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Abstract
Family Language Policy of Russian-Speaking Kazakhs and Their Choice of Kazakh
Medium Schools
This study explores how Russian-speaking Kazakh families in urban Kazakhstan negotiate
their Family Language Policy (FLP) when opting to send their children to Kazakh-medium
schools. The research aims to understand how language ideologies, practices, and
management interact within families where Russian is the primary home language, yet
Kazakh-medium education is prioritized. Drawing on Curdt-Christiansen’s (2018) Family
Language Policy framework, this qualitative interview-based study focuses on eight parents
selected through criterion-based sampling. Each parent has at least one school-aged child
currently attending a Kazakh-medium school. Data were collected using semi-structured
interviews with parents. The study found that Russian-speaking Kazakh parents choose
Kazakh-medium instruction (KMI) schools primarily to support their children’s social
integration and future opportunities in a context where Kazakh is increasingly used. Their
decisions are further shaped by a combination of political, cultural, and educational factors,
reflecting a broader multilingual ideology and a desire to equip their children with strong
Kazakh skills as a foundation for further language learning. While Russian remains the
dominant home language, parents actively promote Kazakh by encouraging its use and
providing resources, showing symbolic investment in the language despite their own limited
proficiency. This research highlights the complexity of FLP in multilingual post-Soviet
contexts, offering insights into how families attempt to balance their linguistic realities with
national language expectations. The study contributes to the broader literature on family
language policy, identity, and educational decision-making in transitional societies.
Keywords: family language policy, school language choice, Kazakh medium

education
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Anaarna
Opbic TUIAI Ka3aKTapabIH 0TOACBUIBIK T CasicaThI 5KOHE 0JIAPABbIH KA3aK MEKTeNTepPiH
TaHAaybI

byn 3epTTey opbIcTil Ka3ak 0TOACKUIAPBIHBIH OaanapblH Ka3ak Tl MEKTenTepre oepy
TypaJibl MIENiM KaObLIaayJarsl 0TOACH! IIITHAET] TUIAIK cascaTThl KaJai
KaJIBIITACTHIPATBIHBIH KapacThIpabl. 3€PTTEYAIH MaKCaThl — YH/IE HET13T1 T PETiHIE OpbIC
TUTI KOJJAHBIIATRIH OTOACKIIApAa TUIAIK UICOJIOTHS, TULNIK TOKIpUOe xoHe TUIIIK 6acKapy
KaJnait e3apa opeker eteTiHiH Tyciny. Kypar-Kpuctuancennin (2018) oT6achuIbIK TUIIIK
casicaT MOJIeJIi HeTi3iH/e OY1 canaliblK 3epTTey apHaiibl KpuTepuiliep OOWBIHIIA TaHAAIFaH
Ceri3 aTa-aHaMEH JKYpri3iireH cyxbarka cyieneni. Jlepekrep xapThiiail KYpbUIbIMIAIFaH
cyx0aTTap apKbUIbI )KUHABL. 3epTTEy HOTHXKENEPl OPBICTLUII Ka3aK aTa-aHaJapbIHbIH Ka3aK
TiTTIHIE OKBITATHIH MEKTENTI TaHaay cebenrtepi OananapablH KoFamra OeiliMaenyit KoHe
OoamakTarsl MyMKIHIIKTEPIH KAMTaMachl3 €Ty eKeHIIT1H KopceTTi. ATa-aHalapablH OyI1
HIenIiMiHe casicl, MOJICHU JKoHe 0111iM Oepy (axkTopiapsl 1a acep eremi, Oy onapabiy
KONTULAUTIKKE Her13/1ereH TYHUeTaHbIMbIH JKoOHe OataiapbIH Ti yiipeHyre OeiliMiey HUETiH
KepceTei. Yiie opbic TUTl 6ackiM OoJFaHbIHA KapaMacTaH, aTa-aHajap OajanapblH Ka3ak
TiJiH KOJIJaHyFa bIHTAJIAHBIPHII, TUIIIK pECYpcTapMeH KaMTaMachl3 €Ty apKbLUIbI ©3/1epiHiH
IIEKTEY1 Ka3aK Tl JeHreliHe KapaMacTaH, TUITe CHMBOJIMKAIBIK TYPFBIAH HHBECTULIUS
canajpl. by 3epTTey KOnTili MOCTKEHECTIK KOHTEKCTE OTOACBIIBIK TUIAIK CasicaTThIH
KYPJEJNLIIriH KepceTei )koHe 0TOaChUIapAbIH ©3/epiHiH TUIAIK ToXipudenepi MeH
MEMJICKETTIK TUIIK TalanTapAblH apachlH/a TEeTe-TeHIIK CaKTayFa JIETeH YMTBUIBICHIH
cunartaiael. by 3epTrey eTneni KoraMaapaarbl 0TOACBUTBIK TiJ CasiCcaThl, TITAIK COMKECTIK
neH OUTIM TaH1ay Macesenepi OOMBIHIIA FBUIBIMU 91e0METKE YJIeC KOCabl.

Tyuiin co30ep: 0TOACBUIBIK TiJ casicaThbl, OKBITY TUTIH TaHJAy, Ka3aK TUTIHIET1 011iM

oepy



AHHOTALUA
CemeiliHasi I3bIKOBAS MOJUTHKA PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX Ka3aX0B U MX BHIOOP Ka3aXCKHUX
LIKOJI

JlanHOE Hccle0BaHNe U3Yy4aeT KaK PyCCKOS3bIYHbIE Ka3aXCKHE CEMbU BBICTPAUBAIOT CBOIO
CEMEMHYIO S3bIKOBYIO TIOJUTHKY, IPUHUMAsI pelieHre o0ydaTh JAeTel B MIKOJaX ¢ Ka3aXCKUM
s3bIKOM 00yueHus. Llenbro uccnenoBanus SABISETCS MOHATh, KAK B3aUMOJICHCTBYIOT
SI3BIKOBAsI UJICOJIOTUS, IPAKTUKA U YIIPABJICHHUE SA3bIKOM B CEMbSIX, IJI€ PYCCKHI SBIIAETCS
OCHOBHBIM SI3IKOM OOIIEHUS, HO TIPU ATOM OTJAETCS IPUOPUTET Ka3aXxCKOMY 00pa30BaHHUIO.
OcHoBbIBasiCh Ha MOJIENIH ceMeiHOM Aa3bikoBOM noauTHkU Kypar-Kpucruancen (2018), ato
KaueCTBEHHOE UCCIIEJOBaHNE OCHOBAHO Ha MHTEPBBIO C BOCEMbBIO POJIUTEISIMH,
OTOOpPaHHBIMHU IO OMPEICTICHHBIM KpUTEPHUSIM. JlaHHbIe OBLIIN COOpaHbl C TOMOIMIBIO TOTY-
CTPYKTYpPUPOBAHHBIX HHTEPBbIO. Pe3ynpTaThl MOKa3ain, YTO PYCCKOSA3BIYHBIC Ka3aXu
BBIOMPAIOT Ka3aXCKUI A3bIK 00YUEHHUS B MIEPBYIO O4Yepeab [ COACHCTBHS COIUAIBHOMN
WHTETpaIuM 1eTel 1 X OyIymuX BO3MOKHOCTEH B YCIOBHUSIX BO3PACTAIOIIETO
WCIIOJIb30BAaHUS KAa3aXCKOro si3bIka. Ha ux penieHue Takke BIUSIOT MOJUTHYECKUE,
KYJIbTYpHBIE 1 00pa3oBaTebHbIe ()aKTOPHI, OTpAXKAIOIINE 00Jiee MUPOKYIO MHOTOS3BIYHYIO
UJICOJIOTHIO U CTpEMIICHHE 00eCTIeYUTh JETSIM XOpolliee BIa/IeHne Ka3aXCKUM SI3bIKOM Kak
OCHOBOM JJIs JaJIbHEUILIEr0 U3yueHus A3bIK0B. HecMOTps Ha TO, UTO pYCCKHIl SI3bIK
npeo0yiagaeT B JOMaIIHEM OOIIEHUH, POAUTENN aKTUBHO MOOIIPSIIOT UCIIOIb30BaHHE
Ka3axCKOro, MPeI0CTaBIsisl COOTBETCTBYIOUIUE PECYPCHI, TEM CAMbIM IIPOSBIISISA
CUMBOJIMYECKUE HHBECTUIIMH B S3bIK, HECMOTPS HA COOCTBEHHYIO OTPAaHUUYEHHYIO
KOMIIETEHTHOCTh. MccaeaoBaHne noT4EpPKUBAET CI0KHOCTh CEMENHOM S3bIKOBOW MOTUTHKU
B MHOT'OSI3bIYHOM [TOCTCOBETCKOM KOHTEKCTE, J1aBasi MPEICTAaBIEHUE O TOM, KaK CEMbHU
CTpeMsTCsl OaTaHCUPOBATH MEX]TYy CBOEH S3BIKOBOM PEaIbHOCTHIO M TOCYAaPCTBEHHBIMU

SA3BIKOBBIMH OXKHUJIAHHUAMU. PabGora BHOCUT BKJ1aJ B Oolee IIAPOKYIO JIUTCPATYPY 11O



CEMEHHOM S3BIKOBOU MOJIMTHKE, MACHTHYHOCTH U TIPUHITHIO 00pa30BaTEIIbHBIX PEIICHUN B
YCIIOBUSIX MEPEXOAHOr0 00IIeCTBa.
Knrouesvie cnosa: cemeitnas s13pIK0Basi OJUTHKA, BBIOOD sI3bIKa O0y4YeHUS,

06p330BaHI/Ie Ha Ka3aXCKOM A3BIKC
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Background of the Study

Colonization by the USSR led to the popularization of Russian in Kazakhstan by
increasing Russian medium schools, making Russian language as a subject obligatory for
everyone, and removing Kazakh language as a subject from Russian schools. This has
been documented in research as the “massive language shift in urban areas [that] lead to
the formation of a whole Russian monolingual generation, or, at best, passive bilinguals”
(Smagulova, 2016, p. 94). Russian was associated with higher prestige and socio-economic
status and was common among urban citizens, while Kazakh did not have high status and
was used mostly in rural areas. Since Kazakh was considered a minority language in its
titular country for a long period of time (Smagulova, 2008), the former Soviet Union
achieved the goals of its russification process. Ethnic Kazakhs living in cities were
interested in learning Russian in order to gain cultural, economic capital and, in general,
more power which was more difficult to get only with the knowledge of Kazakh (Ahn &
Smagulova, 2023). In terms of schooling, parents did not have much choice and sent their
children to Russian schools. Russian schools had better quality of teaching and resources,
in the result, about 700 KMI schools were closed (Smagulova, 2008). The author also
stated that in the 1960s in Almaty, the former capital of Kazakhstan, there were only four
KMI schools for children from rural areas, but there was no school for urban students.
Moreover, there were even fewer opportunities for higher education for students
graduating from KMI compared to Russian language schools. Only education, culture,
humanities, and agriculture fields were available for KMI school graduates (Smagulova,
2008).

However, since gaining independence in 1991, the government of Kazakhstan has

made considerable efforts to popularize and strengthen the status of Kazakh. The



government make Kazakh an official state language, and Kazakhs living in the South and
West were encouraged to relocate to Eastern and Northern regions to make those areas
more Kazakh-speaking (Ahn & Smagulova, 2023). All governmental and institutional
workers were obliged to use Kazakh in all paperwork. Also, mass media, names of
geographic locations, road and street signs had to be in Kazakh (Smagulova, 2008).

The education sphere also faced a shift towards Kazakh. More KMI schools were
established in predominantly Russian-speaking locations to bring back the language rights
to ethnic Kazakhs who could not study in Kazakh schools before. As a result, the
percentage of people attending Kazakh schools nationwide rose from 30.7% to 59.3%
between 1989 and 2007 (Altynbekova, 2010, as cited in Smagulova, 2016; Smagulova,
2008). By the time Smagulova’s study was done, the enrolment in KMI schools had gone
up three times among the youngest participants compared to their parents’ generation.
Forbes Kazakhstan (2023) presented that 70.7% of all first graders in 2023 went to Kazakh
language classes, which also demonstrates that the interest in Kazakh language is
expanding. In addition, today graduates of KMI schools have the same access to all
specialization areas in universities (Nurullin, 2023). The article stated that KMI in
universities is also gaining popularity. In the academic year 2022-2023, there were about
377,000 students in Kazakh language groups. In comparison, around 155,000 students
studied in Russian language groups.

One of the motivations for Kazakhs to improve Russian language skills was to
study or work in Russia. However, since early 2022, the geopolitical tensions in the region
with Russia’s war on Ukraine, have decreased the status of Russian, which may have long-
term implications for the role of Russian in the country (Ahn & Smagulova, 2023). This

case might probably have an effect on popularization of Kazakh too.



Research Problem

According to Yoon and Gulson (2010), “Parental school choice is not random, ...
but rather a choice to maintain advantageous social position” (p. 715). Here the
“advantageous social position” can refer to the meeting the expectations of society or
social cohesion. Parents may choose a specific linguistic environment for their children for
them to be closer to the local culture and to maintain cultural identity. This is important
because cultural cohesion is an essential foundation which may affect the academic
success (Cummins, 1982, as cited in Kemppainen et al., 2008). This example shows that
parental decisions may be influenced by their beliefs and assumptions about certain
languages.

Based on these factors, it seems logical when ethnic Kazakhs send their children to
KMI schools. However, it is worth exploring why Russian-speaking Kazakh families make
this choice. For example, Smagulova (2008) identified the reasons why ethnic Kazakh
children study in Russian-medium schools. The lack of KMI schools in the neighborhood,
anxiety because of not being able to help the children, the belief that Russian schools have
more qualified education were the most common reasons for parents to choose Russian
language schools. However, currently there is no information available about why parents,
who are ethnic Kazakhs and who speak Russian, choose to send their children to KMI
schools. It is important to identify their language policies which could be useful for policy-
makers and teachers to improve and develop Kazakh and make KMI schooling more
attractive to others.

To study the parental decision-making process in a more detailed way, the
framework of Family Language Policy (FLP) provided by Curdt-Christiansen (2018) is
applied in this study. FLP refers to the planned linguistic practices at home. It usually

encourages the use of one or another language and its development among family



members. FLP consists of three main components: language management, language
ideologies, and language practices (Spolsky, 2004). Language management is what people
do in order to maintain a specific language. In the case of this study, language management
is the decision of parents to send their children to KMI schools. Language practices refer
to the specific choice of speakers in terms of language variety, grammar, and vocabulary.
Lastly, language ideologies are the beliefs about functions, values, benefits and other
aspects of a particular language. The study will focus on each of these components in
detail because they are interconnected and play a crucial role in the decision-making
process. For instance, specific language beliefs may have led parents to choose a specific
Medium of Instruction (MOI).
Purpose of the Study
This qualitative study will explore the Family Language Policy of Russian-
speaking Kazakhs who have chosen to send their children to KMI schools through the lens
of language management, language ideologies, and language practices. In addition, it will
also analyze various political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors
which may have influenced the choice of parents.
Research Questions
1. What are the reasons for Russian-speaking Kazakh parents to send their children to
KMI schools?
2. What are the family language practices and family language ideologies of these
parents?
3. What political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors

support the parental choice of the MOI?



Significance of the Study

The results of this study will be particularly significant for two key stakeholders:
policy makers and parents. For policy makers, the study will provide evidence which
aspects of KMI schooling are important for parents. Therefore, they will know how to
make KMI school more attractive for people. For parents, the study will highlight how
they can support their children’s Kazakh language development, even when they
themselves are more dominant in Russian. Moreover, analyzing FLP of these families will
provide the broader understanding of how Kazakhstani families actively contribute to
Kazakh language revitalization and maintenance. Finally, this study will add to the
existing literature on FLP by examining how families negotiate their language
management, ideologies, and practices in a multilingual and post-colonial country as

Kazakhstan.

Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into six chapters, each building toward a comprehensive
understanding of how Russian-dominant Kazakh families form and enact their family
language policies, particularly in relation to their decision to enroll children in Kazakh-
medium of instruction (KMI) schools. The introduction chapter provides the
sociolinguistic background of Kazakhstan, highlighting the historical dominance of
Russian and recent shifts toward the revitalization of Kazakh. The literature review
presents the FLP framework based on Curdt-Christiansen (2018) and integrates language
socialization theory to better understand how language ideologies, practices, and
management evolve within families. This chapter also reviews national and international
studies on FLP and school language choice, highlighting a research gap in the Kazakhstani
context, particularly with respect to Russian-dominant Kazakh families. The third chapter,

methodology, outlines the qualitative design of the study, including the rationale for using



semi-structured interviews, the selection of participants, and the procedures for data
collection and analysis. The findings chapter presents the key themes that emerged from
the data, structured around the three research questions. These include reasons for
selecting KMI schools, language ideologies and practices within families, and the
influence of political, cultural, and educational factors. The fifth chapter, discussion,
interprets these findings through the lens of the FLP framework and language socialization
theory, emphasizing the dynamic interaction between parents’ beliefs, school
environments, and everyday language use. Finally, the conclusion chapter summarizes the
main insights gained from the study, outlines its limitations, and discusses its implications
for language policy, educational practice, and future research. It also highlights the
contribution of the study in addressing the understudied experiences of Russian-dominant

Kazakh families navigating language and identity in a multilingual nation.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter builds on the background and context provided in the previous chapter
and presents a synthesis of relevant studies that tie back to the study’s original purpose,
which is to explore the FLP of Russian-speaking Kazakhs and their choice to send the
children to KMI schools and to analyze political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and
educational factors which may influence the choice of parents.

Prior to discussing the themes in the studies, the theoretical framework guiding this
study is presented. The main frameworks applied are Curdt-Christiansen’s (2018) Family
Language Policy (FLP) and the related factors and Kambatyrova’s (2024) adaptation of
Curdt-Christiansen’s model of FLP. Related empirical literature on each component of
language policy (management, ideologies, and practices) and each type of factor (political,
economic, cultural and linguistic, social, and educational) which shapes FLP will be

presented as separate themes and subthemes after the theoretical framework.

Theoretical Framework

This study will apply Curdt-Christiansen’s (2018) framework of Family Language
Policy (see Figure 1). FLP refers to the language and literacy activities used at home and
among family members that are directed toward promoting specific language use (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2018). One of the main premises of the theory is that a family’s beliefs about
what will empower the family members’ social status and will help achieve their goals will
define what kind of FLP the family will adopt. As Spolsky (2004) states, language
policies, as well as family language policies, consist of three main components: language
management (or language intervention), language ideologies, and language practices.
When a person or institution tries to operate or control the language situation, it is called
language intervention or management. Cooper (1989, as cited in Spolsky, 2004, p. 14)

describes language management as: “who plans what for whom and how.”



Figure 1

The Interdisciplinary Framework of Family Language Policy
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Another component of the FLP is language ideology or language belief, which is
an agreement within a speech community on the importance or value of each language
feature or variety they use (Spolsky, 2004). In other words, it is a language policy without
the language manager: people use languages as they think they should be used. According
to Curdt-Christiansen (2016), language ideologies are “social constructs that reflect
historical roles, economic values, political power and social functions of a particular
language” (p. 695). Spolsky (2004) defines the third component of FLP — language
practices — as all the vocabulary and grammar choices a speaker makes, sometimes on
purpose and sometimes not, that then form the usual pattern of a specific language variety.
Language practices accept differences in speech formality and other agreed rules about
which language variety suits which situation. In terms of multilingual communities, these
rules also cover when a specific language is appropriate. These three concepts will be used

to describe FLP in Russian-speaking Kazakh families in this study.



Looking at the purposes of the framework more closely, FLP serves as a
foundation for language development and language socialization (Curdt-Christiansen,
2018). Parents make decisions about which language their children will develop based on
the values that they ascribe to a particular language. Language socialization is the process
by which individuals learn language through social interaction while also acquiring the
cultural norms and values of their community (Ochs & Schieffelin, 2011). Unlike formal
language instruction, language socialization often occurs naturally in daily activities and
communication. It involves both explicit guidance and implicit participation in meaningful
social contexts. In the context of FLP, language socialization theory plays an essential role.
It affects both children’s language learning at home and beyond, and how parents adjust
their language habits based on their children’s experiences. This ongoing interaction shows
that family language use is influenced by wider cultural, social, and institutional contexts
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). The present study will use this theory too and explain how
language socialization can shape FLP.

Overall, FLP-related decisions are made according to the parents’ educational
background, migration experience if any, language learning experience, their economic
resources, and home environment. At the same time, additional external factors are at play
in influencing FLP because families always interact with the outer world, they do not live
in isolation (Spolsky, 2004). These external factors are the sociolinguistic, socioeconomic,
sociocultural, and sociopolitical contexts. It shows that FLP “is shaping and is being
shaped by the external environments through language socialization” (Curdt-Christiansen,
2018, p. 421). The interaction medium between the inner and outer circle is depicted by
the language socialization circle. The barriers between the internal and external forces,
which are presented as language socialization line, are flexible: while external forces may

invade the family domain through language socialization, internal family policies may also
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do the same into the society. These two types of forces are closely interconnected and
sometimes the distinction between them is blurred. However, they “form the ideological
underpinnings of language choices, linguistic practices, and language investments at
home” (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018, p. 422). Based on the four types of the contexts, this
study will focus on political, economic, cultural and linguistic, and social factors
influencing FLP. The social factor will be presented separately because it was described
individually by Curdt-Christiansen (2009) and Kambatyrova (2024).

In addition to the framework described above, this study will also apply
Kambatyrova’s (2024) conceptualization of parental language ideologies in the context of
trilingual education in Kazakhstan. As mentioned earlier, language policies are often
guided by language ideologies, which are based on how people see the value, power, and
usefulness of different languages. These ideologies on a family level further affect
language-related decisions in all spheres of life, including education. By adopting Curdt-
Christiansen’s (2009) framework, the author showed how macro, meso, and micro factors
influence language ideologies. Kambatyrova (2024) identified the following factors: macro
level includes political, economic, cultural and social factors; meso level consists of
factors of type of school and geographical location; and micro level factors are age,
gender, ethnicity, home language, educational attainment and family income level.
Kambatyrova also added an educational aspect to the macro level factors because she
found that in most cases parents chose English MOI because of educational rather than
political reasons.

In this study, Russian-speaking Kazakh parents’ choice of the Kazakh MOI will be
studied within the two frameworks presented above (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018;
Kambatyrova, 2024). From Kambatyrova’s (2024) work the following political, economic,

cultural and linguistic, social, and educational factors will be used for the present study.
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Review of Previous Studies

This section will provide the overview of the previous studies in both international
and Kazakhstani contexts about family language management, family language practices,
family language ideologies, and all previously mentioned external factors that can have
influence on parental choice of MOI.
Family Language Management

Language management within families can be perceived as the specific actions they
take to preserve and maintain particular languages. For families in multilingual countries,
this may be one of the essential decisions in children’s up-bringing. However, examples of
family language management may vary depending on the context. Kiiin’s (2022) study in
the Estonian context focused on the Ukrainian families and the reasons why some families
manage to preserve Ukrainian language, while others do not. The author found that all
families used One Parent One Language (OPOL) strategy in the use of Ukrainian and
Russian. However, their reasons for choosing the MOI differed. For instance, one family
chose a Russian school because they lived in a Russian-speaking district and did not want
their child to feel pressured and hoped it would help the child to adapt to the new country
faster. Another family chose an Estonian school because they felt the responsibility to
learn Estonian as it is the official language of their new country. Some parents wanted to
preserve the Ukrainian identity in their children, therefore they also sent their children to
the Ukrainian Sunday school. Schwartz et al.’s (2010) research focused on Russian-
speaking immigrants’ choice of either bilingual or monolingual kindergartens in Israel.
The study found that parents who chose bilingual kindergartens did so because of
children’s comfort which included qualification of teachers, teaching approaches, and
facilities, and opportunities to develop both Russian and Hebrew. The parents who

selected monolingual (Hebrew) kindergartens did so because of the availability of
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kindergartens and conditions of payment. Similar to Kiun’s (2022) findings of Ukrainian
parents that were interested in maintaining a home language through education, Forlot
(2009), who studied French immigrants’ school choice in Canada, found that some parents
preferred French-only schools for their children because they wanted to preserve the
French language and culture, thus adopting a monolingual and homogeneous concept of
language use. In addition, their perception of the mainstream Canadian school system as
being too student-centered and too focused on personal development also played a role in
their school choice. On the other hand, some parents in Forlot’s (2009) study chose
schools where their children could be exposed to more diversity which would help them
develop valuable communication skills to thrive in a country that is as multiethnic and
multicultural as Canada. The author also found that the school choice was essentially
aligned with daily social practices of children which may include exposure to several
languages.

In Kazakhstan, the study of FLP of four Kazakh families (Amantay et al., 2017)
found that some families used home literacy practices and choice of the MOI as language
management. By collecting Kazakh books, exposing children to Kazakh cartoons and TV
programs, urban families sought to revitalize Kazakh. Some parents deliberately sent their
children to Kazakh kindergartens or schools to help them develop their mother tongue.
Even though their linguistic practices involved the use of Russian, their language
management aligned with their strong positive attitudes towards Kazakh.

These examples show that family language management involves intentional
decisions, such as school choice and home literacy practices, to support language
preservation. Most international studies focus on immigrant families navigating
multilingual settings abroad, while little is known about how ethnically Kazakh families in

Kazakhstan manage their languages. By examining the language management strategies of
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Russian-dominant Kazakh parents, this study fills a key gap and offers new insights into
how language decisions are shaped in a multilingual national context.
Family Language ldeologies

Family language ideologies are language beliefs of parents which shape the
parents’ decisions about their children’s linguistic abilities and linguistic environment.
Indeed, language ideologies shape language management and language practices of
families. Depending on the importance parents ascribe to a language, they will either seek
to develop it in their children or may not even try to use it. For instance, the Acehnese
families in Indonesia face obstacles in maintaining their heritage language and choose to
speak Indonesian with their children due to the negative ideologies about Acehnese
language and positive beliefs about Indonesian (Idaryani & Fidyati, 2022). A similar
observation was made by Curdt-Christiansen (2016) in her study of FLP of three families
from three ethnic backgrounds (Chinese, Malay, and Indian) in Singapore. Even though
family members believed that their home language was important in preserving their
ethnic roots and culture, they made a conscious choice to communicate in English with
their children because of its socio-economic value. The author claimed that such language
choices can be made because of the deep-rooted ideologies that home languages are
inferior to the majority language which is English. Even though the government of
Singapore encourages bilingualism, English is widely used in most domains there. As
Spolsky (2012) claimed, governments should encourage maintaining a heritage language
through school education by adjusting the teaching methods to home languages of students
rather than making students forget their heritage languages and culture.

Mhathdna and Fhionnlaoich (2021) explored the reasons why Irish parents chose to
send their children to Irish-medium preschools. They found that the potential benefits of

bilingualism and parents’ wish to enroll their children in the prestigious Irish primary
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schools were the main reasons. O’Hanlon (2014) also studied the Celtic context, namely,
factors affecting parents’ choice of sending the children and students’ decisions of staying
in Celtic-medium education. The benefits of bilingualism were also mentioned in this
study, in addition to the perceived quality of Celtic-language education and employment
opportunities as the main influencing factors for parental school choice.

Having multilingual language ideology was also an interesting language belief
among families. It shaped some parents’ MOI choices differently. Slavkov’s (2016) study
in the Canadian context found that some parents selected minority or heritage language
schools for children because of their positive views about and commitment to developing
multilingualism. For instance, students enrolled in French medium regular schools also
attended heritage language weekend school. Another study (Forlot, 2009) which focused
on French immigrants in Canada found that immigrant parents either choose a completely
diverse and multinational education system, or stick to their own native-like school
system. Some of the participants moved their children from French medium to English
medium schools because they wanted to move from “ethnocentrism to diversity” (p. 400).
These parents preferred multilingual and multicultural environment for their children.

In Kazakhstan, parents hold various language ideologies about Kazakh, Russian,
and English. Due to the Kazakh language revitalization policy, more families are starting
to become interested in promoting Kazakh in their families. According to Smagulova
(2017), there is an increasing interest in re-imagining Kazakh as a prestigious language. In
her study of one urban ethnic Kazakh family, Russian was still dominant because the
family minimized the usage of Kazakh only to “school talk.” However, this can also be
considered as the technique to revitalize the language among young urban Kazakhs.
Kambatyrova (2024), who researched the language ideologies of Kazakhstani parents in

the context of trilingual education policy, found that parents from different regions
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demonstrated different viewpoints about choosing the MOI for their children. For instance,
parents from southern Kazakhstan supported the Kazakh MOI in Russian medium schools
because it would give children a sense of ethnic belonging, while parents from the central
and northern regions tended to choose the Russian MOI because of the dominant Russian-
speaking environment. As mentioned earlier, different factors such as, political, economic,
cultural, social, and educational, influenced parental language ideologies. Additionally,
even though some parents did not fully support trilingual education, students’ responses
showed that most participants preferred three languages as MOI rather than having either
KMI, RMI, or EMI separately (Yeskeldiyeva & Tazhibayeva, 2015, as cited in
Kambatyrova, 2024).

Valiyeva et al. (2019) also studied FLP in Kazakhstan. The authors found that the
influence of families’ language ideologies on the choice of language at home and in
education settings was much greater “rather than community and intervention practices”
(p. 860). Most of the respondents preferred the language that is more comprehensible by
other speakers, in their opinion. The survey results showed that Kazakh and Russian
languages are the most dominant in family, education, and society among citizens of
Kazakhstan. English was the least dominant. They highlighted that because English is
promoted in the educational domain, and its use is limited to this sphere. While
Kazakhstani citizens accept trilingualism (Kazakh, Russian, and English) in education, the
social and home domains are still mostly bilingual.

Furthermore, language ideologies were also explored in the higher education
context in Kazakhstan. Kucherbayeva and Smagulova (2023) interviewed students
studying in KM universities in Astana and found that Russian was still considered to be

more prestigious because of the lack of high-quality educational resources in Kazakh.
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However, despite the dominance of Russian, Kazakh too has a strong position in
education, and there is increasing support for KMI among parents.

These studies suggest that family language ideologies, shaped by broader political,
social, and cultural forces, play a critical role in shaping language use at home and school
choices. They influence whether families maintain, shift, or balance languages,
highlighting the deep connection between belief systems and children’s linguistic
development.

Although international research has widely explored family language ideologies
and school language choice, there are few studies on these topics in Kazakhstan. Existing
research focuses mainly on trilingual education, higher education, or language revival,
with almost no linkage to MOI choice. This study fills that gap by focusing on Russian-
dominant Kazakh families and closely examining their language ideologies in relation to
their decision to choose a Kazakh school.

Family Language Practices

Linguistic practices at home play a crucial role in preserving or supporting the
development of languages, although family’s language practices may sometimes align with
or differ from their language beliefs. In this section, studies based in international contexts
will be presented first.

Slavkov (2016), who studied the FLP and school language choice of immigrant or
indigenous families with overall 170 school-age children in Ontario, Canada studied the
transmission and maintenance of minority languages based on the insights on FLP and
school language choice of parents. He found that language of interaction between parents
and siblings, and minority language literacy were one of the significant factors influencing
linguistic repertoire of children. As for the choice of MOI, it was found to have positive

correlation with developing bilingualism and multilingualism. The author stated that
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mixing appropriate FLP and minority language schooling might help children to become
multilingual. For example, minority language families can choose heritage language at
home, French MOI for schools, and English for community interactions. Slavkov also
emphasized the importance of parents’ commitment at home in improving the heritage
language skills of their children. This could be speaking the language at home or by
attending weekend schools in their heritage language to maintain bilingualism. In addition,
reading books and/or interacting with various media resources in a language that needs to
be developed could be helpful.

In some contexts, language practices may not be fully aligned with the language
ideologies of family members. Curdt-Christiansen (2016) in her study of FLP in Singapore
identified that even though parents wanted their children to be competent bilinguals
(mother tongue and English), a vast part of interactions within the family was only in
English. Although the parents were proficient in their mother tongue and had positive
attitudes towards it, they still chose to speak in English because of their belief that this
language would be more beneficial for their children. This shows an unequal power
relationship between languages.

In Kazakhstan, a study of language practices of four Kazakh families done by
Amantay et al. (2017) also demonstrated that Kazakhs are becoming more aware of the
development of their language. The authors concluded that all parents had strong
ideologies regarding Kazakh due to their ethnic identity, Kazakh being a state language,
and the perception of the language as a symbol of spirituality. However, some actual
language practices involved code-switching between Kazakh and Russian. These language
shifts could happen because of the cultural aspects (e.g. shifting to Kazakh when talking to
elder people) or the lack of vocabulary during the discussion of a particular topic.

Although Russian was still very frequently used in these families” domains, all families
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tried to maintain Kazakh at home by providing children with Kazakh books, magazines,
and TV programs. Also, Kazakh was the medium of communication with grandparents.

These examples collectively illustrate that family language practices significantly
shape children’s linguistic development and are deeply intertwined with the school
language choices families make. Whether families intentionally promote bilingualism,
shift to dominant languages for practical reasons, or attempt to preserve heritage
languages, their everyday language use influences how children engage with different
languages in educational settings.

The existing studies explore family language practices in contexts like Canada and
Singapore. In Kazakhstan, the limited research available focuses on FLP and Kazakh
language revitalization. This study addresses the gap by examining what are the everyday
language practices among Russian-dominant Kazakh families who prioritize education in
Kazakh, offering new insights into language use within a common yet understudied
demographic.

Factors Influencing FLP

The following subsections will discuss various factors taken from Kambatyrova’s
(2024) framework that may have an effect on planning FLP and making FLP-related
decisions, namely choosing the specific language of instruction or the specific type of a
school for children.

Political Factors. Political factors involve providing individuals with equal access
to education, opportunities for civic participation, and a voice in political decisions.
Research suggests that language policies are commonly introduced to address
communication challenges in multilingual communities and to broaden social and
economic opportunities for linguistic minority groups (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009;

Kambatyrova, 2024). People tend to endorse national language policies that align with
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their personal ideologies, but may oppose them if the policies contradict their own
perspectives.

Language policies of Kazakhstan are influenced by the sociodemographic state of
the country (Smagulova, 2008). Even though the government wished to promote
monolingual Kazakh policy, ethnic diversity of Kazakhstan led to the multilingual
approach in language policy: Russian is kept as an official language to maintain its use
among its vast number of speakers and English is promoted to make Kazakhstan
competitive in the world economy. All three languages are used in education as well.
Kambatyrova (2024) found that the most parents’ language ideologies were aligned with
the ideology of trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan, which was discussed above.
Participants mentioned that providing education in English was the sign of care from the
government. However, some parents were concerned about their children studying in
English: they thought that it was used only in some spheres in Kazakhstan, so there was no
need for everybody to study in English. Amantay et al.’s (2017) findings that Russian-
speaking urban Kazakhs chose KMI kindergartens and schools and made attempts to use
Kazakh at home can be implied as the perception and acceptance of Kazakh as the state
language.

Overall, the studies demonstrate that language policies can significantly shape
family language choices, but their influence depends on how well these policies align with
parental beliefs and the sociolinguistic realities in the country. Whether supportive or
resistant, families’ responses to such policies reflect broader attitudes toward national
identity and future prospects.

Economic Factors. Economic factors mean how a language affects income (better
language skills leading to higher earnings) and how economic changes influence language

dynamics (Grin, 2006, as cited in Kambatyrova, 2024). This section will cover the
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following two sub-themes: 1) parents’ resources and 2) beliefs about the economic value
of studying in a particular MOI. These two subthemes were found to be the most essential
in discussing how economics can influence parental choice of the MOI.

Parents’ Resources. A number of studies has shown that the choice of the
language of instruction was made based on the economic condition of the family itself. For
example, this aspect was seen as the most essential in school choice in a study by Vega-
Bayo and Mariel (2015). The study found that a family’s economic condition decided
whether their children will study in private or public schools and the language model
(Spanish, Basque, or mixed) that is used. For instance, parents, who can afford sending
their children to a private school, have more choice of MOI: Spanish, Basque, or English.
However, those who cannot afford private schools have less choice. Most public schools
there offer Basque MOI. The similar finding was present in the Kemppainen and Ferrin’s
(2002) study who focused on Russian-speaking parents in Estonia. They found that parents
who chose Estonian-language schools were typically more resourceful and thought about
socio-economic advantages, such as better educational opportunities and higher income for
their children.

Beliefs About the Economic Value of Studying in a Particular MOI. Several
studies in different contexts claimed that some parents choose specific schools and
mediums of instruction assuming that it will bring some economic and financial benefits to
their children in the future. Better job opportunities provided by the education in Basque
attracted parents in Spain (Vega-Bayo & Mariel, 2015). Researchers found that the number
of students in the Basque schools are much more than the number of Basque native
speakers due to the potential economic advantages. The next study from Burkina Faso,
West Africa, David-Erb (2021) analyzed parents’ and students’ choice of language of

instruction. The author concluded that the choice of language of schooling was based on
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the economic values of the former colonial language, French, because parents wanted their
children to have better job opportunities. The similar findings were presented in the
Latvian context where Russian-speaking parents chose the Russian MOI because of
economic integration to the society and its economic value (Martena & Marten, 2023).

In other contexts where English is widely spoken, it was found that parents prefer
to use it at home in addition to EMI schooling, even though their language ideologies may
support additional languages (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). In her study of Chinese
immigrants in Quebec, Curdt-Christiansen (2009) identified that each language had its
own economic value in Canada: French was associated with availability of resources for
economic development, English provided benefits for economic and social aims, and
Chinese was important to learn because of increasing role of China in the international
political and market arena. The context in China itself also showed the tendency towards
the popularization of English (Curdt-Christiansen & Wang, 2018). The participant parents
claimed to invest a lot into the development of English by hiring native speaker private
tutors or sending children to after-school or weekend classes. They did this because of the
potential economic benefits of knowing English, such as getting high-paid jobs,
professional advantages, and education opportunities.

Overall, these studies show that parents’ language and school choices are less
influenced by whether a language is colonial or national, but more by its perceived
economic value. Whether it is French, English, Basque, or Estonian, the driving force
behind these decisions is the belief that certain languages offer better access to education,
employment, and upward mobility.

Cultural and Linguistic Factors. Cultural and linguistic factors are described here
in one subsection because Curdt-Christiansen (2009) stated that cultural context includes

the symbolic relevance associated with languages and that “languages are viewed as
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manifestations culture” (p. 356). These aspects are also important in parental school
choice. Cultural factors are the symbolic values a specific language holds. Languages are
often associated with a person’s identity because people describe their background,
ethnicity, gender, etc. through languages (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Kambatyrova, 2024).
Attitude towards a language and interest in learning a particular language are included
under linguistic factors. Kemppainen et al. (2004) identified four types of culture and
language orientations that influenced the choice of Russian-speaking parents in Estonia.
These were russocentric, estoniocentric, bicultural, and multicultural orientations. While
parents with russocentric and estoniocentric orientations chose schools with the respective
language of instruction, bicultural parents did not have specific preference of the language,
and parents with multicultural views tended to choose either Estonian or bilingual MOI.

In their later research Kemppainen et al. (2008) introduced the significant and non-
significant factors affecting the parental choice of MOI in the same context. Cultural
congruence, attitudes to the second language, proficiency in the second language, and
parents’ ethnic background were the essential factors. Cultural congruence is the feeling of
belonging to the society and one’s surroundings. It was one of the important deciding
factors. Probably, Russian-speaking parents preferred Estonian MOI in order for their
children to feel more belonged to the Estonian society. Additionally, language proficiency
of parents was also essential. It was identified that parents who were fluent in Estonian
chose Estonian schools 2.5 more often than those who were not proficient in it. As for the
ethnic background of parents, it played a crucial role too. Authors found that parents who
had at least 25% Estonian background were four times as likely to select the Estonian MOI
rather than parents without Estonian background. Those who had 50% Estonian
background were 5.5 times more likely to choose the Estonian MOI. Mhathdna and

Fhionnlaoich (2021) also found that heritage and cultural values of Irish language and the
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interest in Irish were one of the main reasons to choose the Irish MOI. Curdt-Christiansen
(2009) found the similar strong cultural values among Chinese immigrants in Canada.
Parents sent their children to Chinese medium schools and encouraged the usage of
Chinese at home in order to maintain a sense of ethnic identity and belonging along with
the sense of understanding of one’s roots. In their exploration of the connection between
language and social difference as influencing factors, Yoon and Gulson (2010) found that
parents selected schools based on the symbolic capital of languages and ethno-linguistic
hierarchies. For example, white middle-class parents tended to choose “white” schools,
where students are non-ESL and French is offered as the second language because of its
symbolic and economic relevance in Canada.

In the context of Kazakhstan, Kambatyrova (2024) identified that most parents
supported education in Kazakh because mother tongue has an essential role in maintaining
Kazakh identity and culture in their children. For parents from South and Central
Kazakhstan learning in Kazakh was more significant than for parents from the North, who
were mainly Russian-speaking. With regard to Kazakh revitalization, Amantay et al.
(2017) identified that some parents connect Kazakh language to their ethnic and cultural
identity, historical and intergenerational origins, and “spiritual fulfillment” (p. 16).

In sum, cultural and linguistic factors, especially the symbolic value of language
and its link to identity, play a key role in school and language choices. Across contexts,
parents often prioritize languages that affirm their cultural heritage and offer their children
a sense of belonging, showing how deeply language is tied to identity, history, and
community.

Social Factors. Research indicates that social factors also affect parents’ choice.
Social factors refer to communal mobility that can be achieved with a help of a specific

language (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009) and can also include the social status of a language.
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David-Erb’s (2021) study based in Burkina Faso, emphasized the role of social prestige on
parental choice. The study showed that some participants believed that knowledge in
indigenous languages is not valued in a society, and, moreover, parents who do not know
an indigenous language cannot be involved in a child’s education. These two reasons made
the education in the local language unattractive. Therefore, most people in the community
preferred the majority language.

Other aspects, such as social and cognitive development, good feedback from
neighbors and friends, beliefs and values of families and parents about schools themselves
were some of the influencing factors for parents from the Celtic countries to choose
specific Irish- medium preschools (Mhathina & Fhionnlaoich, 2021). Authors found that
parents relied on the information about Irish preschools from their social networks, such as
relatives, friends, school communities, and internet sources, and it was important for their
decision-making. Kiun’s (2022) study in Estonia identified that some Ukrainian parents
deliberately chose Estonian language schools in order for their children to adjust to the
Estonian society better. One Ukrainian family selected the Estonian MOI because they felt
the responsibility to learn Estonian because the country gave them opportunities to live
there. Another example for societal integration is the study of Martena and Marten (2023)
who identified that after Latvia gained independence, people started to realize the
importance of learning Latvian and selected Latvian education for integration, societal
development, and showing awareness of language needs in a country. In the Canadian
context, Forlot (2009) identified that some French immigrants do not prefer French-only
schools because they want their children to be as multicultural as the society in Canada.
Schools that had explicit French-focused values were not popular among the Canadians or
the French, the study found. Thus, school choice is sometimes made based on the

community where it is located. Another example is the study of Chinese immigrants in
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Canada, which found that parents’ FLP was based on the community they lived in (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2009). They paid equal attention to English, French, and Chinese because all
three languages provided valuable resources for their children’s socio-economic
development: Chinese was their home language, English was believed to be essential in a
global market, and being proficient in French seemed essential in the socio, linguistic, and
political context of Quebec and Canada in general.

Overall, the reviewed studies show that social factors, such as the perceived
prestige of a language, community influence, and aspirations for societal integration,
significantly shape parental decisions about language of instruction. Whether for
improving social mobility, adapting to a host society, or aligning with community values,
parents often choose languages that help their children better integrate and thrive within
their social environments.

Educational Factors. Educational factors refer to how education impacts language
proficiency, performance, scores in entrance exams, academic achievement, and other
aspects in education of students based on a particular MOI (Tarhan, 2003, as cited in
Kambatyrova, 2024). Other aspects such as, the quality of school education, the quality of
learning and teaching materials, and the qualification of teachers may be included as
additional components. As mentioned earlier, Curdt-Christiansen (2009) pointed out that
Chinese immigrant parents in Canada valued all three languages (Chinese, French,
English) because of “high educational expectations and aspirations ... with regard to
children’s academic success and multilingual development” (p. 371). They supported
trilingualism and believed that it would help their children to perceive culturally important
aspects of information and knowledge. Parents in the study by Schwartz et al. (2010) also
emphasized the importance of professional level of teachers and teaching methods and

strategies in choosing the bilingual (Russian-Hebrew) rather than monolingual Hebrew
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kindergartens in Israel. This may be because of the parents’ beliefs about the better quality
of education provided by the teachers from the former Soviet Union. Those teachers may
have had similar teaching approaches the parents were familiar with and especially if they
had worked in elite schools in the USSR. Martena and Marten (2023) found that some
Russian-speaking parents from Latvia selected German medium school for their children
because of the perceived quality of German education and the multicultural and
multilingual school environment. They had other choices of Russian and Latvian MOI.
However, some of them chose German MOI because of its perceived high quality. The
German MOI was preferred by most parents because children were able to develop
multilingual competence, think “out of the ‘language’ box”, develop themselves, and
become aware of cultural diversity. Even the doubts of some parents about the challenges
of learning in another language were dispelled when they understood the benefits of
learning in a foreign language.

In the context of Kazakhstan, Kambatyrova (2024) stated that some parents in her
study were concerned about the academic achievement of their children in learning science
subjects in English because of the possible lack of comprehension. As for the Kazakh or
Russian MOI, parents’ concerns varied depending on their region: while parents from the
South supported teaching History of Kazakhstan in Kazakh, parents from central and
North Kazakhstan thought that it might lead to the poor understanding of the subject.
Another important finding is that parents in southern Kazakhstan believed that the Kazakh
MOI would be an effective method to motivate Russian-speaking Kazakhs or people from
other ethnicities to learn Kazakh. Kambatyrova (2024) concluded that it is important to
consider educational factor as the most essential in constructing Kazakhstani parents’

language ideologies while planning different levels of language policies.
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In conclusion, educational factors greatly influence parental decision-making as
they directly impact children’s academic success and language development. Parents often
prioritize the perceived quality of education, teacher qualifications, and language-related
academic outcomes when choosing a MOI. These considerations reflect both short-term
academic goals and long-term aspirations for multilingual competence and global

readiness.

Summary

This chapter described the theoretical framework applied in this study and provided
an overview of earlier studies about FLP, school choice, and the political, economic,
cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors affecting FLP, both in international and
Kazakhstani contexts. Parents’ decisions about the language of instruction often go beyond
simple language maintenance or shift goals, showing broader aspirations, such as access to
better educational and economic opportunities, social integration, and national identity
alignment. Particularly significant are cases where families deliberately choose a MOI
different from the home language. Such choices are frequently motivated by perceived
advantages in national language acquisition, upward mobility, or the desire to support a
child’s full participation in the sociopolitical life of the country. Overall, these decisions
are rarely purely linguistic. They are deeply embedded in parents’ values, social
positioning, and expectations for their children’s futures.

There are far more studies in international contexts with immigrant and indigenous
stories and their experiences. The limited number of similar studies in the context of a
multilingual and multicultural country as Kazakhstan shows the need to know more how
different languages exist in this society, how families make decisions about which
language to prioritize and develop both at home and at school, and based on which factors

parents make language-related educational decisions for their children. This study will
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contribute to the literature by closely examining and providing valuable information about
Russian-speaking Kazakhs’ family language policy and their reasons for choosing KMI

schools.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction

The previous chapters shed light to the background information of the study,
research problem, the study’s purpose and research questions, in addition to the overview
of existing literature about FLP and parental school choice. The purpose of the research is
to explore family language management, ideologies, and practices of Russian-speaking
Kazakhs who chose KMI school for their children. Moreover, it focuses on political,
economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors related to this choice. The
research questions are:

1. What are the reasons for Russian-speaking Kazakh parents to send their

children to KMI schools?

2. What are the family language practices and family language ideologies of these

parents?

3. What political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors

support the parental choice of the MOI?

This chapter focuses on the methodological part of the study. It discusses research
design, research site, sampling techniques, description of participants, data collection and
data analysis procedures, and most importantly, describes ethical aspects of the study.
Research Design

Based on the research aim and the research questions, a qualitative approach was
used. Such an approach is useful to demonstrate “a complex, detailed understanding of the
issue” (Creswell, 2013, p. 48) and to obtain rich descriptive information (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). In the present study, a qualitative approach is necessary because the rich
details of the Russian-speaking Kazakh parents’ choice of KMI schools can be obtained by

directly interviewing them. In order to clearly identify the underlying reasons for that
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choice, an interview-based study design was used. This research design is the most
beneficial option to get the richest data, compared to the other data collection instruments
(Dexter, 1970, as cited in Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Particularly for the present study, the
interview responses from the parents enabled the researcher to get specific information
about their complex decision-making process regarding school choice that was made when
the children were preparing for the first grade. Their responses provide information about
“past events that are impossible to replicate” in other forms of data collection instruments
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 108).
Research Site

The data was collected from the parents whose children attend a public secondary
KMI school in the small town, Balkhash, located in Central Kazakhstan. Balkhash is part
of the Karaganda region. Linguistic practices of the citizens of this town are mixed.
According to the Bureau of National Statistics (2021), almost 370,000 urban citizens in the
Karaganda region speak two languages, Kazakh and Russian, while slightly more than
358,000 speak one language and around 252,000 people know three languages, Kazakh,
Russian, and English. Based on this, it can be assumed that most urban citizens speak two
languages, which is probably Kazakh and Russian. Therefore, it was interesting to explore
why parents in a small town with predominantly Russian speakers favored KM in spite of
the mixed linguistic status in the town. Moreover, data from this region will expand the
knowledge base on FLP in Kazakhstan.
Sampling and Participants

This study focused on the Russian-speaking ethnic Kazakh parents of students in
KMI schools. The access to the parents was obtained through the gatekeeper who was a
teacher in one of the schools in Balkhash. The teacher worked in the secondary KMI

school and taught Russian language and literature. Therefore, she was familiar with
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families who mainly spoke Russian at home, but had chosen to send their children to a
KMI school. Purposeful criterion-based sampling strategy was used to select the
participants. Miles and Huberman (1994, as cited in Creswell, 2013) stated that this
strategy is helpful to guarantee the quality of samples. Parents were selected for the
research if 1) their main home language was Russian, 2) they had children in KMI
secondary schools, and 3) the children had been studying there consistently from the
primary level.

The focus of the research was only on the secondary school because | wanted to
explore why parents and students were continuously choosing the Kazakh medium, even
for later grade levels. Because secondary schools in Kazakhstan include grades 5 - 11/12,
it gave a wide range of options for choosing potential participants. Also, students in the
secondary school have more experience in the KMI schooling than students in primary
level, therefore secondary schools were selected. Eight parents who met the above criteria
were selected, with one parent from each family (see Table 1). At least one child from
each family studies at the level from the lower to the upper secondary. Some parents also
have younger children at the primary level.

Table 1

Participants’ Information

# Pseudonyms Number of School-Age Number of Years Children
Children Have Been Studying at KMI

1 Aliya 1 10 years

2 Assyl 2 1 year and 7 years

3 Arzada 3 4 years, 8 years, and 10 years

4 Madina 1 7 years

S Bibigul 1 8 years

6 Dana 1 6 years

7 Peruza 2 1 year and 10 years

8 Saule 2 7 years and 9 years
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Data Collection Instruments

Semi-structured interviews were used as the main data collection instrument.
Interviews are useful when a researcher “cannot observe behavior, feelings, or ... when
interested in past events that are impossible to replicate” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p.
108). A semi-structured format was used because it allowed the researcher to react to the
participants’ new ideas and responses without predetermined wording. By using this type
of interviews, it was assumed that each of the study participants had their own unique
experiences and opinions about the importance of the choice of the particular MOI.

Interview questions and themes were created and organized according to the
research questions (see Appendix B). There were questions about family language
practices, ideologies, management, and questions related to political, economic, cultural,
linguistic, social, and educational factors that influenced parental choice.
Data Collection Procedures

Firstly, an approval was gained from NUGSE Ethics Committee. Then, the data
collection began by asking the gatekeeper for contact information of parents who may be
potential participants. Then an invitation letter was sent to the parents via WhatsApp
requesting them to participate in the study (see Appendix C). The parents who replied were
provided with a consent form in both Russian and Kazakh with information about the
study and a note that mentioned that their participation was voluntary (see Appendix D).
Parents could choose the most appropriate time, place, and format (online or offline). An
online option to be interviewed via Zoom was suggested. Participants could also choose
their preferred language for the interview, between Kazakh, Russian, or English.

Since the purpose of the interview was to find out what the underlying reasons
were for their choice of KMI for their children, the questions focused on their language

practices, ideologies, and management at home, and the factors — economic, cultural,
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linguistic, social, and educational — that may have influenced their choice. The duration of
each interview was approximately 30-40 minutes, and the responses were recorded using
the audio-recorder on the researcher’s smartphone with their permission. The recordings
were stored on a laptop, secured with a password known only to the researcher. Online
interviews were recorded using the record functionality available on Zoom / Google Meet.
All recordings were securely stored in the cloud storage system.
Data Analysis Procedures

After the interviews, audio- and video-recordings of interviews were converted into
text using Auris Al and Turboscribe Al websites if participants spoke only in Russian. If
interviewees used Kazakh or switched between languages, transcriptions were done
manually. After transcribing, the resulting text was read and analyzed several times. At
this stage, notes and comments were made in order to capture the initial categories and
main ideas related to the research questions. The stage of categorizing is also called
coding, when a label is assigned to a meaningful, essential, symbolic piece of data
(Creswell, 2013; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The initial coding process was open coding
because the researcher highlighted and noted down main aspects as expansively as
possible. The naming of codes varied. Some codes were named by the researcher, while
for others in vivo coding was used, which is when the exact words used by the
interviewees are used to label codes (Creswell, 2013). The codes which conveyed the
similar opinion or idea were then combined, a process that is called axial or analytical
coding (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). After axial coding, different themes emerged which
were related to the research questions and the theoretical framework. Themes were
categorized under each component of FLP: language management, practices, and
ideologies. Responses related to various factors influencing parents’ choice were coded

accordingly and each factor was combined as a separate theme. After that, the necessary
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parts of the interviews were translated into English with a help of an online translator, and
then manually corrected and revised if necessary. Interview extracts with codes and
categorization based on the research questions were organized as tables (see Appendix E).
The data analysis was done in a digital format, and coding and themes were indicated
using color coding and commenting functions of Microsoft Word.
Ethical Considerations

Because the study involved human subjects, it was extremely important to follow
relevant ethical guidelines and principles. Data collection commenced after this research
was approved by the NU GSE ethics committee. In order to ensure participants had all the
relevant information related to the study, an invitation letter was sent. After participants
confirmed their interest, consent letters were provided in three languages. Besides giving
information about the study, consent letters informed parents that their participation was
completely voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time without the need to give
reasons for their withdrawal. Some potential participants expressed discomfort of taking
part in interviews when they found out that it would be recorded and withdrew. Before
recording the participants’ answers during the interview, permission was obtained from the
participants. In addition, steps were taken to maintain the confidentiality of the
participant’s responses. To achieve this, participants’ names were changed to pseudonyms
and the data they shared was coded appropriately. A secure cloud storage system linked to
the researcher’s Google account, protected by a strong password, was used to prevent
unauthorized access to the data. Interviews, which were transcribed with a help of the
specific websites, did not have any identifiable information. Moreover, the websites were
account restricted and no one except the researcher had access to the transcriptions. All the

interviews will be deleted after submitting the thesis.
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There were minimal risks related to this research. For example, the researcher took
into the consideration the discomfort parents might feel with questions about family
language practices, ideologies, and management. Parents might also assume the risk of
their children being punished by the school for expressing critiques. However, they were
assured that their responses were not identifiable by the school administration. Participants
were also notified that they could skip any questions they considered sensitive, and that
their responses would remain confidential.

Summary

This chapter described the key methodological elements of the research, namely,
research design, research site, sampling strategy, data collection instruments and
procedures, data analysis, and ethical considerations. These aspects are described based on
the main research questions that aims to study the FLP of Russian-speaking ethnic

Kazakhs and their choice of KMI school.
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Chapter 4: Findings

Introduction

The purpose of this research is to explore family language management, practices,
and ideologies of Russian-speaking Kazakhs who chose a KMI school for their children.
Additionally, it focuses on political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational
factors related to this choice based on Kambatyrova (2024). A qualitative interview-based
research design was applied in this study. Eight parents of children who study in a
secondary KMI school were recruited and interviewed with semi-structured interviews.

In this chapter, the findings of the collected data are presented in a summarized
way. During the data analysis, the findings were categorized into the three main
components of Family Language Policy: language management, language practices, and
language ideologies, and the factors mentioned earlier. The chapter presents the data in the
following order: language management as parental school choice; language practices at
home; language ideologies about Kazakh and Russian; and political, cultural, social, and
educational factors influencing language choice. During the data analysis no information
was found regarding economic and linguistic factors that may have affected parents’
school choice, and hence not included in the following description.
Language Management

Choice of the medium of instruction is considered in this study as a part of the
language management component of FLP. After data analysis, the following subthemes
emerged under this theme: 1) ensuring children learn Kazakh; 2) children’s self-interest;
and 3) balancing ideals and children’s needs. Each of these will be explained in the

subsections below.
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Ensuring Children Learn Kazakh

Some participants admitted that they do not know Kazakh well, and therefore they
wanted their children to know and speak it fluently. Thus, they sent them to a Kazakh
school. Saule shared that she graduated from a Russian school and Kazakh is still difficult
for her. That was the reason why she chose a Kazakh school for her children. Additionally,
Assyl and Dana explicitly mentioned that they “feel ashamed” because of not knowing
Kazakh well, and they did not want their children to feel the same. Dana shared, “l was
ashamed of myself, because | am Kazakh and I did not even know the basic level
... Therefore, 1 would like my children to speak Kazakh more.” Assyl mentioned about her
daughter: “I needed to send my child to a Kazakh school so that she would not feel
ashamed in the future.” Assyl also shared that it was embarrassing for her to ask others
how to write some words in Kazakh, being a Kazakh herself.
Children’s Self-Interest

It was interesting and unexpected for the researcher when some parents reported
that their children themselves showed interest in studying in a KMI school. For example,
Dana is a teacher in a RMI school, and she suggested her daughter to study there too.
However, her daughter refused to go there and chose to study in a Kazakh school. Next,
Arzada and Assyl were interested in their children’s satisfaction and comfort in a KMI
school when they were already studying there. Arzada claimed that by the time her
daughter had reached the Grade 3, her daughter became more interested in Kazakh
language intrinsically and started learning it consciously and independently. As for Assyl,
she continuously asked her daughter until the Grade 5 whether she felt comfortable in a
KMI school. Her daughter responded that she had no objections or dissatisfaction in the

current school and wanted to continue studying there.
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Balancing Ideals and Children’s Needs

Interestingly, it was noticed that four parents had some flexibility in their choice of
the MOI. Even though all of them preferred a KMI school and their children already study
there at the moment, they stated that they were willing to transfer their children to a RMI
school if children had some difficulties in a KMI. Thus, these participants’ responses were
combined under this subtheme. For example, Arzada claimed that if Russian was more
convenient for her daughter, she would have considered transferring her there. However,
as it was described in the previous subtheme, her daughter developed intrinsic interest in
learning Kazakh and wanted to continue her studies there. Next, Assyl shared with an
impressive viewpoint: “If necessary, | do not mind what language my children study in—
be it Chinese or any other language. But what matters to me is that they gain knowledge
and that something stays in their minds.” Here she mentioned that she is flexible in terms
of choosing different MOI for her children based on their needs for understanding and
remembering content, but, at the same time, she was one of the parents who stated that
they do not want their children to be ashamed because of not knowing Kazakh well.

These findings illustrate that even though parents have a desire for their children to
know Kazakh well and not to be ashamed, they still worry about the well-being of their
children in the school. If children struggle with perceiving the content in the Kazakh MO,
then parents prefer to choose another MOI so that their children do not encounter any
challenges in understanding lesson materials.
Language Practices

Language practice is another component of the FLP framework. It is the
vocabulary and grammar choices a speaker consciously or unconsciously makes, shaping

the typical pattern of a specific language variety (Spolsky, 2004). The following
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subthemes emerged under this theme: 1) language practices of parents, 2) language
practices of children, and 3) maintaining Kazakh at home.
Language Practices of Parents

The analysis shows that the majority of the participants stated that they use mainly
Russian when speaking at home. For example, Dana explains her experience as follows:
“In everyday life, | feel comfortable with Kazakh on a basic level, but, of course, | feel
more confident when | speak Russian.” They claimed that they feel more confident and
comfortable using Russian rather than Kazakh because seven out of eight parents studied
in Russian medium of instruction schools. For example, Saule indicated that she studied in
a Russian school, and it is still difficult for her to speak Kazakh fluently. Arzada also
experienced the same. She stated that she understands Kazakh well, but it is easier for her
to respond and explain things in Russian.

However, when asked about the specific instances when only Kazakh or only
Russian may be used, three of the participants mentioned that they balance the usage of
both Kazakh and Russian. Aliya described her experience as follows, explaining how the
two languages are perceived as one by her family members:

Yes, we use Kazakh and Russian the same, we balance. We mix these two

languages, and even after watching Kazakhstani movies which are also half

Kazakh, half Russian, we do not remember what the main language of the film

was. We did not notice.

The balanced usage of Kazakh and Russian at home may be due to the fact that the
children study in a KMI school and are fluent in both. Therefore, some parents have
started to make efforts to practice and use more Kazakh at home. However, when it comes

to expressing emotions, such as conversations on complex topics or scolding, some parents
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prefer to use Russian because they “cannot scold like that in Kazakh™ and ““cannot always
fully express everything to the children entirely in Kazakh.”
Language Practices of Children

In comparison with parents, children have more exposure to Kazakh and have more
opportunities to practice it, e.g. at school. This may explain the fact that most parents
stated that their children read and watch content in Kazakh and sometimes even understand
information in Kazakh better. However, based on the interview responses, it seems that the
children still prefer to use Russian as the main language of communication at home. Assyl
explains how her child uses languages at home: “Mostly my son speaks Russian. But when
you explain something in Kazakh, he understands it better. He speaks Russian because he
lacks rich vocabulary in Kazakh.” This example shows that the child perceives information
in Kazakh well, but does not use it for language production.

Analysis also shows that the language choice of children depends on the context
and the people whom they talk to. For example, most parents stated that their children use
Russian more than Kazakh when speaking with siblings or when playing with other
children from the neighborhood. For example, Madina noted about her son that “as soon as
he goes outside to play with other boys, he speaks only in Russian.” Peruza said about her
children the following: “With each other [two daughters] they mainly speak Russian.”

On the contrary, Madina mentioned that her child speaks Russian with her in
general, but when it comes to school-related topics, the child speaks Kazakh: “We speak
Russian at home. But when | ask him what homework he was given, he answers me in
Kazakh. He answers in Kazakh when it comes to schoolwork.”

Also, children tend to choose Kazakh when speaking to elderly relatives, e.g.
grandparents. Bibigul provided the following example: “Because it is easier for my

daughter to speak Russian, we often speak in Russian. But around my parents, her
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grandparents, we speak Kazakh.” Similarly, Madina noted about her child: “With my
mother, she is 85 years old now, they drink tea together and speak Kazakh. With other
relatives he also speaks Kazakh.”

These extracts illustrate that schools provide a Kazakh-speaking environment for
children to help them develop their language, at least in the educational sphere. Moreover,
the fact that children tend to speak Kazakh when they are around grandparents
demonstrates that elderly relatives are a great source of input for children, in addition to
schools.

Maintaining Kazakh at Home

It was noticeable that some parents reported that they try to use more Kazakh at
home after choosing to send their children to Kazakh schools. Most of the attempts by
parents seem to be in the form of oral remarks and advice for children to speak more
Kazakh. For example, Bibigul claimed that she only makes comments to her daughter to
think and to speak in Kazakh. Some parents take a more active position, such as Dana who
also instructs her oldest child to take more active steps, such as signing up for a library
account and reading more books in Kazakh: “I always tell my oldest to read books in
Kazakh, and also to read with her little sister because she speaks more Russian.” Two
participants mentioned the role of their spouse in developing Kazakh in their family and
among children. Arzada explains it as follows: “My husband has more of a Kazakh
mindset, so he encourages the children to speak Kazakh at home.”

These findings show that parents try to encourage their children to speak Kazakh,
but for most of them it is just commenting on their children’s speech. Only one parent
makes sure that her child actually does something to develop her Kazakh by going to

library and read Kazakh books.
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Language Ideologies

Language ideologies are the third and last component of the FLP. Language
ideologies or language beliefs can be defined as a speech community’s shared perception
of the importance of language features or varieties. This section presents two main
subthemes that emerged from the interviews: importance of Kazakh and multilingual view.
Importance of Kazakh

Although it was expected that the majority of the participants would have this
language ideology, in reality only half of them presented this view. These parents
explained that nowadays it is essential to know and speak Kazakh because it is used almost
in all sectors in Kazakhstan. Additionally, Dana raised the citizenship aspect: “Living in
Kazakhstan, every citizen should know the official language, as a symbol of respect.”

In addition, Saule pointed out that today Kazakh is taught even in Russian schools,
emphasizing the importance of knowing Kazakh for all Kazakhs. Furthermore, Madina
stated that Kazakh is the most essential to know for her child because, in any case, her son
will have opportunities to learn Russian later. These parents’ viewpoints show that it is
important for them for their children to know and speak Kazakh because it is a) the official
language of the country, b) it is learned even by RMI students, and c) it has more
important place in the language acquisition order.

Multilingual View

It seems noteworthy that six out of eight parents emphasized the multiculturality of
Kazakhstan and the importance of knowing several languages when responding to the
question whether it is important for them as parents, that their children are fluent in both
Kazakh and Russian. It was interesting that these parents mentioned not only these two
languages, but also others. These participants raised the aspect of multiple nations living in

Kazakhstan and equity of languages, as well as the aspect of multilingualism, stating “the
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more languages, the better.” For example, Assyl states that “we must respect the other
ethnic groups who live alongside us in Kazakhstan.” Arzada and Peruza also think that
Russian and other languages should not be ignored because Kazakhstan is a multinational
country. Furthermore, Bibigul has the following view: “Yes, it is important to know both
Kazakh and Russian. Firstly, Kazakh is our native language. Then, if she knows other
languages, it is better for her.” These responses demonstrate that parents value knowing
several languages not only because they live in a multinational country, but also because of
the opportunities it provides for their children’s academic and personal growth such as to
be able to travel easily, to study at universities abroad, and to develop in other essential
spheres of life.

In summary, the participants’ language ideologies reflect both a recognition of
Kazakh as a crucial part of national identity and a broader appreciation for multilingualism
in a diverse society. While some parents prioritize Kazakh for cultural and civic reasons,
many also embrace the value of multiple languages as tools for future success. These
beliefs demonstrate how language ideologies among Russian-speaking Kazakhs are shaped
by both national context and global aspirations.

Factors Influencing FLP

According to Kambatyrova (2024), there are some external factors that may
influence language ideologies of parents. Language ideologies, as discussed before,
usually shape people’s language practices and language management. Starting from this
section, the findings will describe political, cultural, social, and educational factors that

may have influenced parental school language choice.
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Political Factors

This section demonstrates two main subthemes related to the political factor that
emerged as a result of the data analysis: 1) political situation; and 2) documentation
requirements.

Political Situation

It was interesting that some parents pointed out the different political aspects in
Kazakhstan and how they impacted their choice. Three participants mentioned that the
language policy of Kazakhstan, which strengthened the status of Kazakh, may have
affected their decision of the MOI. For example, Saule thinks that it is now easy for her
children to communicate in Kazakh at school and everywhere else because today’s
language policy strengthens the status of Kazakh language, and more people speak it now.
However, it would not have been that easy if they studied in a Russian school. She feels
good that she has made the right decision, and that her children are fluent in Kazakh. Next,
Aliya stated that when she was young, the policy emphasized Russian language and
therefore, she was sent to a RMI school. However, she claimed that the situation is
completely different nowadays because of the language policy’s emphasis on Kazakh.
Therefore, she chose a Kazakh school for her children.

Peruza raised another interesting point. She also claimed that language policy
influenced the school choice. When she further elaborated her response, she shared:
“Because we live in this country, we do not know anything about the future, this political
situation is unstable. We need to have our own language.” It is apparent that she is
concerned about the current geopolitical situation in the region and the Kazakhstan’s role
in it. Her belief that language is an important aspect of a country’s sovereignty and thus,
should be developed and preserved to remain independent seems to be one of the reasons

she and her husband chose to send their children to a KMI school.
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Documentation Requirements

The majority of parents stated that one of the reasons they decided to send their
children to Kazakh schools is the requirement to fill out documentation in Kazakh in all
areas of work in Kazakhstan. Some parents reflected on their own experience of struggling
with documents in Kazakh when the sudden switch was made from Russian to Kazakh.
Therefore, in order for their children to be comfortable at their future workplaces, they
chose Kazakh schools so that children will be able to speak and write in Kazakh. For
instance, Assyl explains her experience as follows: “All our government services and state
employees began switching entirely to communication in Kazakh. It was embarrassing to
ask, how to write this or that word. That was exactly the time when my daughter had to go
to school.”

Some parents specifically mentioned government-related positions, stating that
Kazakh is definitely required for them. Aliya claimed that because currently many people
speak Kazakh, government agencies use Kazakh in their documents. Some parents thought
that Kazakh is needed in every sector today. Particularly, Bibigul, Dana, and Arzada stated
that because Kazakh is the official language, it is now being used in all industries and
sectors, not only in the government sector.

Cultural Factors

This section presents the findings related to the cultural factors that may have
influenced the choice of parents. During data analysis three aspects were identified as
cultural factors: ethnicity and perceptions of Kazakh and Russian MOI as sites where
moral upbringing is taught and is absent respectively.

Ethnicity
The majority of parents, seven out of eight, explicitly noted that their ethnic origins

and the fact that Kazakh is their native language encouraged them to send their children to
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KMI schools. For instance, Bibigul explains her choice as follows: “Because it is our own
native language, it is the first reason. Because we are Kazakhs, we decided to send her to
the Kazakh school, saying that it would be wrong if we did not know our language.”
Bibigul mentioned both living in Kazakhstan and being Kazakh as the reasons for
choosing a Kazakh school. Arzada also claimed that besides being Kazakh, it is important
for her that her children know Kazakh so they can “stay connected to their roots.”
Additionally, Peruza provided an interesting response: “l am Russian-speaking, my
husband is Russian-speaking, but we have decided that our children should be Kazakh-
speaking. That is, because it is our native language.” She explicitly mentioned that
although she and her husband are Russian-dominant, their perceptions about the
importance of Kazakh have changed. Therefore, they sent their children to a KMI school.

Three parents stated that because they live in Kazakhstan and Kazakh is the official
language, it is imperative that their children should know it, pointing out another aspect of
their reasons for choosing KMI schools. For example, Dana answered: “We live in
Kazakhstan, and we should know the official language.” Official language, however, is
different from native language. If parents mentioned that Kazakh is the official language
and, therefore, they should know it, then for them it may be mostly the official aspects
associated with being a citizen of this country. On the other hand, if parents named Kazakh
as their native language, then, most probably, it has more culturally deeper meaning for
them.
Perceptions of Kazakh Schools as Sites of Moral Upbringing

It was found that parents have different views about Kazakh schools. Most parents
mentioned the aspect of mentality in KMI schools. Some of them appreciate this mentality
and moral upbringing, while others are not really fond of it. For example, Saule expresses

her opinion as follows: “I like that [our children] study in a Kazakh school, | like the
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mentality of a Kazakh school. I like the way they teach in KMI ... they already teach
children this respect for elders.”

This participant cherishes the values that are conveyed to children through KMI
schooling. She also mentioned that teachers in Kazakh schools usually perceive children as
their own. This shows that parents may choose Kazakh schools not only to develop the
language, but also to provide their children with more cultural exposure. Indeed, language
and culture are interconnected and usually are taught together.

In contrast, some parents complained about the mentality in Kazakh schools, even
though their children study there. For instance, some parents raised the issue of
embarrassment and shyness among Kazakhs. For instance, Bibigul mentioned that there
are strict requirements and limitations in KMI, and children have more restrictions there.
Assyl commented that the only thing that she does not like in Kazakh schools is the way
some students address teachers Apay, Tate, or Koke (ordinary ways to call a woman). She
also noticed that aspects of upbringing seem a bit more traditional. Moreover, Madina
compared her own experience of studying in a Russian school with being a parent of a
child in a Kazakh school:

| graduated from a Russian school, so | just speak what is in my head. But Kazakhs

are a bit shy ... when someone immediately writes a complaint, we, on the other

hand, say something like ‘Come on, it will be embarrassing.’
This participant also thinks that children in KMI schools have less freedom to express
themselves. In addition, Arzada responded differently than other parents. She stated that
“in Kazakh schools, schools must prove themselves—it is a priority to outperform others.”
Overall, despite these negative opinions about the mentality in Kazakh schools, parents

still chose KM for their children.
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Perceptions of Russian Schools as Absent of Moral Upbringing

During the interviews some parents reflected on their experience of studying in
Russian schools or analyzed the experience of their acquaintances and made comparisons
with Kazakh schools. These opinions were also varied. While some parents valued the
stricter discipline in RMI, others thought that there is a lack of moral upbringing
(6ocnumanue in Russian, mapoue in Kazakh). For example, Bibigul mentioned that
children in Russian schools feel more freedom and can express themselves and talk about
their desires. Thus, she thinks, children “can develop their inner world faster.” As for
Assyl, she stressed that there is more discipline in Russian schools in comparison to
Kazakh schools.

Regarding the cultural aspect, Saule noted that RMI schools pay less attention to
the cultural and moral upbringing and respect to elders than in KMI schools. Arzada in
response to her opinion that Kazakh schools want to outperform others, stated that
“Russian schools, they take a more relaxed approach and do not stress over it as much.”
Similar to the previous subtheme, despite the parents’ mixed opinions on the advantages of
either system, their children study in KMI schools.

Overall, the cultural factors influencing parents’ decisions to choose Kazakh-
medium instruction are deeply rooted in their ethnic identity, views on national belonging,
and perceptions of school values. While parents expressed both positive and critical
opinions about the mentality and teaching styles in Kazakh and Russian schools, their
strong connection to Kazakh as their native language and a symbol of cultural heritage
ultimately guided their choice. Despite differing experiences and expectations, most

parents prioritized cultural identity through language and schooling.
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Social Factors

Data analysis revealed three most common subthemes under social factors which
are 1) increasing interest in Kazakh; 2) advice from and to others; and 3) personal
decision.

Increasing Interest in Kazakh

All participants asserted that they noticed more and more people becoming
interested in Kazakh language. This aspect may have played a role in their choice of the
Kazakh MOI too. Each of the parents shared their points of view based on the people in
their surroundings. Some of them had similar experiences and reflections. For instance,
three parents stated that they have observed how more and more people are starting to
communicate in Kazakh. Saule thinks that it is easier for her children now because they
can speak in Kazakh fluently. As for Peruza, she mentioned that when she traveled to
Almaty, a densely populated city in the southern part of Kazakhstan, she noticed that there
was “no Russian language at all.” Additionally, when she spoke Russian to her daughter in
a bus, she got an oral remark from an elderly man for not speaking Kazakh. Peruza was
ashamed of that situation.

Other four participants noted that even the Russian people in their surroundings are
becoming interested in learning Kazakh. For instance, Bibigul said that some of her
Russian acquaintances are sending their children to Kazakh kindergartens and schools.
Dana also stated that in their school there are some Russian families whose children study
in a KMI. She also mentioned that her Russian colleagues try to learn Kazakh for
themselves. She supports it because she thinks that it is essential to know Kazakh if a
person lives in Kazakhstan. Furthermore, Madina also noted that Russians try to speak
Kazakh “even though with an accent.” It seems she appreciates it because they are making

an effort to learn and to speak it. Another interesting point was raised by Arzada. She
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believes that a lot of Russians are interested in Kazakh language because they may think it
will help them to “advance in the system” within the society and to get some benefits.
Advice from and to Others

Three parents claimed that they made a choice of the MOI for their children based
on the recommendations from close family members and relatives. Although all three
parents received advice from others, there are differences between them. For instance,
Madina doubted which school to send her child to. Then, her mother recommended her to
try a Kazakh school, and that if the child struggles, then they can choose a Russian school.
This parent got the same recommendation from her sister, who had sent her son to a KMI
school. Her sister’s son started to speak in Kazakh and eventually, her sister also became
fluent in Kazakh. Because of her personal experience, the sister advised Madina to choose
a KMI school too. This example shows that immediate family members may have a great
influence on a parent’s school choice decisions.

The second case is with Saule who initially wanted to send her children to a
Russian school because she thought she would be able to help them with their homework.
However, her husband and his parents insisted on sending the children to a Kazakh school.
Eventually, they now study at a KMI school and Saule claimed that she does not regret the
decision. It is also evident from her statements in the earlier sections that she values the
mentality and cultural upbringing in Kazakh schools.

For Aliya, her decision regarding school choice is not directly related to advice
from others but was made based on the assumption that her relatives would not be in favor
of a Russian school. This example illustrates that some people might fear others’ reaction
to their decision regarding school choice. Therefore, they make a choice that would be

acceptable to them and their extended family as well.
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Another interesting finding was that three parents were willing to recommend their
relatives and acquaintances to consider a KMI school for their children because of the
several earlier mentioned reasons, such as Kazakh being the official and required language
for documents. One parent wanted to recommend it even for her classmates who are not
ethnic Kazakhs. By doing this they probably want to become the social agents of change
themselves, encouraging others to develop education in Kazakh language.

Personal Decision

It was interesting that four parents claimed that their decision was not based on the
recommendations from relatives or on the pressure from society. They explicitly
mentioned that the school language choice was solely their decision made with their
spouses. Bibigul and Dana noted not being dependent on both relatives and society. It was
only their personal desire “not only to learn Kazakh, but also ... to explore more in
Kazakh.” As for Assyl, many people from her surrounding suggested that she choose a
Russian school in order not to make things difficult for her children. However, she did not
listen to others’ opinion and still chose a KMI school.

Educational Factors

According to Kambatyrova (2024), educational factors include the quality of
school education, teachers’ qualification, and the quality of teaching and learning
materials. Besides these examples, parents in this study shared with additional educational
reasons, such as linguistic benefits and future education perspectives. Overall, educational
factor was not a popular reason to choose a KMI school among the participants of this
study. Only three parents stated different reasons related to the educational aspect. For
instance, Peruza stated that because of the increasing number of KMI schools in the
country, a lot of highly qualified teachers transfer to KMI schools. This fact also played an

important role in her decision-making process.
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Arzada covered the linguistic advantages of studying in a Kazakh school. She
thinks that children who study in a KMI school can easily learn Russian and English, and it
is easier for them to translate everything into different languages. She believes that
children who study in Russian schools cannot acquire Kazakh language as easy as KMI
school students can acquire Russian.

Finally, Saule believes that it is easier for KMI school graduates to enter
universities rather than for RMI school graduates. When asked to elaborate her answer, she
mentioned that it is mainly because Kazakh is used everywhere, and potential and current
students will definitely need it in their studies at Kazakhstani universities.

Summary

This study explored family language policy of eight Russian-speaking Kazakh
parents who sent their children to KMI schools, and political, economic, cultural, social,
linguistic, and educational factors that have influenced their choice. No data was found
regarding economic and linguistic factors from the interview with parents. Therefore, they
were not presented in this chapter. Four main themes emerged from the findings and they
are organized based on the FLP framework and research questions.

The first theme is the choice of the medium of instruction as the part of language
management component of FLP. It was found that one of the main reasons why parents
chose KMI school is that parents want to ensure their children learn Kazakh because they
do not know and speak it well themselves.

The second theme is language practices and ideologies as the remaining
components of FLP. Generational differences were found between language practices of
parents and children because parents prefer to use Russian more, while their children
started to use more Kazakh in their speech. Additionally, some families exercise their

agency in maintaining Kazakh at home by encouraging their children to speak Kazakh and
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read Kazakh books, which is also an interesting point, considering that Russian is more
comfortable language for most parents. It was also found that parents have a multilingual
ideology and most of them want their children to be fluent in several languages because
they live in a multinational country as Kazakhstan and for the sake of personal and
academic development.

The third theme includes the political, cultural, and educational factors that affected
parents’ choice. One of the interesting political factors that most parents identified was the
requirement of using Kazakh in documentations. Some of them struggled with filling out
the documents in Kazakh, therefore they wanted their children to know it better. In
addition, language policy of Kazakhstan ensures the status of Kazakh, which was also the
factor for choosing the Kazakh MOI. As for the cultural factors, ethnic identity appears to
be an essential aspect for choosing a KMI school. Most parents indicated that because they
are Kazakhs and Kazakh is their native language, they were encouraged to choose a
Kazakh school. Finally, educational factors such as highly qualified teachers and linguistic
benefits of the particular MOI were also found to be important indicators for parents to
choose a Kazakh school.

The fourth theme is how language socialization operates within families, with
children acquiring Kazakh through school interactions and bringing those practices into the
home. In turn, parents began to adopt new language behaviors, showing that language
socialization is a cyclical process that is shaped by FLP and in turn shapes future FLP.

Although some subthemes, such as, the importance of quality education or various
language practices of families are similar to the examples from the existing literature,
some subthemes such as language socialization impact or the issue of documentation

requirements are new and unexpected findings in this study. These themes will be
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discussed further in relation to the theoretical framework and relevant literature in the next

chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction

According to the data analysis, four main themes were identified from eight semi-
structured interviews with parents. They were organized based on each component of FLP,
influencing factors, and language socialization: 1) choice of the MOI as language
management; 2) language practices and language ideologies; 3) political, cultural, and
educational factors; and 4) language socialization of children and parents. The purpose of
the study is to explore the family language policy of Russian-speaking Kazakhs who sent
their children to KMI schools and to analyze which factors may have affected their
decision. This chapter discusses these four themes in relation to the main research
questions:

1. What are the reasons for Russian-speaking Kazakh parents to send their children to

KMI schools?

2. What are the family language practices and family language ideologies of these
families?

3. What political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational factors
support the parental choice of the MOI?

The first two research questions are based on the Curdt-Christiansen’s (2018)
framework of Family Language Policy and language policy components presented by
Spolsky (2004). The last research question includes six main factors based on the
Kambatyrova’s (2024) study, but only three of them (political, cultural, educational) will
be discussed further because they have the most relevant and the richest data for the
present study. Overall, the main themes that emerged will be discussed in accordance to
the above questions supported by previous studies on FLP and school language choice,

theoretical framework, and the context of the study.
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Reasons for Russian-Speaking Kazakh Parents to Send Children to KMI Schools

The first research question seeks to find the reasons why predominantly Russian-
speaking ethnic Kazakhs selected Kazakh schools for their children. In this study the
choice of the MOl is considered as a language management component of FLP.

One of the main reasons parents selected a Kazakh medium school in this study
was that parents themselves do not know Kazakh well. Therefore, they wanted to make
sure that their children will learn it and speak it better, especially considering their ethnic
identity and post-independent Kazakhstan’s language policy and priorities. Most parents
shared that on several occasions, either at work or in other public places, they felt ashamed
because of their lack of communicative skills in Kazakh—an experience they did not want
their children to have. This is similar to the findings in Kiin (2022), which explored how
ethnic Ukrainian families chose mediums of instruction in Estonia. For instance, one
family in Kidn’s study chose a Russian medium school because they lived in a Russian-
speaking district and did not want their child to feel separated from other children in the
neighborhood. Another family in Kidn’s study selected a Ukrainian school in order to
preserve Ukrainian identity and language. In all these cases parents chose a specific MOI
based on their wishes and plans for their children to communicate in the language of
instruction. The value of a language was also a deciding factor for the Irish parents in the
study by Mhathuna and Fhionnlaoich (2021). They chose the Irish MOI because of the
heritage and cultural values, as well as the interest in promoting Irish. In conclusion, one
of the common reasons why parents choose a specific MOI seem to be the importance of
the language itself for the parents and their aspirations for their children’s integration and

success within a particular linguistic and cultural context.
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Family Language Practices and Language Ideologies of Russian-Speaking Kazakhs

This section will focus on remaining two components of Curdt-Christiansen’s
(2018) framework: family language practices and family language ideologies.

The first main finding was the differences in language practices of parents and
children. It was found that participants of this study prefer to use Russian at home and at
work because they graduated from Russian schools and universities, and it is the language
which is comfortable for them. However, they reported that their children, who currently
study in Kazakh schools, have more exposure to Kazakh, and they tend to speak Kazakh
more often in specific occasions. For example, children chose Kazakh when discussing
schoolwork or with elderly relatives. The latter aligns with the findings of Amantay et al.
(2017), who also noticed their participants shifting from Russian to Kazakh when speaking
to grandparents or shifting from Kazakh to Russian when they lack vocabulary on some
particular topics.

In addition, it was also found that most parents in the study exercise their agency in
promoting Kazakh in their homes. For example, they advise their children to speak and
respond in Kazakh, and have signed up at a local library to borrow more books in Kazakh.
Similarly, Amantay et al. (2017) found that participants in their study also maintained
Kazakh among the family members by giving children Kazakh books and magazines, and
exposing them to Kazakh TV programs. Additionally, Smagulova (2017), who studied one
urban Kazakh family, identified that there is interest in re-considering Kazakh as a
prestigious language. Therefore, the family genuinely made attempts to use more Kazakh
at home, but it was mostly “school-related” talk and Russian was still dominant in their
regular conversations. However, they were interested in re-acquiring Kazakh among the
younger generation. Slavkov’s (2016) study about FLP of bilingual and multilingual

families in Canada also identified that parents were committed to developing their heritage
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language at home by going to weekend language schools, reading books and exposing
children to different modes of media in the heritage language. Kazakh for a long time was
also considered as a minority language in its own titular country (Smagulova, 2008).
Smagulova stated that it is a typical case for the ethnically diverse country as Kazakhstan,
because for many years “indigenous” people were marginalized by “non-indigenous”
groups, and now the former group want to reclaim their language as superior. Nowadays,
Kazakh is no longer considered as a minority language, thanks to the multiple language
laws on this matter. However, the efforts to maintain Kazakh at home still are similar to
heritage language maintenance in Canada. These examples, along with the findings of this
study, highlight that there is a growing parental agency and intentional effort to promote
Kazakh at home, reflecting both shifting language practices and a desire to support
children’s developing linguistic and cultural identity.

Regarding the family language ideologies, most families in this study were found
to have a multilingual ideology on learning languages. When asked about whether it is
essential for them if their children are proficient in both Kazakh and Russian, the majority
of parents claimed that they prefer their children know not only these two languages, but
also additional foreign languages. They have this view because of the educational and job
opportunities, as well as their international worldview due to overseas travel. Another
important aspect is that Kazakhstan is a multinational and multicultural country, and
parents want their children to be competent citizens here. In addition, the Kazakhstani
language policy also supports parent’s language goals. As Smagulova (2008) stated in her
study, although the Kazakhstani government initially wanted to implement monolingual
Kazakh policy, the multinational sociodemographic state of the country led them to
promote multilingual policies. Russian is used as a language of interethnic communication

and English is promoted as a language of global economy. Kambatyrova (2024) also found
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that parental language ideologies correlated with the trilingual education policy in
Kazakhstan. Parents in her study considered the government’s inclusion of English
education as a sign of care and support for the future of their children. Research from other
contexts also show similar findings. For instance, Slavkov (2016) found that parents had
positive views about multilingualism and preferred their children to know several
languages by attending both French medium general schools and heritage language
weekend schools. Forlot (2009), who also conducted research in Canada, indicated that
French immigrant parents chose English medium instruction instead of French because
they wanted their children to be able to integrate well in a multicultural society as Canada.
Overall, the findings of the previous studies, both from Kazakhstan and abroad, seem to
confirm the findings identified in the present study about the multilingual language
ideology which is common among the majority of parents in this study.

Political, Cultural, and Educational Factors Affecting Parental Choice of the MOI

This section will discuss the political, cultural, and educational factors
(Kambatyrova, 2024) which affected parental decision of the Kazakh MOI schools.

One of the interesting findings in this study was the challenge that parents faced in
terms of the requirement to fill out documents in Kazakh, and they noted that this was also
one of the deciding factors to choose a Kazakh MOI school. The language policy of
Kazakhstan has a relatively long history. It started from 1996 with the law “On the
principles of language policy of the Republic of Kazakhstan” and has gradually covered
more and more spheres where Kazakh is required. Parents in the present study most likely
to refer to the law “Principles of extension of the spheres of use of the state language”
which was implemented in 2006 (Smagulova, 2008). All state and government workers
were supposed to use Kazakh language for all paperwork by 2010. Even though there were

some disagreements from regions as Aktobe in western Kazakhstan, and Karaganda in
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central Kazakhstan, all cities had to transfer to Kazakh. Most parents reflected on their
own experience of having difficulties while shifting to the “Kazakh only” documentation
rule; therefore, they wanted to help their children navigate the bureaucracies of the system
easily.

Another political factor is the strengthening status of Kazakh. Because its role and
importance are emphasized by law, a lot of parents choose education in Kazakh to support
this initiative. For instance, parents in this study as well as those in Amantay et al. (2017)
chose KMI schools and kindergartens as a response to the policy which supports the status
of Kazakh. Kucherbayeva and Smagulova (2023) identified that parents also support
Kazakh medium education at universities. They found that Kazakh had a strong presence
in higher education, and parents support Kazakh MOI by sending their children to Kazakh
schools and universities. Additionally, the study conducted in Latvia by Martena and
Marten (2023) found that families started to select Latvian medium of instruction after
Latvia gained independence. This is because people realized the importance of the Latvian
language for the development of the country that is now independent from the Soviet
Union and from the Russian language. These findings suggest that political developments,
particularly language requirements and the rising official status of Kazakh, play a
significant role in shaping parental decisions, as families align their choices with state
initiatives and aim to ease their children’s future integration into Kazakh-dominant
domains.

Regarding cultural factors, most parents in this study indicated that one of the
strong reasons for them to choose a KMI school was the fact that they are ethnic Kazakhs.
It seems that these parents want to preserve their Kazakh identity and promote it to their
children through education in Kazakh. Similarly, in Amantay et al.’s (2017) study Kazakh

was considered a language of ethnic and cultural identity, historic origins, and even
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“spiritual fulfillment” (p. 16). Kambatyrova (2024) also identified similar results in her
study. Parents from the Central and Northern parts of Kazakhstan supported Kazakh MOI
because it plays an essential role in maintaining Kazakh language and identity.

Cultural factor was one of the main reasons to choose a particular MOI in several
earlier studies. For instance, Kemppainen et al. in two of their studies (2004, 2008)
explored school language choices of Russian-speaking parents in Estonia. In the first study
(2004) Kemppainen et al. found that parents had different types of cultural orientations
which influenced their choice of MOI. Among them there were russocentric and
estoniocentric orientations. Parents with these language orientations chose either Russian
or Estonian MOI respectively. The reason behind it was that they wanted to promote the
specific cultural component to their children, the same as parents in the present study.
Their second research study (2008) indicated that there are significant and non-significant
factors affecting parents’ choice. Among significant factors were parents’ ethnic
background and cultural congruence which proves the importance of cultural aspect in
parental decision-making process. Similar findings were identified by Curdt-Christiansen
(2009) in her study of Chinese immigrants in Canada. Parents in her study chose Chinese
language schools because they wanted to preserve the sense of ethnic belonging, identity,
and roots even being far away from their home country. Overall, most parental decisions
about the MOI are strongly shaped by cultural identity and a desire to maintain ethnic
roots, as consistently shown in this and other related studies.

The educational factors mentioned by the participants of this study are highly
qualified teachers and linguistic benefits of the Kazakh MOI. One participant thought that
because there are more Kazakh schools nowadays, many qualified and knowledgeable
teachers have moved to Kazakh schools. This was one of the reasons for her to choose a

Kazakh school. The same factor was found to be important for the parents in Schwartz et



62

al.’s (2010) study. Parents preferred bilingual (Russian-Hebrew) rather than monolingual
(only Hebrew) kindergartens because they believed in the better quality of education and
more familiar teaching approaches provided by the teachers with the post-Soviet
background. Martena and Marten (2023) identified that Latvian parents in Germany tended
to select German medium of instruction because of the beliefs that German MOI offers
better quality of education, multicultural school environment, opportunities to think out-of-
the-box and be exposed to cultural diversity. Even parents’ doubts about difficulties of
learning in another language disappeared when they realized all the benefits of learning in
the German MOI.

Next, another parent in the present study highlighted the linguistic benefits of
studying in a Kazakh MOI. She believed that studying in Kazakh would benefit children
when they eventually learn other languages. Chinese immigrant parents in Canada in
Curdt-Christiansen’s (2009) study also wanted their children to be linguistically competent
in the country. They preferred education in all three main languages for them (Chinese,
English, French) because of the educational beliefs and prospects for the academic
success. As it can be observed in this and earlier studies, parental choices of the MOI can
be often guided by perceived educational advantages, such as teacher quality and linguistic

benefits, which they see as key to their children’s academic and future success.

Language Socialization and FLP

While this study focused on the reasons behind parental choice of the KMI schools
and FLP of these families, the findings also reveal how language socialization operates
within the participants’ lived experiences. Language socialization was an important
medium of interaction between internal and external factors in the FLP framework of
Curdt-Christiansen (2018) (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2). Language socialization refers to the

process by which individuals acquire language and cultural norms through participation in
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social interactions (Ochs & Schieffelin, 2011). In the present study it was found to be an
essential framework in shaping FLP of participant families.
Language Socialization and Language Ideologies

Although parents in this study already valued the role and importance of Kazakh, it
is possible that their language ideologies were supported and strengthened after socializing
with other people. For instance, some parents reported feeling ashamed or embarrassed
when they could not support the conversation in Kazakh; or some parents were asked
directly why they cannot speak Kazakh fluently. After such experiences, they realized that
in present-day Kazakhstan it is essential to know Kazakh well. Importantly, this was one
of the reasons why they selected education in KMI for their children.
Language Socialization and Language Practices

In the context of this study, although coming from predominantly Russian-
dominant households, children began to use Kazakh more frequently after entering KMI
schools. Parents observed that their children often used Kazakh when discussing
schoolwork or interacting with elders, showing not only increased fluency, but also greater
comfort with the language in specific social domains. Through daily interaction with peers
and teachers, children are exposed not only to the linguistic environment, but also to
cultural norms, such as respect for elders, that is an important part of Kazakh identity.
Some parents mentioned the moral and behavioral values taught in KMI schools, such as
respect, politeness, and modesty. These examples suggest that schools serve not only as
academic spaces, but also as environments for language socialization, where children
internalize linguistic norms and cultural values. Ochs and Schieffelin (2011) stated that
social interactions both at school and in informal domains provide learners with

evaluation, correction of errors, requests and suggestions from other people, which is a
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helpful tool to learn languages. These experiences then influence language practices of
children at home, as they start to speak Kazakh more often.
Language Socialization and Language Management

In addition, this study also demonstrates a reverse form of language socialization,
where parents, influenced by their children’s schooling experiences, begin to adopt new
methods in their language management. Parents begin encouraging Kazakh use more
intentionally, providing access to books and media in Kazakh or creating informal rules
about responding in Kazakh. In this sense, children act as agents of socialization,
encouraging the use and value of Kazakh within the home. While some social interactions
may assume older people as more experienced and experts, the reverse case is also
common when novice learners can lead the interaction (Ochs & Schieffelin, 2011).
Authors noted that it is essential to remember that language socialization is “best viewed
as an interactional rather than unidirectional process” (p. 5).

In this way, language socialization does not stand apart from FLP, it frames and
explains how it operates in real life. It highlights that family language policy is not fixed or
static, but an evolving process shaped by relationships, environments, and shifting

identities.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present the discussion of the main findings in
relation to the previous studies on FLP, theoretical frameworks, and the context of this
study. Firstly, a key reason for the choice of the Kazakh MOI was parents’ desire for their
children to learn Kazakh well, often shaped by their own past struggles with the language.
Similar motivations have been observed in studies from other contexts where parents made

MOI choices based on language status and integration.
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Regarding the language practices, although Russian remains the dominant language
at home, many parents actively encourage Kazakh use through books, conversations, and
media. This and MOI changed children’s practices as they speak more Kazakh than their
parents. Parents in this study also held multilingual ideologies, valuing Kazakh, Russian,
and foreign languages for educational and career prospects.

Their choices are further shaped by language policies, cultural identity as ethnic
Kazakhs, and perceptions of better education in Kazakh schools. Interestingly, parents’
multilingual ideology correlates with their belief that gaining strong proficiency in Kazakh
through KM can support learning of other languages. For them, Kazakh is not only
important for ethnic identity, but also serves as a foundation for learning additional
languages, contributing to their children’s multilingual development. Overall, the study
shows that family language policy is a dynamic process influenced by identity, experience,
and the changing sociolinguistic landscape of Kazakhstan.

Lastly, the findings show that language socialization plays a key role in shaping
family language policy. This process reveals that language management, practices, and
ideologies are all shaped through everyday social interaction. Rather than a fixed plan,

FLP emerges as a dynamic and socially-driven process.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The purpose of this qualitative interview-based study was to explore family
language policy of Russian-speaking Kazakh families and their choice of schools with a
Kazakh medium of instruction using the framework of Family Language Policy and its
components. The data were collected from semi-structured interviews with eight parents
from one town in the Central Kazakhstan. This chapter presents the main conclusions of
the previously discussed findings, which were guided by the following research questions:
1) What are the reasons for Russian-speaking Kazakh parents to send their children to
KMI schools? 2) What are the family language ideologies and family language practices of
these families? 3) What political, economic, cultural, linguistic, social, and educational
factors support the parental choice of the MOI? Additionally, there are presented
implications, recommendations for stakeholders, strengths and limitations of the study, and
future research directions.
Main Conclusions and Implications

Results of the study demonstrate that the choice of the medium of instruction and
FLP is an always-evolving dynamic process. Regarding the first research question, it was
found that the main reasons for Russian-speaking Kazakh parents to choose a KMI school
are the increasing use of Kazakh in the country and parents’ hopes and ambitions for their
children being a part of the society. Parents in this study shared that they want their
children to be fluent and proficient in Kazakh in order to better integrate into the society.
They noticed that more people speak Kazakh nowadays than it was before when they were
young. Because they were not exposed to Kazakh much, they now feel ashamed when
speaking Kazakh at work or in public places due to the lack of proficiency and confidence.
Therefore, they want their children to prioritize learning Kazakh in order for them to be

confident using it. Parents believe that by sending their children to a Kazakh school they
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contribute to and help their children to practice and improve their Kazakh. This finding
suggests that Russian-speaking Kazakh families choose KMI as a tool for social
integration and mobility.

The second research question focuses on language practices and language
ideologies of the parents. There were found generational differences in language practices
of parents and children. Most parents reported feeling more comfortable using Russian at
home because of the educational background in Russian. At the same time, because their
children study in Kazakh schools, they have opportunities to practice Kazakh there. Thus,
children speak Kazakh in more occasions than their parents. Parents, however, despite
being Russian-dominant, maintain Kazakh at home by encouraging their children to use it
more in their speech and by exposing them to Kazakh books. This shows that Kazakh-
medium schooling becomes a crucial site for increasing children’s Kazakh proficiency,
when home language input is limited. However, the parents’ role is also essential because
even though they are not dominant in Kazakh, their conscious encouragement and
provision of resources shows symbolic investment in the language. It also shows that
parents are not passive recipients of language policies, they actively exercise their own
agency at home. This supports the idea of bottom-up language planning and the role of
families in language re-acquisition.

Interestingly, most parents have multilingual ideology and want their children to
become proficient in at least three languages due to potential personal, career, and
educational benefits. Although at first sight it may seem to contradict their decision to
choose a KMI school, in reality, parents believe that learning Kazakh in a KMI setting can
help their children acquire other languages more easily. They view Kazakh as a stepping

stone for their children’s broader multilingual development.
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The third research question is about different factors that have affected parental
MOI choice. Political, cultural, and educational factors were identified as the most
influential for parents. Parents decided to send their children to Kazakh schools as a
response to the increasing status of Kazakh in the language policy of Kazakhstan. Kazakh
has become required in all spheres, including documentation, and parents had challenges
when it was first implemented. They do not want their children to face the same struggles,
thus, they decided to expose their children with Kazakh since their childhood. Regarding
the cultural factor, most parents have strong ethnic identity which encouraged them to
choose a Kazakh school. Despite being Russian-dominant, they have the sense of
belonging to their ethnicity and they want to preserve this identity. Therefore, they chose
KMI schools to promote Kazakh identity to their children through Kazakh education.
Next, the educational factors that attracted parents are highly-qualified teachers and
linguistic benefits of studying in Kazakh. Linguistic benefits correlate with the parents’
multilingual ideology. The increasing number of highly-qualified teachers in Kazakh
schools every year seem to be one of the important influencing factors for parents in
addition to others mentioned previously. It is obvious that parents want the best for their
children, and thus they choose schools that provide the best education in their opinion.

Lastly, this study shows that language socialization plays a key role in shaping
FLP. Children’s use of Kazakh at school influenced their language practices at home,
while also encouraging parents to adopt new strategies and rethink their language beliefs.
These findings show that language socialization is a dynamic, bidirectional process that
connects language practices, management, and ideologies, and helps explain how FLP

operates and evolves in real-life family contexts.
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Recommendations

Based on the results of the study, several recommendations for policy makers and
parents can be suggested. Since parents are influenced by the presence of highly-qualified
teachers, policy makers should continue investing in teacher training and curriculum
development in Kazakh-medium schools to ensure high standards and build public trust in
Kazakh-medium instruction. Moreover, a wide range of engaging and age-appropriate
Kazakh-language resources should be designed and published with investment by
policymakers that support family-based language learning. Special attention should be
given to creating materials that enable non-dominant Kazakh-speaking parents to
participate in and support their children’s Kazakh language development. Parents, in their
turn, should create supportive Kazakh language environment at home by fostering a
positive language attitude.
Strengths and Limitations

Literature on Family Language Policy is still being developed in Kazakhstan and
Central Asia. Focusing on FLP, the present study enriches and contributes to the existing
base of literature in the current context. Additionally, because the data for this study was
collected from the specific group among all Kazakhs — Russian-speaking Kazakhs — this
study shed light on their family language policy components which may be useful for
language policymakers. This group is quite common in Kazakhstan and knowing more
about their language practices, ideologies and management will contribute to
implementation of more effective and relevant to the context language policies. Moreover,
the study focused on the parental choice of the Kazakh medium of instruction schools. The
focus on KMI schools contributes to raising awareness about why people are interested in
KMI, and thus it may help education leaders to make KMI more attractive to Kazakhstani

citizens.
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The study also has some limitations. Firstly, the sample size of the study is small.
Only eight female parents were interviewed, thus it is impossible to make generalizations
for the Kazakhstani context based on the results of the study. Secondly, all participants are
from one small town in the Central Kazakhstan. The context of the town is mixed-
language. Therefore, the study shows only the results which are relevant to this exact
context. Thirdly, because of the time constraints, only one data collection instrument was
used — semi-structured interviews. Although interviews are useful because they enable
researchers to gather rich information from participants own memory-recalling, they might
not be enough to demonstrate the full picture of FLP of the participants.
Future Research Directions

Interested researchers may contribute to the field by exploring FLP and Kazakh
MOI choice of parents from other regions of Kazakhstan. For example, families from the
North and from the South may have different FLP and reasons to choose Kazakh MOI
because Northern regions tend to be more Russian-speaking, while Southern regions tend
to be more Kazakh-dominated. In addition, other researchers may use different data
collection instruments. For instance, observations at home and at school can be used to
capture and understand real-life language practices of parents and children, and whether
they align with their interview responses. Future researchers may also focus on children’s
voices. This study covered only interviews with parents, but it will be beneficial if future
studies will explore children’s experiences too. Lastly, because this study was rather short,
more longitudinal study would help to explore how FLP and MOI choice impacts
children’s language proficiency and identity in the long term.
Reflection

Thesis writing process was not easy, but it was definitely an exciting, insightful,

and thought-provoking journey. Although I have written a thesis when | graduated from
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my bachelor’s, writing a Master’s thesis was really a new level. I learned a lot about
conducting real research: applying for an ethics approval, recruiting participants, collecting
and analyzing data, and finding answers to my research questions. The most interesting
and, at the same time, the most challenging part for me was to write last chapters of my
thesis because there we need to synthesize and link our findings to the framework and
previous literature, and come up with answers to the questions. Although it seemed to me
easy, in reality | found myself a bit struggling to make this synthesis. However, after
revising chapters with the supervisor, it all eventually became clearer, and | was able to see
where | can make the connections. Looking back, | realize how much | have done in this
path. | can see that now | am a new person, with new visions and perspectives on research
than I was when | first came to GSE. Overall, | am thankful to and proud of myself that |

did it.
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clarity and grammar / ask for tips to improve coherence / cite and reference sources



78

Appendix B: Interview Questions

. Warm-up questions
e How many children do you have?
e Do all your children attend KMI schools?
e How comfortable are you with Kazakh in your daily life?
. Family Language Practices
e What language do you primarily use with your children at home?
e Do your children prefer using Kazakh or Russian at home? Why?
o Are there specific situations where you use Kazakh and others where
you use Russian at home? Can you describe these?
o How do you help your children improve their Kazakh language skills
outside of school?
. Family Language Ideologies
e What role does the Kazakh language play in your family’s identity and
everyday life?
e Why is it important for your children to study in Kazakh?
e Do you think it is important for your children to be fluent in both Kazakh and
Russian? Why or why not?
o How do you view the importance of Russian language skills for your
family?
o How do you balance the use of Kazakh and Russian in your family’s
communication?
. Family Language Management
e Can you explain the decision-making process that led you to choose KMI for
your children?
o Have you considered transferring your child to RMI at any point? What
factors influenced your decision to stay with KMI or not?
e Did you experience any external pressure (e.g., family, community) when
deciding on the MOI for your children?
e How do your child/children feel at KMI school?
o Are there any (linguistic) challenges your children face in KMI schools?
o How do you address them? (Do your children attend private tutors?)
. Factors influencing the choice
e Are there specific careers or sectors where you believe Kazakh language
proficiency will provide an advantage for your children?
e How does your family’s ethnic Kazakh identity affect your language choices at
home and in school?
o How important is it for you that your children’s education reinforces
their cultural identity as ethnic Kazakhs?
e What role does the government’s language policies play in your choice of KMI
schooling?
o Isthere a broader societal shift toward Kazakh? Did it have impact on
your choice?
e What do you think about the quality of education in KMI schools?
o How do you feel about the curriculum offered in KMI schools?
o How do you perceive the competency of teachers?
o If in comparison with RMI schools?



How do you perceive the availability of higher education opportunities for
students who graduate from KMI schools compared to RMI schools?
Would you recommend KMI school for other parents? (OpenAl, 2024).
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Cyxo0ar cypakrapsbl

Kipicnie cypaxrap

e Ciznix KaHma 6anaHpI3 6ap?

e Cizzin 6apibIK OanamapbeIHbI3 Ka3ak TUTIHAE OKBITATHIH MEKTENTepre 6apaipl
ma?

e KyHaemikTi emipjae Ka3ak TUTIH KOJIJIAaHY C13re KaHIIAJIBIKTHI BIHFAIIbI?

Or06aceIHIaFbI TUIIIK TOXIpUOEnep

e Yiine OGananapbIiHbI30€H Kal TiAe conececi?

e Cizgmig OGamanapblHbI3 Yilie Ka3aK HEMECE OPBIC TUTIHIE COMIETEH/Il KOH KopeIi

me? Here?
o Ci3 Ka3ak »oHe OpbIC TUIIEPIH KOJIAHATBIH €PEKIIe JKaFaaimap 6ap
Mma?

o Ci3 bGananapeIHbI3Fa MEKTENITEH ThIC YaKbITTa Ka3aK TUIIH KEeTUAIpyre
KaJiaii keMekTececi3?
Or0aceIHIaFbI TUIIIK HICOIOTHsIIAD
e Kazax TiJii ci3/MiH 0TOACBIHBI3IBIH TYJIFAIBIK OIpEreiIIrine ®oHe KyHISTKTI
eMipJie KaHail pes aTKapasl?
e bayanapbIHBI3IBIH Ka3aK TiUTIHIEC OKYBl HETE MaHBI3IbI?
o Ciznix OGanayapblHBI3 YIIiH Ka3aK jKOHE OPBIC TULIEPIH €pKiH MEHIepY
Manb3ael Ma? Here?
o OTt0achIHBI3 YIIIH OPBIC TIJIIH MEHIepPY MaHbI3bI Ma?
o OtbachIiHBI3IaFBl KAPBIM-KAThIHACTA Ka3aK YKOHE OPBIC TLIIepi
apachIHIaFbl TEIE-TCHIKTI KaJlall YCTalnChI3?
Tinni 6ackapy >koHE OHBI OTOACBIHIA KOCTIApAy
e bananapbiHpI3Fa Ka3ak MEKTeO1H TaHAay IIEIIiMIH TYCIHIpe ajnachl3 6a?
o bananpI3/161 OpbIc MEKTEO1HE aybICTBIPY MYMKIHJIITTH KapacThIpAbIHbI3
6a? Kazak MekTebiH/1e Kally Typasibl HISHIIMiHI3re He acep eTTi?
e bananapbIHpI3Fa OKY TUTIH TaHJay Ke3iH/e KaHaai 1a 0ip ChIPTKBI KbICHIMFa
YIIBIPAabIHBI3 0a (MBICAlbl, 0TOACKHI MYIIIEJIEpIHEH HeMece KoFaMHaH)?
e bananapbiHpI3 Ka3zak MeKkTeOiHAe ©3/epiH Kanail ce3emi?
o Oumap kaHmait qa 6ip (TinAiK) Macenenepre Tam 001a161 Ma?
o Oumnaii 6osca, oapasl Kanai memieciz? (bamaHbi3 perneTuTOPAbIH
KOMeETiHe KYTiHeai Me?)
OKy TUTIH TaHayFa acep eTeTiH (akTopiap
e Kazak Tinin Oy ci3/1iH OananapbIHbI3Fa ApTHIKIIBUIBIK OEpeTiH HAKThI
MaMaH/IbIKTap HEMece KbI3MET cajianapbl oap ma?
e Ci3iH k9HE 0TOACBIHBI3IBIH YJITHI Ka3aK OO0JybI Ci3/1H YHe )KOHE MEKTENTe
OKYy TiJIiH TaHJIaybIHBI3Fa Kajail ocep eresi?
o banamapeHBRBABIH O111M1 OJTApABIH STHUKAJIBIK Ka3aKTap PETIHIETI
MOJICHH OipereiliriH HIFAaUTYBI Ci3 YIIIH KaHIIAJIBIKTHl MaHBI3IbI?
e YKIMETTIH TiJ casicaThl Ci3/iH Ka3aK MeKTeOiH TaHIaybIHbI3a KaHdal pes
aTKapabl?
o KoramHbIH Ka3ak TilliHEe JeTeH KhI3BIFYIIBUTBIFEI OCTI Me? Erep ecce, o
CI3/IiH MICTTIMIiHI3Te dcep eTTi Me?
e Kazak MektenTtepinaeri 61J1iM canachl TypaJibl HE OiaichI3?
o YCBHIHBUIATHIH OKY OaFAapiaMachl Typallbl HE OIalChI3?
o MyranimaepaiH OUTIKTLIIN Typaibl He oiiaichi3?
o OpbIC MEKTENTEPIMEH CATBICTBIPFaH/A 111e?



OpbIc MeKTEN TYJEKTEPIMEH CalbICTBIPFaH A Ka3aK MEKTenTep i OiTipreH
OKYIIBLIAp YIIiH KOFapbl OLTIMHIH KO/DKETIMAUTITIH Kaiai Oaranaichi3?
backa aTa-anaapra Ka3ak MEKTeOiH yChIHAp Ma e/iHi3?
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Bomnpoce! 1151 HHTEPBbHIO

BBoaHbIE BOITPOCHI

e (CKoJIbKO y Bac jieTeit?

e Bce nmu Bamm JeTH MOCEIIAIOT IKOJIBI ¢ Ka3aXCKUM SI3bIKOM 00y4eHUs?

e Hackonbpko BaM KOM(OPTHO MOJIL30BATHCS Ka3aXCKUM SI3BIKOM B
IIOBCEIHEBHOMN KU3HU?

S13BIKOBBIE ITPAKTUKU B CEMBE

e Ha kakom s13bIKE BBl B OCHOBHOM OOIIIAE€TECh CO CBOMMH JIETHMU JIoMa?

e Bamu geTy npeanoYnTaroT TOBOPUTH JI0Ma Ha Ka3aXxCKOM HJIM PYCCKOM?
[Touemy?

o Ectb 1 ocobble cutyaruu, B KOTOPBIX BbI HCIIOJIb3yeTe Ka3aXCKUid, a B
HEKOTOPBIX - PYCCKUA?

o Kak BbI moMOraere cBOUM JI€TSM COBEPIICHCTBOBATh CBOU 3HAHUS
Ka3aXCKOI'0 s13bIKa BHE IIKOJIbI?

SI3bIKOBBIE UICOTIOTUU B CEMbE

e Kakyro posib Ka3aXCKUil SI3bIK UTPAET B CAMOHIEHTUYHOCTH U MIOBCEAHEBHOU
JKU3HH Balle ceMbu?

e [louemy BbI cunTaeTe BaXKHBIM, YTOOBI BAIlIA JIETH YUUIIUCh HA Ka3aXCKOM
A3bIKE?

e Kak BbI cunTaere, Ba)HO JIH JUJIs BalllUX JIeTell CBOOOIHO BIAJIETh KaK
Ka3aXCKHM, TaK U PyCCKUM si3bikamu? [Touemy?

o Kaxk BbI o11eHMBaeTe BaKHOCTD BIIAJCHHS PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM JUISI Baleit
cembu?

o Kak Bl HaxoquTe Oananc MeXay HUCIOIb30BAHUEM Ka3aXCKOTO U
PYCCKOTO SI3BIKOB B OOIIIEHUU B BallIel ceMbe?

VYrpasneHue s3bIKOM U €ro IJIAHUPOBAHUE B CEMbE
e Moskere 11 Bbl OOBSICHUTH MPOLIECC TPUHSITUS PEIIeHUs, KOTOPBIA OOy NI
Bac BbIOpaTh Ka3axCKyI0 KOy AJIs BalluX JeTei?

o PaccmaTrpuBanu 11 BbI BO3MOKHOCTH I€PEBOJIA BAIIeTo peOeHKa B
PYCCKYIO HIKOJTY B KaKOH-T100 MOMEHT? UTO MOBIHSIIO HA Bale
pELIeHNE OCTAaThCs B Ka3aXCKOM miKoJe?

e lcnbIThIBaNM M BBl KaKOE-THOO BHEIIHEE JaBieHUE (HapUMep, CO CTOPOHBI
CeMbH, 00111ecTBa) NP BbIOOPE sA3bIKa 00YUEHHUS JUIsl BalllUX JIeTei?
e Kak Bamm 1eTH 4yBCTBYIOT c€0s B Ka3aXCKOH 1IKoie?

o CrankuBaroTCs I OHU C KAKUMU-TTHOO (SI3BIKOBBIMH) MPOOJIEMaMH B
niKoJe?

o Ecmu na, kak BeI ux pemaere? (Ects 1 y pebeHKa peneTuTophi?)

®akTOopHl, BAUSIOLUINE HAa BEIOOD A3bIKA 00YUEHUS

e EcTh In KaKkue-TO KOHKPETHBIE MPodeccruu Uiu chepsbl AeITETHHOCTH, B
KOTOPBIX 3HAHUE Ka3aXCKOTO sI3bIKa OYAET MOJIE3HO BaITUM JETsIM?

e Kak Barma HaIllMOHAJILHOCTh BIIMSET HAa BHIOOP BaMH SI3bIKA JJOMA U B IIKOJIE?

o Hackonbko s Bac BayKHO, YTOOBI 00pa30BaHUE BAIIUX JIeTEi
YKPEIUISIO UX HAITMOHATBHYIO UJIEHTUYHOCTH?

e Kakyro ponb ceirpaiu s3eikoBast monTrka Kazaxcrana B Bamem BeIOOpe
Ka3aXCKOM IIKOJIbI?

o Ectb mu caBur B 001ecTBe B CTOPOHY Ka3axcKoro si3pika? Ecnu 1a,
MOBJIUSIIO JIU OHO?

e Uro BB IymMaeTe HacUeT KayecTBa 0Opa30BaHUs B Ka3aXCKOMU MIKoJe?
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o Kak BbI oTHOCHTECH K yueOHOH mporpamMme?

o Kak BbI o11cHHBaeTe KOMIIETEHTHOCTh YUUTEINEH B Ka3aXCKUX MIKOIaxX ?

o A ecnu paccMaTpuBaTh B CPAaBHEHUU C PYCCKOM MIKOJION?
OauHaKoBO JOCTYIIHO JIU BhICIIee 00pa3oBaHUe ISl T€X, KTO 3aKOHY I
Ka3aXCKHE HIKOJIbI, IO CPABHEHUIO C TEMH, KTO 3aKOHYMJI PYCCKUE LIKOJIbI?
[TocoBeToBayu 111 OBbI BBl Ka3aXCKYIO IIKOMY IS IPYTHX POAUTEINEH?
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Appendix C: Invitation to a Voluntary Research Study

Family Language Policy of Russian-Speaking Kazakhs and Their Choice of Kazakh
Medium Schools

Dear ...

My name is Aruzhan. | am a second-year graduate student at Nazarbayev University,
doing my master’s degree in “Multilingual Education” program in the Graduate School of
Education.

I am writing to let you know about an opportunity to participate in a voluntary research
study about the language practices, language ideologies, and language management of
Russian-speaking Kazakhs and their choice of the Kazakh schools for their children.
Various political, economic, cultural, social, and educational factors that may influence the
choice of parents will also be studied.

Participation includes individual interview between me and one parent. The interview lasts
about 30-45 minutes and your preference as to the day, time, and place of the interview
will be taken into consideration.

If you choose to participate you may choose to discontinue participation at any
time and you may choose any of the interview questions that you do not wish to
answer.

If you are interested in participating or you require any further information, please contact
me at:

+7 (708) 238 3002
aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz

Thank you for your consideration!

Kind regards,
Aruzhan Zharylgap.

Nazarbayev University


mailto:aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz
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EpikTi 3epTTeyre makbipy

Opsbic TV Ka3aKTapabIH 0TOACBUIBIK T CasicaThl JKOHE 0JIAPABbIH KAa3aK
MEKTeNTePiH TaHAaybl

Kypmerri ...

MewniH ecimim Apyxan. Men HazapOaeB YHUBEpCUTETIHIH KOFaphl O11iM Oepy
MeKTeOiHe KenTiiai OutiM Oepy OaFaapiaMachIHBIH €KiHIII KypC MaruCTPaHThIMbIH.

Ochb1 xateiMmMeH Ci3/1i OpbIC TUIINI Ka3aKTap IbIH 0TOACKIHIAFbI TUT TOXIpUOECi, T
UJICOJIOTHSCHI XKOHE TIII KOCIIAPJIayhl XKOHE aTa-aHaJIapIbIH Oajaiapsl YIIiH Ka3ak
MEKTENTEPiH TaHAaybIH TAIJANTHIH 3epTTEyre KaThICy MYMKIH/IIT1 Typalibl XabapiiarsiM
kenemi. OChl TaHAAyFa 9Ccep €TETIH dPTYPIIi MOJUTHKAIBIK, SKOHOMHUKAIIBIK, MOJICHH,
QJIeyMETTIK jkoHe Oiim Oepy (akTopiapsl 1a TangaHab.

3eprrey O6apwichinaa Cizig mamamen 30-45 MUHYTKA CO3BIIATHIH JKeKe cyx0aTka
KaTBICYBIHBI3 KEPEKTIri skaiiiibl xabapnaiimbid. Conpaii-ak Ci3aiH cyx6arracy KyHiHe,
YaKbITHI MEH OPHBIHA KaTBICThI KaJIaybIHbI3 €CKEPLNe/i.

by 3eprTeyre KaTbicy epikTi OOJbIN TaObLIaIbI, OYII Ci3/IiH Ke3-KEJITeH YaKbITTa 3epTTeyTe
KATBICYbl TOKTATYFa TOJIBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap ekeHin Oumipeni. Conpaii-ak cyxbarracy
Ke3iHjIe Keilip cypakTapra xayar OepMey Typalibl HUETIHI3 eCKepiie.

Erep Cisre KocbIMIIIa aknapaT KaxeT 0oJica, MaraH ToOMEHer1 TesieoH HeMIpl HemMece
AIIEKTPOH/IBIK MOIITa MEKEH-Kalbl OOMbIHINA Xa0apiacybIHbI3/Ibl CYpalMbIH:

+7 (708) 238 3002
aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz

Hazapeinpizra paxmer!

Kypmernen,
Apyxan XKappurrar.

HazapOaeB YHuBepcureri


mailto:aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz
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IMpurnamenue K 100POBOJILHOMY MCCJIEIOBAHUIO

CemeiliHag A3bIKOBAs MOJIMTHKA PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX Ka3aX0B U UX BBIﬁOp Ka3axCKHuXx
IIKO0JI

YBakaeMblii/yBakaemas ...

Mens 30ByT Apyska. S SBJISIOCH CTYJEHTOM BTOPOTO Kypca MarucTpaTypbl IpOrpaMmbl
“ITonmusi3praHOE 0Opa3oBaHUe’™ B BBICIICH TKOJIE oOpa3oBanus B HazapOaes
YHuBepcurere.

JIaHHBIM TUCBMOM XO04y COOOLIUTH BaM 0 BO3MOKHOCTH NPUHATH yyacTue B
UCCIIEI0BAHNHY, ITIOCBSILIEHHOM S3bIKOBOM IMPAKTUKE, A3BIKOBBIM UJICOJIOTUAM U A3BIKOBOMY
IUTAHUPOBAHHIO B PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX CEMBSIX Ka3aX0B M X BHIOOPY Ka3aXCKHUX IIKOJI IS
cBoux gerel. Taxxke OyayT U3ydeHbl pa3inyHble NOJUTHUYECKUE, DKOHOMUYECKUE,
KYJIbTYPHBIE, COLIMAJIbHbIE U 00pa30BaTENIbHbBIE (PAKTOPBI, KOTOPbIE MOTYT BJIUATH Ha
BBIOOp pojuTeneil.

Yy4acTtue B UCCIIEIOBAHUU MIPEAII0IAraeT IIPOXOKAECHUE HHTEPBBIO, KOTOPOE MPOIIUTCS
0k0110 30-45 MuHyT. Bamm npeanoyTeHuss OTHOCUTENBHO JHS, BPDEMEHHU U MECTa
MHTEPBBIO OYIyT IPUHATHI BO BHUMAaHHE.

VYyactue B JaHHOM HCCIIEJOBAaHUH SBJIIETCS JOOPOBOJIbHBIM, YTO II0JIpa3yMeBaeT, 4To Bl
MMeEeTe MOJIHOE MPaBO NPEKPATUTh YUacTUE B UCCIIEJOBAHHUU B JII000€ BpeMs. A Takke,
Barre xenanue He oTBeyaTh Ha HEKOTOPBIE BOIIPOCH BO BPEMsI HHTEPBbIO Oy/1e€T MPUHSATO
BO BHUMAaHHE.

B ciiyuae He0OXOJMMOCTH JJOMIOJHUTEIBHON MH(OPMAIIMH, TIPOITY CBSA3aTHCS CO MHOM 110
HIDKENPUBEEHHOMY HOMEpY Tesie(hOHa WK a/Ipecy JIEKTPOHHOM MOYTHI:

+7 (708) 238 3002
aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz

Cnacubo 3a BHUMaHue!

C yBaxxeHuew,
Apyxan JKappurrar.

Hazapb6aeB YHuepcurer


mailto:aruzhan.zharylgap@nu.edu.kz
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Appendix D: Informed Consent Form

Family Language Policy of Russian-Speaking Kazakhs and Their Choice of Kazakh
Medium Schools

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the Family Language
Policy (FLP) of Russian-speaking Kazakhs and their choice of the KMI schools for their
children. This study will seek to explore the reasons why these parents send their children to
KMI schools. It will analyze how their Family Language Policy along with various political,
economic, cultural, social, and educational factors influence the choice of parents.
Participating in this study, you would make a valuable contribution to the development of
literature in the research about the Family Language Policy and its relation to the choice of the
Language of Instruction for the children. In the study, your answers will be recorded on a
voice-recorder application on the smartphone to be analyzed. Afterwards, the recorded files
will be deleted completely without any possibility of being accessed by anyone. Your
participation is completely voluntarily and you will have a full right to withdraw from the
study at any point.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-45 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal. For example, you
might feel discomfort with the questions about your family language practices, ideologies, and
management. To ensure your confidentiality the researcher will use pseudonyms instead of
your names and information about you and the school which your child/children attend will be
coded so that sharing any information about you will not entail any kind of punishment from
the school administration or damage of your reputation. Moreover, interview questions are
designed in the manner not to cause any psychological damage. As for the benefits, although
you will not acquire any direct benefits from the study, it is expected that you will get to know
with the concept of Family Language Policy, and will be able to reflect on your own language
practices, ideologies, and management at home. You will be more aware of the usage of
languages at home and how your viewpoints on different languages shape your life decisions
and decisions about your children.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks, and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work,
Associate Professor Bridget A. Goodman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz +7(702)181-02-64
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 gse.irec@nu.edu.kz

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

* | have carefully read the information provided,;
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* [ 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 I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason;
» With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in this
study.

Signature: Date:
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3epTTey KyMbIchI KeJliciMiHiH aknapaTThIK (popmachl

Opbic TiAI Ka3aKTapAblH 0TOACHLIBIK TiJl CAsiCATHI JKoHE 0JIAPJbIH Ka3aK MeKTeNnTepin
TaHAQybl

CHUITATTAMACHI: Ci3ai opbIc TI1 Ka3aKTapIblH 0TOACHUIBIK T1J CasCaThIH KOHE
Oananapsbl yIIiH Ka3aK MEKTENTePiH TaHAaybIH TAIJANTHIH 3€PTTEYTe KAThICyFa IaKbIPaMBbI3.
byn 3eprreyain MakcaThbl aTa-aHanapablH OanajapblH Ka3ak MEKTENTepiHe xki0epyiHiH
cebenTepid 3eprTey 601aab1. OHBIH iMIIHIE, OJAPABIH 0TOACKIHAAFHI TUT CascaThbl, COHAAN-aK
aTa-aHaJIapJbIH TaHAaybIHA 9CEP CTETIH SPTYPJIi MOJUTHKAIIBIK, SKOHOMHKAJIBIK, MOJICHH,
QJIIEYMETTIK >koHe O1s1iM Oepy (dhakTopiapsl Tanmganaasl. OChl 3epTTEyTe KaThICy apKbLUIBI Ci3
OTOACBIHBI3AFHI TiJI CAsICATBIH KOHE OHBIH OajalapFa apHaJIFaH OKY TUTIH TaHJIayMEeH
OailyTaHBICHIH 3ePTTEUTIH 9cONETTIH TaMybIHa KYH/IBI YJIeC KOcachl3. AKNMapaTThl TAIIAy YIIiH
3epTTeyIni cyx0aT 0apbIChIHIAa KaThICYIIBUIAPIBIH OSPreH jKayanTapblH OJap/IblH KeTiciMiMeH
aynuoskaz0ara yKa3blll ajdyra MiHIeTTi 0onaapl. OChIIaH KeWiH ka3blIFaH (aiimap
TOJIBIFBIMEH KOMBIIA/IbI )KOHE 0J1 (haiuigap emkanaaii 06eTeH aJaMHbIH KOJIbIHA TYCHEeH .
Ci311iH KaThICYBIHBI3 TOJBIFBIMEH €PIKTI TYp/e 00J1a/Ibl )KOHE Ci3/le Ke3 KEJI'eH yaKbITTa
3epTTeyre KaTbiCyaH 0ac TapTyFa TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap.

KATBICY MEP3IMI: Ci3zaig KatbiCybIHbI3 TaMaMeH 30-45 MUHYT YaKbITBIHBI3/IbI aJIafbl.

TOYEKEJIIEP MEH APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAP: 3eprrey >kyMbICbIHA KaThICY IbIH KayinTepi
HIeKTeYI . MbIcalibl, Ci3 ©31HI3/IiH 0TOACKIHBI3IAFBI TUT TOKIPUOEC], TIT UICOTIOTHSCHI J)KOHE
TIJIT1 JKOCTIapJIay Typasibl CYpaKTapFa bIHFaWChI3IBIK Ce3iHYyiHI3 MyMKiH. Ci3iH
AHOHMMJIUTITIHI3 OSH aKmapaT KYMHUIBUIBIFBIH CAKTay YIIiH Ci3JiH aThI-)KOHIHI3 JTaKal aTIeH
aybICTRIpBUTAAbL. Ci3 Typajbl koHE Ci3[iH OanaHbl3/0ananapblHbl3 OKUTHIH MEKTETI TYPajbl
aKIapaTThl )Kapuslay MEKTEeIT OKIMITUTITiHIH IaFBIMBIH OOJIBIpMai KoHe Ci3JIiH OeeliHi3re
HYKCaH KeNTipMelTiHaeH erin Kynusutanaasl. COHbIMEH KaTap cyx0ar cypakTapbl elKaHaai
TICUXOJIOTHSIIBIK 3USTH KENTIPMENTIHIIEH eTil KacaiFaH. APTHIKIIBUIBIKTApFa KEJIETiH 00JICaK,
Ci3 KaThICYIaH TiKeJIeH maiia KepMeceHi3 e, Ci3 0TOACBIIBIK TiJ CasgcaThl
TYKBIPBIM/IaMaCbIMEH TaHbICHII, ©31HI3/11H TUIIK TOXIPUOEHI3, UIEOJOTHSIHbI3 )KOHE
YKOCTIapIIaybIHbI3 TYpajibl OMJIaHa ajackl3 jaen Kyrityne. Tinnepai yiae Kojiaany Typasibl )KOHE
OPTYPJIi TUIAEPTE IETeH KO3KapacTapbIHbI3 Ci3/IIH OMIPIIIK IIENIIMACPIHI3re KoHE
OaJtanapbIHBI3Fa KaThICTHI IISHTIMICPIHI3re KaJlali 9cep eTEeTiHI Typasbl KeOipek OiIeTiH
OomnachI3.

KATBICYHBIJIAP KYKbI: Erep ocbl HbicaH/1a ’Ka3blIFaH MAIIMETTEP I MYKHUSAT OKBITI,
aTaliFaH 3epTTeyre KaTbICy bl YiiFapcanbi3, Ci3 03 epKiHi30eH KemiciM OepreH 0oJbIm
caHaznachI3. [lereHMeH ci3ziH KemiciMal 0y3y Hemece 3epTTeyre KaTblcyiaH 0ac TapTy
KYKBIHBI3 Kall ke3/ie e KymniHae 6omasl. by perre emkanaaii aiipin Taprnaice3. Connaii-ak
3epTTeyre KaThICaybIHbI3Fa Ja 00ajpl, KaHaail qa 0ip cypakka skayar OepMeyre /1€ KYKbIHbI3
Oap. byt 3epTTey HoTHKENepi FRUTBIMUA HEMece KociOn MakcaTneH Oenrim Oip oprara
YCBIHBUTYBI HEMece OachUTbIMAApIa JKapHusiIaHybl MYMKIiH.

BAMJIAHBIC JIEPEKTEPI:

Cypaxmapuoinoiz: Erep ocbl 3epTTeyMeH OalIaHbICThI, OTKI3Y PaciMepi )KOHIH/IE,
TOyEKeJIIepl MEH apThIKIIBUIBIKTAPbI TYpajibl CYparbIHbI3, ECKEPTYIHI3 HEMECE IIAaFbIMBIHbI3
OoJca, 3epTTeyliHiH xeTekiiciMeH, Kaysivaacteipeutras [Ipodeccop bpumkut I'ynman,
bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz , +7(702)181-02-64 GaiinaHpica anaceis.
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/lepbec baiinansic: Erep atanran 3epTTeYAiH 6TKI31UTy OapbIChIHA KaHAFaTTaHOACAHBI3,
KaHgai na O6ip Mocele Tyca HeMece IIaFbIMBIHBI3, He CypaFbIHbI3 Oosica, HazapOaen
VYuusepcureti JKorapbl OitiM 6epy MekTeOi 3epTTeysiep KOMUTETiHIH gSe.irec@nu.edu.kz
AIIEKTPOHJIBIK MEKEH)KalbIHA XaT Ka3blll, OailflaHbIca ajlackl3. 3epTTeyre KaThICyFa KeliciM
Oepep OoJicaHbI3, OCHI HBICAHFA KOJI KOFOBIHBI3IBI CYpaiMBI3.

* Bepinren GapIiblK aKmapaTThl MYKUST OKBIIT HIBIKTHIM;

* 3epTTey MaKcaThl JKOHE PACiMACPi Typalibl TOJBIKKAHIBI aKIapat Oep/ii;

* J)Kunaxranran MoTiMeTTepAiH Kajail ’KoHEe Here KOJIJaHbUIATBIHBIH, Ke3 KeJreH nepoec,
KYITUS aKnaparTap 3epTTeyllire faHa KOJDKeTiM/I1 O0JaThIHBIH O1JIEMIH;

* 3eprTey pacimaepi OapbIChIH/IA Ke3 KEeITEeH yaKbITTa eIKaHaai ce0e0iH TyCIHIIpMECTeH
3epTTeyre KaThiCyaaH 0ac TapTy KYKBIFBIM Oap eKeHiH OiIeMiH;

* XXorapsiga OeplireH TopTim-epekesep/i TONbIK YFBIHBII, )KETe TYCIHE OTBIPHII, 63 EpKIMMEH
3epTTeyre KaThICyFa KeJliciM OepeMiH.

Kot Mep3iwmi:




91

®opmMa HHPOPMAIUOHHOTO COIJIACUSA
CeMeiiHas1 13bIKOBAS MOJIMTHKA PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX Ka32X0B M MX BBIOOP KAa3aXCKHMX LIKOJI

OIMUCAHUE: Mrb! npurnaniaeM Bac NpUHATH YYaCTHE B UCCIICIOBAHUH, TTOCBIIIICHHOM
CEeMEIHOM S3bIKOBOM MOJUTHKE PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX KAa3aX0B U UX BBIOOPY Ka3aXCKUX LIKOJI JJIs
cBoux aerei. Llenbro qaHHOTO Mccnea0Banus OyAeT U3y4eHue IPUYNH, 0 KOTOPHIM POIUTENH
OTIIPABJISIIOT CBOMX JIETEH B Kazaxckue MIKoJbl. B HeM OyzaeT mpoaHanu3upoBaHo, Kak
S3BIKOBAS MOJIMTUKA UX CEMbH, & TAKXKE Pa3IMYHBIC MOJMTUIECKHE, SKOHOMUYECKHE,
KyJbTypHBIC, COITMAIbHBIC U 00pa3oBaTeibHbIE ()aKTOPHI BIUSAIOT Ha BEIOOP POIUTEICH.
[TpuHAB y4acTHe B ’TOM HCCIIEIOBAaHUH, BBl BHECETE IIEHHBIN BKJIA]] B pa3BUTHE JIUTEPATYPHI,
MOCBSAIICHHOW U3yUYEHHUIO S3BbIKOBOH MOJIMTHKH B CEMbE U €€ CBSI3U C BEIOOPOM SI3bIKa
oOyueHus A eTeid. B xone uccnenqoBanust Baly OTBETHI OyAyT 3alycaHbl Ha AUKTO(POH B
cmaptdoHe s moceayromero aHanmsa. [locne atoro 3anucannbie Gaiiapl OyAyT MOTHOCTHIO
yJIJIeHBI, 1 HUKTO HE CMOJKET MOJYYHTh K HUM JOCTYI. Barie yyactue siBisieTcs MOTHOCTHIO
TOOPOBOJIBHBIM, U y Bac OYyJET MOJIHOE MPaBO OTKA3aThCs OT yYacCTHs B UCCIICIOBAaHUH B
1100011 MOMEHT.

BPEMS YYACTMHA: Bame yyactue notpedyet okoso 30-45 MUHYT.

PUCKU U TPEMMYIIECTBA: Pucku, cBS3aHHBIE C TUM HCCIICIOBAaHUEM, MUHUMAJIbHBI.
Hanpumep, BbI MOXKETE UCTIBITATh AUCKOM(OPT U3-3a BOIPOCOB O SA3BIKOBOI MTPAKTUKE,
S3BIKOBBIX U/I€OJIOTUH U SI3BIKOBOM IUIAHMPOBAHUU B Balleil cembe. [l obecrieueHus Baei
KOH(UIEHIINAILHOCTH HCCIIeA0BaTelb OyIET UCIOIb30BaTh IICEBIOHUMBI BMECTO BAallIMX
MMeEH, a MH(GOpMaIKs O Bac U LIKOJe, KOTOPYIO MOCelaeT Ball peOeHOK/ 1eTH, OyaeT
3amu¢ppoBaHa TaKUM 00pa3oM, YTOObI pasriialieHue Jr00i HHGOPMALK O Bac HE MOBJIEKIIO
3a c000i1 Kakoro-1u00 HaKa3aHUs CO CTOPOHBI aIMUHUCTPALIMH ILIKOJIBI HIIH yiiepOa Bamen
penyramuu. bonee Toro, BONpock! AJisi MHTEPBBIO COCTABIIEHBI TAKUM 00Pa30M, 4TOOBI HE
HAHECTH HUKAKOTO IICUXOJIOTHUECKOro yiiep6a. UTo kacaercst IpeuMyIecTs, TO, XOTs Bbl He
MOJIyYUTE HUKAKUX MPSIMBIX BBITOJ] OT YYaCTHs, O)KUAAETCA, YTO Bbl IO3HAKOMUTECH C
KOHILETIIIMEN CEMENHOMN S3bIKOBON NOJUTHKU M CMOKETE MOPA3MBIIUIATE O CBOEH
COOCTBEHHOH SI3BIKOBOM MTPAKTHKE, UJICOJIOTUHU U IUIaHUpOBaHUU. Bbl Oynere myde
OCBEJJOMJIEHBI 00 MCIIOJIb30BAHUY SI3bIKOB I0MA U O TOM, KaK BalllM B3IVIsIbl HA Pa3HbIE S3bIKU
BJIMAIOT HA BalllM KU3HEHHBIE PEIICHUS U PELICHHUs, Kacalol1ecs BalluX AeTeH.

IMPABA YYACTHMUMKOB: Ecnu Bel npounTany nanayro GopMy u pemim NpuHsITh
y4acTUe B IaHHOM HCCJEeI0OBaHUM, BbI 10JKHBI TOHUMATh, 4TO Baie yyactue siBiaseTcs
JIOOPOBOJIBHBIM U UTO y Bac ecTh mpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOE COTJIACHE WIIM MIPEKPATUTH y4acTHe B
nmro60e Bpemst 6e3 pucKoB. B kauecTBe anbTepHATHUBBI MOXKHO HE Y4aCTBOBATh B
uccnenoBanuu. Takxe Bbl nmeeTe npaBo He OTBeUaTh Ha Kakue-I1M00 BONPOCHL. Pe3ynbTaTsl
JTAHHOT'O MCCIIEZI0BAaHHUS MOTYT OBITh IPEACTaBJIECHBI MU OIIyOJUKOBAHbI B HAYYHBIX WU
po(heCCHOHATIBHBIX METISX.

KOHTAKTHAS NTHOOPMALIUA:

Bonpocut: ecnu 'y Bac ecTh BOIpPOCHI, 3aMe4aHKsI UITH KaJI00bI [0 OBOIY TaHHOTO
UCCIIe/IOBAHMUS, IPOLIEAYPHI €ro MPOBEACHUS, PUCKOB M PEUMYIIECTB, Bbl MOXeTe CBA3aThCS
C PYKOBOJAUTEISIMUA MAarkCTEPCKOT0 TE3KCa MCCIIEI0BATENs, UCTIONB3Ysl CIACIYIOLINE TaHHBIE:
Acconmuposanbiii [Ipodeccop bpumxkur I'yaman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz ,
+7(702)181-02-64

Hesasucumovie konmaxmut: Ecny Bbl He y0BII€TBOPEHbI IPOBEICHUEM JAHHOTO
UCCIIeIOBaHuUs, ecii y Bac BO3HUKIN Kakue-1100 mpoO1eMsl, ’Kajao0b! HIIH BOIPOCHI, Be
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Moskete cBs3aThesi ¢ Komurerom Uccnenoanmii Beictreit lkoner O6pa3oBanus HazapOaes
YHuBepcHuTeTa, OTIIPABUB MMCHMO Ha 3JICKTPOHHBIN aapec gse.irec@nu.edu.kz

[ToxanyiicTa, HOANUIINTE JaHHYIO (OpMY, e BbI cormacHbl y4acTBOBAaTh B HCCIIEIOBAHUH.

* S1 BHUMATENBHO M3YYHJI MIPEJICTABICHHYIO HH()OPMAIIHIO;,

* MHe npe1ocTaBIIIN MOJIHYI0 HHPOPMALIUIO O IISIISX U MPOLEAYPE UCCIICIOBAHUS;

* Sl monumaro, kak OyayT MCTIOIh30BaHbl COOpPAaHHBIC JaHHBIC, U YTO JOCTYI K JIF000#
KOH(puIeHIIMaTbHON MHpOpMaNyK OyAeT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIICIOBATEINb;

* 51 moHnMmaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JH000I MOMEHT OTKa3aThCs OT y4acTUs B JTAHHOM HUCCIIEIOBAHUH
0e3 0OBSICHEHHS ITPUYHH;

* C MOJTHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCETO BBIIICHU3I0KESHHOTO 51 COTJIACeH IPUHSTH y4acTUE B
UCCIIEIOBAaHUH TI0 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

IMoamnucs: Jara:
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Appendix E: Data Analysis Sample

Codes

Interview extracts

RQs

Children help with KZ

They help me to improve
my Kazakh. | studied in
Russian school, and it’s
still difficult for me, even
now there are some
moments with lessons, and
somewhere they can help
me with a particular word.

Language Practices (RQ#2)

Our native language

In a Kazakh school,
anyways, it’s our official
language, our native
language, so that they
know how important it
would be to know it.

Language Management
(RQ#1); Cultural factor

(RQ#3)

More people speak KZ

| wanted them to know, to
speak fluently, because
even now, especially since
a lot of people speak
Kazakh. If before the
Russian language was so
much spoken, and it was
easier. But now it’s the
other way around.

Interest in KZ (RQ#3?)

KZ on the 1% place

In the first place, yes, you
need to know the Kazakh
language. Now Kazakh is
included everywhere
anyway, so it is very
important to know this
language.

Language Ideologies

(RQ#2)

Husband’s and relatives’
recommendation

Because | went to the
Russian school, of course, |
also wanted to send my
children to a Russian
school too. | understood
that I would do the lessons
with them, | would need to
explain the topic somehow.
But my husband and his
parents all insisted about
KMI, it was decided that
they would go to a Kazakh
school.

Language Management
(RQ#1); Social factor?

(RQ#3)
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KZ mentality in KMI

I like the way they teach in
KMI, and the knowledge,
it’s as it should be in
schools. And | also like the
way how education takes
place in KMI, the mentality
in the first grades, they
already teach children this
respect for elders. Well,
that’s what we have, in a
Russian school anyway
there was less attention to
this direction.

Language Management
(RQ#1); Cultural factor

(RQ#3)
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