPEKHEMY HMEET
OTHOCHUTEIILHO OOJIBIITYI0 CHMBOJIMYECKYIO BIACTh B 00IIIECTBE, OOYXK/aast JFOJICH
BBIOMPATh PYCCKUI S3BIK BMECTO Ka3aXCKOTO JyIst OoJiee mMupoKoro oomieHus. bosiee toro,
HCCIICIOBAHHUE MTOKA3AJI0, YTO PACTYIIEE BIUSHUE aHTIIMHCKOTO A3bIKa HAPSIY C PYCCKUM
CUMTACTCS «KAITUTAIOM» Ha PBIHKE 10 CPAaBHEHHUIO C KazaxcKuM. Ha ocHOBeE 3TOTO
MCCIIEIOBAHUS MPETAraroTCs MEPOIIPUSATHS 110 IJIAHUPOBAHHUIO CTAaTyca U MPECTHIKaA, a
TaKXe CO3[aHue CIpoca B KaluTaie, ¥ PeKOMEHAYIOTCS HAPABICHUS IS TATbHEHIIINX
HCCIIEIOBAHU .

KiroueBsie cioBa: s13pIKOBOM BBIOOD, TaOUTYC, CUMBOJIMYECKAs CHUJia
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Chapter 1: Introduction

My personal everyday observation of people who choose to use the Russian
language in spite of knowing the Kazakh language motivated me to choose the topic of
language choice. Since | have started my Masters programme at Nazarbayev University, |
realized that people consciously or unconsciously make choices. During the first year of
study, we held a series of discussions on the topics of native language and language of
choice. What | witnessed is that people can understand the importance of the Kazakh
language as a mother tongue, however often they make a choice in favor of Russian
language. In view of this, | became interested in studying the language choice patterns of
ethnic Kazakhs between the two officially equal languages to explore systematically and to
identify as to why this may occur.
Background Information

Kazakhstan first joined the Soviet Union as the Autonomous Soviet Socialist
Republic in 1920, remaining its part until the collapse of the USSR in 1991 when it became
an independent republic. During this period, the Kazakh language was oppressed whereas
the use of the Russian language was declared as obligatory (Smagulova, 2006). After
getting independence, the government of Kazakhstan took some steps in order to close
those linguistic and cultural gaps. The first attempt was taken in the Constitution of 1993 in
which Kazakh was declared as the only state language and Russian as the language of
interethnic communication. Furthermore, the “Kazakhization” ideology supported by the
Kazakh elite and government aimed at improving the status of Kazakh in relation to
Russian. Its main principle was: “Kazakhstan is a land of Kazakhs who speak the Kazakh
language” (Smagulova, 2008, p. 309). However, the Constitution of 1995 elevated the
status of the Russian language to the official equalized to the Kazakh language. Therefore,

currently, the formation of national identity in Kazakhstan appears to be facing challenges
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related to people’s self-identification. These challenges are connected with the usage of
both Kazakh and Russian languages on an equal basis (Aitymbetov et al., 2015).

People’s attitudes towards the Kazakh language were significantly affected by the
historical background of Kazakhstan and the influence of the Russification policy during
the Soviet era. During that time, the Russian language was associated with education and
social status whereas Kazakh was associated with “backwardness and rural residency”
(Smagulova, 2008, p. 7). As a consequence of the historical aspects and politicized
ideologies of the USSR, the Russian language penetrated into all significant public spheres
and education in Kazakhstan (Clement, 2008).

According to Smagulova (2008), the Kazakh language was “treated as a minority
language in its own titular republic long enough” (p. 309). Therefore, the main goal of the
language policy of independent Kazakhstan was to empower the Kazakh as a sole state
language within the policy of Kazakhization (Smagulova, 2008). Although the government
of Kazakhstan pursued the establishment of the Kazakh as the state language of the
country, due to the historically multilingual background, the majority of the Kazakhstani
population remained Russian-speaking as their native or second language (Smagulova,
2008). However, the policymakers realized that the implementation of the Kazakh-only
language ideology contradicted the strategic development goals of the country. The
government focused on building a good relationship with Russia and preserving the loyalty
among the local Russian-speaking population and other minorities. Besides that, it
endorsed bilingual ideology which could be perceived as a sign of democracy in the
international arena. Thus, Kazakhstan has chosen “an identity which is more Russia and
Europe oriented” (Smagulova, 2006, p. 309). Therefore, in 1995, the Constitution of the
Republic of Kazakhstan was amended with Kazakh declared as the sole state language and

Russian was accorded the official status to make it equal to Kazakh (Smagulova, 2006).
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Various policy documents were adopted and aimed at strengthening the state
language such as Law of Languages of the Republic of Kazakhstan (1997), Decree on
Expansion of the Usage of the State Language in State Bodies (1998), State Program of the
Functioning and Development of Languages for the Years 2001-2010 (2001), and
Principles of Extension of the Spheres of Use of the State Language (2006) (as cited in
Smagulova, 2008, p. 449). Additionally, the following documents were created to improve
the status of the state language: Principles of Formation of State Identity of the Republic of
Kazakhstan (1996), the Order of Naming and Renaming of Entities, Organizations,
Institutions, Railroad Stations, Airports, and Geographical Objects in the Republic of
Kazakhstan and the Change in Their Spelling (1996) (as cited in Smagulova, 2008, p. 449).
Even though such measures were taken, people still predominantly use Russian language.
According to the latest studies made by Askarova (2019) and Kuzhabekova (2019) on
“language use and language shift” the Kazakhstani people, especially the young
generation, currently use Russian as the language for wider communication.

The focus of the previous research has mainly been on the concepts of language use
(Fierman, 2006; Smagulova, 2008, 2016; Kuzhabekova, 2019) and language shift from
Kazakh to Russian (Askarova, 2019). There is a range of studies conducted outside
Kazakhstan on language choices (Mei et al., 2016; Michael, 2019; Mohochi, 2003;
Othman, 2006; Suktiningsih, 2017). However, little is known about language choices in the
context of Kazakhstan (Akynova et al., 2014; Rees, 2015). Moreover, the focus of some
previous studies is on English language choice and languages as national identity politics.
In view of the two equally official languages such as Kazakh and Russian, it could be
useful for many people in Kazakhstan to explore how people make choices between the
two languages in their routine social lives across domains, what motivates their choices,

and in which domains those language choices occur more frequently.
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As previously mentioned, many studies have revealed the predominant use of the
Russian by people in Kazakhstan. In this backdrop, the present study seeks to understand
how and why people think about languages, and how they act accordingly. The study uses

(13

Bourdieu’s ‘habitus’ as a theoretical framework. Habitus is people’s “ways of acting,
feeling, thinking and being which captures how we carry within us our history, how we
bring this history into our present circumstances, and how we then make choices to act in
certain ways and not others" (Maton, 2012, p. 52). Bourdieu theorizes that the present is
shaped by countless events in the past (Maton, 2012). Thus, habitus as a conceptual frame
can help in understanding as to how the language choices, language preferences, and their
use patterns in different domains relate to the historical background of Kazakhstan and
events in the past. Moreover, this study seeks to answer the questions as to how and why
people make those choices the way Bourdieu addresses these issues in his works.
Therefore, using habitus as a conceptual frame is expected to expand the body of
knowledge about the sociolinguistic dynamics of Kazakhstan, and understand the
underlying tensions between the Russian and Kazakh languages as rooted in history.
Statement of the Problem

The problem being addressed in this study is the language choices of young
Kazakhstanis aged 18-25 between the two official languages: Kazakh and Russian. Since
1995, the two official languages Kazakh and Russian are considered to be equal in terms of
status; however, in practice, we witness the dominance of the Russian language in our
society. People consider the Kazakh language as a part of their identity, while the Russian
is a preferred language (Kuzhabekova, 2003; Smagulova, 2006, 2008; Belova, 2017
Askarova, 2019). Thus, many previous studies show that Russian is predominantly used by
people in Kazakhstan. As there is a gap in empirical research about the language choices in

the national context; therefore it is worth conducting research on the issue. The study aims
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to provide an opportunity to identify the reasons for Russian being more dominant than
Kazakh, and contribute to further successful strengthening of the status and prestige of the
state language in the currently emerging linguistic landscape. To the best of my
knowledge, there appears to be a gap in the literature in terms of the sampling of the
population. | understand that it is important to investigate particularly the group of people
aged 18-25 because they were born after the new status of the Russian language was
established, and they managed to and finish their school education within this change.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to explore the Kazakhstani 18-25-year olds’ language
choices between two equally official languages: Kazakh and Russian. Additionally, the
study attempts to identify the factors that influence the language choice of youth across
various domains.
Research Questions

This research study aims to answer the following research questions:

1. What are the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani youth across
various domains?
2. Which factor(s) determine Kazakhstani youth’s language choice between Kazakh

and Russian?
Significance of the study

The findings of the study can have implications at various levels. Firstly, based on
the results of the study, concerned researchers and academicians will get to understand
how the younger generation of Kazakhstan from different regions of the country thinks and
negotiates their language choices. These findings are likely to highlight the perceived as
well as real vitality of the Kazakh language vis-a-vis the Russian language. In the process,

the study may also reveal clearly as to what constrains the youth to either prefer Russian or
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Kazakh across different domains. This will also indicate to what extent has the
governments’ efforts of prestige planning affected the prestige of the Kazakh language in
real practices. Thus, based on the findings of the study, policymakers and governmental
officials who deal with language policies and strengthening the state language may be able
to increase their understanding of the issue and plan future actions to increase the number
of people making choices in favor of Kazakh language. Furthermore, due to the lack of in-
depth empirical studies exploring the language choices of Kazakhstani young generation,
especially those who are aged 18-25 in the Kazakhstani context, this study may fill the
existing gap and provide opportunities to other researchers for conducting further
investigations with future generations.
Outline of the Study

The thesis consists of the following chapters: introduction, literature review,
methodology, findings, discussion, and conclusion. The introduction chapter provides an
introduction and background information, presents the research problem, purpose, research
questions, and its significance. The literature review chapter analyzes the most relevant
literature on the central phenomenon, key concepts and theories, and presents the
conceptual frame of the research. The methodology chapter provides the justification of
research methodology, research design, selection of research site and sample as well as
describes the data collection instruments, data collection and analysis procedures, and the
ethical considerations. The findings chapter presents and analyses the collected data
providing evidence. The discussion chapter discusses the results in relation to the existing
literature and the conceptual framework. The conclusion chapter concludes the thesis
summarizing the major findings, discussing the limitations, implications and

recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

This chapter provides a review of the literature related to the language choice
phenomenon through the prism of habitus. It begins with the description of the
sociolinguistic profile of Kazakhstan and the statuses of languages in Kazakhstan. Then,
it defines the Language Planning and Policy and its components such as Status Planning
and Prestige Planning in relation to the context of the country. Furthermore, it defines
the central phenomenon Language Choice and provides an analysis of the studies that
have discussed and explored language choice in the international and Kazakhstani
contexts. Finally, it presents Habitus as the theoretical framework which is further
expanded and connected with Bourdieu’s (1991) concept of Language and Symbolic
Power.

Sociolinguistic Profile of Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan is a multilingual and multicultural country with about “126 ethnic
groups and languages” (Smagulova, 2006, p. 303). Article 7 of the Law of Languages
and Avrticle 14 of the Constitution protect the language rights of every citizen of
Kazakhstan who has the right to use their native languages and choose any language for
communication. Although the language rights are protected, the minority languages are
used mostly in community activities (Smagulova, 2006).

Being a part of the Soviet Union, Kazakhstan has been affected by the Soviet
language policy. Dickens (1988) described Kazakhs as “the most Russianized of all
Central Asians” as a result of the significant growth of the status of the Russian language
(p.15). Russian was considered to provide opportunities for academic, political, and
social growth as well as being mandatory in the public administration, technical and

scientific spheres.
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However, after Kazakhstan gained its independence in 1991, it tried to maintain
its national language Kazakh to gain it a higher status. According to the first Constitution
of 1993, the Kazakh language was proclaimed the state language of the country and the
Russian language as the language of interethnic communication (Qazagstan tarihy,
2017). However, after two years, the status of Russian was uplifted from that of the
language of interethnic communication to an official language of the republic.

Furthermore, while the government was trying to strengthen the Kazakh
language but without refusing the Russian language, the former president Nazarbayev
introduced a new direction for the country. It focused on the building of global
competitiveness by promoting the English language. Starting from 2007, the country
chose a new trilingual discourse under the project called the “Trinity of Languages"
initiated by the former president Nazarbayev which is focused on the promotion of the
three languages: Kazakh, Russian, and English (Karabassova, 2020).

Status of Languages

Although the country took the first step and attached higher status as the state
language to Kazakh, the bilingual citizens of the country were unprepared for this
change resulting in a rapid emigration. Yet it seemed that the independent republic still
could not increase the use of Kazakh as compared to Russian. Therefore, in the newly
adopted Constitution, the statuses of languages have been updated. For instance,
following points in Article 7 state:

1. The state language of the Republic of Kazakhstan shall be the Kazakh language.

2. The Russian language shall be officially used on equal grounds with the Kazakh
language in state institutions and local self-administrative bodies (1995, para. 5).

While the tension between the two official languages remained, another initiative was
proposed, which caused challenges the sociolinguistic landscape of the country. As it

was already mentioned, the project “Trinity of Languages’’ focuses on the promotion of
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the three languages, Kazakh, Russian, and English. Moreover, each of these languages
received the special status of “the state language, language of interethnic ommunication,
language of integration into the global economy” respectively (Karabassova, 2020, p.
42). This project also presented the dual perspective of the country: on one hand, it
aimed to strengthen the national identity and language; on the other hand, it sought the
country to enter the global arena as a competitive nation whose people speak the three
languages.

In order to achieve the successful implementation of the trilingual policy, the
government projected to achieve some favourable results. The Kazakhstani government
projected that 95% of the citizens will speak Kazakh by 2025 (Mehisto, 2014, p. 152).
However, a 90% increase of Russian speakers and 20% increase of English speakers
have also been targeted in the State Program of Languages Development and
Functioning for 2011-2020 (MoES, 2011). It is evident that although the country aims to
strengthen Kazakh, it also supports Russian and English almost equally.

Language Planning and Policy

Language policy and language planning (LPP) are interrelated but at the same
time different activities (Johnson, 2013). Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) argued that
language policy is a part of the process of language planning and defined it as a number
of rules or laws established by an authoritative body. Additionally, they pointed out that
language policy is not necessarily a top-down movement. Moreover, Ricento and
Hornberger (1996) described the language policy as “multi-layered” in that it is not only
related to official regulations or power, but is actually more about the production of
language policy by human interaction. This definition was supported by Schiffman
(1996) and Spolsky (2004) who stated that language policies exist across various layers

or domains.
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Tollefson (1991) defined language policy as an instrument of power which
regulates the language hierarchies that empower dominant groups or languages and
oppose equal access to resources. His later reformulation emphasized that language
policies can create and combat inequalities. In the context of the Kazakhstani language
policy, the language of the majority population is not placed at the top of the hierarchy,
but is equalized with the other two languages. Although, language policy is an essential
part of language maintenance, revitalization, or empowerment, in the context of our
country it does not empower only the state language and therefore issues with its status
or use occur.

Language planning is more complex than the language policy. The term was
introduced in 1959 and defined by Haugen as “the activity of preparing a normative
orthography, grammar, and dictionary for the guidance of writers and speakers in a non-
homogeneous speech community” (as cited in Johnson, 2013, p. 27). In other words,
language planning includes status, corpus, and acquisition planning as subcategories
(activities), which help to implement the idea as suggested by the language policy.
Further the significant components of the language planning particularly for this study
are described.

Status Planning

Kloss (1969) introduced the term “status planning” which regulates the status and
functions of various languages in a society. In other words, it is language management
(Spolsky, 2009). For example, status planning regulates which languages to make
official or use in schools. Also, Bourdieu (1991) described status planning as the activity
that focused on regulation of the power relationships between languages and their users
in the social context (as cited in Kamwangamalu, 2016).

In the Kazakhstani context, as it was mentioned earlier, although Kazakh serves
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as the state language, Russian was also elevated to the official language of the country.
Moreover, both Kazakh and Russian languages are equally used as mediums of
instruction. Thus, in the national context, the power relationship of these two languages
must be equal at theoretical terms. However, studies showed that the Russian language is
more dominant than Kazakh.

Prestige Planning

Prestige planning is focused on raising the prestige of a certain language, which
results in the members of a particular speech community developing a positive attitude
towards the language (Kamwangamalu, 2016). Zhao (2011) called the responsible
individuals to carry out prestige planning work as "people with powers™ (p. 916). The
prestige planning work aimed at promoting improvements in psychological states of
recipients and influencing on their attitudes towards the target language (Kamwangamalu,
2016).

Haarmann (1990) argued that prestige planning must bring positive values to the
language to ensure the involvement of those who are responsible for this planning, and the
targeted users of the language (as cited in Kamwangamalu, 2016). Also, Kamwangamalu
claimed that the attachment of an economic value to languages in the linguistic
marketplace might change people’s negative attitudes towards languages (2016).
Additionally, Ager (2001) stated that the perceptions of the prestige of the language
significantly impact stakeholders’ attitudes towards both the language and its position in
the educational system.

Kamwangamalu (2016) described the prestige planning in the African context,
which has two main concerns which are very similar to the Kazakhstani context. First
concern is the presence of powerful ideologies such as internationalization and

globalization hinder the successful education of a mother tongue. According to him, in
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order to make vernacular language education successful, policymakers need to attach an
economic value to some indigenous languages in the African multilingual marketplace.
This will encourage their speakers to view the language as a commodity to invest in, and
hence, to be learned. Furthermore, Canagarajah and Ashraf (2013) noted that parents and
students might shift their focus on languages with more value and capital if they see little
or no benefits of less prestigious languages. Coupland (2013) argued that people make
decisions on whether to invest in learning a language depending on the utility attached to
the language. In addition to that, Vaillancourt (1996) described language as a form of
human capital, explaining that people invest in acquiring language skills depending on the
costs and benefits they represent. Likewise, Bamgbose (1991) compared language to
currency, whose value in the linguistic marketplace depends on how much it can buy. That
is to say, the more you can buy, the higher its value. This concern can also be witnessed in
the Kazakhstani context, where the Russian language is associated with higher prestige as a
result of the historical events. Moreover, this perception still prevails which influences
people to make linguistic choices in favour of the dominant language.

Generally, language use in a social context is often perceived in two different
manners. On the one hand, Bourdieu (1991) refers to economic concepts such as market to
describe the social context. He supports the idea that linguistic market is related to the
“language use indexes of social, political and economic inequality”, among these multiple
indexes of language use there is an inequality in terms of the degree of prestige at a certain
period of time and context (Grin et al., 2010, p. 32). Bourdieu (1991) used the term
“linguistic marketplace” to refer to the phenomenon when the market regulates and forms
the value of languages as commodities and employment sources. On the other hand, the
concept of a market is perceived by economists as means of "exchanging of a given good

or service" in real or virtual contexts (Grin et al., 2010, p. 31). In other words, this term
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presumes the existence of the functions of supply and demand for the appropriate good or
service. Kamwangamalu (2016) used the concept of the linguistic market in both views. He
considers the first as a by-product of the second, which means, if the skills of a particular
language are not in demand on the market, the language will be much less prestigious
compared to a language that is in demand in the market.

As Fishman et al. (1977) noted, people hardly acquire languages for their own sake,
rather consider them as keys to the desired objects in life. Those desired objects mentioned
by Fishman et al. (1977) include not just the desire to become employed, but also that of
raising social status and identifying with the power elite and using the language which is
considered to be prestigious and powerful by the elite (as cited in Kamwangamalu, 2003).

Second concern is related to the official recognition of languages which does not in
itself equalize the opportunities provided for the users of a language. Therefore, planning
the activities aimed at “assigning an economic value to the indigenous languages and the
legislation must be done in a tandem” (Kamwangamalu, 2016, p. 162). These activities
may include the creation of demand for a language in the labour market which will raise an
interest for studying it, and furthermore will make it necessary for access to employment
(Kamwangamalu, 2016). This concern also corresponds to the current situation with the
Kazakh language. According to the Articles 4 and 5 of Law of Languages of the Republic
of Kazakhstan (1997), it is stated that although Kazakh is the language of state and local
organizations, documentation, and legislation, Russian is also officially used along with
Kazakh. Although after the independence the areas of usage of Kazakh have been enlarged,
yet Russian whose official usage is equalized to Kazakh is dominantly used (Karabassova,
2020).

Domains of Language Use

The social context can be represented by the domains of language use (Tollefson,
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2002). These domains were researched by Fishman (Fishman 1965, 1971, 1972), who
proposed the domain theory. The domain theory has contributed worldwide to enhance an
understanding of bilingualism and language choice (Fishman, 1965, as cited in Wei, 2007).
According to Fishman’s domain theory, a speaker's experiences in using a language in
different social conditions, with different interlocutors in different situations influence
people's language choice and use. Therefore, Fishman’s (1972) domain theory is crucial for
providing an in-depth understanding of people’s language choices (as cited in Mei et al,
2016). In the case of this study, the domains of language use help to answer the first
research question which focuses on the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani
youth across various domains.

The domain theory refers to the notion of “who” communicates in “what language”
addressed to “whom” and “when”. Hence, the keywords are “who”, “what”, “whom”, and
“when”. Meaningly, who addresses the multilingual or bilingual speaker, what refers to
one's linguistic repertoire, whom specifies interlocutors in different domains, and when is
addressed to the domain of language use or its context (Mei, et. al., 2016, p. 20). This
theory, originated in 1964, has been used by many scholars (Adams et al., 2012; Bond et
al., 2011; Burhanudeen, 2006; Chaudhry et al., 2010; Dealwis, 2010; Namei, 2008; Nancy,
2011; Ting & Ling, 2013, as cited in Ryvenwald, 2019) to investigate language choice in
their national contexts.

Fishman (1965) explained the "between-group (or intergroup) multilingualism™, in
which representatives of one population use two separate languages for communication (p.
67). As a consequence of bilingual practice, people can communicate in any of the two
languages without experiencing significant difficulties. However, the habitual choice
matters in this context because the “proper usage, or common usage, or both” impose the

dominance of one language to be chosen by a particular speaker on particular occasions (p.
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67).

In order to investigate language behavior Schmidt—Rohr (1963) suggested the
following nine domains: “the family, the playground and street, the school (subdivided into
language of instruction, subject of instruction, and language of recess and entertainment),
the church, literature, the press, the military, the courts, and the governmental
administration” (as cited in Fishman, 1965, p. 73). However, subsequent studies either
increased or decreased the number of these domains, which seek to specify the main
interactions that happen in various settings. Fishman stated that “multilingualism often
begins in the family”, therefore, it has become one of the crucial domains to be used in
many studies (Fishman, 1965, p. 76). In his theory, Fishman referred to the five most
essential domains of family, friendship, religion, education, and work (Fishman, 1972 as
cited in Ryvenwald, 2019). This study does not focus on the religious domain because it is
considered to be highly sensitive while interviewing participants. Moreover, there is an
additional domain suggested which is media. This domain has emerged as a result of
globalization and digitization processes.

Also, Fishman (1965) defined three factors of language choice such as reference
group membership, situation, and topic which help us to describe choice patterns. The first
factor is the reference group membership which includes domains such as family, school /
university / work, social clubs. People identify themselves by the various groups they
belong to and tend to choose a particular language for different occasions. Moreover, these
occasions may vary depending on the location or settings. The next factor is the situation
which characterizes certain circumstances of communication where languages are
considered as indicators of intimacy, informality, and equality (Fishman, 1965, p. 70). In
this regard, people might discuss certain topics only in a particular language, for instance,

they may share common experiences and viewpoints that can be explained and discussed in
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one particular language, and therefore, they communicate in the language which represents
their common intimacy. The last factor is a topic which regulates language use in a
multilingual environment which means that some topics might be better explained in one
particular language as opposed to another.

Language Choice

Fishman (1972) refers to the concept of language choice as the language, variety, or
code used in verbal communication by a particular community for specific purposes.
Interestingly, in multilingual/bilingual communities, individuals must take an account of
the person they are speaking and the situation to decide what language should be used. As
a result, in multilingual and bilingual society individuals apply more than one language
naturally and constantly make choices on what language to use.

One of the examples of international studies was conducted by Othman (2006) on
language choice among Arabic-English bilinguals. He applied Fishman’s (1965) theory of
domains in his study. The study aimed to identify the language use patterns of the
participants, overlaps between the two languages within the same domain. The findings
showed that Arabic language was constantly used in the family domain and in
communication with friends whereas English was used at university/workplace and in
formal communication. The results of the study revealed that people make choices
regarding the domain in which the language is used.

Another study on the language choice of 12-17-year-old bilingual youth and their
attitudes towards the native language was conducted by Gomashie (2020). The study used
a questionnaire which to identify students' language use with 21 different interlocutors and
attitudes towards Spanish and Nahuatl languages. The study results revealed that Nahuatl
was predominantly used in the family domain to communicate with grandparents.

However, the youth showed a positive attitude towards Nahuatl. The findings suggested
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the need to expand the number of domains of Nahuatl usage.

In the context of Kazakhstan, a limited number of previous research studies
explored the topic of language use and choice, and no research on participants aged 18-25
in particular. Research studies on youth language choice and use are focused on the two
languages: Kazakh and Russian because they are officially equal languages, however one
of them dominates in the society. One of the studies was conducted by Fierman (2006)
who explored the language use of children from an urban school with mixed instruction:
Kazakh and Russian. His study revealed that children preferred to use Russian outside the
classroom. Moreover, he argued that this situation might negatively impact the promotion
and strengthening of the Kazakh language.

Another study was conducted by Smagulova (2008) using a large-scale survey
aimed to examine the impact of the Kazakhization policy on language attitudes and use.
The study primarily focused on the language use of the older generation. Furthermore,
Smagulova (2016) enlarged the sample population of her quantitative study including
school children. Both studies revealed the domination and frequent use of Russian
language in various communication spheres by the Kazakhstan people.

The recent study which was conducted by Kuzhabekova (2019) aimed to explore
the differences in language use among students receiving instruction in Russian and
Kazakh. This study also applied a quantitative research method. The main findings of the
study include continuing dominance of Russian language and the use of the Russian
language by Kazakh-speaking children in communication with peers. Hence, the above
studies reveal that the language use and choice phenomenon was explored mostly by using
quantitative research tools; therefore, given the need for an in-depth qualitative study on
language choice, the present study is deemed necessary to fill the apparent gap for a

qualitative study. Additionally, the previous studies used the population of school children
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and adults; however, the age category chosen for this research has not yet been studied.
Moreover, the crucial point is that Russian is still a dominant language in Kazakhstani
society.
Conceptual Framework: Habitus

The study is theoretically underpinned by the concept of “habitus” which was
introduced by French scholar Pierre Bourdieu. Habitus as a conceptual framework was
used by multiple scholars (Alexander, 2005; May, 2014; Manan, 2019) to study language
policies and practices, and other related areas. Bourdieu himself considered habitus as the
conceptual tool to use as a method in empirical research (Reay, 2004). He defined habitus
as “a property of social agents that comprises a structured and structuring structure” i.e.,
“structured” by circumstances that are associated with individual’s past and present, for
instance, family environment or academic background; “structuring” that are shaping
individual’s present and future practices that are influenced by one’s habitus; a “structure”
that is not random or patternless, but ordered systematically (Maton, 2012, p. 51).

Thompson (1991) described habitus as “a set of dispositions which incline agents to
act and react in certain ways and generate practices, perceptions and attitudes” (p. 12). The
dispositions reflect the conditions in which they were generated and obtained (Thompson,
1991, p. 12; Lizardo, 2004). Habitus is one’s means of acting, feeling, thinking and being,
it reflects how individuals bring history into their present circumstances, and investigates
the choices they make to act in certain manner and not the other (Maton, 2012). Bourdieu
considered the present as a result shaped by countless events in the past (Susen & Turner,
2011). Thus, habitus reflects on the present shaped by particular past events which
influenced the way our present circumstances are organized. The present is a “product of
history” and the “source of practices and perceptions” representing that history

(Thompson, 1991, p. 13). Those numberless events in the past result in a range of choices
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we make.

People always act in specific social contexts. When talking about a particular social
context, Bourdieu used the term “field”. Therefore, people’s perceptions and experiences
should not be seen as the products of habitus, but rather the result of a relationship between
the field and the habitus (Thompson, 1991). The habitus also guides people with a sense of
“how to act and respond in the course of their daily lives; it orients their actions and
inclinations without strictly determining them” (Thompson, 1991, p. 13). It gives them an
understanding of what is appropriate or inappropriate in the current context. Making
choices, therefore, depends on the currently available options and the dispositions,
1.e.habitus (Maton, 2012). Therefore, Bourdieu (1991) called habitus as a “sense of
acceptability,” which means having a sense of what is considered to be appropriate and in
various social contexts (p. 77).

Bourdieu also linked habitus to an “individual history” (1990, p. 86). He believed
that habitus that we acquire in the family domain establishes the basis of structuring the
school experience; the habitus that is transformed by and affected through school
interaction is itself diversified, and therefore, creates the basis for all future experiences
from restructuring to restructuring (Bourdieu, 1972, cited in Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992).
Hence, every individual’s habitus is different from others’ because they can be influenced
by many factors and contexts.

On the one hand, Bourdieu (1990) described habitus as “embodied, turned into a
permanent disposition, a durable way of standing, speaking, walking and thereby of feeling
and thinking” (pp. 69—70). On the other hand, Bourdieu also argued that habitus can
change in the course of one’s life, thus it is temporary. Therefore, although the habitus is
constructed by childhood experience and family relationships, it is constantly re-structured

by gaining experience outside the family (Reay, 2004).
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Bourdieu argued that people’s linguistic practices are the results of political and
social efforts to normalize these particular linguistic practices (Susen & Turner, 2011). In
the case of the Kazakhstani context, during the Soviet era the usage of Russian as the main
medium of instruction and language of wider communication has led to the marginalization
of indigenous languages and language shift (Smagulova, 2008).

Bourdieu argued that individuals acquire social habitus in the early childhood
context through socialisation which constructs their perceptions and actions by
implementing structural features of their social context (Susen & Turner, 2011). However,
as it was mentioned earlier, habitus is temporary and happens to change. Therefore, social
agents develop such skills in order to become flexible in different social situations and
meet constantly changing demands of their social context. In order to avoid constant
adaptation to new schemes, individuals tend to acquire a social habitus which ensures a
sense of how to react, perceive, and speak in different situations. This social habitus
represents the dispositions, i.e. educational, economic, cultural etc. conditions in which the
individuals have grown up. Hence, this social habitus is shaped by the social conditions
and circumstances of that particular time (Susen & Turner, 2011). As a result of these
adaptations and flexibility, individuals develop various skills which form different types of
“capital” to be used in a particular fiecld. Therefore, habitus can serve as an instrument
which provides an opportunity for a successful social life in a particular context (Susen &
Turner, 2011).

Bourdieu considered that habitus can be developed even before the use of any
linguistic symbols. He believed that some aspects of everyday interaction including the
ways people stand, look, sit, speak, etc. influence the formation of habitus (Susen &
Turner, 2011). These everyday life aspects are full of powerful prohibitions which people

cannot avoid. Thus, habitus can be influenced by any aspect of our lives, even insignificant
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ones. This social habitus can be formed and influenced by any aspect of our lives, and
further it creates the linguistic habitus, that is, the “way people speak and express
themselves, and think with and through a language” (Susen & Turner, 2011, p. 288).

Bourdieu also considered the formation of habitus in a multilingual context which
is influenced by socio-historical and socio-political processes and several linguistic
markets (Grenfell, 2011). He analyzed the phenomenon of language shift from this
perspective by stating that this shift happens over time when speakers of one language
voluntarily shift to another language. This shift can be described as a voluntary or rational
choice because it is a consequence of a range of social circumstances, prioritizing the
majority languages, and suppressing the minority languages. Similar to this perspective, in
the historical past Kazakhstan was significantly influenced by the Soviet language policy
where Russian was prioritized whereas Kazakh was suppressed (Dickens, 1988). Bourdieu
(as cited in May, 2014) also described this process as a misrecognition which furthermore
leads to the formation of negative attitudes, i.e. habitus towards the suppressed /
minoritized languages which results in language shift. Bourdieu's perspective has opened a
new way of analyzing the current language shift issues where the historical events are no
longer relevant whereas the current process of globalization and internationalization play a
vital role in language shift processes.

One of the studies which used habitus as a conceptual framework was mixed-
method research conducted by Manan (2019) in the context of multilingual Pakistan where
English stands at the top while Urdu hold second position and is considered as a
representation of national identity. The study focused on the stakeholders of 11 low-fee
schools in Pakistan. The results revealed that the participants view their native languages
as economically and culturally disadvantaged. Their dispositions are shaped by linguistic

shaming and commodification. Moreover, they consider English-medium as an ideal
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option. The context of this study is somehow similar to the Kazakhstani context which is
why habitus can serve as an appropriate framework to analyze the data.

In order to better understand habitus, it is important to understand Bourdieu’s other
notion of field as these two concepts are interconnected (May, 2014). Bourdieu describes
field as “a specific site of economic, cultural, and/or intellectual reproduction, with its own
‘logic of practice’—which is “specific and irreducible to those that regulate other fields”
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97). In the field, significant role is carried by the
intellectual, cultural, or economic capital which is acknowledged, rewarded, and
appreciated within its field. Thompson (1991) also recognizes the field as spaces that are
differentiated by their distinctive features and specific forms of capital. As a result,
individuals engaged in one field compete with each other in order to receive higher
advantage.

Fields shape individuals’ actions and identities in their competition for any type of
capital in the field and its social, intellectual, or economic status. Any individual or
collective actions in the field affect others within the same field. Therefore, the fields and
habitus of its individuals are interconnected (May, 2014). Fields participate in the
formation of people’s habitus by showing what is considered appropriate/inappropriate
within this field.

Language and Symbolic Power

Bourdieu’s (1994) notion of “symbolic power” does not refer to a specific type of
power but to an aspect of most power forms. Symbolic power is “an invisible power that
suffuses all spheres of social life in such a manner that the very people who are subjected
by it are actively complicit in their subjection” (as cited in Alexander, 2003, p.184).
According to Thompson (1991), “symbolic power is that invisible power which can be

exercised only with the complicity of those who do not want to know that they are subject
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to it or even that they themselves exercise it” (p.164).

According to Alexander (2003), symbolic power is not usually represented as a
physical force, however, it is transformed into a symbolic form of power. Bourdieu
emphasized the points about being “invisible” and therefore “misrecognized” which
means people underestimate this power. Participants simply recognize this power
without knowing the hierarchy it creates in which some agents benefit more than others.

According to Hua & Kramsch (2016), the symbolic power of a language is a game
that social actors must play in order to remain alive in the society. Thus, it is an inevitable
part of existence when social actors must accept or reject the game. However, Bourdieu
(1991) claimed that people are not given any choice to play the symbolic game or not.
These kinds of games take place in any context and at any time. Historically, when
Kazakhstan was a part of the USSR, the Kazakhstani people had to accept and adapt to a
new regime and language policy. During that time, the sociolinguistic functions of the
Kazakh language were diminished and the status of Kazakh was significantly influenced
by economic, political, and social factors. The part of the population which had the need
for advancement in the society was required to acquire the Russian language; otherwise,
they could not access the symbolic and material resources (Smagulova, 2008).
Conclusion

Overall, this chapter provided information on the sociolinguistic profile of
Kazakhstan and statuses of languages in Kazakhstan. It was highlighted that despite the
fact that the Constitution protects linguistic rights of the population, only the three
languages: Kazakh, Russian, and English are officially in use. Additionally, the chapter
defined the language planning and policy and its essential components such as status and
prestige planning which play a significant role in maintaining and strengthening the power

of languages. Furthermore, it discussed the central phenomenon of the study language
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choice and provided results of the international and national studies on language choice.
Finally, Bourdieu’s (1991) habitus which is used as the conceptual framework for data
analysis of the study was defined. Also, the chapter discussed the related concept of
symbolic power which will further help to explain the results of the study. The next chapter
discusses the methodology of the study which consists of the research design, research site

and sample, data collection tools and procedures, data analysis and ethical considerations.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The previous chapter provided a review of the literature on the central phenomenon
of the study. This chapter justifies the methodology used in the study in an attempt to
answer the following research questions:

1. What are the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani youth
across various domains?

2. Which factor(s) determine Kazakhstani youth’s language choice between
Kazakh and Russian?

This chapter starts with the information on the research design as well as the
description of the research site and sampling strategies. Next, the data collection
instruments and procedures are thoroughly discussed, followed by a description of the data
analysis procedures. The last part of this chapter discusses the ethical considerations
related to the study.

Research Design

The methodological approach taken in this study is a qualitative approach based on
the purpose of the study to explore Kazakhstani 18-25-year olds’ language choices
between two equally official languages: Kazakh and Russian. The qualitative approach was
employed as it was recognized the most appropriate method for this research. As Creswell
(2014) explains, it is “a means for exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or
groups ascribe to a social or human problem” (p.4). Employing a qualitative mode of
inquiry allows investigating the problem and illuminating an in-depth understanding of a
central phenomenon (Creswell, 2014). Thus, qualitative research enabled me to explore
and identify the language choice patterns and the factors influencing the language choice of

youth across various domains influenced by their experiences (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).
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The qualitative approach of the study relied on interviews which is the most commonly
used data collection tool of qualitative research (Saldana, 2011; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).
Research Site

It is technically challenging to clearly state the site of this research, as it is the
whole country because the sampling requires participants to be from all the four regions of
Kazakhstan: west, east, north, and south. Different regions of Kazakhstan vary in terms of
their residents’ historical and ethnic backgrounds which might have influenced their
linguistic repertoires and language choices. According to Smagulova (2006):

a quarter of Kazakhs are monolingual Kazakh speakers, but the actual use of

Kazakh varies significantly from region to region; it is used universally in the south

and west; in the north and east, however, less than 50% of Kazakhs speak the
language. (p. 304)

Hence, in some parts of Kazakhstan, it is considered that people speak predominantly
Kazakh or Russian.
Research Sample

For sampling, the study used a maximal variation sampling strategy, targeting from
among Kazakhstani 18-25-year olds. Following Creswell’s (2014) description of maximal
variation sampling, “the researcher samples cases or individuals that differ on some
characteristic or trait” (p. 229), three main characteristics for respondents have been
identified: Kazakh ethnicity, study through Russian and Kazakh medium of instructions
(MI), and different geographical origins. Overall, there were eight ethnic Kazakhs, two
from each of the four regions: west, east, north, and south. In addition to that, from each of
these regions, there have been two participants who went to Kazakh M1 and Russian Ml
respectively. For recruitment of the participants, the researcher used social networking sites
such as Instagram recruitment letters.

Data Collection Instruments
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In order to collect qualitative data on language choices of Kazakhstani 18-25-year
olds, an interview was chosen as the instrument for data collection. This research used the
interviews as a data collection tool which is according to Saldana (2011) “an effective way
of receiving information on people’s perspectives, feelings, opinions, values, attitudes, and
beliefs about their personal experiences and social world, in addition to factual information
about their lives” (p. 32). Furthermore, Patton (2015) explains that the interview helps to
define things that “we cannot directly observe” and that the purpose of interviewing is “to
enter into one's perspective” (p. 426). Thus, by conducting an interview-based study, an in-
depth knowledge of the topic and insights about the language choices of the participants
could be effectively gathered.

Although physically it was not possible to meet a variety of participants from
different regions face-to-face, this would become even more challenging due to the global
pandemic COVID-19. Therefore, all interviews were conducted online because they
provide an opportunity for real time communications which can be both anonymous and
timely convenient for participants (Cohen et.al., 2017). Additionally, in case of this study it
enables researchers “to contact hard-to-reach groups and individuals” (Cohen et.al., 2017,
p. 242).

The design of the interviews was semi-structured. These were designed because
they allow the interviewer not only to ask pre-set questions, but also to be able to probe the
answers in an open-ended format in order to receive further elaboration (Dérnyei, 2007). In
other words, the semi-structured interviews do not require word by word correspondence
with the interview protocol (see Appendix A). According to Cohen et.al. (2017), semi-
structured interviews include prompts which serve for clarification of any topics or issues
and probes which enable to ask for more extended, elaborated details of respondents’

answers. In other words, the probes can simply be in the form of the follow-up 'why'
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questions including the repetition of the question or repetition of the answer in a
questioning tone, request to provide clarification or example (Cohen et.al., 2017). Thus, the
researchers are able to be more flexible and ask for elaboration of significant ideas and
details while using the semi-structured interviews.

Data Collection Procedures

The study was conducted among the youth belonging to different parts of the
country, therefore it was not realistic to interview them face-to-face. Moreover, due to the
circumstances related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the research was conducted by
interviewing the participants of the study via the online platform ZOOM which is most
frequently used lately.

At the initial stage of the data collection procedure, it was essential to receive
permission to conduct a study from the NUGSE Research Committee by submitting the
Research Application Form. Once the permission had been received, the preparation was
started. Before conducting an actual interview, the data collection instrument was tested
with Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education (NUGSE) students. The sample
of this study required interviewing youth from different geographical regions and of
different ages between 18 -25, therefore there was no need to have a gatekeeper. Modern
technologies and social media provide an opportunity to recruit participants online.

After the volunteers willing to participate in the study had been found, the potential
participants were contacted and asked several questions to identify their relevance to the
selection criteria. After identification of their relevance to the research sample, all eight
recruited participants received an electronic copy informed consent to become familiarized
with the purpose of the study, and to sign the form accordingly (see Appendix B). The

participants were informed in advance that their participation was voluntary. Additionally,
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the details of the interview such as date and time were negotiated according to their
preferences (Saldana, 2011).

The participants were contacted one day before the interview via a message to
remind them about interviews so as to check if the participants needed to reschedule the
interview (Saldana, 2011). The data collection took place in the last two weeks of
December and first week of January. The languages of interviews were discussed at the
beginning of each interview. They were suggested the three languages: Kazakh, Russian,
and Kazakh, and all interviews were conducted in the language preferred by the
participants. Each interview lasted between thirty minutes to fifty minutes which allowed
receiving answers to the main questions. Although during the online interviews, slight
delays occurred and some messages were broken, these minor issues did not hinder the
researcher from grasping the main ideas. The verbal permission for audio recording was

obtained during the recruitment process and was recalled once again at the beginning of

each interview. The answers of each respondent have been recorded and stored on a laptop

and an online cloud, protected with a password known only to the researcher. The
participants were also informed that their names and other personal information would
remain anonymous and replaced with pseudonyms.
Data Analysis Procedures

The next step after collecting the data was to transcribe the audio-recorded
interviews. The interviews were transcribed using the Google Documents’ function which
allows transcribing audio into words. After that, all eight interview transcripts (see
Appendix C) were analyzed using the six phases of Braun and Clarke’s (2012) thematic
analysis. Thematic analysis (TA) is “a method for systematically identifying, organizing,
and offering insight into patterns of meaning (themes) across a data set” (Braun & Clarke,

2012, p. 57). In other words, the thematic analysis allows the researcher to identify and
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understand the commonalities present in the data. Braun and Clarke’s (2012) thematic
analysis include the following six phases:”

1. Familiarizing yourself with the data.

2. Generating initial codes.

3. Searching for Themes.

4. Reviewing Potential Themes.

5. Defining and Naming Themes.

6. Producing the report. (pp. 60-69).

In order to become familiarized with the data, all audio recordings were listened to
and interview transcripts were read and reread (Braun & Clarke, 2012). At this stage, it
was essential to “read the words actively, analytically, and critically, and start to think
about what the data mean” and ask questions like “How does this participant make sense of
their experiences? What assumptions do they make in interpreting their experience? What
kind of world is revealed through their accounts?” (Braun & Clarke, 2012, p. 61). After
that, the potentially relevant pieces of data were coded. Furthermore, these codes were
reviewed, converted and grouped into themes according to areas of similarities between
codes (Braun & Clarke, 2012). Furthermore, the potential themes were reviewed with a
supervisor in order to finalize themes and agree on their relevance to answer the research
questions of the study. Overall, this process resulted in the generation of main themes and
subthemes which were relevant to decipher youth’s language choice patterns and the
factors which determine their language choice. These themes will be explained and
discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.

Ethical Considerations
As Creswell (2014) states, certain ethical considerations must be followed in order

to ensure confidentiality and anonymity of the respondents and familiarizing them with
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potential risks. Although this study was conducted completely online, there were no key
differences between face-to-face or online study because it followed the same ethical
procedures.

To minimize the potential risks and ensure the anonymity and confidentiality of the
participants, as it was suggested by Jonbekova (2018), informed consent has been used and
the process of keeping respondents’ anonymity and confidentiality has been explained to
the participants. At the beginning of each interview, the researcher explained the purpose,
benefits, and risks of the study. The participants were assured that their names and any
other personal information will remain confidential and will be stored in a secure place.

In order to provide the anonymity and full confidentiality of the participants,
pseudonyms were used during the data collection and data analysis. The recorded audio
files were stored on a personal laptop which is protected by a password and accessible only
to the researcher. Notably, the potential risks of the study were very minimal because of
keeping the full confidentiality of any information that could lead to the identification of
the participants.

The participants of the study are people originating from different parts of the
country who therefore have been interviewed via the online platform ZOOM and a
WhatsApp call. Due to conducting interviews online, the consent forms have been
collected via email. Conducting the study via ZOOM platform provided an opportunity to
switch off the camera if participants wanted to remain even more confidential. Seven
participants chose not to switch off their cameras. Only one respondent chose to answer via
the WhatsApp call due to technical issues with the ZOOM platform. In order to build trust
and positive relationships with the participants, some verified information about the
researcher has been provided.

Conclusion
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This chapter provides all the required details about the methodology of the study on
ethnic Kazakh youth’s language choices between the Kazakh and Russian languages. It
provides explanation of research design, research site and sample, data collection
instrument, data collection and data analysis procedures, and ethical considerations.
Particularly, the study applied a qualitative approach using semi-structured interviews.
Eight young ethnic Kazakhs from four different parts of Kazakhstan participated in the
study. To protect the rights of the participants, nearly all standard ethical considerations
were followed. The ethics approval from NUGSE Research Committee was received in

November 2020. The following chapter will present the main findings of the study.
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Chapter 4: Findings
Introduction

This chapter unveils the primary findings from eight semi-structured interviews that
aimed to answer the following research questions:

1. What are the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani youth
across various domains?

2. Which factor(s) determine Kazakhstani youth’s language choice between
Kazakh and Russian?

The obtained data was analyzed adopting Braun and Clarke’s (2012) six-phase
approach to thematic analysis. It starts with the familiarization with the data, generation of
initial codes, searching for themes, review of the themes, defining and naming themes, and
producing the report (Braun & Clarke, 2012). The findings drawn from the thematic
analysis includes the core themes and subthemes explaining the participants’ language
choice patterns and the factors that influenced them. This chapter begins with respondents’
biographical information followed by a detailed analysis of the data. The above-mentioned
research questions were used to organize the findings of the study.

Respondents’ Biographical Information

This section presents the biographical background of the participants. As has been
already mentioned, to explore the Kazakhstani youth’s language choices between two
equally official languages, data for this study has been collected from semi-structured
interviews with 18-25-year old young people. The study involved eight participants in
total. They were selected from four different parts of the country. The participants
consisted of two males and six females aging between 20 and 25. Complete details of the

respondents’ biographical information are provided in the table below.

33



YOUNG ETHNIC KAZAKHS’ LANGUAGE CHOICES 34

Table 1

Interview Participants’ Biographical Information

Ne Participant Age Region of Medium of
origin Instruction

P1 Dauren 25 East RMI

P2 Kamilla 20 West KMI

P3 Samal 21 East KMI

P4 Zhanar 21 North KMI

P5 Madina 24 South RMI

P6 Indira 20 West RMI

P7 Assem 24 South KMI

P8 Abylai 25 North RMI

Source: compiled by the author based on the obtained data

The above table provides information on the participants’ age, region of origin, and
medium of instruction. The rationale for including these variables is that they provide
essential background information about the participants. In the context of this study;, it is
important to explain the link between the participants’ educational background, place of
origin, and age with their present linguistic repertoire and language choice patterns.
Research Question 1: What Are the Patterns of Language Choice among the
Kazakhstani Youth across Various Domains?

This section seeks to provide more in-depth information about the language choice
patterns of the Kazakhstani youth in various domains. From the thematic analysis, the four

main themes emerged: the preference of the Russian language in communication, bilingual
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speech practices, Kazakh as a home language only, the dominance of the Russian content
over Kazakh. Each of these themes is expanded below.
Russian as a Preferred Language for Day-to-Day Communication

According to the results, specific patterns of language choice do not vary
significantly across domains. One of the primary themes that emerged from analyzing the
data is related to the participants’ preferences of the Russian language for communication
with others. To begin with, six out of eight respondents chose Russian to answer interview
questions that showed their language preferences from the very beginning. For instance,
Indira said that “Russian is the most convenient language” (December 27, 2020) showing
confidence in her decision. Moreover, some of the respondents hesitated to choose Kazakh
despite knowing it. For example, Assem thought about mixing the two languages “Kazakh
and Russian I think. Can I choose both? Ok, Russian” (December 29, 2020) while Samal
chose Russian although she also could answer in Kazakh “I can answer either way. Ok, we
can continue in Russian” (December 25, 2020) . On the contrary, Zhanar preferred Kazakh
despite her uncertainty “I can answer in both languages, maybe mixed ... Actually I speak
Kazakh, but being in Astana for a long time, depending on the environment | am used to
not speaking Kazakh. But let’s try in Kazakh” (December 25, 2020). Thus, it is evident that
most participants preferred Russian rather than Kazakh, also some of them showed
uncertainty in Kazakh speaking skills.

The theme of Russian as a preferred language for day-to-day communication
consists of the two subthemes: adjustment for Russian-speaking interlocutors and lack of
knowledge of the Kazakh language. Overall, preference for Russian was indicated by all
eight participants in one way or another. Significantly, Russian is predominantly used in
such domains as friendship and social clubs. Thus, the environment outside their homes is

Russian-speaking. The evidence is provided in the subsections below.
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Adjustment for Russian-Speaking Interlocutors. Based on the results, most of
the respondents usually adjust their language to Russian because of having predominantly
Russian-speaking friends and peers. For instance, Samal said “I have a lot of Russian-
speaking friends, and I speak to them in Russian more frequently than in Kazakh”
(December 25, 2020). Likewise, Indira stated “My environment consists of people who
predominantly speak Russian”. For example, if we talk about the ratio, then there will be
more of those who understand Russian (December 27, 2020). Additionally, Assem
described a similar situation: “I speak Russian with my husband's friends because they all
studied completely in a Russian school and if | say something in Kazakh, they will not
understand me” (December 29, 2020) likewise Abylai “I also speak Russian with friends. I
have friends who speak Kazakh perfectly, but they communicate with me in Russian”
(January 16, 2021). These quotes demonstrate that currently youth have more Russian-
speaking friends and they try to adjust their language to make their friends comfortable.
Thus, in our national context Russian serves as the language of wider communication
(LWC) which was described by Brutt-Griffler (2006) as “a language that provides a
mutually intelligible medium for speakers in multilingual societies” (as cited in Berns,
2012, p.1). According to the results of the National Census of the Republic of Kazakhstan
in 2009, there are representatives of around 120 nationalities in Kazakhstan which makes it
multilingual and multicultural. Moreover, during the Soviet era, also the Russian language
was a main language for them. In addition to this regard, Zhanar stated:

| can speak both Kazakh and Russian well. | can adjust to what people are

comfortable with. The representatives of other nationalities do not know Kazakh

similarly to some Kazakh people. Because of not knowing their histories, when |
meet people, | start speaking Russian first. Then if they know Kazakh, I will switch
to Kazakh. If I start a conversation with the Kazakh language, and the people don’t

speak Kazakh, it will cause inconvenience to them. Living in one country, we all
need to respect each other. (December 25, 2020)
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This extract demonstrates that youth usually shows tolerance to people’s linguistic and
cultural backgrounds. Moreover, it is clear that the representatives of other ethnic groups
influence people to choose Russian over Kazakh. Although, people usually start
conversations in Russian then can switch into Kazakh; it also happens that in spite of
knowing or understanding Kazakh, people do not stop using Russian. That may be
observed in Kamilla’s following statement:
| think speaking Kazakh is not quite developed in our university because everyone
speaks Russian at NU. At the very beginning, I used to speak Russian to make them
understand. But after some time | realized that they generally understand Kazakh.
Therefore, I started to speak Kazakh. In case they don’t understand something, I try
to translate and explain it in Russian. (December 25, 2020)
Except for the friendship domain, the majority of respondents noted that predominantly
Russian is also used in social clubs because of having mostly Russian-speaking members.
Six out of eight respondents shared their past and current experiences of being members of
social clubs. They stated that all members adjust to Russian because that is what the
majority prefers. For example, Dauren said “I guess the last time it was a game club,
because of quarantine we couldn’t visit the university. Therefore everything was online.
Also, we communicated mostly in Russian” (December 25, 2020). Same as Dauren, Samal
shared her past experience and said “Unfortunately, not involved at the moment. But
before | was a member of a book club for one or two years. It was in Russian. That was a
university club” (December 25, 2020). Interestingly, the above mentioned past experiences
took place during university years which demonstrate the youth’s linguistic preferences
during their studies. However, the situation does not seem to have changed because
Kamilla expressed a similar idea about her current experience of being in two university
clubs at the same time: “I am a member of two student clubs and have leadership positions

in both of them. I try to speak Kazakh with members but there are many people who do not

understand. Therefore, we communicate in Russian or English” (December 25, 2020).
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Low Level of the Kazakh Language. Another reason why the participants prefer
Russian is the low level of the Kazakh language skills which creates some uncertainty.
Moreover, it usually happens when they communicate with friends and peers. When the
participants were asked about the language of communication in the friendship domain,
they noted that usually their low level of Kazakh does not allow them to speak confidently
in Kazakh which usually results in speaking Russian. For example, Dauren stated the
following: “I use Russian with friends because they basically speak Russian, and I hardly
ever use Kazakh. If my interlocutor is a Kazakh-speaking person, of course, | try to adjust,
but because of my low skills, I cannot fully speak Kazakh with them” (December 25,
2020). Interestingly, the previous extracts showed that people use Russian to make their
interlocutors comfortable, but when it comes to Kazakh, they cannot fully switch into
Kazakh. Thus, youth seem to be more proficient in Russian than Kazakh. However, the
participants noted that they let their interlocutors keep speaking Kazakh if they are
comfortable with it. In this regard Madina stated the following:

In Russian because the level of my Kazakh does not allow me, although | have

Kazakh-speaking friends who may feel more comfortable speaking Kazakh, but my

level does not allow me to constantly speak freely. But it always happens mixed.

And | always tell my friends that if it is convenient for them to speak Kazakh, then

okay, but I will probably answer in Russian. (December 27, 2020)

Bilingual Speech Practices

Another major theme that emerged from the data analysis indicates the presence of
bilingual speech practices in Kazakh families. The respondents noted that both Kazakh and
Russian languages can be mixed when they communicate to family members. For example,
it can be seen in the quote from Samal: “At home mostly in Kazakh, but we certainly have
some phrases and sentences in Russian, they periodically appear with all family members”

(December 25, 2020); likewise, Zhanar quoted: “We speak both languages, mostly Kazakh,

but still Russian is added. But it is not because we do not know, it became a habit. Some
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words have no translation” (December 25, 2020). It is evident that family members use the
Russian language at home in spite of Kazakh being the more dominant home language. We
can notice here two issues: firstly, using Russian has become a habit and people might
unconsciously use it on a daily basis without paying attention to it; secondly, some things
can be better expressed in Russian than in Kazakh because of the lack of the corresponding
word in Kazakh.

However, along with Russian, Kazakh can also be added into a daily speech in
Russian-speaking families. For example, Madina stated: “Basically in Russian, but we also
insert some Kazakh words. If mom curses, then in Kazakh” (December 27, 2020).
Unfortunately, although there were multiple Russian-speaking families described by the
participants, only one respondent noted the presence of Kazakh in a Russian-speaking
home environment.

Kazakh Restricted as a Home Language

According to the results, five out of eight respondents indicated that they use
mainly Kazakh as a home language to communicate with their family and relatives.
Interestingly, all five respondents emphasized the key point of speaking to their parents
and grandparents primarily in Kazakh. This phenomenon resonates with Fishman’s (1990)
view of a family as “the building block of intergenerational transmission of a language... it
is in the family that a peculiar bond with language and language activities is fostered,
shared and fashioned into personal and social identity”’(p. 29). Hence, the family plays an
important role in fostering the attitudes towards a mother tongue and building identities. In
this regard, Kamilla stated the following:

We speak Kazakh at home and with relatives. We do not speak Russian at home.

Although my relatives studied through the Russian medium of instruction, we still

speak Kazakh at home. There is no Russian language. Sometimes, if there are no

translations of the Russian terms, we mix some words, but generally, we speak
Kazakh. (December 25, 2020)
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Additionally, Samal shared a similar situation emphasizing the role of not only parents but
also grandparents with whom they seem to have a very close relationship:

At home mostly in Kazakh, but we certainly have some phrases in Russian, and
sentences in Russian periodically appear with all family members. Yes, it turns out
that my mother only finished school in Russian. Then both mom and dad graduated
from the university in Kazakh. And we always have Kazakh, always always. And
plus our grandmother and grandfather come to us very often and with them purely
in Kazakh. (December 25, 2020)

Similar to Samal, who mentioned the use of some Russian periodically, Zhanar also noted
that in her family some usage of Russian takes place:
There are 5 people in my family, my parents, a brother and a sister. We still speak
both languages, mostly Kazakh, but still Russian is added. When talking to my

parents, of course, you often speak Kazakh fluently. (Zhanar, December 25, 2020)

However, it is important to note that Indira and Assem stated that their parents encouraged
or somehow demanded them to use Kazakh. For example, that may be observed in Indira’s
following statement:

| want to note that before, | spoke exclusively in Russian with adults in the family:
they asked a question in Kazakh, and | answered in Russian. From the outside, it
seemed unusual at least. Now I try to answer in Kazakh because | want to keep the
conversation going in the language they speak. Firstly, my dad asked me so.
Previously, I did not pay attention to this, but now I understand that this is at least
respect for my language and | at least want to understand what | am asked about
and what they are talking about in my native language. (December 29, 2020)

This quote represents the positive changes in the respondent’s attitude towards her native
language and the family language. However, another respondent Assem herself a mother, a
wife, and a daughter-in-law mixes multiple languages, but still is demanded to speak
Kazakh with her family of birth:
With my child in Kazakh and English, with my husband and mother-in-law in
Russian, and with my own family | speak only Kazakh because my dad and mom
do not approve of the use of English at home. Therefore, they strictly say: “You
need to speak in your mother tongue, native language”. And if I tell them that I
speak Russian at home, they will swear too. Therefore, | communicate with my

family only in Kazakh. (December 29, 2020)

In this exact situation, it is important to highlight Assem’s occupation as well as her

father’s. She is an English teacher who teaches kids while her father is a History teacher.
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Assem’s linguistic orientations from other mothers’ because she teaches English her kids
from their early childhood. Conversely, being the History teacher, her father is very strict
and demanding about the native language in order to respect and value the mother tongue.
Although Assem realizes that, she also acknowledges the modern world’s requirements
where English serves as a global language and provides many opportunities. However, it
seems that she tries to hide the fact of speaking English from her family of birth. This
phenomenon indicates the elders’ linguistic and identity consciousness and their sense of
the perceived vitality of the Kazakh language. Nonetheless, it is evident that the English
language is penetrating the Kazakhstani families despite the older generation resisting it.

These responses showed the essential role that parents play in building a Kazakh-
speaking family environment and managing family language policy. However, a
significant role is also played by the elders of the family shaping language policy, and
sometimes resisting languages as in the case of English. The reason behind this may be the
historical events of the past, when the current elder generation lived under the strict
language policy with a dominant language, therefore, do not want the same thing to happen
again.

Also, it is important to mention that unfortunately Kazakh language use is present
mostly in the family domain compared to other domains. Smagulova (2021) described the
current state of Kazakh and Russian as follows: “Kazakh is a state language and it is the
language of a majority of the population. Yet we are observing persistent social inequality
running along language lines. Kazakh speakers are more likely to be less well-educated
and more likely to be socially disadvantaged in comparison with their Russian-speaking
compatriots. Russian proficiency is linked to higher income while the lack of Russian

proficiency appears to act as an economic penalty” (p. 266). Hence, the Soviet legacy
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where the Russian language covered all the domains and served as the main language, still
exists in the Kazakhstani society.

On the contrary, the other three respondents stated that they have Russian-speaking
families. Notably, they see the link between parents’ and their own current linguistic
practices. For example, Abylai noted that his parents’ choices affected him to choose
Russian as well:

We speak Russian at home. Parents sometimes speak Kazakh, but this is very rare.

When | was little, my parents spoke to me in Kazakh, but after moving to the city,

they also began to speak Russian. But when we moved just to the city, I didn't
know Russian, my parents knew, so we spoke Kazakh at home. (January 16, 2021)

Additionally, another respondent Dauren emphasized that his parents hardly ever speak
Kazakh: “At home, I mostly speak Russian, with everyone. Because everyone at home
speaks Russian. Actually, this is the only language in which we all understand each other
well. Parents do not usually use Kazakh either” (December 25, 2020). Thus, from two
opposite above-mentioned examples, it is noticeable how parents’ language choice can also
affect their children’s language practices.
Preference of the Russian and English Media Content over Kazakh

Another finding was related to the respondents’ preference of the Russian and
English content in the media. It turns out, it is not only a matter of a preference of a
language but also of quality and content. All of the respondents supported the idea that
there is much less quality content in the Kazakh language compared to Russian and
English. Moreover, according to the responses, the Russian content is more dominant in
the Kazakhstani context. That may be observed from the following quotes. For example,
Kamilla stated: “I mostly receive content in Russian. Many people try to explain in Russian
because bloggers create media content in Russian so that they take into account the
preferences of the major part of an audience. And if I like it, I will watch it in any

language. But now mostly in Russian” (December 25, 2020). Similarly, Assem said:
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“Russian is now of better quality even if we compare the number of bloggers who
broadcast in Russian” (December 29, 2020). Likewise Zhanar noted: “In fact, most
Instagram bloggers write in Russian because you understand Russian faster. And when you
read Kazakh information, they use words that you don't use every day, you don't
understand” (December 25, 2020). Additionally, Samal said: “It seems to me that what
Instagram recommends to me always comes across in Russian, in Kazakh it is very rare
and somehow even if | try to listen to them, it sounds differently and it seems to me more
convenient to listen on Instagram in Russian” (December 25, 2020).

According to these quotes, it is evident that Russian content is better in quality and
it is in demand. It is also important to mention that Russian is considered as a daily
communication language because it is more convenient for understanding the content.
However, obviously, we know that the internet recommends what people usually search for
or prefer. Therefore, we can also say that people may unconsciously prefer the Russian
content.

Same as Russian, the English content is also popular in our national media space.
For example, Samal stated the following:

Most often I listen to podcasts, I try to listen in English because there is more

material there, as for me, or materials that are interesting to me are found more in

English. By the way, | also watch Youtube most often in English. In Russian, there

seem to be very few bloggers there. On Instagram, Russian or Russian-speaking

Kazakhs are bloggers, but not very often, and | only watch stories, | don't read
posts. (December 25, 2020)

Notably, there seems to be division in terms of the social networking sites which produce

more Russian or English content. Also, conversely, this quote states the dominance of the

English content among the three languages. Madina shared a similar point of view:
English language 100%. Because all the innovations come from the English-
speaking world. This is the language of globalization. Therefore, it is even more
convenient to perceive information on it. It is easier for me to perceive in English

than in Russian, not to mention Kazakh, because my academic Kazakh is very
weak. (December 27, 2020)
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Two respondents noted that content in the Kazakh language is currently emerging
and they are pleased about this development. For example, Kamilla said: “I don't think we
have much developed content in Kazakh. It is only now developing” (December 25, 2020).
Additionally, Zhanar also mentioned a similar trend: .. but now I notice that there are
more and more bloggers with Kazakh content. | think it's a good thing. In general, it is very
interesting to have Kazakh content. | used to think that no one would make Kazakh content
anymore, because most of them speak Russian and will never switch to Kazakh. But now
it's interesting that even food bloggers are switching to Kazakh” (December 25, 2020). In
addition to this point, Indira and Abylai shared that they both have modern Kazakh songs
in their playlists, namely singer Moldanazar’s songs. That can be observed in Abylai’s
following statement: “I have in my playlist a number of songs in Kazakh, for example
Moldanazar, also some national songs” (January 16, 2021). This is also a representation of
an emerging modern quality of the Kazakh content.

This part presented the four main patterns on youth’s language choice across
various domains. The majority of the participants showed their preference of Russian over
Kazakh across such domains as friendship, social clubs, work, and media. However, the
findings showed that the Kazakh language is restricted to a home language only. Although
Kazakh seems to dominate in the family domain, the bilingual speech practices also
present. The data analysis revealed that the respondents adjust their language to what
interlocutors prefer; moreover, it is also usually the Russian language. Overall, it is evident
that although the participants appreciate their mother tongue, they still prefer using Russian
for day-to-day communication across domains.

Research question 2: Which Factor(s) Determine the Kazakhstani Youth’s Language

Choice between Kazakh and Russian?
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This section provides an overview of the factors that influence the Kazakhstani
youth to choose between the Kazakh and Russian languages. It is significant to identify
such factors because they can help to identify the issues of the current language planning
and policy as well as areas for further improvements.

Context of Communication

One of the key factors that determine language choice is the context of the
communication, in other words, where the communication happens and to whom. The
participants’ answers demonstrate that the residents of particular geographical regions of
our country have linguistic preferences. It was mentioned above that this study includes
two participants from each geographical region. Two of the respondents who are from the
western regions of Kazakhstan shared that west is a more Kazakh-speaking region. For
example, Kamilla stated the following: “...In addition, almost everyone in Mangistau
speaks Kazakh. Other nationalities also speak Kazakh” (December 25, 2020). Also, Indira
said:

It seems to me that the fact | was born in the west influences the fact that we can

use Kazakh. Because Atyrau, Uralsk are noted as cities where the Kazakh language

predominates. It seems to me that this is interconnected because the predominance
of the Kazakh language plays a role. For example, Almaty residents speak only

Russian and it even happens that they cannot understand Kazakh. (December 27,
2020)

Conversely, two respondents noted the Russian-speaking nature of Nur-Sultan city located
in the northern part. For instance, Kamilla who is studying at a university in Nur-Sultan
said: “It seems that Kazakh language is not very developed at our university, because in
any Telegram group, even when they come to [my university], everyone speaks Russian”
(December 25, 2020). Also Abylai who moved to Nur-Sultan (which was named Astana
until 2019) in his childhood from a rural region stated:

When | was little, my parents spoke to me in Kazakh, but after moving to the city,
they also began to speak Russian. Since I lived in Astana and there the population
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IS Russian-speaking, or the absolute majority knows Russian, so | had no problems
at work. (January 16, 2021)

However, we cannot claim that it is common for everyone because other respondents noted
that most of their friends who originated from different regions know and speak Russian.
For example, Dauren stated: “All my friends mostly speak Russian, but they are not only
from Oskemen, but from different cities. They are from the south, west. And yes, some
speak mostly Kazakh. And they all mostly know Russian in one way or another. So we
communicate somehow” (December 25, 2020). It is interesting to note that in our society
exactly these two regions, namely west and south are considered to be relatively more
Kazakh-speaking than other regions. Also, the two major cities such as Nur-Sultan and
Almaty were mentioned as predominantly Russian-speaking environments.
Language Prestige and Demand

Overall, there have been several trends identified. Firstly, Russian is still
considered more prestigious and used in communication at work places. It can be seen
from Dauren’s statement: “Everyday interaction at work was mainly in Russian and there
were no problems with that” (December 25, 2020). Similarly, Samal stated: “Right now
more often you need to know Russian rather than Kazakh”. Moreover, some respondents
noted that interviews at national companies are usually held in Russian which means that
Russian still holds the stronger status. It can be observed from Assem’s statement:
“Unfortunately, the Kazakh language does not have such prospects, I do not see such
prospects because when you come for an interview, they mostly conduct them in Russian”
(December 29, 2020).

Interestingly, some international companies adjust to local conditions and use the
local dominant language as a means of communication. In this case it was Almaty which
was also previously mentioned by another respondent to be a Russian-speaking city. In this

regard, Assem said:
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Before, | worked in the oil industry for a company. There they spoke Russian, it
was an international Chinese company. The Chinese people speak Russian well in
Almaty, they are not newcomers, they have been in Kazakhstan for more than 10
years. They speak Russian, speak and everyone in the office, in principle, speaks
Russian. | do not know why. (December 29, 2020)

Secondly, it seems that demand for Kazakh is increasing and its value and importance get
realized in domains other than family. As Zhanar said: “Of course, in the first place now
the Russian language, and then the Kazakh language is now added, because many people
resent that employees do not know Kazakh. Whether they like it or not, they try to hire
Kazakh-speaking people who know both Kazakh and Russian” (December 25, 2020), there
is a growing demand, and it is a nuanced perspective about the Kazakh language because
traditionally, Kazakh was associated with homes / families only. However, from this
perspective we witness that people are starting to demand it resulting in the appearance of
it in the market. Despite its growing demand, the knowledge of Kazakh is not still a
primary requirement. In this regard, Assem stated: “... they indicate in their vacancy that if
you know the Kazakh language, this will be an advantage. But this is optional. Well, |
don’t know why knowledge of the Kazakh language is not particularly valued in the labor
market” (December 29, 2020). Thus, Russian is more valued in the labour market than
Kazakh. Bourdieu (1991) used the term “linguistic market” to refer to the similar
phenomenon where the logic of the market determines and shapes the value of the
languages as economic commaodities and sources of employment.

Thirdly, knowing English opens up more opportunities to get hired by international
companies as well as requiring a higher salary. In this regard, Zhanar expresses her point of
view about English:

English is a big advantage. Everyone respects and appreciates someone who speaks

English. However, if you do not know English, it is not like you will not get a job at

all. Just knowing English is good for you and for the company that hired you. It's a

plus for you. Also, in schools, English has reached the level of Kazakh and
Russian. (December 25, 2020)
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This quote demonstrates that the knowledge of English language is well respected and it
seems to be prestigious. Additionally, as Assem stated: “when you come for an interview,
if it is an international company, then it will be held in English. If you know English, you
can ask for a higher salary. Unfortunately it is true” (December 29, 2020), English provides
more financial opportunities in a labour market. According to Cameron (2012), the
recognition of a vital role of the English language in the modern society may lead to some
consequences including the reinforcement of the English language’s status globally. This
may lead to the consideration of English as the most valuable commodity in the linguistic
marketplace, thus creating incentives for a range of stakeholders to invest in it.

However, this trend is not common for all workplaces, as Abylai said: “I worked
before. Since | lived in Astana and there the population is Russian-speaking, or the
absolute majority knows Russian, so | had no problems in my work. But English was not
required there” (January 16, 2021). Conversely, some respondents expect positive changes
in the labour market. For example, Samal said:

It seems to me at the moment and in the future, knowledge of both languages

Kazakh and Russian will be very important. But | would like to see Kazakh in the
future for people, and for those who are hiring. (December 25, 2020)

Only one respondent, Madina, shared her experience of being required to know all the
three languages: “Now it seems to me all three languages because you even look at the
requirements of any work. For example, academically, in general, or the progressive
universities of Kazakhstan, all positions require knowledge of the Kazakh language, at an
equal level. Now it is not enough just English, Russian, you need to know Kazakh. Basic
by the way, as they say” (December 27, 2020). Anyways, it still seems that Kazakh is
undervalued compared to the other two languages.

Negative Attitudes towards Kazakh
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According to the respondents’ answers, one of the key factors for people choosing
Russian more than Kazakh is their attitudes. Some of the respondents emphasized that the
Kazakh language is still considered as a representation of a lower status. This attitude is
correlated with the Soviet policy when the Kazakh language was associated with
backwardness while the Russian language was considered as a language of the elite
(Smagulova, 2008). According to Assem:

Mainly our Kazakh-speaking Kazakhs, usually if people speak Russian, there is
such an attitude as if they speak some kind of Malay or Sanskrit. Everyone is
surprised at this and considers it to be some kind of coolness, well, at school,
usually among schoolchildren - which is not right. If you speak Russian, you are
cool, and if you speak Kazakh, you are not so cool. I do not know why. And when
someone wants to speak Kazakh, he is Kazakh - he sincerely wants to speak
Kazakh, but he will be laughed at. This is the attitude. (December 29, 2020)

Furthermore, there is an attitude of correcting mistakes or requiring the perfect Kazakh
language which seems to demotivate people to learn or use Kazakh as Assem added:

When our people speak Kazakh, Russians do not laugh at Kazakhs, oh, you forgot a
soft sign, put the stress incorrectly; they simply will not pay attention to it. Just as
many Indians in the world speak such broken English, but nobody cares about it in
the States or in England, they don't correct it, they just let it go. And if someone
speaks broken Kazakh, at least tries to do something, our Kazakhs will shame that
person pointing out mistakes. They immediately correct him and thereby take away
the desire to speak this language. (December 29, 2020)

In addition to that, there seems to be a lack of interest or willingness to speak Kazakh.
Once again, the regional difference also influences this kind of attitude. According to
Abylai:
People are not interested in speaking Kazakh. In the north, people speak Kazakh
less, but how | came across a lot at work, among friends and acquaintances, people
from southern regions speak Kazakh. People themselves do not want or cannot
speak the Kazakh language, well, for example, like me. (January 16, 2021)
This kind of attitude might be caused by different factors. Firstly, people might be ashamed
of using Kazakh as in the past it was associated with rural life and low level of education.

Therefore, people might be willing to avoid such a kind of association. Secondly, it can be

considered as the legacy of the Soviet language policy which focused on the domination of
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the Russian language by suppressing other languages. Thirly, there can be some inferiority
complexes in terms of language proficiency. As it was indicated by the majority of the
respondents, their Kazakh language proficiency levels are lower compared to the Russian
language. Thus, such factors can lead to the lack of willingness to speak, or even formation
of negative attitudes towards Kazakh.
Interestingly, one respondent Zhanar raised an important point about the nation’s
unity and respect to the mother tongue stating the following:
Maybe because of people who think it's easier in Russian or why we need Kazakh.
There are people who think differently, which is probably why we are not all the
same. For example, Uzbeks have a great respect for their language, they do not
speak Russian to each other or the Georgian people - their language is the oldest,
but they still preserve, speak and respect all their traditions. This is the unity of the
nation, thinking in one direction. And possibly after the Soviet past and other
historical situations, our minds were divided. Some think it's important, some don't.
(December 25, 2020)
This quote represents the dual perspective of the country set by the government and the
former President. Our country does not only aim to strengthen the state language and
national identity, but also to enter the international arena with a multilingual population
which speaks three languages. Moreover, the two of them, Kazakh and Russian are
officially equalized. Additionally, Kazakhstan is a country which was the most influenced

by the Soviet policy which certainly resulted in changes in its population’s perspectives

and perceptions.

This part presented the major factors that influence youth’s language choice
between Kazakh and Russian. It was revealed that the context where the communication
happens is one of the factors which can influence the language choices. The findings
suggest that there are some geographical differences such as predominantly Kazakh
speaking in western and southern regions and predominantly Russian speaking in eastern

and northern regions. Secondly, the prestige of a language and demand in the labour
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market play a significant role in making choices in favour of a language. The findings
revealed that the prestige and demand for the Russian and English languages outweigh the
Kazakh language. Thirdly, the findings revealed that having negative attitudes towards a
language affect people’s choice of language.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the primary findings on the Kazakhstani youth’s language
choice between two languages: Kazakh and Russian which were revealed through eight
semi-structured interviews. The language choice patterns across various domains and
factors determining language choices were analyzed. The findings illustrate that the
linguistic backgrounds of the participants vary, however, the patterns of language choice
and factors are quite similar.

The findings show that currently predominantly Russian is used across various
domains such as friendship, social clubs, media whereas Kazakh is restricted to family
usage. The key factors which determine the language choice suggest that people’s attitudes
towards Kazakh still need to be improved. However, in terms of the regional distinctions,
Kazakh is more used in western and southern regions. To conclude, the research findings
presented in this chapter will be further explained in relation to the theoretical framework

and literature in the discussion chapter that follows next.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction

The preceding chapter presented the primary findings from eight semi-structured
interviews with the 18-25-year-old Kazakhstani youth. The present chapter provides a
discussion of the findings in relation to the existing literature and theoretical framework.
The purpose of this study was to explore the language choices of the Kazakhstani 18-25-
year olds between the Kazakh and Russian languages. In particular, the study aimed to
identify the language choice patterns of youth across various domains and factors that
influence their language choice. Hence, the following research questions needed to be
answered:

1. What are the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani youth
across various domains?

2. Which factor(s) determine the Kazakhstani youth’s language choice
between Kazakh and Russian?

This chapter is organized in accordance with the major findings devoted to the two
research questions of the study. The first two findings in the section below discuss the
findings that answer the first research question, while the subsequent findings address the
second research question. The discussion of the findings is provided below.

The Dominance of the Russian Language across Domains

One of the major findings revealed by the study is the Russian language domination
across various domains such as friendship, work, social clubs, and media. All the
participants suggest that they use predominantly Russian outside the family domain. To be
more precise, all of the respondents who have ever taken part in any social clubs, noted
that the language of communication has been Russian. Additionally, they all stated that

they choose Russian to communicate with friends offline and online. This phenomenon is
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also explained by the adjustment to the interlocutors’ choice of the language. Overall, the
respondents choose Russian as a means of communication because firstly, their
interlocutors mostly speak Russian; secondly, they believe that Russian is the language of a
wider communication which is understandable for the majority of the population. This
result seems to be consistent with Bourdieu’s concept of “Habitus” which means “a set of
dispositions” which persuade people to act and react in specific ways (Thompson, 1991, p.
12). This finding confirms that youth use predominantly Russian because the people and
things surrounding them are like these dispositions which make them speak Russian.
Moreover, it is not only about the oral language, but also includes the written or visual
communication. The respondents have relatively more Russian-speaking friends, attend
social club events whose members communicate in Russian, and receive Russian media
content in the national context.

This finding seems to be consistent with previous studies conducted by Fierman
(2006), Smagulova (2008, 2016), and Kuzhabekova (2019) which focused mostly on
children’s language use. These studies showed that children use Russian as the main
language of communication outside their families. Although the current study focused on a
different age group, it was revealed that Russian still remains the primary language of
communication.

This finding may further be correlated with Bourdieu’s concept “Symbolic Power”
which is “an invisible power that suffuses all spheres of social life in such a manner that
the very people who are subjected by it are actively complicit in their subjection”
(Alexander, 2003, p. 184). The dominance of the Russian language in many spheres of our
daily lives proves the existence of its symbolic power. Moreover, it explains how

predominantly Russian-speaking people influence others to act the same way. Therefore,
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referring to the results, it can be concluded that people continue to strengthen the symbolic
power of Russian language by using it and preferring it over Kazakh.
Shrinkage in the Use of the Kazakh language

The findings of this study showed that the Kazakh language holds roots in a family
domain and is restricted as a home language compared to the Russian language which has a
wider use across different domains. Additionally, the findings showed that respondents do
not always choose to speak Kazakh voluntarily, but sometimes they are demanded to do so
by their parents or relatives. According to five out of eight respondents, the Kazakh
language is most frequently used to communicate with their parents and grandparents
within the family domain. It is in line with Fishman’s (1990) concept of “intergenerational
transmission” where the family domain plays a crucial role in transmitting a mother tongue
from the elder generation to the younger one. Fishman emphasized that a strong
relationship between a language and speakers is built in the family. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the only domain which transmits the Kazakh language is the family domain.

According to Smagulova (2020), there is currently an inequality among languages
in Kazakhstan where Kazak-speaking population is treated as less advantageous compared
to Russian-speaking ones. Therefore, in order to be more advantageous, youth seems to use
Russian more. According to Bourdieu (1986), these advantages form a capital which is a
“power and it extends from the material/economic to the cultural and social” (p. 46). The
economic aspect refers to money; cultural aspect refers to knowledge and educational
credentials, and social aspect refers to communication. In the case of this study, the
Russian language holds all three aspects of capital compared to Kazakh being the language
of wider communication, being used for job interviews and within the work environment
for communication; also, being preferred language for receiving content and media

resources.
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Bourdieu described people’s habitus as “ways of acting, feeling, thinking and
being” which demonstrate the reflection of the past history in the present days, and also the
ways we make choices on acting in a particular way (as cited in Maton, 2012, p. 52). He
viewed the present as a result of a myriad of events that happened in the past. Hence, the
present circumstances where the Kazakh language is restricted to a usage in a family have
been developed by the historical events of the Soviet era when Kazakh was suppressed.
Currently, despite independence and Kazakh being the state/national language for many
years, it has not expanded to most domains outside home because its attached status of
backwardness and low prestige still exist in the society. Additionally, the lack of economic
value in the linguistic marketplace hinders the Kazakh language to strengthen its status and
expand the area of usage.

Previous studies conducted on language choice and use have noted that a similar
phenomenon happens around the world. This finding is consistent with that of Gomashie’s
study (2020) in the Nahuatl-speaking community of Tlaxco in Mexico which revealed that
bilingual youth used the mother tongue predominately with grandparents but showing their
positive attitude towards the language. Similarly, although the use of the mother tongue is
shrunk in terms of use across different domains, we can conclude that the participants of
this study have a sense of the importance of their ethnic language which gives us a hope for
future development.

The three major findings below discuss the factors determining youth’s language
choice between Kazakh and Russian languages.

Regional Differences

Most of the respondents stated that there are regional differences in people’s

language use which is considered as one of the factors determining language choice. In

other words, residents of different regions can speak predominantly Kazakh or Russian
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because of their birth in a particular region or city. The respondents stated that the residents
of different geographical regions have particular linguistic preferences either Kazakh or
Russian.

While living in a particular area, a person’s habitus of using a language develops.
However, as Bourdieu (1991) argues, habitus is not permanent, and it changes throughout
one’s life. This is true for some of the respondents because as they moved from a Kazakh-
speaking region or city to a Russian-speaking, their language choice and use patterns have
accordingly changed. Hence, regardless of one’s experience of linguistic habitus, it can
easily be adapted to a new one. Moreover, it is usually the Russian language dominating in
most populated and larger regions of the country. This means that regardless of having
Kazakh-speaking background, youth adapt to a new language with a symbolic power as
well as the language of wider communication.

Language Prestige and Demand

In the Kazakhstani context, Kazakh and Russian are official languages on an equal
basis, although Kazakh is also the state language. Both languages are used as the medium
of instruction in schools. However, according to the respondents, Russian is a more
dominant language because it provides more opportunities. This finding shows two trends:
firstly, Russian is valuable economically and socially because it is used at workplaces in
both oral and written forms more than Kazakh; secondly, the English language is also
considered economically advantageous in terms of opportunities to receive higher positions
or salary. This phenomenon can be viewed in relation to Bourdieu’s (1991) symbolic
power. Currently, in the national marketplace we witness the increasing symbolic power of
the English language. Moreover, it is perceived as a positive trend and considered as a

responsibility for the respondents to acquire this language. The symbolic power of the
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language appears to have formed people’s habitus based on their positive attitude and
imagined/perceived advantages.

Moreover, it was mentioned by the respondents that sometimes Kazakh is
considered as an optional language, not a valuable one. This means that there is no demand
in the economic field for the Kazakh language. This notion is in line with Bourdieu's
concept “linguistic market” where languages are called “commodities” because of having a
“market” where languages have an economic value (Cameron, 2012, p.352). According to
the results of this study, English and Russian are on the top of the hierarchy whereas
Kazakh is at the bottom.

Attitudes to the Acquisition of Kazakh

During the Soviet era, the Kazakh language was not associated with prestige
compared to the Russian language. The fact that the past experience is still present in our
society constitutes Bourdieu's Habitus which is also related to socio-historical and socio-
political processes in the past which significantly influence multilingual people’s choices.
It is relevant here to show a correlation of habitus and the phenomenon of language shift.
While the language shift can be viewed as a “voluntary” or a “rational choice”; in case of
this finding it is viewed as a result of the historical events where the Russian language was
valued more whereas the Kazakh language was less prestigious. This process is a result of
what Bourdieu called “misrecognition”, a key factor of language shift, when speakers
develop a negative attitude towards a language (as cited in May, 2014, p. 148).

According to Kamwangamalu (2016), prestige planning can be considered
successful when the members of a community have a positive attitude towards a language.
In the case of this study, it was found that some respondents have a negative attitude
towards speaking the Kazakh language. This resonates with Kamwangamalu’s (2016)

argument that people’s negative attitudes towards languages can be changed through
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attaching an economic value to the languages in the linguistic marketplace. All respondents
mentioned the importance of an economic value attached to a language in order to raise its
social status. Also, they noted that currently, in the national linguistic marketplace, the
Russian and English languages have relatively more economic value. Additionally, English
is valuable due to being a global language of economy and opportunities whereas Russian
is dominant not only in oral but also in written communication. Hence, it is evident that
there is a sign of the language shift towards English language due to the processes of
internationalization and globalization.

Despite the fact that some respondents shared their negative attitudes towards
choosing Kazakh, they also challenged the current policy and suggested some possible
alternative solutions which can raise the social status of the Kazakh language and motivate
youth to use and choose it over other languages. The respondents suggested that the
Kazakh language related policies and requirements must be made stricter and demanding.
In other words, the knowledge and use of the Kazakh language must be required in the
society, especially at workplaces. For example, making the knowledge of Kazakh a
mandatory requirement, not optional.

Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to discuss the main findings of the study in relation to
the existing literature and theoretical framework. The discussion of the findings has
demonstrated that Bourdieu’s concepts such as habitus and symbolic power are helpful in
explaining the language choice of youth in our national context. In line with the reviewed
literature, people prefer predominantly Russian as a means of communication, yet they use
Kazakh as a family language. It has been found that people’s social habitus is based on
certain dispositions such as people, practices and events surrounding them. The

participants’ perceptions about the opportunities and prestige attached to Russian and
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English languages express these languages’ strong symbolic power which makes them
choose these languages over Kazakh. Moreover, Russian and English are dominant in the
linguistic market of Kazakhstan. Hence, prestige planning activities need to address the
issues of status, economic value, and demand. The next chapter summarizes the main
findings of the study and provides the limitations of the study, implications as well as

recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

Introduction

The previous chapter provided the discussion of the main findings of this study
based on the qualitative data gathered from eight semi-structured interviews. The study
was conducted with eight young ethnic Kazakhs from four parts of Kazakhstan: west, east,
north, and south. This chapter presents the main conclusions of the research. The purpose
of the study was to explore the language choices of the Kazakhstani youth aged 18-25
between two equally official languages: Kazakh and Russian and to identify the factors
determining the language choice of youth across various domains. To achieve the purpose
of the study, the following research questions needed to be answered:

1. What are the patterns of language choice among the Kazakhstani youth
across various domains?

2. Which factor(s) determine Kazakhstani youth’s language choice between
Kazakh and Russian?

The final chapter of the study presents the main conclusions drawn in this
study, followed by the limitations of the study. Finally, further implications and
recommendations are discussed.

Main Conclusions of the Study

This qualitative study represents the first study in Kazakhstan which focused
mainly on language choice of 18-25 year old youth between Kazakh and Russian
languages. The study was based on Bourdieu’s concept of habitus which focuses on “how
linguistic habitus shapes stakeholders’ dispositions towards a monolingual view in a
diverse multilingual society, and how it cultivates a fundamental myth about the uniformity
of languages, cultures, and identities in a multicultural and multiethnic setting” (Manan,

2021, p. 130). As it was already mentioned, although there are few studies related to the
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topic in the national context, the existing studies revealed the domination of the Russian
language in use. Hence, this study attempted to identify the current situation on language
choice patterns across domains, particularly that of the youth’s choices. Although the
previous studies adopted different approaches, none of them used habitus as a theoretical
framework.

The first language choice pattern revealed by the present study is that the
Kazakhstani ethnic Kazakh youth prefer to use Russian as the primary language of
communication to interact with their friends and colleagues in various domains such as in
social clubs, in social media and while they receive media content. Although the
participants were not against the use of Kazakh, they revealed that the low level of Kazakh
proficiency did not allow them to speak it. Additionally, the interlocutors’ choice of a
language, which is also Russian, influences them to make a choice in favour of Russian
rather than Kazakh. Moreover, the findings suggest that Russian is considered as the
language of wider communication.

The second language choice pattern is related to the shrinkage of the Kazakh
language across various domains. While Russian is used in most of the domains, Kazakh is
restricted to the family domain only. It is important to note that elder relatives or family
members play an essential role in influencing the youth to speak or use Kazakh. Hence, the
intergenerational transmission takes place in the Kazakhstani families. It appears that
because of past events, people tend to consider speaking Russian as the more advantageous
and prestigious language choice to make. This is a manifestation of how their habitus and
language socializations have shaped their choices.

The study finds that one of the noticeable factors which determines youth’s
language choices is related to their place of birth. Regarding their place of birth, it is found

that youth can speak predominantly Kazakh or Russian. However, this situation can be
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changed once people move to other regions and be influenced by that particular habitus
that they find themselves in. Hence, this suggests that people’s habitus can be temporary
and it can be influenced by other factors too such as migration.

Another factor is the prestige of languages in the national context. Russian
language is considered as the more advantageous in terms of financial and social
opportunities compared to Kazakhs. In addition to Russian, the English language is also
treated as an advantageous language due to being a global language of economics and
communication.

One more important factor is related to the negative attitudes towards the Kazakh
language use resulting from its historical status as a less prestigious language. Moreover,
this appears to have led to a shift in people’s choices. Therefore, at the current stage,
Kazakh is not attributed significant economic value as compared to the Russian and
English languages.

Limitations of the Study

Admittedly, the study has certain limitations. The limitations are related to the
number of participants and a research method. Firstly, the findings of this study cannot be
generalized on the particular part of the country or the whole population as it is a small-
scale research. With only two representatives of ethnic Kazakh youth from each part of the
country, their language choice patterns cannot represent their regions of birth or the
country. Secondly, this study used only one research instrument, a semi-structured
interview to collect data. According to Saldana (2011), “the limitations of one data-
gathering method can be addressed by using an additional method” (p. 76). I assume that
the use of observations or an ethnographic account of the people's languages would have
revealed more insights about their language choices, and the factors that shape these

choices.



YOUNG ETHNIC KAZAKHS’ LANGUAGE CHOICES

Thus, using more than one research tool would have ideally provided more in-depth
insights and information into the issue. Thirdly, due to the current global pandemic
COVID-19, the study had to be conducted fully online via an online platform ZOOM.
During the data collection process, some issues with the connection caused some slight
delays and occasional broken messages. Therefore, online interviews could be replaced by
face-to-face interviews. Nonetheless, this study has attempted to provide some new
insights into language choice experiences of the ethnic Kazakh youth between Kazakh and
Russian.

Further Implications

The topic of language choice certainly needs to be further studied in the national
context as there is a question of the language status and language use. Therefore, it is
suggested that in order to identify the patterns of language choice of the ethnic Kazakh
youth and factors determining them, a larger number of populations may be targeted.
Additionally, potential sampling may be expanded and enlarged that may include not only
youth, but also other age groups. However, this research can serve as a baseline for future
studies. Besides, for the methodological base of the research triangulation which is “using
more than one method or source of data” (Bryman, 2012, p. 392) can be used to gather
richer data. Moreover, future research could be focused on the exploration of language
choice of three languages as the findings revealed that youth make choices in favour of
English too in addition to Kazakh and Russian.

Recommendations

Based on the main findings and conclusions of the study, some recommendations to
the main stakeholders such as language policy developers and educational policy makers
may be proposed. Firstly, based on the findings, we may conclude that the current language

policy does not attach economic opportunities to the Kazakh language. Language policy
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developers who regulate the language related activities need to pay attention to the prestige
of the Kazakh language in order to correspond to its status of the state language. As
mentioned above, youth do not see incentives to use Kazakh or develop their proficiency.
Therefore, it is suggested measures may be taken in this direction to improve the prestige
of the Kazakh language.

Educational policy makers could pay attention to the teaching methodology and
content as provided in Kazakh language teaching practices. Based on the results,
respondents want to view Kazakh as a modern and developing language as well as the
language used in media and communications. However, currently the situation seems to be
the opposite. Therefore, it is recommended to improve current educational programmes in

order to meet the modern generation’s needs.
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Appendix A
Interview Protocol

Time of interview:

Date:

Place:

Researcher: Aidana Jumagaliyeva
Participant:

Questions:

1. In which language do you prefer to answer my questions?

2. To begin with, could you tell me some background information about your place of
birth, family, and study?

3 Do you work or study?

4 What languages do you know and speak?

5. What language/s do you use to speak at home?

6 What language/s do you feel comfortable to speak with friends?

7 Which subject did you like most at school: Kazakh language or Russian language?

Why?

8. In which language do you prefer receiving content? By content | mean listening to

music, watching films, reading books, surfing the net, etc.

9. Which language do you relate to job opportunities and prospects? Why?

10. How do you communicate with people who speak with you only in Kazakh? Why?
11.  What language do you relate to your National Identity? Why?

12. Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Cyx0baTTacy xarraMacsl

Cyx0ar yakpITHI:
Kyni:

OTKeH OpHBI:
3eprreymi:
Karsicymsr:

Cypaxrap:

1. Ci3 MeHIH cypaKTapbpIMa Kail Tuizie *ayan OepreH/ii )keH kepeciz?

2. Ci3 @31HI3/11H TYFaH epiHi3, 0TOACHIHBI3 KOHE OLTIMIHI3 TypaJibl HET13T1 MAITIMETTED
Oepynen Oacraii anacei3 6a?

3. Ci3 KyMBIC )KacaichI3 0a Hemece OKUCHI3 0a?

4. Ci3 kanaait Tinaepai Oiaeci3 JKoHe coineici3?

5. Ci3 yiine KaHmai Tiae cenenciz?

6. Ci3 Kaif TU17e JOCTaphIHBI30CH COMIECKEH 11 YHATACHI3?

7. Ci3 MeKTenTe Kai MoH/I1 )KaKChl KOpIiHi3: Ka3ak Tial Hemece opbic Tuti? HemikTen?
8. Ci3 KOHTEHTTI Kail TUIe aFaHbpl Kaytaichi3? KOHTEHT JereHie MeH My3bIKa ThIHIAY,
($buIBEM Kepy, KiTan OKy, MHTEPHETTI Maiganany koHe T.0. HYCKalMBbIH.

9. Ci3 Kaif TUI/Il )KYMBIC ICTEY MYMKIHIIKTEPIMEH JKOHE MEepPCIIeKTHBAIapbhIMEH
OaitranpicThIpackl3? Hemikren?

10. Ci3re Tek Ka3ak TUTIHAC COMJICHTIH agaMIapMeH Kainai OaliiaHbIC KacalCchi3?
Henixren?

11. ¥aTTBIK epeKIIenirigi3re Kai Tl >kaTkbi3acbi3? Hemikren?

12. Tarbl He KOCKBIHBI3 Kelieqi?
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[IpoTOKOJI HHTEPBBIO

Bpewmst unTepsslo:

MHara:

Mecto npoBeaeHus:

Uccnenosatens: Alinana /[xymaranuena

YyacTHHUK:

Bomnpocsr:

1. Ha xakoM s13bIKE BBI PEANIOYUTAECTE OTBEYATh HA MOU BOTIPOCHI?

2. He mormu ObI BBI 7151 HaYaJia paccka3aTh MHE HEKOTOPYIO 0a30ByI0 HHGOPMAITUIO O
BallleM MECTE POKJICHHUsI, CeMbe U yaeOe?

3. Bol pabortaere wiu yuutech?

4. Kakue sI3bIKM Bbl 3HAE€TE U TOBOPUTE?

5. Ha xakoMm s3bIK€ BBl pa3roBapuBaeTe 1oMa?

6. Ha xakom si3pike BaM KOM(OPTHO pa3roBapuBaTh C APY3bIMH?

7. Kako#i mpeaMeT Bam OOJIbIIIE BCETO HPABUJICS B IITKOJIE: KA3aXCKUM SI3bIK UITH PYCCKUM
s13bIK? [louemy?

8. Ha xakom si3bIKe BBI IPEANOYNTAETE NOJTydaTh KOHTEHT? [10/1 KOHTEHTOM 5 UMEIO B
BUJy TPOCITYIIMBAHUE MY3bIKU, TPOCMOTpP (GHIBMOB, YTEHHUE KHUT, UCIIOJIb30BaHKE
UHTEpHETA U T.[.

9. Kako¥ s3bIK BbI CBSI3BIBAETE C BO3MOXKHOCTSIMU U MIEPCIIEKTUBAMU TPYAO0YyCTpOKcTBa?

[Touemy?

10. Kak BBI O6H18.CTCCB C JIFOAbMH, KOTOPBIC T'OBOPAT C BaMU TOJIbKO Ha Ka3aXCKOM SI3BIKE?

[Touemy?
11. Kakoil s13bIK BBl OTHOCUTE K CBOE€U HALIMOHAJIBHOU uaeHTUYHOCTH? [louemy?

12. Yto ewie BBl XoTeau ObI 100aBUTH?
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Appendix B
Informed Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Choosing between Kazakh and Russian: A Study of Young Ethnic Kazakhs’
Language Choices through the Lens of Habitus

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the language
choices of the Kazakh youth between Kazakh and Russian languages. You will be asked to
participate in an online interview containing 10-15 questions in English, Kazakh, or
Russian depending on your preference. If you agree, the interview will be recorded. Your
name will be anonymous in all documents, electronic files, and the thesis itself. All the
collected answers and the recording will be stored on a personal computer or a laptop
which are all secured by passwords and accessible only to the researcher. All written and
printed documents, including consent forms, will be kept in a private place.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-45 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal.

The participants’ names will be replaced with pseudonyms during data collection and
interpretation. The recorded audio files will be stored on a personal computer or a laptop
which are protected by passwords and accessible only to the researcher. Any information
that might lead to the identification of the participants will be changed. The time of the
interview will be negotiated with each participant individually regarding their preferences;
therefore, it will not affect their studies or work.

The benefits which may reasonably be expected to result from this study are becoming
aware of and understand the concept of choosing a language and share personal
experience. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your
status, grades or work.

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 guestions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student
work, Associate Professor Syed Abdul Manan at syed.manan@nu.edu.kz.

Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if
you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights
as a participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee at
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

Please sign this consent from if you agree to participate in this study.
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| have carefully read the information provided;

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

| 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;

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

Signature: Date:
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3EPTTEY ) K¥YMBbICbHI KEJIICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBI
Kazak xxone Opsic Tingepin Tagmay: Habitus [Tpu3macer apkbuisl XKac DTHUKAIBIK
Kazakrapmaeie Tin Tannayera 3eprrey

CUITATTAMA: Ci3 Ka3ak »oHE OpbIC TULAEP] apachIHIaFbl Ka3aK JKaCTapbIHBIH TUTIH
TaHJIay TaKbIPHIObIHA OAFBITTAIFAH 3E€PTTEY KYMbBICHIHA KATBICYFa MIAKbIPBLIBII OTHIPCHI3.
Cizre 3 KanayblHbI3Fa OaHIIaHBICTHI AFBUIIIBIH, Ka3aK HeMece opbic Tiiaepinae 10-15
CYpaKTaH TYpaThlH OHJIAH-cyx0aTKa KaThICy YChIHBIIAABI. Erep ci3 kemiccenis, cyxbar
xa3putael. Ci3/iH aTBIHBI3 OapiIbIK KYKaTTap/a, AMEeKTPOHb daiimap/a 5KoHe JUILIOM
’KYMBICBIHBIH ©31HJIC KaChIPbIH 00J1a/1b1. BapIblK )KUHAIIFaH JKayarnTap MEH jkaz0asap jKeke
KOMTIBIOTEP/Ie HeMece HOYTOYKTa CaKTaa Ibl, oJlap KYIHUsi Co30€H KOpFaiapl )KoHe
3epTTeyIlire FaHa KoJj KeTiM/1. bapibik jka30aria skoHe 0achbUIFaH KyXaTTap, COHbIH
1I1He KeliciM opMaiapbl Kayinci3 JKep/ie cakTanabl.

OTKI3UUVIETIH YAKBITbBI: Ci3nin kateicybiHbI3 IaMamMeH 30-45 MUHYT YaKbITBIHBI3IBI
ayajpl.

3EPTTEY ) K¥MbICBIHA KATBICYIbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KAThICY/IbIH KayinTepi MUHUMAaNIbl. MamiMeTTep il )KHUHAY JKOHE
TYCIHIIIpY Ke31HJ€ KaTbICYIIbIIApIbIH aThI-)KOHAEp] ICEBJIOHUM aTTapMeH
aybICThIpbUTa kL. XKa3butran ayauo (aiiinnap jkeke KOMIIbIoTep/ie HeMece HOyTOyKTa
cakTajazpl, oJap KYIus co30€H KOpFrallaJbl )KOHE 3epTTEYIIIre FaHa KOJl )KeTIM/II.
Katpicymiplnapibl aHBIKTayFa 9KeJTyl MyMKIH Ke3-KEJITeH aKnapar e3repTuie/l.
OHIIMeNeCy YaKbIThl 9p KaThICYIIBIMEH OJIapIbIH KaJayblH €CKepe OTBIPBII jKeKe-KeKe
KeJiciei; COHABIKTaH OYJ1 OJlap/IblH OKybIHA HEMECEe KYMBICHIHA dCEP CTIICHII.
3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaTbICYBIHBI3/IBIH KeJIeCiAel apThIKIIBUIBIKTaphl 00JIybl MYMKIH:
TUIAI TaHAay TYKBIPBIMIAMAChIH TYCIHY KOHE jKeKe TIKipuodenepimen Oelicy. 3epTrey
YKYMBIChIHA KAaTBICYFa KeJliciM OepyiHi3 HeMece 0ac TapTYBIHBI3 Ci3JIIH MOpTEOCHI3re,
OaranapbIHbI3Fa HEMECE KYMbBICBIHBI3Fa 9Ccep eTIEH/I1.

KATBICYUIbBI K¥YKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3z 6epiiren ¢popMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3ePTTEY
YKYMBIChIHA KAaThICYFa IIeNIM Kaoblaaacanb3, Ci3IiH KaThICYbIHBI3 ePiKTi Typ/ie eKeHiH
xabapnaiimbi3. COHbIMEH KaTap, KaJaFaH yaKbITTA ailbINIYJI TeJieMeil :KdHe Ci3/IiH
dJIeyMETTIK KeHUIAIKTepiHi3re em Kecipin Turizoei 3eprrey :KyMbICbIHA KATBHICY
TypaJbl KeJiciMiHI3i Kepi KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTAaTYFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3epTrey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIJIEM KaTbICHAYbIHBI3FA /12 TOJIBIK KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. CoHpmaii-ax,
KaHJail na Oip cypakrapra xkayan 6epmeyiHisre ae 901eH 6osaasl. by 3eprrey
YKYMBICBIHBIH HOTWOKEIIEP] aKaJIeMUSIIBIK HeMece KociOn MakcaTTapaa bacnara
YCBIHBUTYBl HEMECE MIBIFAPbLITYbl MYMKIH.

BAWMJIAHBIC AKITAPATBI:

CypakrapbIHbi3: Erep xKyprizutin oTeIpraH 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH Ipoleci,Kayi MeH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPhI TYpaJIbl CYpaFbIHbI3 HEMECE IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00JIca, Kenecl OailaHbIc
Kypalgapbl apKbLUIbI 3¢pPTTEYIIIHIH MaruCTPIIbIK Te3UC1 OOMBIHIIA KETEKITICIMEH
xabapnacybiHbI3Fa 6omazpl: mpodeccop Syed Abdul Manan syed.manan@nu.edu.kz .

JEPBEC BAHJIAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3epTrey 5KyMBICHIHBIH
KYPri3ilyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOAcaHbI3 HEMece CYpaKTapbhIHbI3 OCH IIaFbIMIapbIHbI3 00JIca,
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Hazap6aeB Yuusepcureti XKorapsr binim 6epy mekrebinin 3eprrey Komurerimen
KOPCETUIreH OailflaHbIC KYpallJaphbl apKbUTBI Xa0apiacybIHbI3Fa OOJaIbl: AIIEKTPOH/IBIK
nomTamMeH gse_researchcommittee @nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey IKYMBICBIHA KATBICYFa KeJNiCiMiHI3mi OepceHi3, OepuireH ¢opMara KO
KOIOBIHBI3/IBI CypaiMbI3.

Men Oepinred popMaMeH MYKHST TaHBICTHIM;

MaraH 3epTTey *KYMbBICBIHBIH MaKCaTbl MEH OHBIH IIPOLIEAYPACHI KalbIH/IA TOJIBIK aKHIapaT
oepui;

Kunakranran akmapaT MEH KYIUs MOJTIMETTepre TeK 3epTTEYIIIHIH ©31He KOJDKETIMIl
YKOHE MOJIIM OO0JIaThIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

MeH Ke3 KeIreH yakbITTa €IIKaHJall TYCIHIKTeMECI3 3epTTey >KYMBIChIHA KaThICy/laH Oac
TapTybIMa 0OJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

MeH xoFapplia aTajblll O©TKEH aKmapaTThl caHalbl Typle KaObullam, OChl 3epTTey
KYMBICBIHA KAaThICYFa 3 KeIiCIMIM/I1 OepeMiH.

Kousr: Kynt:
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O®OPMA HHOOPMAIIMOHHOI'O COI'JIACUA
Bri6op Mexny Kazaxckum u Pycckum: Mccnenoanue Bribopa SI3pika Mosoapix
Oranueckux Kaszaxos yepes [Ipusmy Habitus

OIIUCAHME: Bbl npurnameHsl IpUHATH Y4acTHE B UCCIIEOBAHUHU 10 BHIOOPY s3bIKA
Ka3aXCKOH MOJIOJIEKBIO MEX1y Ka3aXCKUM U PYCCKHUM si3bIkaMu. Bam Oyzer npeninoxeHo
MPUHSATH Y4acTUE B OHJIAHH-UHTEPBBIO, cojepskanieM 10-15 BorpocoB Ha aHIIIMHCKOM,
Ka3aXCKOM HJIM PYCCKOM $I3bIKax B 3aBUCMMOCTHU OT BalIMX npeanoureHuil. Eciau Bbl
COTJIaCHBI, HHTEPBBIO OyzeT 3anucano. Bamie nms OyeT aHOHMMHO BO BCEX JIOKyMEHTAX,
ANIEKTPOHHBIX (aiiyiax u B caMoil auccepranuu. Bece coOpaHHbie OTBETHI U 3anKcy OyAyT
XPaHUTHCS Ha MEPCOHATILHOM KOMITBIOTEPE UM HOYTOYKE, KOTOPbIE 3aIIUIIEHbI TApOJISIMU
U JOCTYIHBI TOJIBKO HCCIeIoBaTeNt0. Bee mucbMeHHbIe U IedaTHbIe JOKYMEHTBI, BKIIIOYast
(dbopMbI cornacusi, OyyT XpaHUTHCS B 3aILUILIEHHOM MECTE.

BPEMS YUHACTUS: Bame yyactue notpedyeT okono 30-45 MUHYT.

PUCKHU A ITIPEUMYUIECTBA: Pucku, cBA3aHHBIE C 3TUM HCCIICAOBAHUEM,
MHUHUMaJTbHBL. Bo Bpems cOopa n mHTEprnpeTauu JaHHBIX UMEHA YYaCTHUKOB OYIyT

3aMEHEHBI ICEBJIOHMMAaMHU. 3ancaHHble ayanodaiisl OyAyT XpaHUThCS Ha TEPCOHATBHOM

KOMIIBIOTEPE UJIU HOYT6yKe, KOTOPBIC 3aIIUIICHBI ITapOJIAMU U JOCTYITHEI TOJIBKO
uccrnenonatento. JIrobas nudopmaiys, KOTopasi MOXKET PUBECTH K UAECHTU(UKALUN
YYaCTHHUKOB, OyJeT u3MeHeHa. Bpems cobeceoBaHNs OTOBapUBACTCS ¢ KaXKIBIM
YYaCTHUKOM MHIMBHIYaJIbHO C yIETOM UX MPENNOYTCHHUH; CIEJ0BATEIBHO, 9TO HE
MOBJIUSCT HA UX y4eOy WiH paboTy.

B kxaduectBe OXKNJACMBIX ITPEUMYIICCTB B PE3YJIBTATC UCCICIOBAHNA MOKHO
paccMaTpruBaTh OCO3HAHUEC U TIOHUMAaHKUEC KOHICIIITUU BBI60pa A3bIKa U BO3MOXHOCTb
IIOACINTBCA JTNYHBIM OIIBITOM. Bamre PEIICHUC 00 Y4aCTHH B 3TOM HCCJICJOBAHUU HE
IIOBJIMACT HA Balll CTAaTyC, OUCHKU HJIN pa60Ty.

IMPABA YYACTHUMKOB: Eciu Bel npounTanu qanayro GopMy U PEIIHINA PUHATH
y4acTHE B JAaHHOM HCCIIeIOBaHUH, Bbl TOHKHBI IOHUMATh, 4To Batle yyactue sBisercs
A00pPOBOJILHBIM U 4TO Y Bac ecTh 1paBo 0T03BaTh CBOE cOrJiacue WM NPeKPaTUTh
yuyacTue B J1000e Bpemsi 0e3 mTpadHbIX CAHKIUI U 0e3 MoTepH COHAIBLHOIO0
nakera, koropblii Bam npegocrasiasiiiu. B kauecTBe anbTepHaTHBBI MOKHO HE
y4acTBOBaTh B HcclefoBanuu. Taxke Bol mmeeTe mpaBo He OTBeUaTh HAa KaKue-1100
BOMPOCHL. Pe3ynbTaThel TaHHOTO UCCIIeI0BaHUS MOTYT OBITh MTPEJICTABICHBI HIIN
OMYOJIMKOBAHbI B HAYYHBIX WIH MPOGECCHOHATBHBIX LIETSX.

KOHTAKTHASA UH®OPMALIUA:

Bonpocei: Eciiu y Bac ecth Bonpochkl, 3aMedaHus UK kajloObl [0 MOBOJY JAHHOTO
HCCIEeA0BaHus, IIPOLELYPHI €TI0 IIPOBENCHHUS, PUCKOB U IIPEUMYILECTB, Bbl MoxkeTe
CBSI3aThCsl C PYKOBOJHUTEIISIM MarkCTEPCKOTo Te3Kca uccieaoBarens npodpeccopom Syed
Abdul Manan syed.manan@nu.edu.kz .

He3aBucumble koHTaKTBI: Ecian Bl HE yI0BIETBOPEHBI IPOBEIEHUEM TaHHOTO
HCCIIeIOBaHUs, eciii y Bac BO3HUKIIN Kakue-Tu00 mMpoOIieMbl, 5Kano0bl UM BOIPOCHI, Bl
MoskeTe cBs3aTbesi ¢ Komurerom UccnenoBanmii Beicieit Ilkonsr OOpazoBanust
HazapGaeB YHuBepcuteTa, OTIpaBUB MUCHMO Ha AIIEKTPOHHBIHN aJipec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.
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[loxanyiicra, moamummre paHHylo (opMmy, eciu Bbl  coriacHsl y4acTBOBaTh B
UCCIICIOBAHUM.

$1 BHUMATENFHO M3YYHJI TIPEICTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIHIO;

MHe npeocTaBuiyu NOJIHY0 HHPOPMALIKIO O LIEAX U IPOLEAYPE UCCIIEI0BAHUS;

Sl nmoHmMmaro, kak OyIyT MCIIOJIB30BaHbl COOpaHHbBIE JAHHBIE, U YTO JOCTYN K JIIOOOM
KoH(DUIEHITMATEHO N HHpOpMauK OyJIeT UMETh TOJBKO MCCIIEI0BATEI;

S noHumaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JOO0H MOMEHT OTKa3aTbCsl OT YdacTus B JaHHOM
uccienoBaHuu 0e3 00bsACHEHUS IPUYNH;

C NOJHBIM OCO3HAHHWEM BCETO BBIIIEHU3JIOKEHHOTO $ COTJIaCeH NPHUHSTH ydacTue B
HCCIIEIOBAaHUU 110 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

TToamuce: Mara:
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Appendix C

Transcription Sample of Interview 6 (English translation)
Researcher: In what language do you prefer to answer my questions?
Participant: Russian is the most convenient language
Researcher: First, could you tell me some basic information about your place of birth,
family, and education?
Participant: We have a large family, that is, seven: counting three adults, parents and
grandfather, four children. As a child, there were no small two children, so we were with
our parents and with our grandparents. And they all speak Kazakh. Our family is mostly
Kazakh-speaking. That is, inside the house, it is customary for us to communicate in
Kazakh. Only I communicate in Russian. Russian Russian-speaking teacher in
kindergarten, I was in a Russian group, and she talked to us and taught in Russian. And
accordingly, 1 went to school with the Russian language. The class was Russian-speaking,
and | think that's why I got used to being surrounded by people who speak Russian. It was
all in Kulsary, because | lived there until I was about 13. Then she moved to Atyrau,
entered the Daryn school, then NISH. I studied in the Russian class both here and there. As
far as | know, my mother helped me to go to the Russian class, it was her choice. But there
you know the catch was that then I still communicated in Kazakh. That is, | could switch
between the two languages.
Researcher: Are you working or studying?
Participant: Study only
Researcher: What languages do you know and speak?
Participant: | know and speak 3 standard languages: Russian, Kazakh, English. Recently,
| started to learn French, but still an elementary level.

Researcher: What is your level of proficiency in Kazakh and Russian in the four skills?
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Participant: In Russian, | would not say that there are any problems. As a child, I read a
lot of books and thanks to this, | developed a strong vocabulary base. Writing and speaking
in Russian is not a problem for me. But in Kazakh, it seems that the most difficult letter
will be. Compliance with the rules sometimes, spelling - how to write, endings, and so on.
The strong part in Kazakh, I think, is colloquial speech, because we don't follow the rules
there in the main.

Researcher: What language do you speak at home? (in what language, to whom, and
why)?

Participant: Russian language: | would like to note that I used to speak exclusively in
Russian with adults in the family, that is, they asked a question in Kazakh, and | answered
in Russian. From the outside, it seemed unusual at least. Now I try to answer in Kazakh,
because | want to keep the conversation in the language they speak. First of all, my dad
asked me to do this. I didn't pay much attention to it before. And now I understand that this
is at least respect for my language and | want to understand on the contrary when they ask
me what they are talking about in their native language.

Researcher: What language / s do you feel comfortable talking to your friends in? Why?
Participant: My environment consists of people who mostly speak Russian. If for
example we talk about the ratio, then those who understand Russian will be more. There
are a couple of guys who speak Kazakh in everyday life, and | try to speak Kazakh with
them, but they are not enough. So we mostly speak in Russian, and sometimes in English,
there is something like that. | think the fact that | was born in the West affects the fact that
we can use Kazakh. Because Atyrau, Uralsk are marked as cities where the Kazakh
language prevails. | think it is interconnected because if we had a different environment,

completely different friends, we would communicate in Kazakh with them. Because the
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predominance of the Kazakh language plays a role. For example, Almaty residents speak
only Russian and even sometimes they can't understand Kazakh.

Researcher: Are you a member of any social clubs (volunteering, dancing, sports, etc.)? In
what language do you communicate with other participants? Why?

Participant: | wouldn't say that. Maybe at school, but not at the moment.
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OO0pasen TpaHCKPUIIIIUK UHTEPBBIO 6 (OpuruHan)
HccnenoBarennb: Ha kakoM si3pIKe BbI IIPEINIOUNTAETE OTBEYATH HA MOU BOIIPOCHI?
YuacTHuk: Pycckuil camblii yTOOHBIH SI3bIK
HccaenoBarenn: [l Havaa He MOTIIH OBI BB PaccKa3aTh MHE HEKOTOPYIO 0a30BYIO
MH(GOPMAIIHIO O BALIEM MECTE POXKIICHHSI, CEMbE U 00pa30BaHHU?
YuacTHuK: Y Hac ceMbsi 00JIbLIast, TO €CTh CEMEPO: CUNUTAsl TPOUX B3POCIIBIX, POAUTEIU U
JienylliKa, YeTBepo AeTell. B neTcTBe ManeHbKUX ABYX JeTel He ObLIO MO3TOMY Mbl OBLIH C
POIUTENSIMH U C AETYyHIKON-0a0yIKOi. A OHU BCE pa3roBapuBarOT Ha KazaxckoMm. Cembs y
Hac B OCHOBHOM Ka3axosi3blyHasl. To ecTh BHYTPH JIoMa JIJIsl HaC MPUBBIYHO OOIIAThCS HA
kazaxckoM. Tospko s BOT o0miaroch Ha pycckoM. B gerckoMm cafy st Obuia B pycckoit
rpyImiIe, mpenoaBaTesIbHULA ObLIa PYCCKOS3bIYHAS, 00IIaNach ¢ HaMU U MpernojiaBaia Ha
pycckoM. M cOOTBETCTBEHHO B LIKOJIY s MOIIJIA ¢ PyCCKUM s3bIKOM. Kiace Obu1
PYCCKOSA3BIYHBINA U MHE Ka)KE€TCS MMEHHO M3-3a 9TOTO s IPUBBIKJIA K TOMY YTO MEHS
OKpYXaroT JIFOAX KOTOPbIE pa3roBapuBarOT Ha pycCKOM. JTo Bee Obl10 B Kynbcapsl,
IIOTOMY YTO 5 TaM kujia rae-1o a0 13 ser. [lotom nepeexana B ATelpay, NOCTYIIMIIA B
mkouty lapsin, morom HUILL. 1 Tam u TyT 1 yuuiach B pycckoM kinacce. Hackosbko s
3HaK0, TOMY 4TO s IOIIUIAa B PyCCKUI KJIacc MOCIocoOCTBOBAIA MaMa, 3TO ObLI ee BBIOOD.
Ho Tam 3Haere 3arBo3/ka Obljla B TOM, 4TO TOTJA 5 elle ollainack Ha Ka3axckoM. To ecTb
s MOTJ1a MEX]y IBYMsI sI3bIKaMu switch.
HccnenoBarennb: Bl paboTaere unm yuutech?
Yuactauk: Tonbko ydeba
HccnenoBarenns: Kakne A3bIKH BBl 3HA€TE U TOBOPUTE?
YuacTHUK: 3Hal0 ¥ BIAJEI0 3 CTaHAAPTHBIMHU SI3bIKAMU: PYCCKHUN, Ka3aXCKUM,
aHrnuiickuid. C HeJJaBHEr0 BpeMEHH Havajla y9uTh (PpaHIy3CKU, HO elle HayalbHbIN

YPOBECHb.
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HccaenoBarein: Kakos Balll ypOBEHb BIIaJICHUS Ka3aXCKUM U PYCCKUM SI3BIKAMU 110
YeThIPEM HaBbIKaM?

YuacTHUK: B pycckoM s OBl HE CKa3aia 4To €CTh Kakue-To mpobiemsl. B gercTse s
gyUTajia OYeHh MHOT'O KHHT ¥ OJIaroiapsi 3ToMy pa3BUIIOCH CHITbHAs 0a3a vocabulary.
[TucaTh 1 pa3roBapuBaTh Ha pyCCKOM JUIsl MEHS HE COCTaBIseT MpoliaeM. A BOT Ha
Ka3aXCKOM CaMO€ CJIOXKHOE 3TO KaykeTcst mucbMo Oyner. CobioieHre npaBuil HHOT 1,
spelling - xak nucath, okoHUaHUs U T1. CHIIbHAS YacTh B Ka3aXCKOM 5 JTyMaro 3TO
pasroBopHas pedb MOTOMY YTO TaM MpaBUJI HE COONI0IaeM B OCHOBHOM.

HccnenoBarenns: Ha kakoMm si3pIke BBl pa3roBapuBaeTe JoMa? (Ha KaKOM SI3bIKE, KOMY U
novyemy)

YuacTHUK: Sl X0Uuy OTMETHTH YTO paHbIIIE 51 CO B3POCIBIMH B CEMbE Pa3roBapHuBalia
UCKJTIOYUTENBFHO HAa PYCCKOM, TO €CTh OHU 33/aBaJld BOPOC Ha Ka3aXCKOM, a 5 OTBeyala
Ha pycckoM. Co CTOPOHBI ATO Ka3aJ0Ch HEOOBIYHBIM KaKk MUHUMYM. Celuac 51 cTaparoch
OTBeuaTh Ha Ka3aXCKOM, ITOTOMY YTO 51 X04Y MOAEPKUBATh pa3roBOp Ha A3bIKE, Ha
KOTOPOM OHU TOBOPAT. Bo-1iepBbIX, MEHsI Mara nmpocui Tak. Panblie g kak-To He oOpaiana
Ha 3TO BHUMaHue. A ceiiuac s MOHUMAIO YTO 3TO KaAK MUHHUMYM YBa)KEHHUE K CBOEMY SI3bIKY
U 5 X049y HA000pOT MOHUMATh KOT'/Ia MEHS CIPAIINBAIOT, O YeM T'OBOPSIT UMEHHO Ha
POJIHOM SI3BIKE.

HccnenoBarennb: Ha kakoMm si3pike / ax BaM KOM(POPTHO pa3roBapUBaTh C JPY3bsIMU?
[Touemy?

YuyacTHUK: Moe OKpYyKEHHE COCTOUT U3 JIFOEH, KOTOPBIE IPEUMYILIECTBEHHO
pa3roBapuBaroT Ha pycckoM. Eciy HanpuMep roOBOPUTH O COOTHOLIEHUH, TO TE€X KTO
MIOHUMAET pycckuii 6ombie Oyzner. EcTh mapouka pedsT, KOTOpbIE B TOBCETHEBHOM
YKU3HU TOBOPST HA KA3aXCKOM, U C HUMHU 5 IBITAIOCh TOBOPUTH HA Ka3aXxCKOM, HO UX MaJIo.

HOBTOMy MBI B OCHOBHOM I'OOBpUM Ha pyCCKOM, a UHOT'Z1a Ha aHFHHﬁCKOM, TaM ObIBacT
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YTO-TO Takoe. MHe KaXeTcsl TO UTO sl pOJWIIach Ha 3a1aJie BIUSET Ha TO YTO Mbl MOXKEM
UCI0JIb30BaTh Ka3axckuil. [Toromy uto ATbIpay, YpanbCk OTMEUArOTCs Kak ropoja e
npeobIasaeT Ka3axcKui si3pIK. MHE KaXeTCs 3TO B3aMMOCBS3aHO MTOTOMY UTO €CJIH OBl Y
Hac OBUIO pa3HOE OKPYKEHHE, COBEPIICHHO JPYTHE IPY3bsi, MBI OOIIATUCEH OBl HA
Ka3axckoM ¢ HUMH. [ToToMy uTO npeobiagaHue Ka3axCKoro si3bIKa UrpaeT poJib.
Hanpumep BOoT AMaTHHIIBI pa3roBapUBalOT TOJIBKO HA PYCCKOM U JJake ObIBAET TAKOE YTO
OHM Ha Ka3aXCKOM HE MOTY IOHUMAaTh.

HccnenoBartennb: SBnserech M Bbl WIEHOM KaKHUX-TMOO COLIMATIBHBIX KIIYOOB
(BOJIOHTEPCTBO, TaHIIbI, criopT U T. [.)? Ha xakoM si3bIke BbI OOIIAETECH C APYTUMH
yuacTHUKaMu? [Touemy?

YuacTtuuk: 5 Obl He cka3aiia. MoXKeT B IIIKOJIE, HO HA JaHHEI MOMEHT HET.
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