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Abstract
Perceptions on Translanguaging from EFL Teachers with Different Linguistic
Backgrounds in Kazakhstan
Due to integration into world economy and education, Kazakhstan established the
trilingual educational policy (Kazakh, Russian, and English) which made the English language
obligatory to learn at local schools. English has been taught through a monolingual approach
which excludes translanguaging from classroom practices. Significantly, recent studies have
revealed that translanguaging is used by English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers who
hold ambiguous perceptions of translanguaging. However, there is little research conducted to
examine how EFL teachers with different linguistic backgrounds perceive and use
translanguaging practices. Therefore, the purpose of the current study was to investigate
Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions and the way how translanguaging is
used in their teaching. Moreover, this study explored how teaching materials reflect the use of
translanguaging. A qualitative research approach was employed to amass data through a series
of individual semi-structured interviews with five Russian and five Kazakh-speaking EFL
teachers from state schools to address the following research questions: 1. What are Russian
and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging? 2. How do teachers with
different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their teaching? 3. How do teaching
materials reflect translanguaging use? Macaro’s (2001) teachers’ position theory and Garcia
and Kleyn’s (2016) teachers’ design were adopted as the conceptual frame to analyse the
collected data. The findings revealed that the majority of all participants hold mixed
perceptions of translanguaging which range from negative to positive. Regardless of mixed
perceptions, all EFL teachers were found to use translanguaging in their teaching. In addition,

the study showed that Russian-speaking teachers are more negative towards translanguaging,
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whereas Kazakh-speaking teachers tend to perceive translanguaging as a beneficial
pedagogical tool. Finally, document analysis of teaching materials indicated that there is the
scarce presence of planned translanguaging pedagogy. With the above in mind, it is
recommended to conduct professional development courses for EFL teachers, curriculum

designers, and policymakers on the benefits of translanguaging in education.

Key words: translanguaging, teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging, translanguaging use,

teaching materials
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AHaaTna
Op TijIIe COMIelTiH Ka3aKCTAHAbIK aFbUIIIBIH TUT MyFaJliM/epiHiH TPaHCJIMHTBU3M/II

Ka0bLI11aybI

OJIeMJTIK SKOHOMHKa MEH OLTIMIe HHTerpalusuIanybiHa OainansicThl KazakcTanga
YIITUIAUTIK (Ka3aK, OpbIC, aFBUIIIBIH) CasicaThl CHTI3UI1, OFaH COWKEC aFbUIIIBIH T
KEPruTIKT1 MEKTENTEP/e OKY YILIIH MIHAETTI 00/1bl. AFBUIIIBIH TUI1 O1p TULAI TOCUIAI KOJIAAHY
apKBUIBI OKBITHIIAbI, OYJ1 cabak TOKIpUOECIHEH TPAHCIUHTBU3M/IL KOSIIbI. BIp KBI3BIFHI,
COHFBI 3€pPTTEYJIEP KOPCETKEHIEH, TPAaHCIUHTBU3M/I1 aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIH MYFaJIIMIEp1 911 KYHTe
JIEH1H KOJITaHa kI, OJlap TPAHCIUHTBUCTUKAJIBIK TOXKIpuOere apanacnaiapl. Anaiiaa, opTypii
TUI1Ep/ie COUNENTIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTI MYFATIMAEPIHIH 63 TIKIpUOeCciH/e TPAHCIMHTBU3M/II
Kajail KaObUIIaNThIHBIH jKOHE KOJIJITAHATHIHBIH 3€PTTEY YILIIH KETKUTIKCI3 3epTTeyiep
xKyprizunal. Oceuiaiina, 0Ckl 3epPTTEYIIH MaKCaThl OPBIC TULA1 )KOHE Ka3aK TUII aFbUIIIBIH TUT1
MYFaTIMIEPIHIH TPAHCIMHTBU3M/II KaObUIIaybIH JKOHE OJIap/IbIH TPAHCIWHIBU3M/II 63
TOKIPUOECIHE Kalai KOJIaHaThIHBIH 3epTTey 00J1161. COHBIMEH Karap, OYJI 3epTTey OKYy
MaTepuaiiapblHbIH TPAHCIUHTBU3M/I KOJIAAHY/IbI Kajlall KOpCETETIHIH KapacThIPIb.
3epTTeyaiH camayibl 9AiCi 3epPTTEYIiH Keleci CypaKTapblHa jkayarl 0epy YIIiH MeMJICKEeTTIK
MeKTenTeperi 0ec OpbIC TUIAI )KOHE OeC Ka3ak TUI/1 aFbUIIIBIH TUT MyFaTIMACPIMEH JKEKe
KapThUIal KypbUIbIMIaHFaH cyx0aTTap CepHusChl apKbLIbl JEPEKTEP/l KUHAY YIIiH
naigananeuiAbl: 1. OpbIc X%oHE Ka3ak TUIIl MyFaliMAep TPaHCIMHTBU3M/II Kanail KaObLiaaiiap1?
2. Op Typii aHa Tl 0ap MyFaliMaep 63 TOHKIPUOECiH e TPAaHCIMHTBU3M/L Kajlail KoJaaHab1?
3. Oky marepuangapbl TPaHCIMHTBU3M/II Kanail kepceTeni? JKuHanran qepekTepi TanaayabiH
TYKbIpIMJaMaJbIK Herizl petinae Makapo (2001) myFanimaepi MO3ULIUSCBIHBIH TEOPUSCHI

xoHe [apcust men Kuelin (2016) myraniMiniH An3aiiHbl anbiHabl. HoTmxkenep 6apibik
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KaTBICYIIBUTIAP/IBIH KOMIILIITH/IE TPAHCIUHTBU3M/II €CKEpPE OTBIPHII, Oip jKaFrbIHAH KOJIANIIbI
’KOHE eKIHIII )KaFbIHAH a3 OPbIHJIBI JCTI CAHAWTBIH TPAHCIUHTBH3M TYPajibl HAKTHI TYCIHIK JKOK
eKeHIH KopceTTi. TpaHCIMHTBU3M/Il eKIYINTHIIBIKIIEH KaOblUIaFaHbIHA KapaMacTaH, OapiTbIK
OpBIC T ’KOHE Ka3aK TUII aFbUIIIBIH TUTI MyFalliMAepi 63 ToKipuOeciHe TpaHCIMHTBU3M/I
KOJIJAaHATBIHBI aHBIKTAIBL. bynan 6acka, 3epTTey KOpCEeTKeH e, OpBIC TUIAI MyFaliMaep
TPaHCITUHTBU3MIE TEPIC KO3KApaACIeH KapanIbl, all Ka3ak TULAl MyFaIiMIep TPAHCIUHTBU3M/II
arbUILIBIH TUTIH OKBITY/IA Maii1abl Ie1arorukaiblK Kypajil peTiHae Kaobuigayra 0eifiM. AKbIp
COHBIH/IA, OKY MaTepUaJIapblH Tajay KOCHapiaHFaH TPAHCIMHIBU3M I1€JarOTUKachl ic
KY31H]Ie KOK eKeHIH kepceTTi. JKoraphelia alTbutFraHAapIbIH O9pIiH €CKepe OTBIPHII, aFbIIIIbIH
TUTI MyFaJliMJIepiHe, OKy OaFaapiamMaiapblH d31pJIeyIIiiepre KOHe casicaTKkepiepre OutiM
Oepyzeri TpaHCIMHTBU3MHIH apThIKIIBUIBIKTApbI Typajibl OUTIKTUIIKTI apTThIPY KypCTapblH

©TKIi3y YCHIHBLIAbI.

Tyiinai ce3maep: TpaHCIMHTBU3M, MYFATIMACP/IIH TPAHCIMHTBU3M/II KaObLIIAYHI,

TPAHCIMHIBU3M/I Malilallany, OKY MaTepHaJapblH TaJlay.
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AHHOTAUSA
BocnpusiTue TpaHCIMHIBU3MA KA3aXCTAHCKUMU YUYMTEJISAMH aHIJIHICKOTO SI3bIKA €

Pa3HBIM A3BIKOBBIM (l)OHOM

B cBsi3u ¢ uHTETpanmei B MUPOBYIO SKOHOMHUKY U 0OpazoBanue B Kasaxcrane Obuia
BBEJICHA MOJIMTUKA TPEXbsA3bIUus (Ka3aXCKHUM, PYCCKHIA, aHIJIMHACKHIT), COTJIACHO KOTOPO
AQHTIIMHCKUM SI3BIK CTaJ 00s3aTeIbHBIM JIJIsl U3YYECHHS B MECTHBIX IIKOJIAaX. AHTIIMUCKUN SI3bIK
MIPENOJIAETCA C UCIIOIB30BAHUEM OJTHOSI3BIYHOIO MOAX0A, KOTOPBIM HCKIIFOUAET
TPaHCIWHIBU3M U3 IPAKTUKH NPOBEACHUS 3aHATHN. [[prMedarensHo, HelaBHUE
HCCIIEI0BAHMS TIOKA3aJIH, YTO TPAHCIMHIBA3M BCE K€ MCIOJb3YETCS] YUUTEISAMU aHITIMHACKOTO
SI3bIKa, KOTOPBIE HEOJJHO3HAYHO OTHOCSTCS K TPAHCIMHTBUCTUYECKOU MpakTuke. OHAKO,

HEZ0CTATOYHO HUCCIIEIOBAHUNA ObLIO TPOBEIEHO, YTOOBI U3YUNTh, KAK YUUTENS aHTITUHCKOTO

sA3bIKa, TOBOPAIINX HA PAa3HBIX A3bIKaxX, BOCIIPHUHUMAIOT U MCIIOJB3YIOT TPaHCIMHTBU3M. TaxuMm

o6pa30M, OEJIBIO HACTOAIICTO HCCICA0BaHUA OBLIO HU3YYUTHh NIOHMMAHUC TPAHCINHIBHU3Ma
PYCCKOA3BIYHBIMHU MU Ka3aXCKOA3BIYHBIMU YYUTCIIAMHA aHTJIMICKOTO S3BIKA B TO, KaK OHHU
HCITIOJIB3YIOT TPAHCIIMHI'BU3M B CcBOEH IIPpAaKTHKE. KpOMe TOT'0, 9TO UCCICA0OBAHUC
paccMarpuBalio TO, KaK yLIe6HBIe MaT€pHralibl OTPAXAIOT UCIIOJIb30BaHNEC TPpaHCIMHIBU3Ma.
KagecTBeHHEBIN METOA UCCICAOBaHUA OB UCITOIB30BaH JJIA c6opa JaHHBIX IIOCPEACTBOM
CCPpUHU MHANBUAYAJIBHBIX ITOJYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX UHTCPBBIO C IISITHIO PYCCKOA3BIYHBIMHA U
IISTBIO Ka3aXCKOA3BIYHBIMU YYUTCIISIMA AHTJINHCKOTO SI3BIKA M3 roCyAapCTBCHHBIX IIKOJI,
YTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha CJIeAyromue BOIIPOCHI UCCIICAOBAHUA: 1. Kak PYCCKOA3BIYHBIC U
Ka3aXOA3bIYHBIC YUUTEISA BOCHIPUHUMAIOT TpaHCHI/IHFBI/I3M? 2. Kak YauTess € pasHbIMU
POOHBIMH A3BIKAMHA UCIOJIB3YIOT TPAHCIUHIBU3M B CBOEH HpaKTI/IKe? 3. Kak y‘le6HLIe

MaTcpHraJibl OTPAKAKOT UCIIOJIb30BAHUC TpaHCHI/IHFBI/I3Ma? B kagectBe KOHHeHTyaHLHOﬁ

Xi
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OCHOBBI JIJIsl aHAJIM3a COOPAHHBIX TAHHBIX OBUTH B3ATHI TEOPHUS MO3UIUH yauTenei Makapo
(2001) u qu3aiin yaurens I'apcun u Kneitn (2016). Pe3ynbrarsl noka3anu, 4T0 OOJIBITUHCTBO
YYaCTHUKOB HE UMEIOT YETKOTO MIPEJICTABIICHUS O TPAHCIUHTBU3ME, BOCIIPUHUMAS
TPAHCJIMHIBU3M IOJIOKUTEIBHO C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, H HETAaTHUBHO, C Apyroi. HecMoTps Ha
HEOJ/IHO3HAYHOE BOCIPHUSTHE TPAHCIUHIBU3MA, ObLIO OOHAPYKEHO, UTO BCE PYCCKOS3BIUHBIE U
Ka3aXCKOSI3bIYHBIC YUUTEIISI aHIJIMACKOTO SI3bIKA UCIIONB3YIOT TPAHCIUHTBU3M B CBOEH
npaktuke. Kpome Toro, uccienoBanue nokasano, 4To pyCCKOSI3bIYHbIE YUUTENS Oosee
HETaTUBHO OTHOCSATCS K TPAHCIWHIBU3MY, B TO BPeMsI KaK Ka3aXCKOS3bIYHBIC YIUTEIIS
CKJIOHHBI BOCIIPUHUMATH TPAHCITMHTBU3M KaK TIOJIE3HBIN MEaroru4eCKuii HHCTPYMEHT B
00yueHNH aHTIIMHUCKOTO s13bIKa. HakoHer, aHanmn3 yueOHbIX MaTEPHAIIOB MMOKA3aJl, YTO
IJTAHUPYEMO€ HCTIOJb30BAaHUE TPAHCIMHIBU3MA B MPETIOJABAHUU MTPAKTHYECKH OTCYTCTBYET.
VYuuThiBas BCE BBILIEU3I0KEHHOE, PEKOMEHAYETCS POBECTH KYPChI MTOBBIICHUS
KBaJTU(UKALMKU JJIs1 yYUTENEH aHTIMICKOTO sI3bIKa, pa3paboTUMKOB yUeOHBIX MPOTpaMM U

MOJINTUKOB Ha TEMY O MPEUMYIIECTBAX TPAHCIMHIBIU3MA B 00pa30BaHUU.

KiroueBble cioBa: TPAHCIMHIBU3M, BOCIIPUATHE TPAHCIUMHIBU3MA YUUTCIIAMU,

HCITIOJIb30BAHUC TPAHCIMHIBHU3MA, aHAJIN3 y‘Ie6HBIX MarcpuaioB
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background Information

In the context of globalization, the English language is construed as being a crucial factor
to integrate into the global community and be competitive on the international market.
Therefore, Kazakhstan has been striving to foster high levels of English proficiency among its
citizens, as was declared in a cultural project, the trinity of languages, where it is stated that
the English language is a key to the successful integration into the world’s economic and
scientific sectors (Nazarbayev, 2007). Hence, English is considered as a part of Kazakhstani
citizens’ linguistic repertoire at the same level as the Kazakh and Russian languages
(Nazarbayev, 2007).

In this light, a trilingual policy was established in Kazakhstan for students to master the
three languages (Kazakh, Russian and English languages) and proclaimed as a tool to educate
a multilingual generation (Nazarbayev, 2007). Multilingual education relates to “the use of
two or more languages in education provided that schools aim at multilingualism and
multiliteracy” (Cenoz, 2012, p. 2). Although the Kazakh, Russian and English languages have
been integrated into the multilingual education system as media of instruction in Kazakhstan,
the importance of English teaching and learning has been emphasized repeatedly in numerous
Kazakhstani policy documents (MoES, 2011, 2015, 2016; Nazarbayev, 2012). Thus, careful
attention has been paid to English language teaching in order to ensure the implementation of
effective teaching methods in the formal setting (OECD, 2014).

Traditionally, English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers conduct lessons using a
monolingual approach to master the language (Mehisto et al., 2014). This method refers to the

exclusive use of the target language by excluding other languages from the classroom setting
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(Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). However, it has been questioned whether the monolingual
approach suffices in such a multilingual country as Kazakhstan with a diverse population
including Kazakh, Russian, Uzbek, German, Tatar, Uighur, Ukrainian, and many other
nationalities (Bahry et al., 2017). Consequently, many scholars suggest a new approach, i.e.,
translanguaging, which treats multilingual learners’ linguistic repertoires as a valuable asset in
contrast to the monolingual approach which views the use of native language (L1) as an
interference (Auerbach, 1993; Garcia & Wei, 2015).

Problem Statement

Translanguaging, a term which was coined by Cen Williams, is viewed as “a practice of
deliberately changing the language of input and the language of output” (Garcia & Wei, 2015,
p. 224). Baker (2011) describes translanguaging as the process used to grasp and extend
knowledge, make meaning, and shape experience by applying two languages.
Translanguaging might be perceived as an impetus to an effective pedagogical practice which
focuses on making meaning and enhancing experience (Creese & Blackledge, 2015). In
addition, Garcia and Wei (2015) indicate that translanguaging is used as a scaffolding
approach; a way to provide rigorous instruction and as a pedagogy. Consequently,
translanguaging fosters teaching and learning processes, as well as values learners’ linguistic
repertoires.

In this regard, a growing body of literature reports that translanguaging is perceived as a
beneficial practice and as a useful pedagogical tool in the classroom settings worldwide
(Baker, 2011; Cenoz & Gorter, 2017; Galante, 2020a). In other words, the importance and
effectiveness of translanguaging has been recognized in many multilingual countries.

However, it is unclear as to how translanguaging is perceived by Kazakhstani state
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schoolteachers with the Russian and Kazakh languages as mother tongues.

It is important to highlight that the notion of translanguaging is relatively new for
Kazakhstani teachers. It may be perceived as simple code-switching to scaffold learning
during lessons, which does not fully correspond with what translanguaging is
(Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Moreover, the
previous studies show that translanguaging is mostly perceived as an interference and
unfavourable practice which hinders the process of English language acquisition (Alzhanova,
2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). However, participating teachers were reported to use
translanguaging practices during English language (EL) lessons regardless of their negative
perceptions (Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Hence, Kazakhstani teachers’
perceptions of translanguaging were found to be ambiguous.

It is noteworthy to point out that studies on teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging and
its use have been mainly conducted in such schools as Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS)
and Bilim Innovation Liceum (BIL), with little research done to explore state school EFL
teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging. It is crucial to investigate how these teachers
perceive the use of L1 in the classroom setting since state schools follow the official
curriculum and represent the Kazakhstani educational system with main trends of teaching
practices. If EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging are not thoroughly explored, as well
as the way these perceptions influence teachers’ classroom practices, it might lead to lower
English language proficiency among learners. In other words, EFL teachers’ perceptions
influence their classroom practices (Castro, 2004; Gu, 2016), which subsequently impact
learners’ academic performance and English language acquisition in general. Moreover, it is

important to study whether EFL teachers perceive and use translanguaging differently because
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they speak different languages as their mother tongues (Russian and Kazakh). Therefore,
learning how EFL teachers with different linguistic backgrounds perceive translanguaging
might shed light on whether learners’ linguistic repertoires are equally valued by Russian and
Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers, and how effectively students’ L1 is used to improve English
language proficiency in the context of multilingual education.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the research is to explore state school Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL
teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging and investigate whether and how translanguaging is
used in teaching practices. Moreover, the current study examines how teaching materials
reflect translanguaging use in the classroom setting.

Research Questions

The following research questions have been designed to address this matter:

RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?

RQ3: How do teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?

In order to answer these research questions, a qualitative research approach with a
collective (comparative) case study design were applied. The data, collected from EFL
Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers, was obtained through semi-structured interviews.
Significance of the Study

The current research is significant for several reasons. First, there are almost no studies
investigating how teachers with different linguistic backgrounds perceive translanguaging

practices in Kazakhstan. Consequently, this research aims to contribute to the body of
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Kazakhstani literature on this topic and provide information for those who are seeking to learn
about perceptions and the use of translanguaging from Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL
teachers.

Second, the findings of the research might help to obtain data which will be beneficial for
different stakeholders, such as EFL teachers, curriculum designers and policymakers. The
study has examined how Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers perceive and use
translanguaging in the formal setting, as well as how translanguaging practices are reflected in
materials chosen to teach English. It is important for curriculum designers and policymakers
to be aware of EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging since they shape teaching
methods and affect the choice of teaching materials. With regard to EFL teachers, it might be
helpful for them to reflect on their perceptions of translanguaging and its role in classroom
practices since learners’ academic performance depends on teachers’ perceptions of
translanguaging and how these perceptions influence the way they conduct English lessons.
Outline of the Thesis

This thesis consists of six chapters. The first chapter provides the background
information of the study and outlines the problem statement. Moreover, it defines the purpose
of the paper, followed by the questions to be addressed, and foresees the potential benefits of
the research. The next chapter, the Literature Review, presents an analysis of relevant
literature on the topic. In addition, this chapter focuses on the key concepts, such as
translanguaging, monolingual and plurilingual ideologies, as well as the notion of perception.
Finally, the chapter reviews international and local studies on teachers’ perceptions of
translanguaging which are followed by the conceptual frame of this research. The third

chapter, the Methodology, describes and justifies the research approach, research design,
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research site and participants, instruments to obtain data, procedures of data analysis, and
ethical considerations. The fourth chapter, the Findings, reports on the data derived from the
semi-structured interviews, followed by the Discussion chapter, which discusses and interprets
the major findings of the study in relation to the conceptual frame and existing literature.
Finally, the Conclusion chapter summarises the major findings, suggests recommendations,

explores limitations of the current study, and makes suggestions for further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The purpose of this chapter is to critically overview the relevant literature on the key
concepts and present the conceptual frame of the research. Since the study examines
perceptions of and practices with translanguaging of EFL teachers with different linguistic
backgrounds, as well as how teaching materials reflect translanguaging use, three research
questions were designed:

RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?

RQ3: How do teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?

The chapter is organised as follows: first, it begins with exploring the concept of
translanguaging and its classification. The second section examines the dispute among
different translanguaging ideologies and approaches in education, and the role of
translanguaging in multilingual education. Next section focuses on the notion of perception
and reviews teachers’ perceptions on translanguaging within the international and local
contexts. The fourth section presents the conceptual frame of this study. Finally, a concluding
section summarises the literature review discussion.

The Concept of Translanguaging

This section aims at exploring the concept of translanguaging as one of the key concepts
for the current research. Since translanguaging is considered as an essential part of
multilingual education (Baker, 2011; Garcia & Wei, 2015; Hélot, 2012), it is crucial to

analyse its definition, significance, and classification. Clear understanding of this concept is
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important for building a theoretical groundwork for this study, which focuses attention on
translanguaging, and facilitating further discussion.

It is noteworthy to highlight that translanguaging was initially introduced as a pedagogical
strategy in the particular context. Cen Williams, a Welsh scholar, coined the notion of
translanguaging in the 1980s to indicate “a pedagogical practice where students are asked to
alternate languages for the purposes of receptive or productive use” (Garcia & Wei, 2014, p.
20). In the context of Wales, translanguaging was viewed as an opposition to the historical
separation of the English and Welsh languages which have a discrepancy in prestige (Lewis et
al., 2012). Hence, translanguaging was seen not only as a pedagogical tool, but also as a mean
to combat linguistic inequality within the prestige hierarchy.

Williams 2002 (as cited in Garcia & Wei, 2015) further explains that translanguaging
relates to the process of strengthening one language through the use of another for the purpose
of increasing comprehension and encouraging learners’ activity in two languages. In addition,
translanguaging is perceived as scaffolding, a flexible bilingual pedagogy, and a way to
provide rigorous instructions. Blackledge and Creese (2010) state that the aim of
translanguaging as scaffolding is to include learners into meaning making and to convey
information within a pedagogic context, whereas translanguaging as a flexible bilingual
pedagogy is used to perform identities, learn, and teach languages. Garcia and Wei (2015)
suggest that translanguaging as provision of rigorous instructions leads to learners’ cognitive
engagement and production of adequate linguistic output in the classroom. Thus,
translanguaging facilitates and deepens comprehension, encourages learners’ participation in

classroom activities, and promotes positioning of oneself in language learning.
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In recent times many scholars have emphasized that it is questionable to portray
multilingual speaker’s language practices as strictly separate. It has been proposed that
multilingual speakers communicate by using linguistic resources from a unitary linguistic
repertoire (Cenoz, 2019; Vogel & Garcia, 2017). Baker (2011) claims that translanguaging
views bilingual individual’s linguistic repertoire as holistic and that “there are no clear-cut
boundaries between the languages of bilinguals, but functional integration” (p. 289).
Moreover, translanguaging is an instinctive phenomenon occurring in bilingual communities,
which might be perceived as a natural instinct to draw on linguistic resources (Canagarajah,
2011; Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Wei, 2014). With this in mind, it is essential to include
translanguaging in the classroom of bilinguals to provide space which enhances meaning
making, shapes new educational practices, and alters traditional understandings, i.e.,
translanguaging space (Wei, 2018). Consequently, there has been a shift from traditional
views on language separation to a holistic approach which considers multilingual speaker’s
linguistic repertoire as a whole.

In this light, the concept of translanguaging encompasses numerous definitions which
refer either to a pedagogy or a natural phenomenon to shuttle between languages. Taking into
consideration the broad spectrum of what translanguaging can be, it is important to pinpoint
that translanguaging as pedagogy and scaffolding are viewed as fundamental concepts for this
study. These concepts indicate the core use of translanguaging in the formal setting and
pertain to pedagogical practices.

Translanguaging Classification
This sub-section describes the classification of translanguaging. The analysis of literature

revealed different views on types of translanguaging classification. This classification is
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important to consider as it will deepen the knowledge of translanguaging and unfold the
concept for further discussion.

Types of Translanguaging. The notion of translanguaging was originally coined to
describe a particular language practice in Welsh (Wei, 2018). Subsequently, it was developed
as a theoretical concept, precisely, as a pedagogy (Garcia & Wei, 2015). Notably,
translanguaging pedagogy has been divided into two types, suggested by Williams 2012 (as
cited in Garcia & Wei, 2015). The first type is natural translanguaging. It refers to students’
self-regulation and control of their own learning. Opposed to natural translanguaging, official
translanguaging relates to teachers’ performance to scaffold the process of learning. Williams
2012 (as cited in Garcia & Wei, 2015) explains that natural and official translanguaging
employs mostly speaking skills to clarify challenging material, however, students can also fall
back on their linguistic repertoires in tests when their vocabulary is limited. Hence, two types
of translanguaging are aimed at scaffolding students in the process of learning and facilitating
their productive skills.

On the other hand, a body of scholars has classified translanguaging pedagogy in two
different types, such as spontaneous translanguaging and pedagogical translanguaging (also
called translanguaging pedagogy, intentional translanguaging, or planned translanguaging)
(Cenoz, 2017; Leonet et al., 2017; Lin, 2020). Spontaneous translanguaging occurs in
bilingual formal settings when teachers give instructions and students acquire new knowledge
naturally switching between languages (Garcia & Wei, 2015). Furthermore, it was stated that
spontaneous translanguaging appears in the classroom as an unintended practice “to scaffold
students’ learning in the ongoing dynamic interaction” (Lin, 2020, p. 6). However, Leonet et

al. (2017) emphasized that spontaneous translanguaging takes place not only inside the
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classroom, but also outside school since it is natural for bilingual speakers to change between
languages. Therefore, spontaneous translanguaging is found in formal and informal settings.

On the contrary, pedagogical translanguaging or planned translanguaging is characterised
as systematically planned instructional strategies. These strategies draw on students’ whole
linguistic repertoires and are used with pedagogical purposes, such as input or output (Cenoz,
2017; Leonet et al., 2017). In this regard, pedagogical translanguaging should be meticulously
designed to address a variety of formal setting requirements and contexts (Lin, 2020). Even
though it has been highlighted that there are no established ways of instructing as to how
translanguaging is transformed into a pedagogy, curriculum, students, and context should be
central aspects to consider (Galante, 2020b). From this perspective, pedagogical
translanguaging or translanguaging pedagogy requires a more detailed description to deepen
its understanding. This description is needed for the further discussion of this study since
pedagogical translanguaging should be clearly distinguished from spontaneous
translanguaging.

Instrumental Components of Translanguaging Pedagogy. Along with the types of
translanguaging, the literature analysis revealed different components of translanguaging
pedagogy. Garcia and Kleyn (2016) pinpoint that translanguaging in education is strategic and
crucial to ensure that students’ linguistic repertoires are included to enhance the process of
learning. Garcia and Kleyn (2016) identify three components of translanguaging pedagogy
which frame strategic translanguaging in instruction: stance, design, and shift. A teacher’s
stance relates to “a belief that students’ diverse linguistic practices are valuable resources to
be built upon and leveraged in their education” (Vogel & Garcia, 2017, p. 10). Notably, this

component equalises translanguaging with learners’ right to use their whole linguistic
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repertoires in the classroom, and advocates for a scaffolding stance to foster comprehension of
a new language (Kleyn & Garcia, 2019).

The second component, a translanguaging pedagogical design, refers to a strategic
planning process to ensure an effective learning process involving students’ language
practices (Kleyn & Garcia, 2019; Vogel & Garcia, 2017). This process provides students with
numerous multimodal and multilingual resources, requires grouping students according to
their home languages, and designing collaborative tasks which encourage students to use their
full linguistic repertoires (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Kleyn & Garcia, 2019).

Finally, translanguaging shift describes teacher’s flexibility and consistency in making
changes to respond to students’ feedback in the course of study (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Vogel
& Garcia, 2017). Kleyn and Garcia (2019) outline that this component encourages teachers to
“position students at the centre” and “make unplanned changes to best facilitate student
learning and understanding” (p.73).

Thus, it is important to bear in mind the following: first, translanguaging pedagogy is not
spontaneous, it should be planned and used strategically; second, each component is dynamic
and requires critical reflection as to how it may be designed and implemented properly. With
all the above in mind, translanguaging classification is found to be varied among scholars and
differs in names. Considering the diversity of translanguaging types and components within
the formal setting, translanguaging pedagogy is viewed as paramount for this research.
Likewise, instrumental components of translanguaging pedagogy are regarded to be the key
concepts for this study since they reveal what translanguaging pedagogy is to a greater extent.
The following section aims at presenting translanguaging in education and highlighting

various ideologies on the use of languages other than target in the classroom setting.
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Translanguaging in Education

The following discussion is significant for the study as it presents two different
translanguaging ideologies existing in education: traditional/monolingual ideology and
translanguaging in multilingual education reflecting plurilingual ideology. These
translanguaging ideologies are crucial to explore because they influence teaching practices
and the way how teachers perceive the use of L1. Thus, this section aims at deepening
understanding of a monolingual approach and translanguaging practices in the formal setting,
as well as defining what lies at the core of their foundation.
Monolingual Ideologies

It has been assumed that English language teaching should be isolated from other
languages by setting boundaries between the target language and students’ linguistic
repertoires. Traditionally, languages have been viewed as separate entities in Europe to
emphasize belonging and having identities (Makoni & Pennycook, 2006). Gal and Irvine
(1995) state that language separation has been rooted in “the equation of one language with
one culture” (p. 971). Similarly, the idea of monolingualism has been predominant due to the
one nation - one language ideology, which lies at the core of English language teaching
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2013; Lidi & Py, 2009). It has been that L1 is excluded in EFL classes to
master the target language for two reasons. First, it is believed that avoiding L1 maximizes
exposure to English, and prevents interference, which underpins a monolingual ideology in
the classroom; second, authoritative and recognized publishing houses publish all their
materials in the English language (Cenoz, 2019; Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017; Lewis et al.,
2012). Thus, monolingual ideologies were historically constructed and influenced by

sociocultural factors which led to strict language isolation.
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In the same vein, the monolingual principle of teaching English language has been aimed
at gaining a “native speaker” proficiency (Cenoz & Gorter, 2013). It is believed that an ideal
EFL teacher is a native speaker, who uses a monolingual approach to achieve better results in
the English language, which will not be improved if there are other languages in the classroom
(Phillipson, 1992). Additionally, it is argued that “learners do not need to understand
everything that is said to them by the teacher” and there is no need to use L1, which threatens
the learning process (Macaro, 2001, p.531). Therefore, EFL teaching positions students as
speakers of standard English with native-like competence of the language (Paquet-Gauthier &
Beaulieu, 2016).

Kleyn and Garcia (2019) explain that due to “native speaker” objectives, languages other
than English have not been used in an EFL classrooms and have not been considered as
resources to make comparisons and connections. In this regard, EFL teaching strives for an
English-only classroom where languages are kept separately, translation between the target
language and L1 is not allowed, and monolingual pedagogical setting is crucial and desirable
(Cummins 2005; 2017). According to Cook (2001), L1 has been avoided for the reason that a
monolingual pedagogy expects students to learn a new language “the same way in which
monolingual children acquire their first language”, and subsequently, L1 is excluded to
provide learners with the target language samples (p. 406). However, one of the controversies
over the monolingual approach is that there is no evidence that justifies the choice of English-
only in the classroom and the exclusion of L1 (Auerbach, 1993; Hopewell, 2017; Macaro,
2001). Subsequently, researchers have become vocal about the role of L1 and the need to alter
the perception of multilingualism considering its dynamic and positive nature (Paquet-

Gauthier & Beaulieu, 2015; Wei, 2018).
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In this regard, considering previously mentioned views on the traditional long-lasting
approach, monolingual ideologies promote teaching English through a puristic prism to gain
language proficiency of a native speaker. Since L1 is viewed as an interference which
negatively affects target language acquisition, mixing languages is viewed as a deviant
practice in the classroom setting.

Translanguaging in Multilingual Education

Another viewpoint on translanguaging relates to plurilingual ideologies which, in contrast
to monolingual ideologies, sees languages other than target as a beneficial tool in classroom
practices. The necessity of shifting from monolingual teaching practices to a new approach
which meets multilingual speaker’s needs became urgent since their number has been
increased. It is suggested that traditional approaches which aim at separating languages “might
have been useful when school populations were more homogeneous in the past” (Gorter &
Cenoz, 2017, p. 245). Nowadays, linguistic diversity has become visible all over the world,
and it has started questioning traditional foreign language teaching (Hélot, 2012; Kramsch,
2012). Subsequently, academic dispute on multilingual perspectives in education has triggered
the promotion of an approach which softens language boundaries and enhances language
teaching (Cenoz & Gorter, 2013). This approach sees learners from a holistic plurilingual
perspective rather than from a monolingual perspective which separates languages by setting
boundaries (Cenoz & Gorter, 2013). Moreover, it is believed that monolingual and
monoglossic bilingual practices do not suffice in multilingual education, and it is essential to
regard the use of translanguaging as a fluid language practice which promotes the linguistic
security and engages learners cognitively and socially in the classroom (Garcia, 2009). Under

those circumstances, many scholars have adhered to the significance and necessity of
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translanguaging in multilingual education which conveys “the dynamic nature of bilingual and
multilingual cognitive processing” (Cummins, 2017, p. 112). Hence, new perspectives on
language teaching became an impetus to consider the use of learners’ linguistic repertoires as
one of the key components of multilingual education.

It is important to note that translanguaging is not a substitute for bilingual education
programs. Translanguaging is seen as a tool to modify and expand the traditional approach of
bilingual education (Garcia & Wei, 2014). Nowadays, multilingual education strives for such
a multilingual approach which does not separate languages (Cenoz & Gorter, 2013).
Moreover, it has been argued that bilingual learners are not obliged to operate in a
monolingual mode since it is more natural to use translanguaging to communicate meaning
(Garcia, 2009; Hélot, 2014). Creese and Blackledge (2015) argue that translanguaging is
perceived not only as a linguistic practice but also as an ideology and beliefs which value
students and teachers’ linguistic repertoires in the formal setting. With this in mind,
translanguaging has moved to the educational mainstream in the areas where bilingualism is
appreciated (Garcia & Wei, 2015). Thus, translanguaging has been seen as a modifying
element for traditional education, and as a concept which highly values teachers and learners’
language practices in the classroom setting.

With regard to translanguaging functions, Garcia et al. (2017) define the purposes to use
translanguaging in education strategically: 1) to provide support to learners while reading
texts and engaging with complex content; 2) to ensure development of students’ linguistic
practices within academic contexts; 3) to include learners’ linguistic repertoires and ways of
knowing; 4) to encourage students to form their bilingual identities and support

socioemotional development. In addition, Garcia and Wei (2014) identify teachers’ goals of
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translanguaging pedagogy to attain. The main goals are to provide students with instructional
scaffolding, to facilitate understanding and enhance cognitive skills, to focus on metalinguistic
awareness, as well as to address linguistic inequality and ensure social justice. Consequently,
translanguaging appears to be student-oriented in nature and performs manifold roles.

Many scholars emphasized that translanguaging practices are viewed as fruitful and
beneficial in the formal setting (Arteagoitia & Howard, 2015; Cenoz & Gorter, 2017; Galante,
2020a; Garcia & Wei, 2014; Morales et al., 2020; Wilson & Gonzalez Davies, 2017). To
illustrate, in research in the USA and Canada, translanguaging was used for pedagogical
purposes which led to the improvement of vocabulary and reading comprehension in the target
language (Arteagoitia & Howard, 2015; Galante, 2020a). Other findings revealed that
students’ performance of a translanguaging group was identical to or better than their peers’ of
a monolingual group in Basque Country (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017). In the same vein, Morales et
al. (2020) state that Mexican students’ scores on language assessment increased after a year of
learning through pedagogical translanguaging. Therefore, as compared to the monolingual
approach, translanguaging has been researched and proved to be beneficial in the classroom
setting underpinned by various empirical studies.

In addition to the aforementioned studies, Baker (2011) describes four possible benefits of
translanguaging. First, it stimulates a greater understanding of the subject matter since
learners’ linguistic repertoires are involved in processing of cognitively demanding content.
Second, translanguaging might improve learners’ communicative skills and literacy in a
weaker language, and “develop academic language skills in both languages to a fuller
bilingualism and biliteracy” (p. 290). Third, translanguaging unites home and school through

languages and facilitates cooperation. Fourth, if a class consists of learners whose first
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language is English, and those who are learning English, it might be possible to develop
learners’ second language ability for both groups by considering strategic use of
translanguaging (Baker, 2011). Hence, translanguaging not only tends to improve learners’
academic achievements and communicative skills in several languages, but also promotes
collaboration between learners’ home and school.

Even though translanguaging pedagogy is regarded as beneficial, it is necessary to
highlight that it might be a subject of controversy. Canagarajah (2011) states that
translanguaging is not a one-size-fits-all pedagogy and should not be theorized as universal for
all students. In the same vein, Jaspers (2018) concerns that translanguaging is turning into a
dominant force rather than liberating one. In this view, Blackledge and Creese (2010)
emphasize that implementation of this pedagogy “will depend on the socio-political and
historical environment in which such practice is embedded” (p. 204).

In light of the above, the dispute among various approaches and ideologies of
translanguaging in education is fundamental for the further discussion. As this study is aimed
at exploring Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging, it is
significant to understand as to how and why plurilingual and monolingual approaches might
be embraced by EFL teachers and the extent these approaches influence teaching practices in
the formal setting.

The Concept of Perceptions

Since one of the purposes of this study is to investigate how EFL teachers with different
language backgrounds perceive translanguaging, it is important to define the concept of
perception carefully. This notion might be difficult to define precisely on the ground that it

can be construed differently from philosophical and psychological perspectives. Thus, this
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section aims at presenting classical and current definitions of the concepts of perception, as
well as indicating the chosen definition which will be fundamental for this research.
Moreover, teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging are presented within various contexts to
examine how translanguaging is perceived in the classroom setting.
Perception: The Complexity of the Notion

The concept of perception is manifold for the reason that many scholars have attempted to
define the notion from various perspectives and points of view. To illustrate, in psychology
perception is seen as something closely linked to an attitude. From this perspective, perception
is defined as the human process which facilitates interpretation and organization of sensation
(a sensory experience) of the world through knowledge creation (Lindsay & Norman, 1977).
Regarding the scientific context, Gregory (1980) compared perception with hypotheses in
science stating that both hypotheses and perceptions build our acknowledged reality.
Moreover, in philosophy the notion of perception is explained as a capability to perceive the
external world by a sensory experience (Fish, 2010; Matthen, 2010). It is noteworthy that one
common feature of perception which many scholars of various fields emphasize is that
perception is viewed as a conscious experience (Gregory, 1980; Griggs, 2010; Fish, 2010;
Matthen, 2010).

With regard to the current theories of perceptions, Pickens (2005) states that a person as

a whole is a perceiving mechanism which interprets things into something meaningful relying
on their past experience. In contrast, Griggs (2010) argues that perception of the world is
controlled only by our brain. He suggests that any perception is a brain interpretation or a
“view” which is constructed by our suppositions and principles developed from our

experiences. However, Fish (2010) insists that we perceive the world through our sense organs
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(taste, vision, hearing, touch, and smell) solely. From this perspective, the notion of perception
is seen as complex and requires more further analysis.

Pickens (2005) identifies four stages of the perception process: stimulation (sense organs),
registration (selected stimuli), organization (based on experience, beliefs, etc.), and
interpretation (analysed and understood based on past experience, beliefs, etc.). Pickens
(2005) emphasizes that “receptiveness to the stimuli is highly selective and may be limited by
a person’s existing beliefs, attitude, motivation and personality” (p. 54). Notably, the notions
of perception and belief are not used as synonyms since they are viewed as two different
concepts. One of the main distinctions from a philosophical perspective is that some of our
beliefs possess indexical context which refers to whether this belief is or is not correct
considering its context (Nanay, 2010). Moreover, the most significant difference concerns the
nature of represented properties: objects of beliefs might have numerous properties, whereas
objects of perceptions have limited sets of properties, such as size, colour, location, etc.
(Nanay, 2010).

Along with defining what perception is, it should be highlighted that there are various
factors that cause individual differences in perception which might lead to subjectivity in the
perception process. One of the factors which can affect individual perception is a selective
interpretation of what is seen based on attitudes, beliefs, or experiences, i.e., selective
perception (Pickens, 2005). In other words, perception is regarded as a conscious experience
which might be shaped by individual characteristics to make one’s own interpretation of the
world (Griggs, 2010; Fish, 2010; Pickens, 2005; Popple, 2010).

Bearing in mind the complexity and multifaceted nature of the notion, Pickens’s (2005)

definitions of perception (perception and selective perception) have been selected as suited
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most for the purposes of this study. These definitions see a person as a perceiving mechanism
and clarify that person’s past experience, attitudes and beliefs are influential in interpreting
things into something meaningful. Therefore, taking into consideration the chosen definitions,
teachers’ perceptions on translanguaging will be examined in the following sub-section.
Teachers’ Perception of Translanguaging: International Context

Teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging as a complex concept have been investigated in
varied studies. The findings of previous studies (Anderson & Lightfoot, 2021; Burton &
Rajendram, 2019; Martinez et al., 2015; Schissel et al., 2021; Turnbull, 2018; Yuvayapan,
2019) show that participants’ perceptions are manifold: English teachers hold positive,
neutral, and negative perceptions of translanguaging practice.

English teachers share positive perceptions of translanguaging stating that the use of
students’ linguistic repertoires are beneficial to scaffold low proficiency students (Burton &
Rajendram, 2019; Schissel et al., 2021; Yuvayapan, 2019), however these scaffolding
strategies should be eventually eliminated (Burton & Rajendram, 2019; Schissel et al., 2021).
On the other hand, the studies revealed that translanguaging is perceived as a pedagogical tool
which enhances language acquisition throughout the whole process of learning (Anderson &
Lightfoot, 2021; Martinez et al., 2015; Turnbull, 2018). Therefore, although English teachers
hold positive perceptions of translanguaging, some of them seem to consider translanguaging
through monolingual perspectives by striving for its discard at higher levels.

Apart from positive perceptions of translanguaging, the previous studies found that
English teachers also have neutral perceptions. Some studies showed that students’ language
practices are necessary rather than favourable (Anderson & Lightfoot, 2021; Burton &

Rajendram, 2019), while others view translanguaging as an inevitable phenomenon occurring
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in multilingual classrooms which is neither helpful nor important (Anderson & Lightfoot,
2021; Burton & Rajendram, 2019). These neutral perceptions of L1 use might be due to the
lack of teaching development programs or misunderstanding of the concept of translanguaging
(Burton & Rajendram, 2019). Consequently, English teachers with neutral perceptions do not
see any benefits in using translanguaging since they view students’ linguistic repertoires as the
last resort.

With regard to negative perceptions, translanguaging is perceived as a detrimental
practice which hinders students from learning the target language (Anderson & Lightfoot,
2021; Burton & Rajendram, 2019; Martinez et al., 2015; Schissel et al., 2021; Turnbull, 2018;
Yuvayapan, 2019). English teachers think that students’ L1 and the English language are in a
conflict: students’ native language is perceived as deviant (Martinez et al., 2015; Yuvayapan,
2019) which might dominate during EL lessons and, as a result, leave less time for practising
the target language (Burton & Rajendram, 2019; Turnbull, 2018). Interestingly, those
respondents who do use translanguaging practices admit that they feel guilty doing so because
these participants believe that good teachers do not mix languages (Anderson & Lightfoot,
2021; Martinez et al., 2015; Schissel et al., 2021). In addition, English teachers are
inconsistent in their answers about translanguaging and classroom practices due to the
adherence to the institutional policy (Martinez et al., 2015; Schissel et al., 2021; Turnbull,
2018; Yuvayapan, 2019). In this light, those English teachers who practise translanguaging to
meet their students’ needs, do not talk about it to colleagues and school administration
(Yuvayapan, 2019).

With this in mind, perceptions of translanguaging may vary from being favourable to

inappropriate, as well as necessary but not beneficial. English teachers of the studies under
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analysis (Anderson & Lightfoot, 2021; Burton & Rajendram, 2019; Martinez et al., 2015;
Schissel et al., 2021; Turnbull, 2018; Yuvayapan, 2019) seem to choose between the necessity
to make curriculum content accessible for their students through the use of L1, and puristic
ideologies which they or their school administrations appear to have. Hence, translanguaging
is viewed as a controversial and deficient practice, and yet, inevitably occurring in a
multilingual classroom.

Teachers’ Perception of Translanguaging: Kazakhstani Context

There is a number of studies that investigated teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging in
Kazakhstan: Abdrakhmanova (2017) focused on Kazakhstani Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) and English teachers from Bilim Innovation Lyceum (BIL, former
Kazakh-Turkish Lyceum) and students at secondary school. The aim was to identify
perceptions of L1 in foreign language and science classes. Karabassova and San Isidro (2020)
investigated Nazarbayev Intellectual School (NIS school) CLIL teachers’ perceptions and
practices of translanguaging across the country. Finally, a similar study was conducted in NIS
school to examine CLIL and EFL teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging practices in the
classroom (Alzhanova, 2020).

It was found that participating teachers of these studies hold mixed perceptions of
translanguaging ranging from positive to negative (Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Alzhanova, 2020;
Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Those teachers who perceive translanguaging positively
stated that the use of L1 scaffolds students with lower English language proficiency and
motivates learners by making the content accessible during the lessons (Abdrakhmanova,
2017; Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Notably, some participants

highlighted that translanguaging is considered as a transitional practice while teaching low
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proficiency students which should be gradually eliminated when learners reach higher levels
(Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Notwithstanding translanguaging is seen
as a beneficial teaching tool, it is perceived as a detrimental practice in teaching students with
higher level proficiency. Therefore, translanguaging appears to be viewed from monolingual
approach perspectives rather than from plurilingual.

On the other hand, translanguaging is perceived as an interference which hinders English
language acquisition (Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro,
2020). First, participating teachers think that the use of L1 does not support English learning
because L1 deprives students of target language practice time and, consequently, hinders the
process of English acquisition (Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San
Isidro, 2020). Second, translanguaging is not welcome in the senior grades due to high-stakes
assessments in the target language (Alzhanova, 2020). Finally, some teachers strive for the
exclusive use of English and aim at achieving a monolingual classroom setting which
complies with school policy requirements (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020).

In this light, teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging seem to be ambiguous. There is a
discrepancy between what teachers say and what they do: teachers with positive and negative
perceptions on translanguaging do use students’ linguistic repertoires (Abdrakhmanova, 2017,
Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). Thus, translanguaging is an inevitable
practice which takes place in the formal setting despite the monolingual ideologies teachers
have.

With this in mind, the aforementioned Kazakhstani studies (Abdrakhmanova, 2017;
Alzhanova, 2020; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020) focused on CLIL teachers mostly

providing no information on perceptions of translanguaging from EFL teachers with different
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linguistic backgrounds. Considering Kazakhstani multilingual context, it is essential to
investigate EFL teachers’ perceptions of L1 use with different languages as their mother
tongues since teachers’ perceptions influence teaching practices, and, consequently, affect
students’ academic performance. Moreover, it is important to explore whether teachers’
perceptions vary due to their different mother tongues. Hence, it is crucial to explore how
different or similar Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of
translanguaging are, and how EFL teachers use translanguaging in the classroom setting
considering their perceptions.

Moreover, there is little analysis on how English teaching materials reflect
translanguaging use. Kuandykov (2021) examined EFL teachers’ beliefs about
translanguaging from a private school-lyceum and analysed teaching materials. Kuandykov
(2021) reports that EFL teachers do not tend to incorporate multimodal (video clips, films,
games from the Internet, etc.) or multilingual resources (resources in languages other than
English) in their lesson planning. In addition, Kuandykov (2021) highlights that bilingual
dictionaries were the only multilingual materials in the classroom. It is worth noting that
without multimodal and multilingual resources it is challenging to incorporate pedagogical
translanguaging in the classroom, because translanguaging practices should be strategically
planned (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016). Thus, multimodal and multilingual resources are one of the
components of translanguaging pedagogy.

Consequently, the current study intends to fill the gap in research in Kazakhstan on
translanguaging perceptions and its usage through the comparative lens between Russian and
Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers cohorts. In addition, the current research is aimed at providing

new empirical data that might contribute to literature on how teaching materials reflect
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translanguaging use in the classroom setting among EFL teachers with different linguistic
backgrounds.
Theoretical Framework

To investigate perceptions of and practices with translanguaging of EFL teachers with
different linguistic backgrounds, as well as, how teaching materials reflect translanguaging
use, the conceptual frame which based upon two theories is used in this research: Macaro’s
(2001) teachers’ position theory and Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) teachers’ design.

With regard to Macaro’s (2001) framework, three teachers’ positions theory is applied to
examine EFL teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging considering the degree of L1 use in
teaching practices. The first position, the virtual position, refers to teachers who totally
exclude L1 and promote a target language environment in the classroom. These teachers strive
to gain the classroom setting as in the target country and consider L1 as valueless. Macaro
(2001) notes that in this position L1 is excluded for the reason that teachers are skilled to do
S0.

The second position is maximal position which can be described as the position where
teachers use L1, and yet do not view L1 as pedagogically valued. Teachers address L1 since it
is unattainable to provide a target language environment. Hence, teachers are neither skilled
enough to conduct lessons in the target language, nor aware of an L1 beneficial role.

The third position, optimal, includes the use of L1 and might value L1 as a pedagogical
resource which enhances learning more than exclusive use of L2. Furthermore, teachers who
represent this position tend to explore whether and when the use of L1 is justified in the

classroom.
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Thus, Macaro’s (2001) framework reflects different positions towards the use of L1 in
teaching practice, which is applicable for the current study, since EFL teachers’ perceptions
vary towards the L1 use and its pedagogical value. Moreover, this framework has been used in
international studies by Anderson and Lightfoot (2021), Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), and in
Kazakhstani research, by Tastanbek (2019) and Amaniyazova (2020). Therefore, the choice of
Macaro’s (2001) framework is justified by its recognition within the field of academic
research and suitability to the current study.

The second conceptual frame, Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) teacher’s design is used to
analyze how translanguaging is used by English teachers and how translanguaging-based
materials are applied during lessons. The dimension of teacher’s design focuses on
translanguaging practices and lesson plan design and incorporates the following elements: 1)
provision of activities for learners’ collaboration; 2) use of multimodal resources, such as
various types of text, audio recordings, video clips and other materials from the Internet which
are multilingual (in languages other than the target language); and 3) practices of pedagogical
translanguaging (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016).

To illustrate what a teacher’s design is, teachers might engage students to work
cooperatively by enabling learners to create identity texts. Identity texts are “the products of
students’ creative work or performance carried out within pedagogical space orchestrated by
the classroom teacher” (Cummins & Early, 2011, p. 3). Moreover, Cummins and Early (2011)
state that those texts can be presented in various multimodal forms, such as a written text, a
presentation, a staged play, a video clip in students’ target and home languages. Hence,
translanguaging pedagogical practices encourage students to be creative and draw on their full

linguistic repertoires to use languages critically (Garcia, 2009; Wei, 2011).
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Therefore, this study aims at exploring EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging in
Kazakhstan by applying Macaro’s (2001) framework through the lens of teachers’ position
theory; and contributing to the research on analysis of English teaching materials in the
classroom by Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) framework of teacher’s design dimension.
Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the literature on translanguaging which revealed that
translanguaging is an inevitable phenomenon in multilingual education. It enhances bilingual
education and includes learners’ linguistic repertoires in the classroom. Translanguaging
greatly depends on teachers’ pedagogical practices which are governed by teachers’
perceptions. The studies within the international and local contexts showed that teachers’
perceptions might be a powerful gatekeeper of what teachers do in the classroom and how
they plan their lessons. Thus, teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging practices are complex

and heterogeneous.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The purpose of the chapter is to present the methodological design of the current study,
clarify and justify research approach, research instruments, research site and participants, as
well as data analysis approach. The aim of this study was to examine Russian and Kazakh-
speaking EFL teachers’ perception of translanguaging, how translanguaging is applied in
classroom practices and how it is reflected in teaching materials by answering the following
research questions:

RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?

RQ3: How do the teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?

This chapter focuses on the components of the research methodology. First, the
research design is presented and justified. Then the choice of the research site is clarified. This
is followed by the description of sampling, data collection instruments and procedures. Next,
ethical considerations are outlined. Finally, the conclusion is drawn at the end of the chapter.
Research Approach and Design

A qualitative research approach was used to obtain necessary data to answer the research
questions of this study. Qualitative research is aimed at “exploring a problem and developing
a detailed understanding of a central phenomenon” (Creswell, 2012, p. 16). With regard to the
current study, the central phenomenon is teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging and
translanguaging practices in the classroom setting. The chosen design not only considers

persons’ subjective opinions, experiences, perspectives and thoughts, but also assists in in-
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depth understanding as to how participants of the current study perceive translanguaging
(Dornyei, 2007; Johnson & Christensen, 2017).

As for the research design, a case study was chosen and applied to the current study. A
case study is “an in-depth exploration of a bounded system (e.g., activity, event, process, or
individuals) based on extensive data collection” (Creswell, 2012, p. 465). Since two cohorts of
EFL teachers were compared, Russian and Kazakh-speaking teachers, a collective
(comparative) case study was employed where “a number of cases are studied jointly in order
to investigate a phenomenon or general condition” (Dornyei, 2007, p. 152). Particularly, a
collective case study depicts and compares diverse cases to report an insight of the issue from
multiple perspectives (Creswell, 2012; Creswell & Poth, 2018). Moreover, it is presumed that
investigating several cases leads to better understanding and theorizing (Brantlinger et al.,
2005). In this light, a collective case study was used to explore how two cohorts of Russian
and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers perceive translanguaging which deepened general
understanding of the matter.

Thus, to explore perceptions of translanguaging from EFL teachers with different
linguistic backgrounds, the choice of qualitative research approach and a collective case study
research design are well justified as fitting best the purpose of this study.

Research Sites

The initial research sites of this study were Pavlodar state schools. Pavlodar city was
chosen because the researcher has had working and living experiences in this city which
allowed to start recruitment among EFL teachers who the researcher is acquainted with. As for
state schools, they were chosen because state schools implement the official state curriculum

and follow compulsory educational standards. State schools represent the education system of
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the country and main trends in English teaching practice. Therefore, the researcher recruited
familiar EFL teachers who reside in Pavlodar and work in different Pavlodar state schools.

Since Pavlodar is mainly a Russian-speaking city, the researcher managed to recruit
mostly EFL teachers with Russian language as their mother tongue. In order to find more
Kazakh-speaking teachers from state schools, snowball sampling was applied to recruit
participants whose native language is Kazakh. In this regard, more Kazakh-speaking
respondents were recruited from different Nur-Sultan state schools through snowball
sampling. Therefore, Pavlodar state schools and Nur-Sultan state schools represented the
research sites.
Sampling

10 EFL teachers were recruited to participate in the study: five Russian-speaking
teachers and five Kazakh-speaking teachers who work in state schools in Pavlodar and Nur-
Sultan city. It is important to note that the criteria to recruit participants for this study were a)
mother tongue teachers speak (Russian and Kazakh), b) at least two years of working
experience of teaching English, and c¢) teaching English in senior grades. It should be clarified
that senior grades (9-11 grades) were selected because in these classes students’ English
language proficiency vary within one grade/group ranging from lower to higher English
language levels. These types of grades are called mixed-ability classes and they require more
diverse pedagogical tools and approaches to fulfil students’ needs with different levels of
English language proficiency. Therefore, these three criteria were pivotal in shaping and
selecting the population of the current study.

With regard to participants’ recruitment for this study, first, purposive convenience

sampling was used as some participants are familiar to the researcher through prior living and
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working experiences in Pavlodar. The researcher used text messages or phone calls to contact
those participants. Then, snowball sampling was applied to recruit more participants.
Snowball sampling is a type of sampling in which participants are asked to identify other
participants who agree to become members of the sample (Creswell, 2012). This sampling
was employed due to lack of participants once the current study began. Initially, the researcher
was planning to recruit more participants who are acquainted with the researcher, however,
since it was the end of the second term of a school year, teachers refused to participate due to
their workload at school. Therefore, those participants from the purposive convenience
sampling who agreed to participate in the study were asked to provide the researcher with a
list of at least five potential participants and their contact numbers to recruit more members
for the study.

It is important to highlight that the researcher opted for one random name from the list
and contacted the chosen participant via phone calls/text messages without revealing the name
to those participants who had provided the researcher with the list to ensure. In addition, those
respondents who had provided the researcher with the list of names were told that people from
the list might be or might not be contacted at all because the researcher was only considering
recruiting more participants rather than intending to do so. Hence, six participants were
selected with purposive convenience sampling, whereas four participants were selected with
snowball sampling (see Table 1).

Table 1

Participating Teachers

Teachers’ Languages City Working
numerical codes experience
RST1 Russian, English Pavlodar 5 years

RST2 Russian, English Pavlodar 15 years
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Teachers’ Languages City Working

numerical codes experience
RST3 Russian, English Pavlodar 11 years
RST4 Russian, English Pavlodar 12 years
RST5 Russian, English Pavlodar 18 years
KST1 Russian, English, Kazakh Nur-Sultan 2 years
KST2 Russian, English, Kazakh Nur-Sultan 33 years
KST3 Russian, English, Kazakh Nur-Sultan 15 years
KST4 Russian, English, Kazakh Nur-Sultan 21 years
KST5 Russian, English, Kazakh Pavlodar 5 years

Data Collection Instrument

This section describes the instrument of the current study which was used for data
collection. It also elaborates on the instrument design and its justification.

To collect primary data from EFL teachers, first, one-on-one semi-structured
interviews were chosen as the main data collection instrument for this study. According to
Dornyei (2007), a semi-structured interview offers a compromise between pre-prepared open-
ended questions for an interviewer to elaborate on the studied topic and follow-up questions,
which might occur during the interview, whereas for an interviewee to clarify on interesting
developments of the topic. Thus, it allowed researchers to elicit quite detailed information
(Creswell, 2012). The interview protocol consisted of 14 questions which concentrated on
teaching experience, teaching practice, and EFL teachers’ personal perceptions of the use of
languages other than target in the classroom setting. The questions were mainly designed to
receive a detailed answer starting with the question words, such as what and how. The
questions from the interview protocol which aimed at investigating how EFL teachers
perceive and use translanguaging were designed based on Macaro’s (2001) framework to

identify EFL teachers’ position (see Appendix A).
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Moreover, the second instrument of this study was document analysis of teaching
materials. In this regard, textbooks and supplementary classroom materials were analysed
based on Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) translanguaging design framework considering the range
of languages they represent (other languages that target) and modes (audio recordings, video
clips, different types of text, etc). The analysis of teaching materials was conducted after the
interviews with participating teachers.

The analysis of teaching materials and semi-structured interviews helped the
researcher to corroborate “evidence from methods of data collection (documents and
interviews) in descriptions and themes in qualitative research” (Creswell, 2012, p. 259).
Therefore, such triangulation assured that the study included several sources to report the data
credibly and accurately.

Data Collection Procedures

This section describes the procedures used to collect data for this study.

After attaining the permission from the Nazarbayev University Graduate School of
Education (NUGSE) Ethics Committee, first, potential participants were sent a recruitment
letter with information about the research. The letter also included the reason for contacting,
i.e., an offer to participate in the research, and its purpose (see Appendix B). Upon agreeing to
participate in the study, the date and time were negotiated and arranged according to
participants’ availability and convenience to meet.

It is noteworthy to point out that the interviewees received a consent form via email to
sign prior to the interview (see Appendix C). The consent form outlines the major features of
the research. The respondents were given time to consider whether they were certain about

their choice to participate, and to ensure that there was no pressure to sign the consent form on
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the day of the interview. Moreover, the consent form informed the participants about ethical
considerations, their right to withdraw, skip a question/questions if participants feel
uncomfortable to answer the question(s), or end the interview at any point they feel they do
not want to continue the interview. Moreover, it was stated in the consent form that full
participation in the study required not only to give interviews but also to agree to send to the
researcher teaching materials (textbooks, supplementary materials) used to conduct English
language lessons for document analysis. Finally, the consent form, as well as the researcher,
prior to the interviews assured the interviewees that there was a choice to be interviewed in
either English, Russian or Kazakh. Notably, only one EFL teacher opted for an interview in
English, whereas the other Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers preferred to speak in
Russian.

The interviews with the researcher were conducted via the Zoom platform. Due to the
scale of the pandemic situation within the country, the interviews with the respondents were
purposefully conducted via Zoom. On the one hand, it was aimed at reducing the risk of
getting infected by COVID-19. On the other hand, the interviewees and researcher chose calm
places to be in during the interview that nobody disturbed or heard the conversation between
the researcher and interviewees. Consequently, considering participants’ physical and
psychological well-being, the use of Zoom was justified.

Zoom interviews were video recorded upon the consent EFL teachers had signed.
However, the participants were asked again for permission to video record the interview at the
very beginning of a Zoom meeting. The interviews lasted from approximately 20 to 40

minutes maximum, which allowed the researcher to obtain answers to the research questions.
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There were not any issues with the internet connection, or any other destructive factors, so
interviewees’ responses were audible.

Another point to report is document analysis. It was conducted after the interviews
were conducted. According to the consent form, an electronic version of teaching materials,
such as textbooks and supplementary classroom materials were asked to be sent to
researcher’s email or WhatsApp. It is noteworthy to point out that during the interviews EFL
teachers were kindly reminded to share their teaching resources once the interviews were
finished as it was written in the consent form. Finally, the researcher received the electronic
versions of the textbooks and supplementary materials (grammar/vocabulary books and
internet websites links), sent by all participants at the request.

Data Analysis Procedures

This section aims at providing the description of the steps applied to analyse the
obtained data.

To analyse the data obtained from the interviews Creswell’s (2012) six steps in
analysing and interpreting qualitative data were applied including the following: 1)
transcribing the interviews; 2) coding 3) summarizing codes and converting them into themes;
4) reporting findings 5) reflecting on findings and incorporating literature on the topic; 6)
stating the limitations of the study.

For the first step, the researcher decided not to wait for all 10 interviews to be conducted
to start transcribing, but to transcribe an interview once it was taken (see Appendix D). It was
done with the purpose to reflect on participants’ words and explore whether new topics to
discuss would emerge from the interview. The interviews were transcribed by a hybrid mode

(Microsoft word voice function and by hand). Then, the file documents with the transcribed
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interviews were placed in the password protected folder on the computer and on Google Disk
to ensure the safety of the data in case of a computer failure.

For the next step, the text documents were read thoroughly to start coding. Coding
process is used to “make sense out of text data, divide it into text or image segments, label the
segments with codes” (Creswell, 2012, p. 243). Since the process of coding had been started
and done manually, the margins of the Word documents were used to comment on emergent
topics and to assign codes (see Appendix E). Having read the interviews and coded them, the
similar codes were grouped together to reduce overlapped codes. It is important to note that
the process of reading the interviews repeated multiple times to examine whether new codes
emerged. Therefore, 56 codes were developed under three research questions.

Subsequently, in the third step, 56 codes were reduced to collapse them into themes: two
themes emerged finally for each research question. These six themes were used to report
findings in a narrative discussion to complete the fourth step (Creswell, 2012). It was
important to quote EFL teachers with different linguistic backgrounds for comparative
perspectives and identify multiple perspectives and contrary evidence among Russian and
Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers in the findings chapter.

Finally, the findings were discussed and interpreted in the Discussion chapter to state the
major findings, researcher’s personal reflection on the data and its meaning in comparison
with the used literature, study limitations and suggestions for future studies (Creswell, 2012).
Ethical Considerations

This section presents the steps taken to ensure participants’ confidentiality. Moreover, the
risks of the study are described, as well as the procedures implemented to minimize those

risks.
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Confidentiality

First, the researcher completed the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI)
program training to learn how to conduct research in an ethical way. Subsequently, the
researcher obtained ethical approval from NUGSE Ethic Committee which allowed the

researcher to proceed with starting data collection.

Second, before the data collection started, the researcher had a “pre-interview”
conversation (WhatsApp chat, phone conversations) with the respondents where it was
explained that no personal identifying information (their full names, home addresses, names
of their employer, etc.) would be required, recorded, or revealed while or after conducting the
research. It was emphasized that the consent form secures interviewees’ confidentiality.
Moreover, the respondents were told that they would be assigned a numeric code in order not
to reveal their identities. Therefore, all these actions were taken to protect respondents’

confidentiality.

Third, the interviews were conducted via the Zoom platform to eliminate any
possibilities that the participants might be heard or seen by someone the interviewees would
not want to. Visiting respondents’ workplace to conduct the interviews would be insecure for
interviewees since their colleagues and administration might become aware that EFL teachers
were taking part in the study. Moreover, conducting the interviews in public places might
draw attention to the topic of conversation. Hence, Zoom was used to protect respondents’

identities and their participation from exposure.

Risks of the Research
It was anticipated that participants might feel emotional discomfort or nervousness

during the interviews because they did not know what to expect from the interview or who the
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researcher was. To avoid the risk of psychological harm, the main priority was to build rapport
with interviewees and show nothing but respect before, while and after the interviews. The
interview questions related to the participants’ teaching experiences aimed at building the
atmosphere of sharing rather than judging or criticizing. Moreover, at the beginning of each
interview, the researcher reminded that according to the signed consent form, the respondents
could withdraw from the interview at any point, and skip a question/questions they found
inappropriate to answer. The researchers stated repeatedly that interview recordings would be
only within the researcher’s reach. Hence, the aforementioned actions were done by the
researcher to avoid tension and provide a safe environment during the interviews.

For confidentiality purposes the recordings of meetings were kept on researcher’s
laptop which is protected with the fingerprint password (Touch ID). The folder with the
recordings was duplicated and placed on a protected Google disk account in case of a laptop
failure. The materials related to this study were not shared or discussed with third persons
since one of researcher’s priorities was to ensure data confidentiality.

Finally, it was important to minimize participants’ concerns about the objectivity of the
researcher and interpretation of the data. To avoid bias, reporting objectively on the data
obtained from the participants using appropriate language and APA guidelines was another
priority of the researcher.

Conclusion

The methodology chapter provided the description and justification of the research

approach and design, sampling strategies and research site, research instruments and

procedures of data collection, steps taken to analyse the obtained data, and ethical
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considerations. The next chapter will present the findings based on the analysis of the

collected data.

40
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter aims at reporting the findings that emerged from the data analysis. Since
the purpose of this study is to examine Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’
perceptions of translanguaging, how translanguaging is used in teaching practices, and how
translanguaging use is reflected in teaching materials, the following research questions have
been phrased to address the matter:
RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?
RQ3: How do teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?

The qualitative data were amassed through designed semi-structured interviews and
analysed. The findings are presented under each research question in the following manner: a
brief introduction highlights the main points of the section followed by presented themes and
sub-themes derived from the data analysis. First section introduces findings related to Russian
and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging. Second section presents
the findings on the use of translanguaging for various purposes. Then EFL teachers’ materials
are reported whether they reflect translanguaging use. Finally, the list of the major findings is
presented, and the chapter conclusion is drawn. These major findings will be scrutinized in the
Discussion chapter.

RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL Teachers’ Perceptions of
Translanguaging?
In this part of the findings chapter Russian-speaking teachers’ (RSTs) and Kazakh-

speaking teachers’ (KSTs) perceptions of translanguaging are presented. The data analysis
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revealed that RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions vary, as participants view translanguaging either
negatively or positively. In this light, two main themes emerged: negative and positive
perceptions of translanguaging.

Moreover, it is noteworthy to explain that RSTs stated in the interviews that their L1 is
Russian. These teachers work in Russian as medium of instruction (RMI) schools and use the
Russian language as the only language other than English in their classroom. With regard to
their students, they mostly speak Russian as their L1, however, there might be some students
whose native language could be other languages than Russian. Thus, in this study L1 equals
Russian if it is students’ mother tongue. Conversely, Russian might be students’ second
language (L2) because their L1 may be Kazakh or another language. With this in mind,
translanguaging refers to the use of L1 and L2,

In terms of KSTs, according to the conducted interviews, all KSTs’ L1 is Kazakh.
However, not all teachers work in Kazakh classes. Even though the respondents work with
Kazakh classes, they might use both Kazakh and Russian for interaction. Therefore, the
Kazakh language is either labelled as L1, or as L2 because it might be students’ second
language since their mother tongue might be Russian or another language. Hence, similarly to
RSTs, translanguaging for KSTs in this study is considered as the use of L1 and L2.

Negative Perceptions

This section of the chapter reports findings related to RSTs and KSTs’ negative
perceptions of translanguaging. The findings reflecting teachers’ negative perceptions towards
translanguaging are presented in this section under the following sub-themes: 1) “Stop. Speak

English”; 2) the use of L1/L2 is a “bug-worm”; 3) using L1/L2 is a waste of time.
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“Stop. Speak English”. According to the overwhelming majority of both cohorts,
L1/L2 is perceived as an unwelcome element in the classroom because all students “must
speak only in English” (KST3) where translanguaging is “inappropriate” (KSTS5). The
following responses illustrate the findings best:

No, I stop at once [discussion in groups in Russian]. I say, ‘Stop. Speak English. Try in
English’. (RST4)

[1] try to force them [students] to speak only in English, it happens... What is the point of
coming to the lessons [for students] if they do not hear the language and cannot practice
it? (RST1)

These participants hold the monolingual approach and see the classroom as an English-
only environment and restrict students from addressing their whole linguistic repertoires.
Using L1/L2 is perceived as a threat to English speaking practice time. Moreover,
participating teachers do not tolerate the use of L1/L2 because they believe that English
lessons conducted with L1/L2 are all in vain. In this regard, the interviewees emphasize that
they expect to hear English instead of L1/L2 during EL lessons.

The Use of L1/L2 is a “Bug-worm”. Another finding reflecting negative perceptions
showed that the use of L1/L2 is compared to an unpleasant insect in teachers’ heads which
controls L1/L2 use. This finding reflects the first difference in perceptions of translanguaging
between RSTs and KSTs cohorts. An interesting finding, though expressed by only one RST,
is important to report on because this metaphor for the use of other languages except for target
shows participant’s great disgust and strongly pronounced critique towards the use of L1/L2 in

the classroom setting. This is how this respondent perceives the use of L1/L2:

...we have such a bug-worm in our head, which says that it is easier for a teacher to
explain in Russian very fast... but students don’t remember much, unfortunately. (RST4)
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This finding emphasises that there is a bug-worm in teachers’ heads which presses them
to use Russian rather than English because it is less difficult and requires little effort to clarify
some material. This respondent used such metaphor to illustrate the use of L1/L2 as
detrimental behaviour. In this regard, L1/L2 is perceived as an alien at EL classes. Moreover,
that material, which was explained in Russian, is believed to be forgotten by default. Thus,
this teacher expresses a vigorous denial towards the use of L1/L2 in the classroom.

Using L1 is a Waste of Time. This negative perception of translanguaging relates to
the feeling of guilt when L1/L2 is used at EL lessons. The finding reveals the second
difference in perceptions between RSTs and KSTs cohorts. Even though there is only one
RST who phrased it, this interesting finding characterises an apparent discrepancy of what this
teacher thinks and does. The quote below reflects this discrepancy: “I know that it is a waste
of time when you translate [from English into Russian]” (RST1). Even though this teacher
does translate during English language lessons, she confessed that “it is a waste of time”.
Moreover, the phrase “T know” emphasizes that the interviewee is absolutely sure that it is
common knowledge (translation is a waste of time). Notably, the whole sentence sounds as if
the participant has a feeling of remorse that she knows it is not acceptable, and yet, continues
to do so. Therefore, using L1/L2 to clarify some material through translation is perceived as
erroneous.

With the above in mind, the overwhelming majority of all participants hold negative
perceptions of translanguaging revealing a pure monolingual approach of English language
teaching: all RSTs cohort holds firmly negative perceptions of translanguaging, while only the
majority of KSTs cohort tend to do so. Moreover, it is important to highlight that the findings

reflecting negative perceptions revealed some differences in perceptions of translanguaging
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between RSTs and KSTs cohorts. Although both cohorts seem to strive for a native like
environment at their lessons, only RSTs seem to perceive the use of L1/L2 as something
disgusting and shameful.

Positive Perceptions

Along with negative perceptions of the use of L1/L2, the overwhelming majority of the
participants positively perceive the use of L1/L2 for translanguaging purposes in the
classroom setting. Four sub-themes reflect these major findings and are presented below: 1)
using L1/L2 is a “norm”; 2) using L1/L2 is a necessity; 3) using L1/L2 is beneficial; and 4)
“no right to require 100% knowledge of English”.

It is noteworthy to point out that almost all participating teachers who have negative
perceptions share positive ones as well. In other words, the respondents are inconsistent in
their perceptions by finding the use of L1/L2 unfavourable and beneficial at the same time.
All KSTs and the majority of RSTs have positive perceptions of translanguaging. Hence,
almost each interviewee holds a mixture of perceptions of translanguaging without expressing
prominent ones.

Using L1/L2 is a “Norm”. Almost half of RSTs and KSTs welcome L1/L2 in the
classroom setting perceiving its use as reasonable. The respondents perceive using L1/L2 as a
“norm” (RST3), as something “quite justified” (RSTS) and “surely” used (KST5) in the EL
classroom. In addition, the use of native language (Russian/Kazakh) is perceived not as
something deviant, but on the contrary, as expected. The following quote best illustrates this
finding:

If it is an English lesson, it doesn’t mean that they [students] have to speak in English

all the time [about using native language]...I don’t think that the Russian language
isn’t a norm at the lesson, it is a norm. (RST3)
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The respondents perceive translanguaging as an appropriate practice which takes place in
teaching and learning processes. The respondents are positive about the use of L1/L2
perceiving it as something normal to do in the classroom. Moreover, students’ linguistic
repertoires are seen as a resource that should be effectively used at EL lessons. In this regard,
an English lesson is not a pivotal motive to eliminate students’ L1/L2. Consequently,
participating teachers view the use of L1/L2 as a helpful tool and confirm that there is a room
for L1/L2 in the classroom setting.

Although the respondents were positive about using L1/L2, some participants stated
that they are “okay” with using students’ linguistic repertoires (RSTS), which “is not a
problem” (KST3). In addition, participating teachers clarified that translanguaging practices
are not “prohibited” (RST1, KST1), and said that their students are not “punished” for using
their L1/L2 (KST1). Participating teachers do not perceive the use of L1/L2 as something
fully positive, and yet, translanguaging cannot be eliminated from the EL classroom. In other
words, RSTs and KSTs do not criticize, nor praise the use of L1/L2. Thus, the respondents
might make some concessions to use translanguaging in the classroom setting.

Using L1/L.2 is a Necessity. Less than half of RSTs and KSTs perceive the use of
L1/L2 as a mandatory element in teaching. L1/L2 is seen as a “must” (KST2), a “necessity”
(KST4), and a supportive tool through which “a foreign language is acquired” (KST5). This
finding is best seen in the following quote which summarizes what the respondents stated:

Here my point of view is that the Russian language, i.e., native language, it could be
Russian, or Kazakh in Kazakh classes, must be [used at EL lessons]. (RST3)

The interviewees claim that native language is a necessity in any classroom, whether it

is Russian or Kazakh. The respondents highlight that L1/L2 is crucial and significant.
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Consequently, the participating teachers from both cohorts are driven by the idea that L1/L2 is
a practical element which assists English teaching and learning.

L1/L2 is Beneficial. Another finding reflecting positive perception of translanguaging
reveals that the majority of KSTs cohort perceive the use of L1/L2 as beneficial and practical.
Only KSTs were found to share this positive perception. The respondents from KSTs cohort
voiced several reasons why L1/L.2 might be valuable: the use of translanguaging “speeds up
the process of teaching” (KST1), and “Russian or Kazakh give confidence” (KST4). In this
light, L1/L2 allows to quicken the process of clarification of lesson content and, as a result, to
cover as many tasks as possible. According to teachers’ perceptions, the use of L1/L2 has no
pedagogical value per se, however, its use provides an opportunity to achieve more lesson
objectives and makes students feel more confident while participating in the classroom
activities.

“No Right to Require 100% Knowledge of English”. This finding revealed that it is
inappropriate to necessitate “100% knowledge of English” in state schools. This sub-theme
presents perceptions of translanguaging which derived from the interviews with RSTs cohort
solely. An interesting finding, though expressed by only one RST who voiced an important
aspect accentuating that teachers and learners are not from an English-speaking country and
they should not be expected to be as fluent in English as native speakers are:

...however, I am not a native speaker, | have no right to require 100% knowledge of

English from children [students] since... I don’t know [English] 100% ... it is not

relevant to require from us [teachers] to teach 100% [in English], same as from

children [students] [100%] knowledge [of English]. (RST3)

This teacher expressed a pro-native language opinion referring to the local context.

The respondent admits that only a native English-speaking teacher has the right to demand

100% of English knowledge. In addition, this participant thinks that local EFL teachers cannot
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force students to speak only in English because EFL teachers themselves cannot be expected
to conduct their lessons only in English. Hence, for this interviewee L1/L2 is inevitably
present in the classroom as an essential part of the local context.

To conclude, this section of the finding chapter represents RSTs and KSTs’
perceptions of translanguaging. The findings revealed that the majority of RSTs and KSTs do
not hold clear perceptions of translanguaging as they tended to display conflicting viewpoints
considering translanguaging favourably at one point but less so at another. In other words,
both cohorts of RSTs and KSTs hold perceptions which contain a mixture of monolingual and
plurilingual ideologies. However, there are some participants who have clear and distinctive
perceptions of translanguaging. A comparative analysis of their perceptions revealed that
while some RSTs hold firmly negative perceptions, considering translanguaging as a deviant
practice, several KSTs have strongly positive perceptions of translanguaging treating it as a
valuable asset which enhances the process of learning and teaching.

Moreover, the findings revealed some similarities and differences among RSTs and
KSTs’ perceptions of translanguaging. While negative perceptions were found to be more
prominent among RSTs, KSTs tend to be more positive towards translanguaging use.
Although all participants strive to achieve an English-only environment, RSTs are more prone
to eliminate L1/L2 use since they demonstrate the feeling of disgust and remorse. In addition,
even though both cohorts of RSTs and KSTs perceive translanguaging positively as a
necessary and appropriate pedagogical tool of EL lessons, only KSTs consider the use of
L1/L2 as beneficial strategies to encourage students’ motivation and accelerate the process of
teaching, whereas native speakers objectives are not the goal of English language teaching

among RSTSs (see Table 2).
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Table 2

RSTs and KSTs Perceptions of Translanguaging

Theme Sub-theme RSTs KSTs
Negative English-only classroom setting 1,2,3,45 1,35
perceptions The use of L1/L2 is a “bug-worm” 4 -
Using L1/L2 is a waste of time 1 -
Positive Using L1/L2 is a “norm” 1,35 1,35
perceptions Using L1/L2 is a necessity 3 2,4
L1/L2 is beneficial - 1,2, 4
“No right to require 100% knowledge 3 -
of English”

RQ2: How do Teachers with Different Linguistic Backgrounds Use Translanguaging in
their Teaching?

This section presents research findings on how RSTs and KSTs use translanguaging in
EL classroom. The analysed data revealed two emerging themes: 1) translanguaging as
scaffolding in mixed-ability classes; and 2) translanguaging as an encouraging tool.
Translanguaging as Scaffolding in Mixed-ability Classes

According to the findings, all participants of this study use L1/L2 mostly to scaffold
their low proficiency students during EL lessons. There are six sub-themes emerging from the
data analysis that reflect the use of translanguaging for different purposes: 1) for working on
grammar; 2) for vocabulary clarification; 3) for facilitation of students’ group discussion; 4)
for presenting new content; 5) for raising cultural awareness and promoting the trinity of
languages.

Using L1/L.2 for Working on Grammar. The overwhelming majority of Russian and

Kazakh-speaking interviewees stated that they use L1/L2 to present new grammar material.
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These teachers specified the motivations to do so, such as “giving parallels” (RST4) in
English and L1/L2, or because of the absence of the equivalents of the same grammatical units
in L1/L2, and “complex rules” (KST4) of grammar materials to comprehend. The following
quotes illustrate these findings:

They [students] have difficulties, especially with challenging topics, such as
conditionals, subjunctive mood, of course, it requires Russian language. (RST3)

I use the Kazakh language, especially for grammar explanation...because of the
topics, reported speech, for example. Students do need explanation in Kazakh.
(KST5)

The respondents explained that as English grammar differs from Russian or Kazakh
grammar, there is a necessity of L1/L2 use which facilitates students’ learning process.
Therefore, L1/L2 use is seen as a scaffolding strategy to deal with challenging grammar
materials and ensure students’ comprehension.

Using L1/L.2 for Vocabulary Clarification. The majority of all respondents said that
they use L1/L2 at their lessons to clarify the meaning of new or unfamiliar vocabulary, and to
make the process of clarification of lesson content faster. The quotes below summarise what

the participants stated:

In general, I try to explain vocabulary in English but if it is a challenging term to
understand then, yes, | translate. (RST1)

...if we talk about abstract concepts, then, of course, there will be translation...to
have more time to practice [English]. (RST2)

The main reason to switch to L1/L2 is challenging lexical units to comprehend through
English definitions. RST1 mirrors what the other respondents said. The interviewee explains
that first, she presents vocabulary in English, however, if students are confused, she will
translate. Moreover, participating teachers use translation to make the process of clarification

faster in order to devote more time to produce the target language. Therefore, according to
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these findings, switching to L1/L2 facilitates comprehension of new, or unknown lexical units,
and saves time for speaking activities.

Using L1/L2 to Facilitate Students’ Group Discussion. The majority of Russian and
Kazakh-speaking respondents allow their students to use L1/L2 to facilitate group discussions.
Among the reasons found to use L1/L2 for group work, the participants indicated the diversity
of students’ English language levels within a working group.

Most of the interviewees allow their students to draw on their linguistic repertoires for
the following reason:

...anyway, the final product will be in English, however, if it is difficult [for

students], of course, I will not stop the working process [in Russian], the most

important is that they [students] work. (RST4)

These participants tolerate the use of L1/L2 as long as students present their final work
in English, and it is crucial that students’ discussion is not interrupted. Consequently, the use
of L1/L2 is justified since students speak in English after they have finished their discussion,
and all students have an opportunity to share their ideas on a topic rather than being excluded.

In addition, one interesting finding emerged from the data analysis which explains the
way how the final product from the group discussion might be presented.

In my practice with weaker students, | ask [students] at least to say the words they

know in English [other in Russian], i.e., there is some Russian-English pun... then

some words are remembered by them [students]. (KST4)

This respondent allows students to mix English with Russian words, which students
cannot recall in English, in one sentence. This teacher believes that mixing English and

Russian words helps weaker students to remember some words in English. Furthermore, by

using such practice the interviewee ensures weaker students’ engagement. Hence, the
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participant addresses linguistic inequality and facilitates weaker students’ production of the
target language.

Using L1/L2 to Present a New Topic. This finding revealed that translanguaging is
used for presenting some video materials in Russian and Kazakh on a new topic to deepen
students’ understanding of the content. Showing video clips in languages other than target was
found only among KSTs. The quote below supports this finding:

...we discussed “Jobs” topic and we watched some material in Kazakh.... and

started discussing in English... I use these materials once a week. According to

my students’ academic performance it [using L1/L2 materials] yields results...I

see the progress [in students’ speaking]... (KSTS)

The respondent uses video materials in Kazakh systematically with weaker classes to
introduce new content at her lessons and further, discuss it in the target language. She
considers this practice as a beneficial tool since her students have showcased better academic
performance and their speaking skills have improved. Thus, according to the interviewee,
watching video material in Kazakh is used to facilitate students’ speaking activities.

Likewise, another respondent uses video materials in Kazakh and Russian, however,
her motives to do so differ from the previous participant. It is seen in the quote below:

[I use material] which EI Arna [local TV channel] presented for us... for example, they

speak in English and Russian there. [I use these materials] not because they are in

Russian or Kazakh precisely, but because they are ready to use...we watch them... on

an interactive board... It happens but rarely that | use some material in Russian or

Kazakh. (KST4)

The participant explains her reason to present such materials at the lessons stating that
these video clips are already “ready to use”(KST4) for the interactive board. However, she

clarified that it does not happen on a regular basis. Therefore, this participant uses video

materials in Kazakh and Russian as an additional source rather than a planned translanguaging

pedagogy.
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Using L1/L2 for Raising Cultural Awareness and Promoting the Trinity of
Languages. An interesting finding revealed that translanguaging is employed as a tool to
learn English and through English to broaden knowledge of L1/L2 simultaneously. This
finding is significant to report on, although only one KST was found to do so, because from
this perspective English learning strengthens knowledge of L1/L2 and deepens cultural
awareness knowledge of both languages. The interviewee who voiced it stated the following:

..[L1/L2 is used] when we learn some idioms or proverbs [in English], i.e., for cultural
comparison. (KST4)

This teacher believes that learning the English language enhances the knowledge of
L1/L2 through comparison. Her quote refers to cultural aspects of each language (English and
L1/L2). The respondent states that comparing various idioms and proverbs in different
languages indicates cultural peculiarities and fosters sociocultural development in the English
and Kazakh languages. Thus, the use of L1/L2 is used for broadening sociocultural
knowledge.

Moreover, this respondent stated that it is important to promote the trinity of languages
at EL lessons. The following quote best depicts this finding: “...in this case I use the trinity of
languages, i.e., what is the word in Russian, Kazakh and English?” (KST4). This participant
translates English words into Russian and Kazakh for a specific purpose. She aims at
presenting words in three different languages for students to extend their vocabulary in three
languages. The respondent believes that it might be one of the ways to advocate the trinity of
languages. Consequently, the interviewee draws a systematic comparison among lexical units
of three languages and encourages students to learn new words in English, Kazakh, and
Russian.

Translanguaging as an Encouraging Tool
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According to the majority of RSTs and KSTs, translanguaging is found to be used to
support students and encourage them to participate in the academic process. Moreover, the use
of L1/L2 inspires students to cope with challenges and feel engaged at EL lessons. Two sub-
themes report these significant findings: 1) ensuring students’ engagement; 2) bolstering
students’ motivation.

Ensuring Students’ Engagement. More than half of the participants of this study
explained that the use of L1/L2 reinforces students’ participation during EL lessons. The
respondents emphasized that all students should be heard and included in the classroom. The
participating teachers explained that students’ capability to “express” and ‘““share” their
thoughts matters the most “even in Russian” (RST2, KST2). Moreover, it is important for
some of them that weaker students “don’t feel left out” (KST1).

EFL teachers tend to accept students’ answers in L1/L.2 to address linguistic inequality.
The interviewees do not ignore those students whose levels of language proficiency do not
suffice to give a proper answer in the target language. Therefore, the respondents accept
students’ answers in languages other than English to encourage students with a lower level to
actively participate during EL lessons and feel involved.

Bolstering Students’ Motivation. Several participants mentioned that they use L1/L.2
as a tool to motivate students to participate during EL lessons. The following quotes best
illustrate this finding:

If we prohibit them [students] from using native language, ...motivation, simply,
will be lost. (RST2)

If we now forbid them to use their mother tongue, they will go into their shell and
lose motivation. At least they will share their interesting ideas in Russian. (KST2)
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The respondents sincerely believe that students” L1/L.2 and motivation are interrelated.
They emphasised that once L1/L2 is prohibited, it will lead to motivation loss and resistance
to participate in activities. The second participant used the phrase “at least” (KST2) which
means that lesser evil is to allow students to speak in Russian and be included in discussions
rather than being left out. Thus, the use of L1/L2 is seen as an encouraging strategy to
generate necessary motivation to be active instead of being in a “shell” (KST2) and silent.

To conclude, both cohorts of RSTs and KSTs use L1/L2 similarly to scaffold students
during various activities at EL lessons and motivate students’ engagement allowing them to
draw on their full linguistic repertoires. However, what distinguishes RSTs from KSTs is that
KSTs are more prone to use translanguaging diversely: KSTs design lessons which include
video materials in languages other than English and use L1/L2 for raising cultural awareness
and promoting the trinity of languages. Thus, according to the findings, KSTs use
translanguaging more purposefully than RSTs do (see Table 3).

Table 3

Translanguaging Use by RSTs and KSTs

Theme Sub-theme RSTs KSTs
Translanguaging as  Using L1/L2 for working on 2,3,4 1,345
scaffolding in grammar
mixed-ability classes Using L1/L2 for vocabulary 1,23 1,23
clarification
Using L1/L2 to facilitate students’ 4.5 1,345
group discussion
Using L1/L2 to present a new topic - 4,5
Using L1/L2 for cultural awareness - 4
Translanguaging as  Ensuring students’ engagement 1,2, 3 1,25
an encouraging tool  Bolstering students’ motivation 2 2,4

RQ3: How do Teaching Materials Reflect Translanguaging Use?
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The overwhelming majority of RSTs and KSTs’ materials were found to be in the
target language which reflects the monolingual approach orientation. This part of the chapter
reports on the findings on the use of teaching materials in languages other than English. The
findings on teachers’ materials are presented in this section under two themes: 1) classroom
dictionaries; and 2) video materials. The data analysis revealed that teaching materials
reflecting translanguaging use at EL lessons are not diverse.

Classroom Dictionaries

According to almost all respondents, dictionaries of different types can be found in the
classroom to scaffold the process of learning by clarifying challenging vocabulary. Two types
of dictionaries were found to be used in the classroom setting: 1) multilingual dictionaries;
and 2) bilingual dictionaries.

Multilingual Dictionaries. The overwhelming majority of the participants reported
that they have multilingual dictionaries (English-Russian-Kazakh) provided at the end of
students’ textbooks. One interviewee clarified what textbook her students use:

We have textbooks. It is for science schools, “Action for Kazakhstan”...at the back
of the book there is a dictionary in three languages: English, Kazakh, Russian.
(KST1)

This teacher describes the textbook published by Atamura (“Action for Kazakhstan
Science Schools”) for senior Maths classes. In addition, during the interviews with the other
respondents, such textbooks as “Excel for Kazakhstan” and “Aspect for Kazakhstan Grammar
Schools”, both published by Express Publishing, were mentioned. These textbooks were
specially designed for Kazakhstani schools for regular and humanitarian classes respectively.
Likewise, all these textbooks contain an English-Kazakh-Russian dictionary at the end.

Hence, multilingual dictionaries, provided in the official textbooks, might be considered as a
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tool to promote the trinity of languages, as well as these textbook dictionaries may serve
translanguaging purposes.

Bilingual Dictionaries. Less than half of the interviewees said that bilingual
dictionaries are in open access in their classroom. These teachers emphasized that the number
of bilingual dictionaries does not suffice the number of their students at EL lessons. The
following quote illustrates this finding best:

Dictionaries, in general, are in the classroom, yes, but few, we don’t have enough for
all children[students]... monolingual and bilingual [dictionaries]. (KST5)

In this regard, classroom bilingual dictionaries additionally to multilingual dictionaries
represent published materials which reflect the use of L1/L2 for both cohorts of participating
EFL teachers. However, these dictionaries seem to be supplementary teaching materials rather
than instructional ones.

Video Materials

The findings under this sub-section report on video clips in languages other than
English that are used for teaching purposes. It is noteworthy to point out that from RTSs and
KSTs cohorts only a few KSTs use video materials in Kazakh and Russian in the classroom
setting.

KSTs were found to use short video clips in the Kazakh and Russian languages to
present new topics. One of the respondents stated that she uses videos only in Kazakh with
weaker classes once a week for pedagogical translanguaging. The interviewee shared her
opinion and reasons in the extract below:

They [students] have problems with speaking... we watch video in Kazakh and start

discussing in English... I ask different concept checking questions... | see some
progress [in students’ speaking]. (KST5)
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This teacher explained that video materials in Kazakh are used to facilitate classroom
discussion because students fully comprehend the content of the video and know what to say
when the teacher asks questions. The respondent explained that this practice helps to focus on
students’ productive skills rather than students’ comprehension. In this light, video clips in
Kazakh are used with instructional purposes on a regular basis to facilitate development of
students’ speaking skills.

In the same vein, another participant said that she uses video materials in languages
other than English, but she does not do it often. The respondent said that video clips are in
Kazakh and Russian, and they are taken from a reliable source. However, compared to the
previous interviewee who uses videos for pedagogical purposes, this teacher presents video
materials because their use fulfils the requirement to include technology in classroom
practices. It is seen in the following extract:

....I use materials in Russian and Kazakh... they have been specially made [by El

Arna] for lessons and we watch them [video clips in Russian and Kazakh]... they

include some activities and we do them ...on the [interactive] board. (KST4)

The respondent sees an opportunity to involve technology during her lessons by
watching and doing activities on the interactive board. Significantly, this teacher highlighted
that she does not find video materials in Russian or Kazakh beneficial for pedagogical
purposes, as well as she does not use them often. She uses videos in languages other than
target because they are ready-to-use and fulfil the requirements to apply technology during EL
lessons. In other words, even though this participant uses videos in Russian and Kazakh, she
does not do it for translanguaging purposes, and her motive to do so is simply to employ

technology to meet school policy requirements.



EFL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF TRANSLANGUAGING 59

Overall, the findings reveal that scant amount of multimodal (videos, audio recordings,
various types of text, etc.) and multilingual (in languages other than target) materials is used to
teach English. The main types of materials are found to be dictionaries and video clips.
Significantly, bilingual dictionaries are present mostly in classrooms of RSTs, whereas
multilingual dictionaries are in possession of all KSTs. Video materials in Russian and
Kazakh are found among KSTs, however these materials are used for different reasons. One
participant regularly uses video clips for pedagogical purposes, whereas another interviewee
occasionally uses videos to meet school policy requirements to employ technology in
classroom practices. In addition, there is only one teacher who uses bilingual, multilingual
dictionaries, and video materials in languages other than English (see Table 4).

Table 4

Teaching Materials in Languages Other than English

Teaching Dictionaries Video Materials
materials Bilingual Multilingual Video in languages
dictionaries dictionaries other than English
RSTs 1,2,5 4;5 -
KSTs 5 1,2;3;4;5 4;5

List of the Key Findings
According to the data analysis, the main findings can be summarised following way:
1. The majority of the respondents from both RSTs and KSTs cohorts do not hold clear
perceptions of translanguaging considering it as favourable on one side, and not
admittable, on the other. This demonstrates that RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions contain a

mixture of monolingual and plurilingual ideologies.
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2. Whilst some RSTs are likely to embrace a firmly negative stance on translanguaging
supporting purism ideologies, a few KSTs mainly hold positive perceptions by
welcoming translanguaging practices in the classroom setting.

3. AIllI RSTs and KSTs apply translanguaging to scaffold low proficiency students in the
classroom setting with the overwhelming majority of RSTs and KSTs using L1/L2
also to encourage students’ motivation and ensure their participation in the classroom
activities.

4. The findings reveal that KSTs are more flexible and open towards the use of
translanguaging practices in the classroom setting than RSTs since KSTs were found
to show more diversity in using translanguaging in teaching English.

5. The findings relating to RSTs and KSTs’ teaching materials show that multimodal
(videos, audio recordings, various types of text, etc.) and multilingual (in languages
other than target) materials are scarcely used for translanguaging purposes during EL
lessons, which results in scant presence of translanguaging design for teaching
purposes.

6. Planned translanguaging pedagogy was found to be practised among KSTs. In other
words, there is a tendency among KSTs to view students’ linguistic repertoires as a
valuable resource to draw on for pedagogical purposes and to design such lessons
which include multimodal and multilingual teaching materials to scaffold students’
learning.

Conclusion
This chapter presented the findings of analysed data on RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions

of translanguaging, its use in the classroom setting, and whether teaching materials reflect
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translanguaging use. According to the findings, RSTs and KSTs have positive and negative
perceptions of translanguaging. The data revealed that the majority of the respondents hold
mixed perceptions with only a few participating teachers perceiving translanguaging
distinctively. With regard to the use of L1/L2 at EL lessons, RSTs and KSTs are found to use
translanguaging quite similarly, although KSTs cohort is more diverse in using L1/L2 to
scaffold the process of learning. Finally, the analysis of teaching materials showed that both
RSTs and KSTs cohorts use multilingual and bilingual dictionaries in the classroom.
However, apart from dictionaries, the findings reveal that video materials in other languages
than target are used among KSTs who tend to draw on students’ linguistic repertoires for
pedagogical purposes. The next chapter will focus on interpreting the key findings in relation

to the conceptual frame of the current study, and literature in detail.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter discusses the findings, presented in the previous chapter, in relation to
Macaro’s (2001) and Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) conceptual frame, as well as previous
research. The purpose of this study has been to examine Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL
teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging, translanguaging use in classroom practices, and how
teaching materials reflect translanguaging use by answering the following research questions:
RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?

RQ3: How do teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?

The chapter is divided by the research questions into three sections as it has been done in
the previous chapter to discuss the findings related to each research question. The first section
aims at explaining the mixture of RSTs and KSTs’s perceptions of translanguaging, and
possible reasons why participants’ perceptions differ. The second section discusses how
translanguaging is used in the classroom setting by RSTs and KSTs. The third section is
devoted to the use of teaching materials for translanguaging purposes during EL lessons.
Finally, the conclusion is drawn to outline the importance of the findings and implications.
RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL Teachers’ Perceptions of
Translanguaging?

This research question aimed to investigate how the respondents perceive translanguaging
in the classroom settings. The majority of RSTs and KSTs were found to hold positive and
negative perceptions of translanguaging practices. Significantly, almost all teachers do not

have clear perceptions of translanguaging. Hence, they hold a mixture of perceptions which
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mirrors a discrepancy between negative perceptions of translanguaging due to teachers’
monolingual ideologies, and classroom practices which require the use of L1/L2 to fulfil
students’ needs of mixed-ability classes.

Finding 1: The majority of the respondents from both RSTs and KSTs cohorts do not hold
clear perceptions of translanguaging considering it as favourable on one side, and not
admittable, on the other. This demonstrates that RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions contain a
mixture of monolingual and plurilingual ideologies.

This finding illustrates the mixture in RSTs and KSTs’ understanding of how
translanguaging can be conceptualized. One the one hand, the use of L1/L2 is seen as a waste
of time, a “bug-worm” in teachers’ heads which badly influences their teaching practices and
students’ academic performance. In addition, almost all RSTs and KSTs tend to exclude
languages other than English from their teaching practices in order to achieve a native-like
environment. The present finding appears to be consistent with the previous research by
Amaniyazova (2020), Manan and Tul-Kubra (2020) who concluded that the respondents of
their studies are prone to a monolingual approach and believe that students’ native language
negatively affects the process of learning English.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of RSTs and KSTs of this study perceive the use
of L1/L2 as an intervention. It can be explained that the use of native language has been
traditionally viewed as negative interference in language learning which impedes the process
of target language acquisition (Auerbach, 1993; Garcia & Wei, 2014; Hornberger & Link,
2012). According to the monolingual approach, languages other than target are seen as deviant
and should be eliminated (Cook, 2001). Therefore, RSTs and KSTs in the current study who

share negative perceptions of translanguaging hold the virtual position, according to Macaro’s
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(2001) conceptual frame, and strive for total exclusion of the use of L1 because in their
perceptions it has no pedagogical value, as well as it hinders to build “the target country” in
their classroom (Macaro, 2001, p. 535).

On the other hand, those RSTs and KSTs who support the use of translanguaging perceive
the use of L1/L2 as a beneficial practice. They treat other languages as a norm and necessity
to be drawn on in mixed-ability classes. Hence, the participants voiced with emphasis that
students’ L1/L2 should be an essential element in their classroom to foster the process of
teaching and learning. This finding fully supports the findings from previous research by Fang
and Liu (2020) who found that the majority of participants in their study view translanguaging
as an important asset for learning and teaching purposes in classes with students of lower
English language proficiency. Consequently, according to Macaro’s (2001) conceptual frame,
those RSTs and KSTs who perceive translanguaging practices as beneficial hold optimal
position since L1 is pedagogically valued and used to enhance the process of learning in the
classroom setting.

Another point to highlight is that RSTs and KSTs cohorts perceive translanguaging as the
process of meaning making which maximizes language learning by using more than one
language in the classroom setting (Baker, 2011; Makalela, 2015). In addition, translanguaging
assists in facilitating pedagogical process, enhancing students’ inclusion and participation in
classroom activities (Allard, 2017). With this in mind, ambiguous perceptions of
translanguaging, held by the majority of RSTs and KSTs, may be influenced by the ideology
of the monolingual approach, and an endeavour to fulfil students’ needs by drawing on the

whole linguistic repertoire (Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2014).
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Another reason for such a mixture of RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions might be the conflict
between state school policy requirements and the necessity to provide students with access to
curricular content. The majority of RSTs and KSTs stated that they usually deliberately
eliminate the use of L1/L2 from their lessons while they are being observed by school
administration. Participating teachers explained that they are expected to teach in the target
language to adhere to the state school requirements. However, RSTs and KSTs are concerned
that they need to find a way to conduct lessons that engage all students. In this view, RSTs
and KSTs appear to be driven by this concern to use translanguaging despite their
monolingual stance or/and school policy. This finding partially supports research conducted
by Lasagabaster (2017) who investigated the role of L1 in CLIL classes and found that CLIL
teachers have to juggle school policy adherence to keep languages apart with content
accessibility through the use of L1. However, while CLIL teachers of Lasagabaster’s (2017)
study were found to be positive towards the use of translanguaging considering it as natural
and beneficial, RSTs and KSTs of the current study tend to have mixed perceptions of
translanguaging.

Finding 2: Whilst some RSTs are likely to embrace a firmly negative stance on
translanguaging supporting purism ideologies, a few KSTs mainly hold positive perceptions
by welcoming translanguaging practices in the classroom setting.

This finding refers to RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions on translanguaging. Significantly,
during the interviews several RSTs were strongly negative about translanguaging use
expressing puristic ideologies and highlighting that languages should not be mixed. It is
noteworthy that RSTs draw on L1/L2 only in case their students do not comprehend material

which has been previously presented and clarified in the target language. In this regard,
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according to Macaro’s (2001) conceptual frame, RSTs hold the maximal position, which
relates to teaching practices where L1 is of no pedagogical value and used by teachers as the
last resort since all attempts to explain material in English fail. Despite the fact that L1/L2 is
used as the last resort, these RSTs’ dream is to conduct lessons only in English. This finding is
consistent with those of Kaipnazarova (2020) who found that EL teachers of her study strive
for the exclusive use of English as their end-goal. This desire might be rooted in personal
experience of learning and the manner that these RSTs were taught by their former teachers
and professors (Borg, 2003; Lortie, 1975). Another reason could echo the assumption that a
foreign language should be acquired “the way in which monolingual children acquire their
first language™ (Cook, 2001, p. 406). Therefore, there are no other languages except target and
teaching practice mimics L1 acquisition characteristics (Cook, 2001).

In addition, RSTs mentioned the courses provided by the Ministry of Education and
Science where they were trained to conduct EL lessons in the target language several years
ago. These courses aid professional development and are obligatory for state schoolteachers.
RSTs stated that the whole course was delivered in the English language. In this regard,
professional development training might influence teachers’ beliefs as to how they should
perform in the classroom (Pettit, 2011). Consequently, teachers might mirror a long-lasting
ideology to avoid interactions between languages which can affect English acquisition
dramatically (Gorter & Arocena, 2020; Phillipson, 1992).

On the contrary, a few KSTs welcome the use of languages other than English because
they see pedagogical value in translanguaging. Thus, with regard to Macaro’s (2001)
conceptual frame, the respondents hold the optimal position which views L1 as a pedagogical

tool to enhance the process of learning. KSTs use students’ linguistic repertoires judiciously to
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facilitate language learning and tend to justify the use of L1/L2 in the formal setting (Doiz &
Lasagabaster, 2017; Macaro, 2001). This finding fully supports Akhmetova’s (2021) findings
who stated that the majority of the respondents of her study fall back on students’ L1 for
meaning making while teaching complex grammar, vocabulary and elaborating on the content.

It could be proposed that one of the possible reasons for positive perceptions of
translanguaging might be the tendency of KSTs to mix languages (Kazakh and Russian)
outside the classroom. Even though KSTs’ native language is Kazakh, and the respondents are
proficient users of Russian and English, they mix languages in everyday life as a habit
(Kazakh, Russian and English). Consequently, these teachers use their whole linguistic
repertoires in order to make meaning in various sociocultural situations (Garcia, 2009; Garcia
& Wei, 2014). As a result, KSTs embrace translanguaging in the classroom setting because
they value students’ languages which assist in developing English as a weaker language
(Garcia & Wei, 2014; Lewis et al., 2012; Rowe, 2018).

Interestingly, likewise as RSTs, KSTs took similar courses which provide state teachers
with professional development. However, the respondents still do address languages other
than target in classroom practices, even though the course program encouraged them to adopt
an English-only approach. Pajares (1992) explained that some beliefs might be highly resistant
to alter. Moreover, years of teaching experience affect what teachers believe and the way they
perform in the classroom setting (Pettit, 2011). One of the interviewees’ teaching experience
is more than 20 years, whereas the second teacher has been teaching more than 30 years.
These KST respondents highlight that their teaching experience has taught them to prioritize

their students’ needs despite the school policy requirements. In this respect, KSTs are student-
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directed as they tend to be flexible and meet low proficiency students’ needs (Garcia & Kleyn,
2016; Vogel & Garcia, 2017).

This finding might be significant to explain the difference between RSTs and KSTs’
perceptions of translanguaging. RSTs support monolingual objectives since they do not tend
to mix languages neither in the classroom, nor outside. RSTs believe that languages should be
used separately and any attempt to mix them should be terminated. However, KSTs view
language mixing as a natural and habitual phenomenon and, therefore, they accept and
welcome translanguaging practices.

The first two findings under discussion reflecting the answers to the first question show
that RSTs and KSTs have little or no awareness of what current perspectives on
translanguaging are, and, as a result, they have mixed perceptions of translanguaging. Since
the main aim of translanguaging practices is to facilitate the process of language teaching and
learning, policymakers are recommended, first, to be trained/informed of what pedagogical
translanguaging is and how it might be incorporated into Kazakhstani curriculum; and second,
to enlighten local EFL teachers in regard to pedagogical translanguaging, its benefits and
practical implementation by delivering professional development courses. Another implication
is that school administrations are suggested to be more supportive and give EFL teachers more
freedom to use students’ linguistic repertoires strategically at EL lessons to enhance the
process of language learning.

RQ2: How do Teachers with Different Linguistic Backgrounds Use Translanguaging in
their Teaching?

The purpose of the second research question was to explore how translanguaging is used

during EL lessons. It was found that both cohorts of RSTs and KSTs use translanguaging as
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scaffolding in mixed-ability classes and an encouraging tool. However, some KSTs apply
translanguaging for a wider range of purposes than RSTs do which is in consistency with
KSTs’ positive perceptions of the use of L1/L2.

Finding 3: All RSTs and KSTs apply translanguaging to scaffold low proficiency
students in the classroom setting with the overwhelming majority of RSTs and KSTs using
L1/L2 also to encourage students’ motivation and ensure their participation in the
classroom activities.

All RSTs and KSTs use translanguaging to scaffold students in mixed-ability classes.
RSTs and KSTs address students’ linguistic repertoires to explain complex grammar and
vocabulary, as well as to facilitate group discussion. Teachers prefer to shuffle between
languages mostly when: a) English grammar is challenging for students to grasp; b)
vocabulary definitions in the target language are incomprehensible; and c) students of
different English proficiency levels have group discussion. This finding partially supports the
findings from Wang’s (2016) study who classified translanguaging practices: teacher-initiated
and student-initiated translanguaging. The first group contains explanatory strategies which
aim at providing “cognitive or metalinguistic scaffolding for meaning-making activities” such
as clarifying complex grammar rules and lexical units (Wang, 2016, p. 7). Notably, Wang
(2016) reports that her participants also use L1 to interpret cultural meaning of English
vocabulary, whereas RSTs and KSTs cohorts of this study were not found to do so. In
addition, the finding that RSTs and KSTs allow students to draw on their whole linguistic
repertoires to facilitate group discussion is in compliance with a previous study conducted by
Alzhanova (2020). She explored English as Medium of Instruction (EMI) content teachers’

perspectives on translanguaging practices. According to Alzhanova (2020), EMI content
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teachers of her study welcome languages other than English during students’ pair and group
discussions. Moreover, EMI content teachers explained that students can use any language
from their linguistic repertoires to interact in the classroom (Alzhanova, 2020).

Apart from scaffolding students in mixed-ability classes, the overwhelming majority of
RSTs and KSTs fall back on translanguaging pursuing two major aims: to bolster students’
motivation and ensure students’ engagement. RSTs and KSTs motivate weaker students to
participate in the classroom activities by welcoming the use of their full linguistic repertoires
to express complex thoughts and opinions. This finding is in compliance with Allard’s (2017),
Yuvayapan’s (2019), Garcia and Wei’s (2014), and Otheguy et al.’s (2015) studies which
revealed that their participants view translanguaging as a beneficial tool. Allard’s (2017) study
showed that English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers accept students’ answers in
languages other than target while discussing the curricular content which increases students’
participation. Moreover, Yuvayapan (2019) reports that EFL teachers of her study find the use
of L1 helpful since it assists in increasing students’ motivation to learn the English language.
Consequently, translanguaging engages students in the process of learning and builds up
learners' confidence by empowering them in the classroom setting (Garcia & Wei, 2014;
Otheguy et al., 2015).

Hence, the reason from RSTs and KSTs to draw on students’ L1/L2 might be a motive to
provide them with greater content understanding of EL lessons, address linguistic inequality
and support students’ socioemotional development (Baker, 2011; Garcia et al., 2017; Garcia &
Wei, 2014). Significantly, RSTs and KSTs shuffle between languages systematically and
deliberately as students’ feedback (facial expressions, answers to concept checking questions)

signals that L1/L2 assistance is needed. In this light, the overwhelming majority of RSTs and
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KSTs are flexible in making changes and willing to respond to students’ feedback (Garcia &
Kleyn, 2016; Vogel & Garcia, 2017).

This finding might imply that it is inevitable to address students’ L.1/L.2 in teaching
practices in order to make curriculum content accessible in mixed-ability classes. Since L1/L2
is seen either as the last resort or as a pedagogical tool, it is used in any events. Thus, to make
the use of L1/L2 more beneficial, strategical, and practical, it is recommended to
conceptualize what pedagogical translanguaging is, elaborate on its advantages, and present
strategies to Kazakhstani English teachers which may foster teaching and learning processes.
Finding 4: The findings reveal that KSTs are more flexible and open towards the use of
translanguaging practices in the classroom setting than RSTs since KSTs were found to
show more diversity in using translanguaging in teaching English.

The majority of KSTs cohort were found to be more diverse in applying translanguaging
during EL lessons than RSTs cohort. As it was mentioned in the previous section, both RSTs
and KSTs use L1/L2 to scaffold students in mixed-ability classes by clarifying challenging
grammatical and lexical materials, as well as facilitating students’ group discussion.
Moreover, translanguaging is used to bolster students’ motivation and ensure students’
engagement in classroom activities. However, there is a noticeable difference in the way
translanguaging practices are used between RSTs and KSTs cohorts. Only KSTs were found
to draw on students’ L1/L2: a) to show video materials in languages other than target to
present a new topic; and b) to raise cultural awareness and promote the trinity of languages
during EL lessons through translating English words into Russian and Kazakh.

This finding partially supports previous studies conducted by Anderson and Lightfoot

(2018), Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), and Alzhanova (2020) who reported that some of their
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participants occasionally use materials in L1, such as videos, audio recordings and visual
materials. However, RSTs and KSTs of this study were not found to use all these resources
except videos in Kazakh and Russian. In addition, the finding which revealed that EL lessons
are used to promote the trinity of languages is in partial compliance with Akhmetova’s (2021)
study who found among her respondents the tendency to practise the Kazakh language during
EL lessons to motivate learners to use Kazakh more often. With regard to the current study,
KSTs tend to expand students’ vocabulary of three languages (English, Kazakh and Russian)
at EL lessons rather than allocate lesson time to practise speaking in the Kazakh language.

It is important to note that KSTs are systematic in the use of L1/L2 and view it as a
beneficial tool. KSTs do not treat L1/L2 as a hindrance to the target language acquisition, on
the contrary, KSTs value the opportunity to draw on students’ linguistic repertoires for
teaching purposes. In this light, the use of L1/L2 is in full support of Ruiz’s (1984) language-
as-a-resource orientation because L1/L2 is valued and considered to have a positive impact on
students’ academic achievements. With regard to promotion of the trinity of languages, the
teacher, who presents English-Kazakh-Russian translations at EL lessons, appears to deem her
linguistic repertoire with no boundaries among the languages she speaks, i.e., as holistic
(Baker, 2011). This participating teacher strives to instil this viewpoint into her students to
maximize the process of learning and to attain balanced knowledge among three languages
(Fang & Lui, 2020). Therefore, in order to clarify how beneficial students’ linguistic
repertoires might be at EL lessons, it is recommended to promote translanguaging use and its
advantages from Ruiz’s (1984) language-as-a-resource orientation perspectives.

RQ3: How do Teaching Materials Reflect Translanguaging Use?
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This research question examined how teaching materials reflect translanguaging use.
Even though teaching materials appear to be mostly monolingual, there are several KSTs
whose teaching materials reflect translanguaging use. One of KSTs occasionally uses
materials in languages other than target to engage an interactive board in the classroom,
whereas the second KST uses translanguaging strategically as a pedagogical tool on a regular
basis.

Finding 5: The findings relating to RSTs and KSTs’ teaching materials show that
multimodal (videos, audio recordings, various types of text, etc.) and multilingual (in
languages other than target) materials are scarcely used for translanguaging purposes
during EL lessons, which results in scant presence of translanguaging design for teaching
purposes.

This finding refers to the lack of planned translanguaging pedagogy in teaching materials.
The respondents of this study stated that they use textbooks in the target language with the
exceptions of bilingual and multilingual dictionaries. Notably, bilingual dictionaries are found
to be present mostly in RSTs’ classrooms, whereas all KSTs use multilingual dictionaries.
Since RSTs appear to be fluent in two languages (Russian and English), their needs could be
fulfilled by bilingual dictionaries, whereas KSTs’ linguistic repertoires are wider and require
the use of multilingual dictionaries which fit their diverse language practices.

Moreover, the overwhelming majority prefer to use extra worksheets and video/audio
materials in English from authoritative and recognized sources. This finding is in compliance
with the study conducted by Kuandykov (2021) who reported that the only reference to
translanguaging design was the presence of bilingual dictionaries. Kuandykov (2021) also

concluded that translanguaging design is of scant planning. Therefore, there is very little
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strategic planning for translanguaging pedagogical design which includes students’ linguistic
repertoires.

According to Garcia and Kleyn (2016), one of the components of translanguaging design
is students’ provision with multimodal and multilingual resources. In other words, such
materials as video, audio, and various types of text in languages other than target should be
incorporated into EL lessons. These types of resources aim at ensuring an efficient process of
learning by including students’ language practices (Kleyn & Garcia, 2019; Vogel & Garcia,
2017). However, finding from this study reveals that almost all RSTs and KSTs do not
incorporate multimodal and multilingual resources in their lesson plans. Consequently,
according to Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) conceptual frame of the current study, there is scant
presence of translanguaging pedagogical design in RSTs and KSTs’ teaching materials in the
classroom setting.

This finding shows that curriculum designers, as well as RSTs and KSTs are prone to the
monolingual approach and do not appear to consider planned translanguaging pedagogy as an
element of teaching practices. Since the main aim of English language curriculum designers
and teachers is to assist students with target language acquisition, it might be assumed that
monolingual resources do not suffice in the Kazakhstani context. It is likely that students learn
English as their third or fourth language which from plurilingual perspectives could be seen as
an advantage to include their linguistic repertoires to facilitate students’ learning process.
Consequently, the implementation is that curriculum designers should consider a multilingual
context where students’ language practices are seen as a strength rather than an interference.
Finding 6: Planned translanguaging pedagogy was found to be practised among KSTs. In

other words, there is a tendency among KSTs to view students’ linguistic repertoires as a
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valuable resource to draw on for pedagogical purposes and to design such lessons which
include multimodal and multilingual teaching materials to scaffold students’ learning.
Interestingly, one KST, who has positive perceptions of translanguaging, stated that she
uses video materials in Kazakh with weaker classes to present a new topic on a regular basis.
She said that she conducts such lessons once a week and plans follow-up activities according
to the videos in L1/L2 to discuss the content in English. This teacher explained that she started
using video materials after students’ feedback: students found it challenging to comprehend
materials in the target language and they offered to include videos in Kazakh into their
lessons. Thus, the respondent claims that students’ speaking skills have improved and there is
some progress in their academic performance. This finding on planned translanguaging
pedagogy and its effectiveness partially supports a mixed-method study by Galante (2020a)
whose focus was on academic vocabulary. In Galante’s (2020a) research there were two
groups of learners in a 12-week program: planned translanguaging pedagogy was applied to
teach the first group, whereas the second group was not allowed to use any languages except
English. Even though the curriculum was the same for both groups, the tasks for the first
group contained translanguaging, and for the second group the tasks were in the target
language. Results showed that the translanguaging group scored significantly higher in the test
on academic vocabulary than the monolingual group by the end of the program (Galante,
2020a). The findings of Galante’s (2020a) research, as well as the current study, suggest that
translanguaging enhances students’ academic performance in English. However, in Galante’s
(2020a) research translanguaging was used to foster the process of learning academic
vocabulary, whereas the respondent of the current study states that planned translanguaging

pedagogy was used to improve students’ speaking skills.
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It is noteworthy to point out that translanguaging pedagogy can be called so when three
components are present: stance, design, and shift (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016). To illustrate, KST1
values her students’ linguistic repertoire and uses it as a resource to enhance the learning
process. She stated that her lesson plans include video materials in L1/L2 which facilitates
discussion in the target language. Finally, this teacher is flexible and willing to make changes
based on her students’ feedback (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Kleyn & Garcia, 2019; Vogel &
Garcia, 2017). Hence, planned translanguaging pedagogy is a manifold concept which should
be carefully designed to effectively meet students’ needs (Lin, 2020).

The last finding revealed that planned translanguaging pedagogy is practised only by one
participant of this study. Significantly, this participant does not know about the theoretical
concept she practices, however, she is strongly convinced that this practice is fruitful. In this
regard, the implication is to conceptualise translanguaging among English language teachers
to support those who have already been using it but are not aware of its conceptual frame; and
to explain what translanguaging pedagogy is to those who is hesitant or feel guilty to draw on
students’ linguistic repertoires.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings discussion regarding RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions of
translanguaging and its use, as well as how teaching materials reflect translanguaging use in
the classroom setting. The majority of RSTs and KSTs were found to have mixed perceptions
of translanguaging ranging from positive to negative. This mixture of perceptions might be
explained by RSTs and KSTs’ monolingual ideologies and attempts to fulfil students’ needs
by drawing on their linguistic repertoires to make the content of EL lessons accessible.

Moreover, RSTs tend to hold firmly negative perceptions of translanguaging due to their
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personal experience of learning and assumptions that a foreign language should be acquired as
the first language through the monolingual approach. On the contrary, KSTs perceive
translanguaging as a beneficial pedagogical tool to address students’ needs of lower
proficiency due to their positive attitude towards shuffling between languages which they
habitually do in everyday life.

Another important finding revealed that despite mixed perceptions of translanguaging, all
participants of this study do use translanguaging in their classroom practices to scaffold the
process of learning and encourage students to participate in classroom activities. However,
KSTs were found to be more diverse and purposeful in using translanguaging practices at EL
lessons than RSTSs.

With regard to teaching materials, they mostly reflect the use of the monolingual
approach with little room for translanguaging. Significantly, planned translanguaging
pedagogy was found to be practised by one EFL teacher from KSTs cohort who appears to be
unaware of the concept. However, this teacher seems to implement planned translanguaging
pedagogy efficiently since she reports that students’ academic performance has improved.

The next chapter aims at synthesising the main findings of the current research and
focuses on the limitations of this study, recommendations, and suggestions for further

research.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The aim of this study was to investigate how EFL teachers with different linguistic
backgrounds perceive translanguaging, explore how EFL teachers use translanguaging
practices in the classroom setting, as well as how translanguaging use is reflected in teaching
materials for pedagogical purposes. In order to attain this research purpose, a qualitative study
was conducted where five Russian and five Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers from state schools
participated in the semi-structured interviews. The data obtained from these interviews were
presented and analysed in the previous chapters. This chapter presents main conclusions of
this research, offers some recommendations as to how translanguaging pedagogy might be
introduced, and promoted among main stakeholders (school administrations, curriculum
designers, EFL teachers, and policymakers). Finally, limitations of this study are stated,
followed by some suggestions for further research.
Main Conclusion of the Research

Three research questions were phrased to guide the study and fulfil its purpose:
RQ1: What are Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging?
RQ2: How do teachers with different linguistic backgrounds use translanguaging in their
teaching?
RQ3: How do teaching materials reflect translanguaging use?
Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL Teachers’ Perceptions of Translanguaging

The findings to the first question revealed that the majority of the respondents do not hold
clear perceptions of translanguaging practices in the classroom settings. RSTs and KSTs were
found to have mixed perceptions as to how they perceive the use of L1/L2. On the one hand,

they view translanguaging as a beneficial and practical tool, however, they also tend to
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perceive it as an interference in the process of the target language acquisition. The mixture in
teachers’ perceptions might be explained by the necessity to support students and address their
needs in the process of learning, and on the other hand, participants’ perception might mirror
the monolingual approach which views other languages than target as a hindrance to English
acquisition.

Significantly, there are several participants who have clear perceptions of translanguaging
practices. While a few RSTs firmly hold negative perceptions, some KST have strongly
positive perceptions. One possible reason is that KSTs consider language mixing as a natural
phenomenon since they tend to shuffle between languages in everyday life, whereas RSTs
support puristic ideologies and keep languages separate.

Translanguaging Practices in the Classroom Setting

It was found that RSTs and KSTs use translanguaging during EL lessons quite similarly.
Both RSTs and KSTs cohorts address students’ linguistic repertoires to scaffold weaker
students in mixed-ability classes, motivate students and ensure their participation in classroom
activities. The main reason to use translanguaging is to make curriculum content accessible
for all students.

Although RSTs and KSTs use translanguaging in a similar way, KSTs were found to
draw on languages other than English more diversely. KSTs fall back on students’ language
practices for presenting lesson topics via videos in the Kazakh language, for raising cultural
awareness and promoting the trinity of languages.

Teaching Materials of Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL Teachers
RSTs and KSTs’ teaching materials reflecting translanguaging use at EL lessons are not

diverse since most of the materials were found to be in the target language. Scarce presence of
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translanguaging use in teaching materials is represented by different types of dictionaries
(bilingual and multilingual), as well as by video clips in languages other than target.

To sum up, the research questions have been answered by the findings which reveal EFL
teachers’ positive and negative perceptions of translanguaging, various ways as to how
translanguaging practices are used at EL lessons, and scant presence of translanguaging design
in RSTs and KSTs’s teaching materials.

Recommendations

Taking into consideration the findings of this study, the following recommendations to
introduce and promote translanguaging pedagogy for main stakeholders (school
administrations, curriculum designers, policymakers, and EFL teachers) are suggested:

1. It is recommended to provide EFL teachers with professional development courses
where the concept of translanguaging and its benefits in the formal settings could be
presented. This course might include theoretical and practical modules. First, teachers may
learn fundamental aspects of translanguaging. Second, they may have an opportunity to plan
and conduct their own lessons including translanguaging pedagogy. It is also important to
allocate time on explaining what current perspectives on plurilingual and monolingual
approaches are in the classroom setting.

2. A specially designed course on translanguaging is suggested for curriculum designers
and policymakers. The course for these stakeholders will aim at introducing the concept of
translanguaging pedagogy and sharing the benefits from real teaching practices in multilingual
societies all around the world. This might be an impetus to start using translanguaging as an
experimental program which considers the local context and students’ needs.

3. There might be an exchange program which could allow EFL teachers to travel
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overseas and undertake internship in schools where translanguaging is practised. Moreover,
this exchange program might invite international specialists in the sphere of plurilingual
education to give master classes in Kazakhstani schools to promote translanguaging
pedagogy.
Limitations

This study has some limitations to point out. First, the research site of the current study.
The participating teachers come from Pavlodar and Nur-Sultan city. In this regard, the
findings cannot be relevant for all EFL teachers. Second limitation of the study is the number
of instruments to collect data. Even though semi-structured interviews and document analysis
were conducted to obtain data, it would be more insightful to observe participants’ lessons.
Face-to-face interviews might not provide enough information about actual teaching practices
in the classroom setting. Hence, the findings of this study cannot be generalized.
Suggestions for Further Research

Bearing in mind the methodology and findings of this study, there might be several
suggestions for further research. First, since there is little research on translanguaging
perceptions from EFL teachers with different language backgrounds, it is important to conduct
larger-scale studies to investigate how Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL teachers perceive
translanguaging in order to compare two cohorts in depth. This research is needed to carefully
explore EFL teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging taking into consideration their mother
tongues since the current study revealed not only similarities in perceptions, but also
differences. As the research sites of the current study were Pavlodar and Nur-Sultan city, it is
suggested to include other regions since the data might reveal new/significant findings on EFL

teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging. EFL teachers who live in other regions might
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perceive translanguaging differently because their linguistic repertoires and classroom
practices may differ from EFL teachers from Pavlodar and Nur-Sultan city.

Second suggestion is to include lesson observations to gain more insightful data. Lesson
observations will provide more data to analyse. Consequently, what teachers say (interviews),
what they do (lesson observations), and what teaching materials they use for classroom
practices (document analysis) will give a deeper understanding of the matter. These actions
will provide validity and credibility to research findings and ensure that data will be collected
by various research instruments.

This qualitative study was conducted to explore Russian and Kazakh-speaking EFL
teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging, its use in teaching practices, and how teaching
materials reflect translanguaging use. The research revealed some insightful and interesting
findings on RSTs and KSTs’ perceptions, translanguaging and teaching materials use. These
findings might be of main stakeholders’ interest to reconsider English language teaching

through the lens of plurilingual approaches in the context of multilingual Kazakhstan.
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Appendix A
Interview Protocol in English, Kazakh, and Russian
Questions for one-on-one face-to-face semi-structured interviews:

Background information/teaching experience
1. Could you tell me about your teaching experience: how many years have you been teaching
English?
. What grades do you teach?
. Do you have any certificates as an English teacher?
. What do you consider your mother tongue (first language) is?
. What languages do you speak?

Ok~ wiN

Teaching practice
6. In what language(s) do you conduct your lessons?
7. What methodology/approach(es) do you apply?
8. Do students use Russian/Kazakh during the lesson? What would your reaction be?
9. How will you act if students don’t understand some English words or grammar rules
explained in English?
10. Do you think it is a good practice to read a text in Russian/Kazakh on a relevant to the
lesson topic and then discuss this text with students in English? Why?/Why not?
11. Do your students use Russian/Kazakh while discussing the task in pairs/small groups
while a lesson? How do you usually react?

Teachers’ opinions
12. Do you think that using students’ mother tongue during English lessons beneficial?
Why?/Why not?
13. What is the most important for you while conducting a lesson?

Final question
14. Is there anything you would like to add or comment on?

Possible questions while interviews are being conducted:
What materials do you use at the lessons?
Have you ever heard about advantages or disadvantages of using students’ mother tongue
while teaching English?
Could you think about any possible reasons for using Russian/Kazakh during the lessons from
a teacher’s point of view? From students’ point of view?
What is your school policy towards teaching English?
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Keke KapThlIail KYpPbUIBIMAAJIFAH CYX0aTKa apHAJFaH CYpaKkTap:

Oxwvimy maocipubeci/cainsvt aknapam
1. Ci3 ©3iHI3/1iH NeIaroruKaibIK TOKIPUOSHI3 Typalibl alThIN Oepe anacel3 0a: Ci3 aFbUIIIBIH
TUTIH KaHIIA )BT OKBITBIIT XKYPCi3?
2. Ci3 xa¥t ceIHBIITapaa cabak oepeci3?
3. CeprudukarrapsiHpi3 0ap Ma (OUTIKTLTIKTI apTTHIPy, TPEHUHITEPre KaThICy XKoHE T. 0.)?
4. Kaii Tinai aHa TUTIHI3 JIeN CaHAWChI3 (aJIFamKel TiT)?
5. Kannait Tingepae ceitericiz?

Ileoazocuxanvix npakmuka
6. Ci3 Kkaif Tinae/ Tiiaepae cabax xyprizeciz?
7. ArpUIIIBIH TUI1 ca0arel Ke31HAE KaHIal TEXHUKAHBI KOJIJaHaAChI3?
8. Okymrsutap cabakra opbic/Ka3ak TUTiH KoiaaHa Ma? Ci3/1iH Ke3KapachIHbI3 KaH1an?
9. Erep okymibuiap aFbUILLIBIH TUTIHJIE TYCIHAIPUIT€H Ke0ip ce3nepii HeMece rpaMMaTHKAIbIK
epexenepai Tycinbece, He iCTeici3?
10. Ci3 opbic/Ka3ak TUTIHAET1 MOTIH/I1 OKBITI, COJT MOTIH/I1 aFbUTIIBIH TUTIH/IE OKYIIBIIIAPMEH
TaJKbLIAy *KaKChl TOXkKipuOe e oitnaiicei3 6a? Here/Here xok?
11. Cizaix oKyHmIslIapbIHbI3 cabak OapbhIChIHAA TAllCBIPMaHBI KYITa HEMECE LIaFbIH ToNTapaa
TaJKpLIIay Ke3iH/Ie OpbhIc/Ka3ak TUIAepiH Koymana Ma? Ci3/iiH Ke3KapachlHbI3 KaHaai?

Mpyzanimoepoiy nikipaepi
12. AFpUTIIBIH TUT1 cabaKTapbIHIa OKYIIBIIAPIBIH aHa TUTIH KOJIAHY IMaiIajIbl 1T OMIaichi3
0a? Here / "Here x&ok?
13. Cabak GapbIChIH/IA C13 YIIIIH €H MaHBI3bICHI HE?

CoHevl cypak
14. Ci3 KOCKBIHBI3 HEMECE TYCIHIKTeMe OepriHi3 KeleTiH Hopce 6ap ma?

Cyxoam xcypeisy Ke3iHoeei MyMKIH cYpakmap:
Ci3 cabakTa KaH/1aii MaTepuaIaapabl KOJIJaHaCkI3?
AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH OKBITY Ke31HJE OKYIIbUIAPABbIH aHa TUIIH KOJJAHYIBIH apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPHI
MEH KEMIIUTIKTEP1 TypaJibl €CTiAiHI3 6e?
MyraniMHIH Ke3Kapachl OOWBIHIIA aFBUINIBIH TUTI cabakTapblHIAa OpBIC/Ka3aK TUIIEpIH
KOJ/IaHY/IbIH MYMKIH cebenrTepi KaHmail nen oiinaicei3? OKyIIbUTApAbIH —KO3Kapachl
OoiipIHIIIA?
MexkTeO1H13/11H aFbUILIBIH TUTIH OKBITYFa KaThICTHI casicaThl KaHAaii?
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Bonpocs! 111 MHANBHAYAJIBHOI0 MOJIYCTPYKTYPHPOBAHHOIO MHTEPBBIO:

Onwvim npenooasanus/obwasn ungopmayus
1. He mornu Obl Bl pacckazaTtb 0 CBOEM M€JarorndeCKOM OIBITE: CKOJIBKO JIET BbI
npenoaaéTe aHrTMIUCKUN S3BIK?
2. B kakux kinaccax Bel npenonaére?
. Ectb 1u y Bac ceprudukats! (oBbIieHNe KBATU(HUKAINN, YIaCTHE B TPEHUHTAX, U T.1.)?
. Kakoii s3b1k Bbl cuntaere cBOMM pOJHBIM (IIEPBBIM SI3BIKOM)?
. Ha xakux si3p1kax Bel roBopute?

wn B~ W

Ileoazozuueckas npakmuxa
6. Ha xakoM si3b1ke/s3bikax Bel mpoBoauTe ypoku?
7. Kakyro Meroauky Bbl mpuMeHsieTe BO BpeMsi ypOKOB aHTJIMHCKOIO A3bIKa?
8. Mcnonbp3yroT /i yYeHUKHU Ha YpOKe pycckuii/kazaxckuil a3bik? Kakoro Barie oTHomenue?
9. Yrto Brl Oyznere nenarp, €ciiv yYeHUKU HE MOWMYT HEKOTOPBIE CJIOBA UM TPaMMAaTUYECKUE
npaBuiia, OObSICHEHHBIE HA AHIVIMHCKOM SI3bIKE?
10. Cunraere nu Bbl Xoporiei mpakTHKOM MpoYnTaTh TEKCT HA PYCCKOM/Ka3aXxCKOM SI3bIKE, a
3aTeM 00CYIUTh ATOT K€ TEKCT ¢ YYeHHKaMH Ha aHrJInickoM si3bike? [louemy/mouemy Her?
11. Ucnonp3yroT nu Bamm yueHukH pyccKHil/Ka3axCKui sSI3bIKM TPH 00CYKICHUH 3aaHUS B
napax Wi HeOOJbIINX rpynnax Bo Bpems ypoka? Kakoro Bamie oTHomenne?

Mnuenus yuumeneu
12. Cuuraere 11 Bbl, 4TO UCMOIB30BAHUE POTHOTO A3bIKA YHAIIMXCS HA YPOKAX aHTJIMHCKOTO
nose3no? [louemy/mouemy Her?
13. YUto ana Bac camoe Ba)xHOE TTpU MTPOBEICHUH YpOKa?

Tlocneonuii sonpoc
14. Ectb 11 4T0-TO, 4TO BBI XOTEMM OB 7OOABUTH WM TPOKOMMEHTHPOBATH?

Bosmooicuvie sonpocel npu nposedenuu uHmepeavio:
Kakue marepuansl Bol ucniosib3yeTe Ha ypokax?
Bb1 xora-HuOyib CbIIaiy o NPEeMMYIIeCTBaX M HEAOCTAaTKaX UCIIOJIb30BAHUS POTHOTO
SI3bIKA YYaLUXCs MIPU 00YYEHUU aHTJIUHCKOMY SI3BIKY?
Kak Bpl tymaere, KakoBbI BO3MOYKHBIE TPUUMHBI UCIIOJIB30BAHUS PYCCKOTO0/Ka3aXCKOTO
SI3BIKOB Ha yPOKaX aHTJIMKMCKOTO SI3bIKa C TOUKHU 3peHust yuutensi? C TOUKU 3peHust y4eHUKOB?
KakoBa nonurtrka Baiiel KOl 0 OTHOLIEHHUIO MPENOaBaHUs aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa?
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Appendix B
Recruitment letter
Dear Invitee,

My name is Aliya Tuskeyeva. | am currently studying at Nazarbayev University doing my
Master’s degree in Multilingual Education Program. This year I am conducting a research
project to fulfil the requirements of my MA Thesis. In this light, I am kindly inviting you to
participate in my study on “Perceptions on translanguaging from EFL teachers with
different linguistic backgrounds in Kazakhstan”. The purpose of my research is to explore
English teachers’ awareness of translanguaging (using mother tongue during English lessons
for various reasons) and define its significance. Moreover, | am interested in investigating
whether translanguaging based material is applied in the classroom.

Translanguaging is a relatively new concept for English teachers in the Kazakhstani context.
Nowadays, there is a need for more research to be conducted with a view to shedding light on
its perceptions from English teachers, especially, from teachers whose mother tongue is either
Russian or Kazakh. Thus, your participation will be beneficial, since you might contribute to
research development on this topic. Also, it will help to collect data for a better understanding
of the matter.

I would like to emphasize that participation in this study is voluntary and confidential. Your
personal information will not be revealed. Furthermore, you will be able to withdraw from the
study at any time. If you decide to participate, you will be invited to a Zoom conference (any
convenient time for you) for an interview with me, which will last maximum 60 minutes.
During the interview, you can skip any question(s) you find inappropriate to answer, and end
the interview at any point. I would like to highlight that the aim of the interview is to learn
from you and your teaching experience, and not to examine you.

I would be very grateful if you agree to participate in the research. Your participation will be
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions regarding the study, feel free to ask.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

Warm regards,
Aliya Tuskeyeva

MA in Multilingual Education
Nazarbayev University
Email: aliya.tuskeyeva@nu.edu.kz
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Appendix C
Consent Form in English, Kazakh, and Russian
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Perceptions on translanguaging from EFL teachers with different language backgrounds in
Kazakhstan.

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on perceptions on
translanguaging from English teachers with different language backgrounds (Russian and
Kazakh) in Kazakhstan. The study is aimed at examining how Russian and Kazakh-speaking
English teachers perceive the use of mother tongue at English lessons, and how teachers use
students’ mother tongue in the classroom. Moreover, this study investigates whether
translanguaging based material is applied for pedagogical purposes. Your contribution in this
study will be highly valued and appreciated. You will be asked to participate in one-on-one
interview with the researcher (Zoom platform), which will be held in a language you prefer
(English, Russian, Kazakh). With your consent, the interview will be video recorded. The
interview recordings will be held on the researcher’s computer, protected by a password and a
fingerprint scan. Moreover, will be asked to share (email, WhatsApp) the textbooks and
supplementary materials which are used to conduct English language lessons for document
analysis after the interview with the researcher. Your participation in this study will be
anonymous and your personal information will not be revealed in the study.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 20-40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal. Your
participation will be confidential, since you will be assigned a numerical code, instead of your
name. The data, collected during the interview, will be protected from third persons, and not
shared with anyone. Furthermore, the interview questions are designed not to cause

any psychological damage. The main aim is to learn about your professional experience and
opinions, and not to judge or criticize.

Even though there are no direct benefits associated with the research, it is expected that your
participation might fill the gap how Russian-speaking and Kazakh-speaking English teachers
perceive switching to mother tongue and employ it in their teaching. It also might be
beneficial for research development on this topic in the Kazakhstani context. Your decision
whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your employment.

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:
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Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work,
Associate Professor Sulushash Kerimkulova at skerimkulova@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.

Signature: Date:

| 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.
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SBEPTTEY )K¥YMBbICbI KEJIICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACHI
Op TUIE COMNEHTIH Ka3aKCTaHAbIK aFbUIIIBIH TUTI MYFaNIMAEPIHIH TPAHCIMHTBU3M/IL TYCIHY1

CUITATTAMA: Ci3 op Tinae (opbIc *KoHE Ka3akK TULACPIHIE) COMICHUTIH Ka3aKCTaH IbIK
aFbBUIIIBIH TLUTI MYFATIMICPIHIH TPAHCIMHTBU3M/II TYCIHY1 TypaJibl 3epTTEyre KaThIiCyFa
IIaKBIPBUTBIT OTHIPCHI3. ByIT 3epTTey TpaHCIMHTBU3M/II MEHIepyTe, SFHU aFbUIIIBIH TLT1
caOarbIHIAFbl aHa MiNiHiY poeniHe, COHIAN-aK OPBIC TUIII XKOHE Ka3aK TUIII MyFalliMaepiH
OHBI MaiiayaHyFa Kajlail KapalTeIHBIH 3epTTeyre OarprTtanFad. Ci3fiH Oy 3epTTeyre KOCKaH
yieciHi3 eTe MaHbI3abl. Ci3 ©31Hi3 KajaraH Tuie (aFbUILIBIH, OpPBIC, Ka3aK TUIAEPIHAE)
OTKI3UIETIH 3epTTEYIIIMEH JKeKe cyx0aTka (Zoom 1uat(opmachiHaa) MIaKbIphIIaThIH
6onace13. Ci3aiH KemiciMiHI30eH cyx0at xa3puiajsl. Cyx0at jxa30anapbl KyNus co30€H KoHe
caycak 131H CKaHEpJICYyMEH KOpFaJIlFaH 3epTTEYIIHIH KOMIbIOTepiH e cakTaaasl. Ci3/1iH OChI
3epTTeyre KaThICYBIHBI3 )KaChIPBIH 00J1aJIbI, COHJIAM -aK JKEeKE aKIapaThIHbI3 Kapus eTUIMEHI1.

OTKIBIJVIETIH YAKBITBI: Ci3aig KaTbiCybIiHbI3 aMaMeH 20—40 yaKbITBIHBI3 I aTaIbl.

3EPTTEY ) K¥MbICBIHA KATBICYIbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI: Ochbl 3eprreyre OaitnanbicTel KayinTep mekreyii. Ci3ig
KaTBICYBIHBI3 KYIHS 00JIajIbl, O©TKEHI CI3/1IH aThI-KOHIHI3/IIH OPHBIHA CaHJIBIK KOJ Oepiieni.
Cyx0ar ke3iH/ie KUHAJIFaH IEPEKTep YIIIHIII TapanTapjaH KOprajaraH 0051a/1bl, COHBIMEH
Karap cyx0aT cypakTapbl bIHFACHI3ABIKTHI TyabIpMaybl Kepek. Herizri makcat — Ci3aiH
TPACIMHTBU3M Typajibl OUTIMIHI3/1 OaFaay )oHEe ChIHFa ally eMec, Kocion ToXipuOeH13 OeH
MIKIpiHI3 Typajbl OLTy.

3epTTeymMeH OailTaHbICTHI TiKeIeH maiJaHbIH 00JIMaybIHA KapamMacTaH, Ci3/1iH KaThICYbIHbI3
OPBIC TUII ’KoHE Ka3aK TUII1 aFbUIIIBIH TUTI MYFATIMICPIHIH TPAHCIUHTBU3M/II KaTai
KaOBLIAANTHIHBI )KOHE OHBI 63 cabaKTapblHa Kalail MmaijanaHaThIHbl Typajbl aKnapar
KUHayra keMekTece ananpl. Ci3 coHman-ak xanmbl Kazakcranaa TpaHCIUHTBU3M/II 3€PTTEY/I1
JaMBITYyFa 03 yJIeCiHi3/11 Koca anachki3. Ci3iH Oy 3epTTeyre KaTbicy HeMece KaThiciay
TYpaJibl MICIIIMIHI3 KYMBICBIHBI3FA CIIKAHAAN ocep eTIen/Il.

KATBICYUIBI K¥YKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3z 6epiiren ¢popMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3ePTTEY
YKYMBICBIHA KAaThICYFa IIeNIM Kaoblaacans3, Ci3/IiH KaThICYbIHBI3 €PIKTI TYPJE €KCHIH
xa0apiaiimbi3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajaraH yaKbITTa aibIIIIYJT ToJIEMeH JKOHE CI3IH 9JICyMEeTTIK
KEHUTIIKTEPIHI3Te el KeCipiH TUTI30el 3epTTey *KYMBIChIHA KAThICY Typallbl KeiCIMiHI3A1
Kepi KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3epTTey *KYMbBICBIHA MYJIJIEM
KaThICIIAybIHBI3FA JIa TOJIBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. CoHaii-aK, KaHaii 1a Oip cypakTapra skayar
O6epmeyiHizre e 901eH 0onabl. by 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH HOTHXKENEPl aKaJeMHUSIIBIK HeMece
KociOM MakcaTTapa Oacnara YChIHBUTYbl HEMECE IIBIFapbLTYbl MYMKIH.

BAWJIAHBIC AKITAPATBI:
CypakrapbIHbI3. Erep ocbl 3epTTey, OHBIH XYPri3ily Ipoleaypacsl, Kayinrepi MeH

apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPhI TYpaJIbl CYpaKTapbIHbI3, ECKEPTYIIEPiHi3 HEMece MIaFbIMIapbIHbI3 00Ica,
3epTTEYLIIHIH MarkuCTPIIiK TE3UCIHIH JKEeTEKIIICIMEH, KaybIMIACThIPBIIFaH Mpodeccop
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Cynymam KepumkynoBa, MbIHa MEKEH>Kail OoiibIHIIA OailiaHbIca aachl3
skerimkulova@nu.edu.kz

Jep06ec 0aiinanbic aknapatrapbl: Erep OepireH 3epTTey ®KYMBICHIHBIH KYPTi3iTyiMeH
KaHaraTrTaHOacaHbI3 HEMeCe CYpaKTapbIHbI3 OCH IaFrbIMAapbIHBI3 Oosica, Hasapbaes
Yuusepcurerti XKorapsl binim 6epy mekTebiniH 3epTrey KomuTeriMeH kepceTinren OaiaHbic
KypaiIapbl apKbLIbl Xa0apiiacybIHbI3Fa 00JIabl: SJIEKTPOH/IBIK MO TAMEH
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KAaThICyFa KeTICIMIHI3/I1 OepceHi3, Oepuiren opmara KO KOIOBIHBI3IbI
CypanMBbI3.

* Men Gepuiren popMaMeH MYKHUST TAHBICTHIM;

* Maran 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH MaKcaThl MEH OHBIH IIPOLEAYPACH] JKalbIH/1a TOJIBIK
aKrmapar oepuil;

* JKunakranraH akmapaT I€H KYITUSI MoJIIMETTepre TeK 3€pTTEYIiHIH 031He KOJDKETIMI1
YKOHE MAJIIM OO0JaThIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH ke3 KelreH yakpITTa eMIKaHAal TYCIHIKTEMECI3 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICY/IaH
0ac TapTybpIMa 0OJTaTHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

*  MeH xoFapblia aTalbIl 6TKEH aKIapaTThl CaHaJbl TYpAE KaObLIIal, OChl 3epTTey
KYMBICBIHA KAaThICYFa 63 KeJIiCIMIM/I1 OepeMiH.

Kousr: Kyni:
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O®OPMA HHOOPMALIMOHHOI'O COI'JIACUA

BOCHpI/ISITI/Ie TPAaHCIIMHI'BU3Ma Ka3aXCTAHCKUMU YUHUTCIIIMHA aHTINICKOTO sA3bIKa, TOBOPAIIHUX
Ha Pa3sHbIX A3bIKaX.

OIIUCAHME: Bbl npuriameHsl IpUHATH Y4aCTHE B UCCIEAOBAHUN O BOCIPUATHH
TPAHCIMHIBU3MA Ka3aXCTAHCKUMH YUUTEISIMU aHIJIUICKOTO SI3bIKa, TOBOPSAIIMX Ha pa3HbIX
sI3bIKax (PYCCKUU U Ka3zaxckuil). JlaHHOE nccineoBaHue HAIPaBICHO HAa U3YYCHUE
TPAHCIUHIBU3MA, T. €., POJIU POOHO20 sA3bIKA HA YPOKaX aHTJIUICKOT0 U TOT0, KaK
PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIE U KA3aXCKOSI3bIUHBIE YUUTENSI OTHOCSTCS K €0 MCIOJIb30BaHuI0. Bain Bkiaj
B 9TO HCCJEI0BaHUE OYEHb BaykeH. Bbl Oy/ieTe mpuriameHsl Ha MHAUBUAYAIbHOE HHTEPBBIO C
uccnenopateneM (ratdopma Z00M), KOTOpoe OyIeT MPOBOIUTHCS HA MPEAOYUTAEMOM
Bamu s3bike (aHrnuickui, pycckuii, kazaxckuii). C Bamero cornacus nuHTepBbio Oyner
3aMMcaHo. 3aiCcH UHTEPBBIO OYAYT XpaHUTHCSI HA KOMITBIOTEPE UCCIIe10BaTENs,
3alMIIEHHOM TapoJieM U CKaHUPOBaHUEM OTIledaTka naiasia. Kpome toro, Bac nonpocst
MOAETUTHCS (110 37eKTpOHHOM noute, WhatsApp) ydeOHUKaMH U TOTIOJTHUTEIbHBIMU
MaTepuagaMu, KOTOPbIE UCIIOJIb3YIOTCS IS TPOBEIEHUSI YPOKOB aHIIMMCKOTO s3bIKA JISI
aHaJIM3a JOKyMEHTOB MOCIie MHTEPBBIO € UccliejoBaTreneM. Barie yuactie B 3ToM
uccienoBaHuM Oy/leT aHOHUMHBIM, U Bamma nmuunas nndopmanus He OyJeT pacKpbITa.

BPEMS YUHACTUS: Bame yaactue notpedyet okosio 20—40 MuHyT.

PUCKHU U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: Pucku, cBsi3aHHBIE C 3TUM HCCIICIOBAaHUEM, MUHUMAJIbHBI.
Bamre yaactue Oyaer koH(pUIEHIIMATLHBIM, TaK Kak Bam OyneT mpucBoeH udpoBoi Ko
BMecTo Bamiero nmenu. Jlanusie, coOpaHHbIE BO BpeMsl HHTEPBbIO, OYAYT 3alIUILIEHbI OT
TpeThuX Juil. Kpome Toro, BOpockl HHTEPBBIO HE JOJIKHBI OyIyT BBI3bIBATH AUCKOM(OPT.
OcHoBHas 11e7b - y3HaTh 0 BameMm npodeccroHaabHOM OIBITE U MHEHUH, a HE OLIEHUBATh
Bamu 3HaHus 0 TpaHCIUHTBU3ME.

HecmoTps Ha oTCyTCTBHE IPSIMBIX BBITO/I, CBSI3aHHBIX C HCCIel0BaHueM, Balie yyacTue
MO>KET IOMOYb cOOpaTh NHPOPMAIUIO O TOM, KaK PYCCKOSI3bIYHbIE U Ka3aXCKOS3bIYHbIC
YUUTEIS aHTJIMHCKOTO A3bIKa BOCIPUHUMAIOT TPAHCIIMHITBU3M U KaK €ro MCIOJb3YIOT Ha
CBOMX ypokax. BbI Takoke MokeTe BHECTH CBOM BKJIaJ B Pa3BUTHE UCCIIEIOBAHUS
TpaHcnuHreu3Ma B Kazaxcrane B uenom. Bamie pernienue, yyacTBoBaTh UM HE y4aCTBOBAThH B
3TOM HCCIIeI0BAaHUH, HUKAaKMM 00pa3oM He moBiusieT Ha Bamry paGorty.

IMPABA YYACTHHKOB: Ecnu Bel npounTanu nanuyio GopMy U pelInif NpUHATh
y4acTHE B JAHHOM HCCIIeI0BaHUH, BbI TOHKHBI IOHUMATh, 4To Bariie yyactue sBisercs
A00pPOBOJILHBIM U 4TO Y Bac ecTh mpaBo 0T03BaTh CBOE corJiacue Wi NpeKpaTuTh
yuyacTue B J1000e Bpemsi 0e3 ITpadHbIX CAHKIUIA 1 0€e3 MOTEePH COLUAIBHOIO NaKeTa,
KoTopbIii Bam npenocrapisiin. B kauecTBe anbTepHATHBBI MOKHO HE y4aCTBOBATh B
uccnenaoBanuu. Taxxe Bbl umeeTe npaBo HE OTBEYATh HA T€ BOIPOCHI, KOTOPBIE BHI3BIBAIOT
3aTpyaHeHus. Pe3yabTaThl JAHHOTO UCCIIETOBAHMS MOTYT OBITh MPEACTABICHBI WK
OMyOJTMKOBAHbI B HAYUHBIX WJIH MPO(PECCUOHANBHBIX HENSX.

KOHTAKTHASA UH®OPMAILIUA:
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Bonpocei: Eciiu y Bac ecth Bopochkl, 3aMedaHusi WK XKaJloObI [0 MOBOY TAHHOTO
UCCIIEI0OBAHUS, IPOLIEYPHI €r0 IPOBEIEHUS, PUCKOB U IPEUMYLIECTB, Bbl MOKeTe CBsA3aThCs
C PYKOBOJMTEJIEM MarucTepcKoro Te3rca UccienoBaressi, ACCOUMUPOBAHHBIM Mpodeccopom
Cynymam Kepumkynosoid, o agpecy skerimkulova@nu.edu.kz.

He3aBucumblie KOHTaKThI: Eciii Bel HE y10BIETBOPEHBI IPOBENECHUEM JIAHHOTO
WCCIIEIOBaHMS, eciii y Bac BO3HUKIIN Kakue-ITu00 mMpoOIIeMBl, 5Kano0bl UM BOIPOCHI, Bl
Moxete cBs3atbes ¢ Komuterom Mccnenosanwmii Beicureit Llkonsr O6pa3zoBanus HazapOaes
YHuBepcuTeTa, OTIPAaBUB IIMCHMO Ha 3JIEKTPOHHBIN aJ1pec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[Toxanmyiicta, MOANUIINATE JaHHYIO GopMy, eciii Bbl coriacHel yuacTBOBaTh B UCCIIEJOBAHHH.

* S BHUMATENbHO U3YYMJI IPEJCTABICHHYIO0 HHPOPMAIHUIO;

*  MHue npenocTaBuiv NOJHYIO HH(OPMALIMIO O LEJIAX U MPOLESype UCCIeI0BaHNUS;

* S nonumaro, Kak OyJqyT UCIOJI30BAHbI COOpaHHBIE JAHHBIE, U YTO AOCTYI K 000
KOHPUACHITHATHHON HH(POpMaIuu Oy1eT UMETh TOJIBKO MCCIIEI0OBATENb;

* S noHumaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JOOON MOMEHT OTKa3aThCs OT y4acTHsl B JaHHOM
uccienoBaHuu 0e3 00bsICHEHUS IPUYHH;

*  C NOJHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCETO BBIIIEU3IIOKEHHOTO 51 COTJIaCEeH MPUHSTH y4acTHE B
HCCIIETOBAaHUU 110 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

IToamnuce: Mara:
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Appendix D
Data Sample
Researcher: Do your students use Russian or Kazakh during your lessons?

KST1: Students with high level of English try to answer if | ask questions or if they are
working on their projects using English and then they only switch to ask certain words that
they forget or they don't know. But we also have students with low level of English. If | ask
questions to them, they might not answer at all. They would just keep silent until I pass to
other students. And that's when | let them answer in the language that they prefer so they don't
feel left out.

Researcher: What is your reaction towards that? When your students start using Russian or
Kazakh...

KST1: Well, I would prefer if they tried to use English. I cannot teach them English from the
very beginning to fill their gap in, at least | help them to answer, like, to construct simple
sentences. But then if they have complex ideas, | let them answer in their native languages.

Researcher: So, they will answer you in Russian or Kazak and that’s all, right?

KST1: I might translate what they've said and ask them to repeat what they're trying to say. |
would just ask them to explain it in Kazakh or Russian and then just give them simple
sentences so they can repeat it in English.

Researcher: How will you act if students don't understand some English words or grammar
rules explained in English?

KST1: If they don't understand in English, I just explain the words if I would first give them
definition. Um, if they don't get it done, I would also translate it.

Researcher: Do you think it's a good practise to read a text in Russian or Kazakh on a
relevant topic, and then to discuss it in English?

KST1: I haven’t worked with texts, but I used a video and interview, I think it was in Russian
language with a physics teacher. | found it helpful for students to learn about the topic, to
motivate them, to get them curious. And it seemed relevant for them. Their task was to write
an essay or a post in my case, an Instagram post, about their impression what they have
learned about it. What was the interview about? They've learnt new from it? And general
impression of it.

Researcher: How often do you do this?
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KST1: It was a one-time experience, but then again, | tell my students if they are preparing a
project at home. | do not allocate resources myself, but I say you can use whatever sources for
your presentation. It could be from English sources or Kazakh or Russian.

Researcher: What about you, when you start using Russian or Kazakh while you're
discussing our explaining something at the lesson, how do you personally feel?

KST1: I don't use it casually during the lesson. I think I'm more purposeful when I use it, it's
when there is a gap in students understanding or when | want them to feel involved. If they
don't speak English well. As for me, I try to use English most of the time. During the
discussions if I am explaining, I might switch if we're talking about grammar. I might give
them parallels with Kazakh or Russian languages when relevant. | might explain the grammar
first in English and then repeat it in Kazakh or Russian, if | see that students are confused or if
they have questions.

Researcher: Let's talk about your opinion towards the use of mother tongue. Do you consider
it's beneficial to use during English lessons? Or you don’t?

KST1: I think it speeds up the process because instead of, for example, giving definition of
each word that is sometimes complex words and that's hard to explain. It will be much faster
to just give the translation or to explain grammar rules or some instructions just in Kazakh, so
students understand well what they are expected to do... instead of leaving them confused and
with questions. It caters their understanding to give them deeper understanding with the topic.



Hcceneposarens: Ecnu Bamu cTyaeHTs!
paboTaloT B Mapax WM B IPyNnax, H OHA
9T0-TO OSCY)KJIEJOT. .. H B KAKOM-TO MOMEHT
BCE HAYMHAIOT T'OBOPHTE HA PYCCKOM, HO IO
TEMe. ..

PI'¥3: Her, s TopMOXy cpaayl S roBopro:
“Stop. Speak English. Only English. Try in
English”. Hy, Kak OBI BOT B Takue
MOMEHTHI, 5 IPHOCTAHABIIMBAIO [yIEHHKOB].
I'ne-To oHM HATHHAIOT [TOBOPHTE]
MIEIIOTOM, MOXET KTO-TO IPOJOIDKAET
[roBOpHTE] Ha pycCKOM, TIe-TO 5 CIBILIY,
YTO NEPEKIIOYArOTCA Ha aHTHHACKHI. Bor,
3JIEMEHTAPHO, JaXKe B KAKHE-TO HTPEL
HTpaeM, HapuMep, ¢ KyOuKaMH 4acTo B
HTpEL HrpaeM. M BOT OHK HaYHHAIOT
CYHTATh Ha PYCCKOM, TO A roBopio: «Her,
HET, BCE CTOII, CTOIY.

Hccnenosarenn: A OBIBAIOT KAKHE-TO
CIIOKHBIE TEMBI, TJIE BbI pa3peniacTe
MEPEKITIOYATECS Ha PYCCKUIA A3LIK?

PI'Y3: Oxn, Bcé paBHO, B I000M ciaydae,
€CIIH OHH PaboTaIoT B TPYNIaX, OHH
BBIZATYT KaKOH-TO KOHEUHBIH IPOAYKT,
KOTOPBIH Ha aHTITHHCKOM SI3BIKE, B JTI0GOM
ciIy4ae. 3alllHIIAI0T OHH €To IIOTOM,
€CTECTBEHHO, Ha aHTIIHICKOM A3bIKe, Oy 1B
TO mocTep, 6yIb TO KaKasf-TO MPOEKTHASA
MHEHE-paboTa, Oyab 9TO KaK0oe-TO
obcy:xaenue Bonpoca. Yaine Bcero, HMEHHO
KaKHMH-TO KJIKOUEBLIMH CIIOBAMH, J1a, S
npomuty [cTyneHToB] 0603HAYUTE, UTO0
moToM [3tu crnoBa] ckasats. To ecTs B
moboM cirydae, IPOAYKT Oymer Ha
aHTIHHCKOM A3BIKE, HO, €CIIH [IE-TO YTO-TO
CIIOXKHOE, KOHEYHO,  He PEepHIBato paboTy,
rnaBHOe — 94T00bI OHU paboranu. BeiBaer,
9TO OHH PasrOBapHBAIOT HAa PYyCCKOM, OT
3TOTO HHKTO HE 33CTPaxXOBaH.
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Appendix E

Data Coding Sample

Researcher: If your students work in pairs
or in groups, and they discuss something...
and at some point, everyone starts speaking
in Russian, but on the topic...

RST3: No, I stop right away. l say: “Stop.
Speak English. Only English. Try in
English”. Well, in such moments I stop
[students]. Bomcwhere they start [talking] in
a whisper, maybe someone continues
[speaking] in Russian, somewhere I hear
that they switch to English. Well,
elementary, we even play some games, for
example, we often play games with cubes.
|And so they begin to count in Russian, then
I say: “No, no, stop, stop.’1

Researcher: Are there any difficult topics
where you allow switching to Russian?

RST3: They, anyway, if they work in
groups, they will end up with some final
product, which is in English, anyway. They
present it later, of course, in English,
whether it's a poster, whether it's some kind
of project mini-work, whether it's some kind
of discussion of the issue. Most often, there
are some key words, yes, I ask [students] to
indicate so that [students] can use [these
words] later. In any case, the [final] product
will be in English, but if something is
complicated, of course, I do not interrupt the
work, the main thing is that they work. [t
happens that h;hey speak Russian, no one is
safe from this‘|
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HMccnenoBareb: Yto Bor 00bMHO f€71aETE,
ecnu Bel naére yuenukam, KoTopele
paboTaroT B rpynnax, 3ajaHue, ¥ OHH
HA4YHHAIOT TOBOPHTH HA
PYCCKOM/Ka3aXxCKOM, HO II0 TeMe ypoka?

KI'Y3: 5 um rosopio: [“Try to speak
English"} Onu kax mMoryr, neirarorcs.
Koneuno, B yriryOneHHbIX KTaccax, TaMm
Jake HeT TaKOTO, OHH, KOHEYHO, TaM T0
HMHTIIHITY CIIHKAOT. A TyT [B cnabeix
KJlaccax] OHM NBITAKOTCS, OHH CTApaoTCs,
TOTOMY 4TO, B IIPHHIHIIE, A TAK CUMTAI0, HE
TO, 4TOOBI 4 XBACTAKOCh, @ A CYUTALD, YTO
3aMHTEPECOBala AeTeH, Kak-TO y HHX YiKe
ecThb cTpemieHue. S rosopio: «Y Bac Takas
BO3MOXKHOCTE GECTIIATHO BEIYHHTH
AHTJIAICKHIA, TAaK 9TO J]aBaiiTe». Y MeHs
€CThb TAaKOE B [IPAKTHKE, CO CIabbIMU
YHEHHKaMH, 9TO 5 IPOILY XOTS OBl TE
CIIOBA, KOTOPBIE Thl 3HACIIL, TOBOPH Ha
anramiickom. To ecTb momyyaercs
HEMHOXKO TaKoif KamaMGyp pyccko-
anrymitckuit. Bot Tak, Hanpamep ko
English ciimkarsy| Hy, BoT, X0Ts Gb1 BOT Tak
BOT, 9TO0BI Y HETO T/Ie-TO YTO-TO
3aKIIa/IbIBANIOCh. DTO H BECElee, H, BPOJE,
OTBETHIL, /i3, ¥ BCE PABHO, KAKHE-TO CJI0BA Y
HETO BCE PAaBHO YIKE OCTAaTHCh.

HMccnepoBarens: Bl 3amevany, 4o, Korjga
Bsl paboraere, Hanpumep, ¢ 9 Kinaccamu, y
Bac coorHomEHHE PYCCKOro/Ka3axCKOro 1
AHITIMHCKOr0, OHO. A €CIIH KTO-TO IPHIIET
TIOCMOTPETh YPOKH Y 9 Ki1accoB, Ber
cTapaerech GOJbIE TOBOPHTE HA
aHTIHIiCKOM, oToMY 4To Bam ypox
cmotpaT?

KI'V3: Hy, uectHo HeT, y MeHH BcE
0AnHAKOBO. S yKe HACTOIBKO IPUBBIKIIA,
YTO MHE XOTb KTO 3aHIET, XOTh IPEe3UIeHT.
51 kax Bena, Tak M Beqy. A s ceba nemn
CTABJIIO H MOS 3aJ[a4a - JIOHECTH JI0 JIeTei
TOT MaTepHal, KOTOPBIH 5 Ha 3TOM ypOKe
cebe Hauemwia. MHe rnasHoe - He TO, 4TO
CKa)XyT CO CTOPOHSI, a IIABHOE, 9T00 JeTH
OCBOHIIH TOT MaTepHal, KOTOPBIi
TpebyioTcs.

Researcher: What do you usually do if you
give students who work in groups a task
and they start speaking in Russian/Kazakh,
but on the topic of the lesson?

KST3: | tell them: “Try to speak English”
They try to do their best. Of course, in
advanced classes, there is not even such a
thing, they, of course, speak English there.
And here [in weaker classes] they try,
because, in principle, | think so, not that I'm
boasting, but | think that | have interested
students, somehow they already have an
aspiration. | say: "You have such an
opportunity to learn English for free, so
let's do it." | have such a thing in practice,
jwith weaker students, that | ask at least to
say those words that you [a student] know,
speak in English. It turns out to be a little
bit of a Russian-English pun. I.ike this, for
example, {po Englishu speakat”} Well, here,
at least something is remembered. This is
more fun, and, like, he answered, yes, and
anyway, he [a student] still remembered
some words.

Researcher: Have you noticed that when
you teach, for example, 9th grades, you
have the same ratio of Russian/Kazakh and
English. And if someone comes to observe
your lessons in the 9th grades, do you try to
speak more English, because your lessons
are observed?

KST3: Well, honestly no, everything is the
same for me. I'm already so used to it that
if someone comes to me [to observe my
lessons], even the president. | teach as |
have [always] taught. | set goals for myself
and my task is to convey to [my] students
the material that | aimed for myself for this
lesson. The main thing for me is not what
they say, but the main thing is that [my]
students comprehend the material that is
required |
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