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Abstract
Language Attitudes and Choices of Students for Learning Purposes in a Multilingual
Higher Education Environment

Multilingual higher education has become quite a wide-spread phenomenon. Considering
language ‘as a resource’ (Ruiz, 1984), a lot of tertiary institutions in multilingual countries
around the world are adopting English as a medium of instruction (EMI) as a part of
globalization and internationalization. Thus, most of them use English as a lingua franca,
which creates a new space for multilingual practices in the educational context. However, this
particular study addresses the problem of ‘accelerating Englishization in multilingual higher
education without any gains in multilingualism’ (Van der Walt, 2013). In particular, it takes
the case of Nazarbayev University (NU), which represents an English-medium institution with
international faculty and a small number of international students. It should be mentioned that
due to post-Soviet context, Kazakhstan hosts more than 100 nationalities and most of the
people speak at least their native language and Russian as a language of communication.
However, even though most students are multilingual due to the context, classrooms in NU
can be a unilingual (English-only) space. It can be assumed, since English is not the first or
even the second language of most students, that they may use different aspects of their
linguistic repertoire to understand the material and complete their academic tasks. Therefore,
the purpose of this study is to identify how students in the multilingual higher educational
environment of NU use languages from their repertoire and the attitudes that underpin those
choices when it comes to learning strategies inside and outside the classroom. In order to
explore that matter, a qualitative study was conducted with a series of semi-structured
interviews among several students of NU from different backgrounds. The transcripts of these

interviews were analyzed by means of direct coding. The research found out that NU students



viii

use different parts of their linguistic repertoires in learning and everyday contexts, and EMI

does not reduce their multilingualism (M) (even vice versa).



AHHOTAHUSA
S3bIKOBBIE B3IJISIAbI M BLIOOPHI CTY/IEHTOB B LeJIAX 00y4eHHs] B MHOTOSI3bIYHOI cpeje
BbICIIIEr0 00pa30BaHUA
MHoros3bI14HO€ BbICIIEE 00pa30BaHUE CTAJIO JOBOJIBHO PACIIPOCTPAHEHHBIM SIBICHUEM.
PaccmatpuBast s13bik «kak pecype» (Ruiz, 1984), MHOTHE BBICIIE yUeOHBIC 3aBEICHUS B
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX CTPAaHAX MO0 BCEMY MHUPY MPUHUMAIOT aHTJIMMUCKUHN S3BIK KaK CPEACTBO
oOyuenust (EMI) ucxons u3 coodpakeHuii riiodann3auy U HTEpHAITMOHATN3AIUU. Takum
00pa3oM, OOJIBITMHCTBO U3 HUX MUCIOJIB3YIOT aHTJIMHCKHI KaK JIMHrBa-(PpaHKa, 4TO CO3JaeT
HOBOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO JJISI MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX MPAKTHK B 00pa30BaTEIbHOM KOHTEKCTE. TeM He
MeHee, 3TO KOHKPETHOE HUCCIIeI0BaHNe MOCBALICHO TPOobiieMe «yCKOPEHUs aHTJIOSI3bIYHOCTH B
MHOT'OSI3bI9YHOM BBICIIIEM 00pa30BaHUM 0€3 KaKOT0o-TH00 yCHIeHHsT MHOTOs3pIuus» (Van der
Walt, 2013). B gactHocTH, peus uaet o Hazapbaes Yuusepcurete (HY), koTopsiii
MIpeJICTaBIsIeT cOO0M aHTIIOSI3bIYHOE BhICIIEE yUeOHOE 3aBEJICHHE C MEXTyHAPOIHBIM
MpenoaBaTeIbCKUM COCTABOM U HEOOJIBIIUM KOJIMYECTBOM MHOCTPAHHBIX CTY/IEHTOB.
CrnenyeT OTMETHUTb, YTO U3-3a IOCTCOBETCKOT0 KOHTEeKCTa B Kazaxcrane mpoxxuBaeT Oojiee
100 HAIMOHATBHOCTEH, U OOJILIITMHCTBO JIFOACH TOBOPHT I10 KpaliHel Mepe Ha CBOEM POJHOM
SI3BIKE M PYCCKOM KakK SI3bIKE KOMMYHUKalUU. TeM He MeHee, HeCMOTps Ha TOT (PaKT, u4To
OOJIBIIMHCTBO CTYACHTOB TOBOPSIT HA HECKOJBKHUX SI3bIKAX M3-3a KOHTEKCTa, ayiuTopuu B HY
MOTYT OBITh OJHOSI3BIYHBIMU (Pa3pEIICHO UCIIONIb30BAHNUE TOJIBKO AHTTTUICKOTO SI3BIKA).
MOo>KHO MPEeAnOoI0KUTh, YTO MOCKOJIBKY aHTTTUICKUI S3bIK HE SIBJISETCS MEPBBIM WIIH JJaKe
BTOPBIM SI3BIKOM JIJIs1 OOJIBITUHCTBA YYAIIUXCsl, CTYIEHTHI MOTYT MCIIOJIb30BATh Pa3InYHbIC
ACIEKThI CBOETr0 JUHIBUCTUYECKOTO penepTyapa Ijsl IOHUMaHUs MaTepuaia 1 BbIIOJTHEHUS
CBOMX y4eOHBIX 3a/1a4. Takum 006pa3zoMm, 1IeTb 3TOT0 UCCIEA0BaHUS COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI

OIPCACIINTb, KaK CTYACHTBI B MHOT! OSI3BIYHOM BBICIIEH O6pa3OBaTeHLHOﬁ cpeae HY



MCIOJIL3YIOT SI3BIKH U3 CBOETO PerepTyapa, U KaKue B3TJISIbI JIEKAT B OCHOBE 3TOTO BBIOOPA,
€CJIM peyb UJET O CTpaTerusix oOy4eHus: BHYTPH U 3a MpejenamMmu ay iuTopuil. YToOsl
HCCIIEI0BATh 3TOT BOIIPOC, ObUIO MPOBEACHO KAYECTBEHHOE UCCIIEJIOBAHUE C CEpuei

MOy CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX MHTEPBBIO C HECKOJIBKUMHU cTyJeHTaMu HY u3 pa3HbIX ciioeB
obmectBa. CTEHOrpaMMBbI TUX HHTEPBBIO OBUTH TIPOAHAIM3UPOBAHBI C TIOMOIIIBIO MPSIMOTO
KoJupoBaHus. B xo1e ncciaenoBanus BeISICHUIOCH, YTO CTyAeHThl HY ncnomns3yroT pa3Hbie
YaCTH CBOETO JIMHTBUCTHYECKOTO pernepTyapa B yueOHOM (1 ObITOBOM) KOHTEKCTe, a EMI He

CHHYKAET UX MHOTOSI3bIUMS (2 Jake Ha000pOT).
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AHaaTmna
Kenrisai :korapsl 6ij1iM 6epy opTachiH/Ia CTYAeHTTEPAIH OKY MAaKCATTAPbIH/AA TiJAIK
KO3KapacTapbl MeH TaHayJIapbl

Kemnrini xorapsl 6is1iM 6epy KeH TapaiiFrad KyObUibic. T «pecypey» peTiHe KapacThipa
oteipsin (Pyns, 1984), onemueri KenTisiai ennepaeri KONTEreH )XOFapbl OKY OpPBIHAAPHI
»ahaHaHy MEH MHTEepHAIlMOHAIN3aIUs asiChIH/la aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH OKY Kypasibl peTiHae (EMI)
KaOplAai el Ochbutaiiina, oapAblH KOMIIUIIr aFbUIIIBIH TUIIH OUTiM Oepy KOHTEKCTIH/E
KONTUIII TOKIpUOE YIIH KaHa KEHICTIK KypaTbIH JTMHBa-(h)paHKa peTiHe KOJAaHa bl
Jlereamen, OyJ1 HAKTHI 3€PTTEYE «KOMTUII KOFaphl O11iM Oepye aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH
KEENIETY» MOceliecl KapacThIpbIIFaH (KONTUIIUTIKTI xkeaenaernecteH) (Van der Walt,
2013). Aran aiiTkanaa, OyJ1 Mocesie XaJblKapasblK JeHTeH/Ier] OKbITYIIbLIAp KypaMbl KoHE
azJlaraH MIETENIK CTYJACHTTEp1 Oap aFbUIIIBIH TUI1 )KOFAphl OKY OPHBI OOJIBIT TaObLIATHIH
Hazap6aeB Yuusepcureti (HY) Typanbr 60mbit oTbip. [locTKeHECTIK KEHICTIK JKaFaiibIHIa
Kazakcranna 100-1eH actam YIT OKIIACP] TYPaabl )KOHE aJaMIapAblH KOIIIUIIT aHa TUTIMEH
KaTap OpbIC TITIHJE COUIECETIHIITIH aiiTa KETKEH OH. JlereHMeH, CTyIeHTTEepAiH KOTIIIUIIr
KOHTEKCTKE OailIaHbICThI OipHEIIe TiIIe colenTIHaIrine KapamacTtad, HY -narer aymutopus
OipTyTac 607yl MYMKIH (TEK aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHAE PYKcaT eTinreH). KenrereH ctyneHTTep yiiH
aFbUIIIBIH T11 OipiHII HEeMece TINTi eKiHII TiJ OOIMaFaHIBIKTaH, CTYIEHTTep MaTepUaIbl
TYCIHY OHE OKY TalchIpMajapblH OpbIHIAY YLIIH TUIIIK pernepTyapbIHbIH TYpJli aCIeKTLIepiH
KOJIJIaHa anajpl Aen Oomkayra 6onansl. Ockunaiiima, Oy 3epTTeyIiH Makcatsl - HY-1ig
KONTUIAL KOoFapsl O11iM Oepy OpTachlHIa CTYIEHTTEP/IIH ©3/epiHiH penepTyapblHAaFbl
TIAEPAl KaJlail KOJITaHATBIHIBIFBIH XKOHE ONapAblH TaHAaybl OKY ayJAUTOPUSACH MEH OJIaH ThIC
KepIep/ie OKBITY CTPATETUSChIHA KATHICTHI KaHAal Ke3KapacTapra Heri3 O0JIaThIH/IbIFbIH

aHbIKTay. byn MaceseHi 3epTTey YIIiH 9pTYpili aJIeyMETTiK TONTapFa sKaTaThlH OipHele
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CTYACHTTEpMEH OipHeIIe )KapThuIaid KYphIIBIMABI cyX0aTTap apKbUIbI Callaibl 3epTTey
xyprizingi. Ocel cyxOaTTapblH CTEHOTpaMMasiaphl TiIKeIel KoaTay bl maianaHa OTbIpPbIII,
TangaHael. 3epTTey KopceTkeHaen, HY cTyaeHTTepi JIMHTBUCTHKAIBIK perepTyapbIHbIH
opTypi GemikTepiH Oinim Oepy aschiHAa (koHE KYHACTIKTI) KoimaHanasl, ain EMI onapabia

KONTULILIITIH TOMEHACTIEH 1 (KepICIHIIIE KeACIACTET1).
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Chapter 1. Introduction

On the one hand, it should be mentioned that due to post-soviet context, Kazakhstan
hosts more than 100 nationalities (with only 18 million population) and most of the people
speak at least their native language and Russian as a language of communication. On the other
hand, in 2006 former President Nazarbayev and his government decided to create a new
“world-class English language university” (NU strategy 2030, 2018, p.5) as a way to bolster
higher education in the country. Thus, Nazarbayev University was created in 2009 and the
primary language of instruction was declared to be English (Charter of NU, 2013). Lately, in
the 2018 Strategy plan for 2030 it was mentioned that the decision to choose English as a
medium of instruction was crucial to the success of Nazarbayev University as a tertiary
institution. Currently, 75 percent of academic faculty in NU is international and represents 55
countries, while out of almost 5000 students only 1 percent are international students.

However, multilingual higher education itself is not a new phenomenon. Considering
language ‘as a resource’ (Ruiz, 1984), a lot of tertiary institutions in multilingual countries
around the world are adopting English as a medium of instruction (EMI) motivated by the
phenomenon of globalization and internationalization. Most of them use English as a lingua
franca, which should create a new space for multilingual practices in educational context. A
lot of studies in this field are focused on identity building (Marshall, 2009; Martin, 2009; L.
and Zhu, 2013; Preece, 2010). However, the question of how those newly created multilingual
environments make students mediate their language practices specifically as a means of

learning process is not fully researched by this day even on the international level.



Research Problem
Besides from closing the research gap in this area, this particular study addresses the
problem of ‘accelerating Englishization in multilingual higher education without any gains in
multilingualism’ (Van der Walt, 2013). In particular, it takes the case of Nazarbayev
University (NU), which is an English-medium institution with international faculty, and a
small number of international students. Despite the fact that most students are multilingual due
to the Kazakhstani context, classrooms can remain as unilingual (English-only) space.
However, since English is not the first or even second language for some students, they may
use different aspects of their linguistic repertoire to understand the material and complete their
academic tasks.
Research Purpose
Thus, the purpose of this study is to identify how students in multilingual higher
education environments use languages from their repertoire and what attitudes underpin that
choices when it comes to learning strategies.
Research Questions
In that context, several research questions can be posed:
1. What are students’ knowledge, attitudes and practices of different languages?
2. What language choices do students make in different learning contexts?
3. What are the reasons for those language choices?
In order to answer these questions, the research followed a qualitative case study approach
with semi-structured interviews. The interviews were conducted among multilingual students
of NU, and that data was analyzed by the means of direct coding based on the aforementioned

research questions.



Research Significance

Significance of this study is that it contributes to the understanding of how students in
multilingual higher education environments exploit their linguistic repertoires in relation to
new knowledge and learning processes. That can benefit both educators and policymakers,
since both of those parties can use the findings of this study to navigate further language
policies inside and outside the classrooms in multilingual universities. The study can also be
helpful for multilingual students to help them identify more effective ways of using their
linguistic repertoire for learning. In addition, this qualitative study opens new opportunities in
the area of multilingual higher education, language choice and attitudes for further quantitative
research.
Outline of the Study

This introduction chapter is further followed by literature review that incorporates
existing studies on the language choices of students in multilingual higher education. Next, the
study moves to the methodology chapter that justifies preferred research design and approach,
as well as data collection instruments and ethical considerations. Then, the next chapter
analyzes the findings, following which, the discussion part interprets and explains the
findings. Finally, the conclusion part draws some conclusions, identifies limitations of the

study and provides recommendations.



Chapter 2. Literature Review

The following chapter provides a review of literature that is related to the topic of this
particular research. It commences with providing some theoretical background to the
fundamental concepts such as multilingualism (atomistic versus holistic views),
translanguaging, and also introduces the contemporary concept of multilingual higher
education. Following that, the chapter synthesizes the literature related to the language choices
of multilingual students in different learning contexts. Firstly, it investigates international -
level research in that area, then moves to the regional (Central Asian) and national
(Kazakhstani) studies that share academic interest with this study. After that, the chapter
introduces the conceptual framework of the study by firstly providing definitions of language
and participation regime, and then justifying how the aforementioned framework is able to be
applied to the current research.

Main Concepts Used in the Study

Multilingualism

One of the most comprehensible definitions of Multilingualism (M) was given by
European Commission (2007) and it states that M is “the ability of societies, institutions,
groups and individuals to engage, on a regular basis, with more than one language in their day-
to-day lives” (p. 6). In the academic world, Li (2008) has proposed another definition, “anyone
who can communicate in more than one language, be it active (through speaking and writing)
or passive (through listening and reading” (p. 4). Both definitions make an attempt to grasp the
essence of M, (un)fortunately it is a much more complex and multifaceted phenomenon.

To begin with, there are almost 200 countries and roughly 7000 languages in the world

(Lewis, 2009). At the same time, those languages are not distributed equally among the



Earth’s population, thus minority language speakers are bound to learning and using languages
of the majority (Cenoz, 2013). One could argue that such conditions for M have been existing
for decades or centuries, and one would be right. However, the current state of M is not the
same, according to Aronin and Singleton (2008) there are at least 3 main distinctions between
historical and contemporary M, those are geographical, social and medium. To be exact, M
nowadays is much more spread across the world, social layers, and develops in a much more
rapid way. All of this is mainly defined by globalization and the Internet and has led to the fact
that nowadays ability to speak several languages increases an individual's competitiveness in
various spheres more than ever (Edwards, 2004).

As it has been mentioned, multilingualism is a complex and complicated phenomenon,
thus there are different ways to view it, which creates various debates among scholars. One of
such discussions is centered around atomistic versus holistic view of M. The supporters of
atomistic view tend to think that languages coexist in multilingual individuals as fixed and
sealed entities, thus entailing a view that multilinguals are supposed to act as two (or more)
monolinguals in one body (Cenoz, 2013). The opposition claims that language use and
acquisition for multilinguals qualitatively is not the same experience as for monolinguals, it is
much more complex (Cook, 1992) and dynamic (Jessner, 2008). Moreover, holistic view of M
also takes into account social and communicative contexts of multilinguals, and according to
Cenoz (2013) this approach is more corresponding to the way multilingual students
communicate in an educational environment.

Cenoz (2013) also points out three main ‘dimensions’ of M from the holistic
perspective, i.e. the speaker, the whole repertoire, and the social context. It is important to
understand that those three dimensions are not just accepted as distinct aspects of M, but also

as complex reciprocal, and dynamic phenomena. To illustrate, multilinguals usually develop



their competence as means of socialization in some particular community (Kramsch &
Whiteside, 2007), but at the same time they can use different parts of their repertoire for
different purposes (e.g. reading newspaper, communication on the Internet, or writing a
technical report), also while resorting to this different language practices they also
(unintentionally) shape the context in which they exist (Canagarajah 2007; Kramsch, 2012).
This is only one way to attempt to comprehend how complex the phenomenon of M is.
Needless to say, that there are a lot more debates and dichotomies in the sphere of
multilingualism, but the notion of holistic view is the one that is crucial for the further
discussion in this particular paper.

Translanguaging

One of the terms that derive from the holistic view of M is translanguaging (Creese &
Blackledge, 2010; Garcia, 2009; Li, 2010). First coined by Williams (2002) and then
expanded by Garcia (2009), translanguaging can be defined as ‘the deployment of a speaker’s
full linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically
defined boundaries of named (and usually national and state) languages’ (Otheguy, Garcia and
Reid, 2015, p.281). To clarify, there are three main premises of translanguaging theory (Vogel
and Garcia, 2017). First, it posits that multilingual individuals exploit different elements of
their personal singular linguistic repertoire for communication and meaning-making purposes.
Second, it places individual’s personal dynamic linguistic practices over predetermined
language structures. Thirdly, it takes into account the effect of socially constructed ideologies
on linguistic practices (with a particular attention to minority languages). Despite the fact that
there are views that translanguaging in education can harm language development, recently

the use of it in educational context has been on the rise (Vogel and Gracia, 2017).



Multilingual Higher Education

According to Lillis and Curry (2010), English language can be seen as ‘the default
language of science and academic research’ (p.1). However, HEIs around the world accept
EMI for different reasons. Some hope that English will help to expand the scope of their HE
from local to global (Ritzen, 2004). Others can view English as a feature of progress (Progress
in Higher Education Reform across Europe, 2008), competitiveness or even national ambition
as in the case of Singapore (Simpson, 2007). Van der Walt (2013) has structured different
ways HEIs around the world use English and how that affects multilingualism in those HElISs,

her view on that matter can be seen in the following diagram:
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Fig 1. The continuum of English-plus multilingual HEIs around the world (Van der

Walt, 2013)

On the left end of that continuum exist English-speaking countries (e.g. UK and USA) where
English is the language both inside the classroom and outside the classroom. One could argue
that such cases should be considered monolingual, however the coexistence of different
varieties of English as well as international students do not allow to label those HEIs as purely

monolingual. On the right end of the continuum exist HEIs that officially use several



languages in the educational context (e. g. University of Fribourg in Switzerland). The space
in between those two extremes is occupied by HEIs where staff and students communicate via
some common language (usually English), and also can share some other languages (e.g.
community language) but either use it only partially or do not use them in educational context
at all. Besides from illustrating how most of the multilingual HEIs work in the modern world,
this diagram also outlines one important fact. Multilingual Higher Education nowadays does
not just entail any languages, it particularly means ‘English plus other languages’ (Van der
Walt, 2013, p.78).
Linguistic Choices of Students for Learning in Multilingual Higher Education
Environment

International Studies

Such a controversial and diverse state of multilingual HE can and should be a focus of
academic interest. A lot of studies on multilingual environments in higher education are
focused on identity building (Marshall, 2009; Martin, 2009; Li and Zhu, 2013; Preece, 2010).
However, the question of how these artificially created multilingual environments make
students mediate their language practices particularly for the purpose of learning is not fully
researched by this day even on the international level.

To be fair, there are some recent studies that pay attention to language use among
students in learning context. For instance, scholars from Nigeria as Akande and Salami (2010)
look at the attitudes towards and use of vernacular language varieties inside and outside EMI
classrooms of two major universities in two different cities. By the means of interview-
questionnaire approach these scholars mostly discuss the attitudes of students towards

indigenous variety rather than pay specific attention to how Nigerian students fluctuate



between their linguistic repertoire when it comes to the learning process. However, there is
one important finding that illustrates that in an EMI setting, students are not willing to have
their instructor speaking not English. However, this finding is not discussed in the framework
of knowledge acquisition, but rather in the discourse of vernacular variety marginalization,
which is the focus of the paper itself. At all ends, this study depicts that students’ linguistic
attitudes and choices can be a focus of an academic interest. This can be also seen in a study
from South Africa by Van der Walt and Dornbrack (2011), which focuses on how successful
students mediate their linguistic repertoire in multilingual higher education. Researchers in
this paper use semi-structured interviews to figure out how undergraduate bilinguals attend
lectures, take notes, study and translate academic texts in a university that uses English and/or
Afrikaans for assignments and tests. One of the main conclusions is that mediating bilitiracies
has some benefits for academic performance in this particular case, hence viewing
multilingualism of students as an asset can have some potential benefits for a higher education
facility.

However, not in all cases linguistic repertoire is viewed as an academic resource,
sometimes students and lecturers in multilingual environments do not allow code-switching to
be present in class, but still freely exploit it outside of it. According to the study by Shiweda
(2013), this is the case in Namibian university, where multilingual students and lecturers avoid
presence of any language besides English in the classroom, while outside of it code-switching
between indigenous variety and English is a common practice. However, it is also worth
mentioning that in rare cases when students cannot mediate new knowledge in English due to
lack of proficiency, students do refer to code-switching in the classroom. It should also be
noted that this study uses a large number of data collection tools in order to illustrate the

different sides of multilingual higher education experience of students, i.e. interviews,
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observations, narratives and video recordings. This definitely draws attention to the fact that
students can differently exploit their linguistic repertoire in different learning circumstances.
For example, that is the main focus of a Catalan study (Deal, 2016) that explores how a group
of university students from different European countries prepare a slide presentation for the
English language class. It should be noted that specific attention in this text is devoted to the
fact that a) English is L3 for all participants and b) instructor is absent during that group work.
As a concluding statement the researcher claims that in the aforementioned context students
tend to use code-switching as a scaffolding technique for completion of the task (i.e. learning
purposes). This study has two potential benefits, firstly it explores the different from usually
studied learning context (group work without the presence of an instructor) and secondly its
participants speak more than two languages and English is L3 for them. Another study that
explores a specific learning context outside the classroom is one by Ingrid Andersson, Anne
Marie Kagwesage and Joseph Rusanganwa (2012), which explores a more extensive group
work that requires writing 15 typed pages of academic writing with 10 references in French or
English that took place in Rwandan university where students’ L1 is Kinyarwanda. The data
consisted of five audio records of participants' group work, where 2 members were
anglophone Rwandans and 3 were francophone. This study fully supports the findings of the
Catalan case and concludes that code-switching in multilingual higher education context
definitely facilitates learning and students tend to use it to mediate meaning or acquire new
knowledge.

All in all, all the international studies above show that in multilingual higher education
environments, even in EMI settings, students tend to use their full linguistic potential for
learning purposes. However, that really differs from one context to another, both national and

learning. Factors such as presence and/or supervision of instructors, linguistic repertoire of
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other students and type of class and academic work definitely influence the linguistic choices
and attitudes of students in multilingual higher education environments when it comes to
learning strategies.

Regional Studies and National Studies

There is another factor that is not mentioned in the last paragraph, but still derives from
all the studies discussed previously, and it is the background of the country and region where
the study took place. That is why at this point it is essential to shift the focus on similar studies
in Asian context since this study focuses on a Central Asian university. Similarly to
international studies that were mostly occupied by the notion of identity building, Asian
studies that take multilingual higher education (especially with EMI) into account view it
through the prism of new imperialism and how it affects their national identity (Mok,
2007;Reagan & Schreffler, 2005).

Particularly in Central Asia, not a lot of studies in multilingual education focus on HE
in general. The focus is shifted towards primary and secondary education (see Pavlenko, 2008;
Bahry et al, 2016), which is understandable considering the fact that HE is not such a
compulsory level of education as the ones that precede it. Therefore, the prevailing concern
about education goals in lower levels, especially in the context of multilingualism, seems to be
logical and rational. The situation is similar in Kazakhstan; however, the uniqueness of
trilingual policy apparently increases the scope of academic interest. Besides the papers that
study the educational contexts in lower levels of multilingual education (Zhetpisbayeva et al,
2016; Zhetpisbayeva and Shelestova, 2015), there are several studies that pay attention to HE
as well. For instance, a study by Turumbetova (2014) explores the changes that

internationalization (including EMI) has brought into the concept of HE in Kazakhstan. It
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mainly states the positive effects that it can posit to the future of Kazakhstan and outlines the
issue of preserving national identity along the simultaneous process of internationalization.
One more paper in that area was written by Oralova (2012), and it mainly focuses on use of
English in that context. The study concludes that use of English by both sides of the
educational process (i.e. students and faculty) still struggle with the professional application of
the language. It suggests the enhancement of the language support for both sides and pay
attention to the experience of other countries that have successfully developed multilingual
higher education. Another study by Alishariyeva et al (2014) pays attention to the language
use among doctoral students at one university in Almaty, but the findings only suggest the rise
of multilingualism with no further development of the argument in different learning contexts.
Despite the fact that aforementioned studies do not focus on learning strategies of students in
multilingual higher education environments, the existence of such papers illustrate that there is
at least some academic interest in multilingual HE in Kazakhstan.

The closest research carried out in the area of multilingual higher education
environment with a particular focus on students’ language choices is master’s thesis by Belova
(2017). The study focused on how students in a multilingual HE environment perceive the
latter and how it impacts their communication practices. It was revealed that the multilingual
HE environment enriched the linguistic practices of participants despite minor misconceptions
that they had about the phenomena. From the review of regional and national literature it can
be concluded that the research gap that exists on the international level is much wider on the
local ones. However, on the bright side, recent studies pay close attention to multilingual HE
in general, so to student linguistic practices in those environments, and such positive trends

cannot be omitted from the view.
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Conceptual Framework

Participation and language regimes

There are two main concepts to dismantle before exploiting Gajo and Berthroud’s
(2018) framework of classroom interaction, and those are language and participation regimes.
Authors claim that their use of the word ‘regime’ instead of more common ‘mode’ for
language has one reason. The definition of language mode by Grosjean (2008) draws a
distinction between monolingual and bilingual mode, claiming that the former is when a
speaker activates only one language from a repertoire, while the latter happens when two
languages are co-used for the completion of one task. However, the notion of regime is
claimed to be broader in terms of language use in a classroom, it also involves the concept of
how language is used: a) as a medium of communication and b) as a reference to develop a
topic. The first case is the main use of language, while the second one is more interesting. In
order to illustrate, Gajo and Berthoud use an example of classroom interaction, when a
professor in Switzerland in order to explain the concept of globalization refers to the French
term ‘mondialisation’ allowing students to draw parallels for the sake of better understanding,
and at the same time he underlines the difference between those two concepts (English term
has more economic background, while French has societal one). This contribution to the
understanding of multilingual communication in class is the reason why this particular
framework is used for this study.

The second notion that must be overtly explained is participation regime. From the
perspective of Gajo and Berthoud (2018) the concept of participation is not only defined by
the way social interaction is organized, but also by the way it is related to the setting. Relying

on Bange (1992), who argued that ‘learning can be seen as the visible work on — problematic —
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knowledge in interaction, variably taken on by the participants’, in their study they discover
the impact of an educational setting (although in-class only). They also approach the concept
using the dichotomy of mono- and multi management. In the first case, authors refer to the
educational setting when one person is in control of the process (usually professor) and other
participants rarely (almost never) contribute to it in any way (passive or active). The second
case is described by all participants (including professor) actively contributing to the subject
matter. The main feature of the first case is effective processing of a particular amount of
information in a limited amount of time, while the second one has a more collaborative nature
with a purpose of in-depth negotiation of knowledge.

Thus, the framework is based on the fact that multilingual educational settings are
defined by language and participation regimes, and both of which can exist either in mono- or
in multi- versions of itself. All the information mentioned above is crossed in the following
diagram:

Monolingual mode

Quadrant | Quadrant |V

Monomanagement Multimanagement

Quadrant 11 Quadrant 1l

Multilingual mode

Fig.2 Four communication modes in classroom interaction (Gajo and Betrthroud, 2018)
Thus, the communication practice in this framework is described by which quadrant it exists.

Quadrant 1 refers to monolingual and monomanaged practices, Quadrant 2 to monomanaged
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multilingual, Quadrant 3 to multilingual multimanaged, and Quadrant 4 to multimanaged
monolingual ones, respectfully.

Adaptation to the outside-classroom experience

As it has been mentioned this framework is particularly focused on in-class
communication, however this study has a broader scope and takes into account the outside-
the-classroom learning experience as well. Thus, there is a need to describe how exactly the
same framework can be applied for the outside-the-classroom learning. To begin with, the
definition of language regime is still acceptable for the experience outside of the classroom, so
there is no need to justify that part. However, it is more intricate when it comes to the
participation regime. The dichotomy of mono- and multimanagement can be applied to the
learning process that happens outside of the classroom as well, if one considers the
aforementioned definition of a learning process by Bange (1992) that was used by Gajo and
Berthoud (2018). If learning is a process of problem solving and building knowledge in
interaction where different participants take different roles, then inside the classroom
interaction does not differ from outside the classroom, except for the fact that during the
monomanaged practice the role of the professor is taken by a student himself or herself.
Hence, the framework can be used for the analysis of outside-the-classroom experience as
well.
Summary

Overall, the chapter has provided an overview of literature starting from basic
definitions of multilingualism, translanguaging, and multilingual higher education. The most
important points being the dichotomy of atomistic and holistic views on multilingualism,

hence translanguaging theory, and also the ‘English plus other languages’ multilingualism of
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contemporary higher education. The chapter has also revealed that the body of literature on the
subject of linguistic choices made by multilingual students in different learning contexts of
multilingual higher education obtains a research gap that can be seen even on the international
level. Needless to say, on regional and national level that research gap is more visible,
however the tendency of academic interest in that area is detectable as well. More importantly,
that fact underlines the significance of the current research. In addition, the chapter has also
introduced the four-communication mode framework by Gajo and Berthoud (2018), and
illustrated how it can be exploited for outside-the-classroom contexts as well. The next chapter

demonstrates the methodology employed for this research.
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Chapter 3. Methodology

The previous chapter has reviewed some literature on the topic of language attitudes and
choices in a multilingual higher education environment and how they are aligned with learning
strategies. The following chapter illustrates the methodology of this particular study used for
data collection and analysis, i.e. research design, data collection instrument and procedure,
research site and sample, data analysis approach, as well as some ethical considerations.
Research Design

The study examines the qualitative approach, to be more precise, it is an exploratory
instrumental case study. According to Yin (2003) qualitative case study is a way to
explore complex interventions and relationships among individuals and/or organizations in an
understandable manner via deconstructing and subsequently reconstructing any particular
phenomenon.

It is worth mentioning that a qualitative case study approach is based on constructivist
philosophy that offers a view that truth is relative and dependent on one’s perspective (Baxter
and Jack, 2008). Therefore, the main advantage of this approach is in ‘close collaboration
between the researcher and the participant’ (Crabtree & Miller, 1999), and that communication
allows researcher to understand participant’s actions and choices and, thus, acquire a different
view on reality (Lather, 1992; Robottom & Hart, 1993). That is why one of the purposes when
qualitative case study design can become useful is to answer “how” and “why” questions (Yin,
2003). All of the criteria for use of case study approach mentioned above apply to the research
described in this paper, since this study aims to identify how multilingual students make their
linguistic choices in a multilingual higher education environment when it comes to the learning

process and why they do them.
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However, there is one more recommendation by Yin (2003) when to consider the
mentioned concept, and it is when ‘the boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and
context’. The literature review has shown that the language choices are rarely tied to learning
strategies in multilingual education research, and even on the international level the research
gap regarding this phenomenon exists. Therefore, there is no clear boundary between how NU
students and students in general make choices from the linguistic repertoire when it comes to
learning in a multilingual higher education environment and how it differs and/or correlates.

Nonetheless, it cannot be agreed that the case of NU is of an exclusive and unique
interest for this research. The case of NU is as interesting as any other multilingual higher
education institution in the world and case study here only facilitates the understanding of a
larger phenomenon. Stake (1995) argues that such case studies that focus and dive into one
particular context and put it under scrutiny, but only for the purpose of external interest, can be
identified as instrumental (in contrast to intrinsic, when solely the case itself is of a particular
interest). In addition, this research does not have any predetermined or expected outcomes, and
rather is performed in order to explore the case rather than explain, hence, according to Yin
(2003) can be identified as exploratory.

Data Collection Instrument

Regarding the data collection instruments, qualitative studies usually refer to three
particular types (Patton, 1990; Miles and Huberman 1994): interviews, observations, and written
documents. Studies mentioned in the literature review chapter use all of these data types for
their purposes, however, due to its limitations this study relies only on semi-structured
interviews. Referring to the reason why qualitative cases study approach was chosen in a first
place, it should be mentioned that interviews are used to gather ‘descriptive data in the subject's

own words so that the researcher can develop insights on how subjects interpret some piece of
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the world’ (Bogdan and Biklen, 1997). The choice of semi-structured type of interviews in this
case can be explained by Borg and Gall (1984), they claimed that ‘the semi-structured interview
has the advantage of being reasonably objective while still permitting a more thorough
understanding of the respondent's opinions and the reason behind them than would be possible
using the mailed questionnaire’ (p. 442).

Carruthers (1990) claimed that a large amount of research suggests that people are more
prone to be sincere when their opinions are asked in a structured context, therefore some
structure aligned the interview process. That was met by creating a ten-question interview
protocol that was based on the research questions, i.e. involved such topics as language attitudes
of multilingual students, linguistic choices that they make in different contexts (both learning
and mundane), and reasons that underpin those attitudes and choices.

Research Site

Nazarbayev University in Nur-Sultan has been chosen as the research site for various
reasons. Firstly, it is a classic example of a multilingual higher education facility that
incorporates EMI as its main strategy. Secondly, it allocates a large number of multilingual
students from different contexts, including international students. Thirdly, it was in a remote
access for the researcher. However, there is one more crucial reason, and it is the fact that
Nazarbayev University is considered to be the flagman of higher education in Kazakhstan and
is believed to become the model higher education system in the future for Central Asian
universities (Seidimbek, 2013). In other words, all educational experiments that work in NU
might be implemented in some other state universities as well.

In addition, as it has been mentioned in Strategy Plan 2018-2030 that exercising EMI
seems to matter a lot for the administration, and thus, a lot of attention is paid to it. In general,

all the programs and subjects are taught in English, except for Kazakh language (and optionally
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for History of Kazakhstan). Less than one percent of students are international, but the
multilingualism of Kazakhstan should not be omitted here, and at the same time 75 percent of
faculty is international. Considering the facts mentioned above, taking NU as a particular case
for a study has been decided.
Research Sample

The study demanded purposeful maximal variation for the recruitment of participants
due to one particular reason. It allows to recruit participants based on certain criteria (Creswell,
2012). A particular criterion for this study was diversity in academic context and linguistic
repertoire. Overall, there were five participants recruited, three graduate and two undergraduate
students, one of the latter ones is studying humanities (1st year) and one is studying sciences
(2nd year). All three graduate student participants were from 1 program (MS in Finance),
however, that lack of diversity was compensated by the fact that one of them was an
international student. It was the only participant that chose English as the language of the
interview, while others preferred Russian. In terms of gender, out of 5 participants, 3 were
female and the rest were male.
Sample Limitations

One of the main limitations of the sample is its scale, despite the fact that five
participants have accumulated rich enough data, the expansion of the research sample could
have benefited the study. The second limitation is that the criterion of academic context diversity
has not been met for the graduate school participants. Both limitations have occurred due to
personal health issues of the researcher, which led to less time devoted to the recruitment, which

in its own turn resulted in a partially less diverse sample.
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Data Collection Procedure

The process of data collection commenced with completing the proposal of the study
and drafting the first interview protocol. The interview protocol was pilot tested on one person,
who did not end up in the final research sample, and then marginally altered. After that, the
NUGSE Research Approval Application was completed, stating research purpose, questions,
design and ethical considerations, and submitted with informed consent forms in three languages
(English, Kazakh, Russian). Following the reception of approval, the process of recruiting
participants began. Several people were contacted based on sampling strategy and only 5 of
them found time to devote to participation in the study.

For the interviewing process, each participant chose their own venue, some of which
were on the campus, some were outside, and one participant desired to make an interview via
video call. All the interviews were preceded by brief information about the study and signing
the consent form. In the case of a participant, who was interviewed by video call, the consent
form was signed, scanned and then e-mailed, later the hard copy was obtained hand-to-hand.
The average interview timespan was 20 minutes, all of them were recorded with consent and
later kept on a cloud drive and a password-protected phone.

Data Analysis Approach

One of the benefits of the qualitative research design is that it allows to interpret data
based on the firsthand experience (Taylor and Bogdan, 1998). However, in order to be analyzed
the data must be organized and be prepared to be interpreted. For that purpose, all the recorded
interviews were firstly transcribed in the same language that they were recorded. Then each
separate file was stored in the same password-protected cloud drive as the audio recordings.

Only after that, the main objective of analyzing qualitative data was set, i.e. ‘determine the
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categories, relationships and assumptions that inform the respondents’ view of the world in
general, and of the topic in particular’ (McCracken, 1988).

Regarding that, the data had to be ‘condensed and distilled’ (Tesch, 2013) through the
use of coding to make the analysis more convenient. Coding was used due to the fact that it is
considered as the proper tool for identifying commonalities and patterns (Seidel and Kelle,
1995). Codes are basically ‘tags to allocate units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential
information compiled during a study’ (Basit, 2003, p.144), and they can be attached to different-
sized parts of the data (e.g. words, whole sentences or paragraphs). However, it should be noted
that codes do not exist in vacuum, they are links between the loci of data that convey different
meanings and concepts, and that is the main feature of coding that allows it to be an heuristic
device that opens different opportunities for a researcher (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996). In
addition, there is one more aspect of coding to be considered, according to Miles and Huberman
(1994) there are two ways to code data: pre-listed and inductive. The first one means that
researcher already has some predetermined codes before even collecting data, while the second
one uses the opposite of it, and explores how codes then arise from the data or context.

This particular study used coding right after transcribing it, and it relied on the research
questions that were posed at the beginning. The codes were created via NVivo software, its
‘nodes’ function to be exact. The transcripts were uploaded to the software engine, then all of
them were coded (noded) manually. As Basit (2003) software allows us to experiment with the
coding process and try different ways of doing it. Finally, | have used a hierarchical approach
to structure the data, and analyzed it based on the three research questions posed before the data

collection.
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Following that, the findings were analyzed and interpreted. The process was basically
defined by the literature reviewed, participants’ explanations and researcher’s own observations
during the interview.

Ethical Considerations

The first ethical consideration that was considered is the provision of consent form that
allowed every participant to ‘exercise free power of choice without any element of force or
fraud’ (Annas, Glantz and Katz, 1977, p.291). The form included everything it required (Field
and Morse, 1985), i.e. research title, explanation, purpose, procedures, and the statement that
participant is able to withdraw from an interview at any time. It also informed participants the
fact of their anonymity and confidentiality, and how both of those ethical matters will be
preserved.

However, there is one more ethical aspect of the study worth mentioning. Different
scholars (Baykara et al., 2015; Smith, 2016) claim that ethical issues in educational research is
not a simple matter of following the rules provided by committees and boards, since some ethical
dilemmas are complex and dynamic. For instance, Fendler (2016) defined four ethical issues
related qualitative research besides the mentioned above, and those are bootstrapping (fitting
new constructs into existing frameworks), stereotyping (generalising from one group of
participants to other populations), dehumanisation (making implications from non-human
experiments), and determinism (the practice of using research for prediction). Nonetheless, it is
important to keep in mind the main ethical principle, i.e. ‘maximise benefit and minimise harm’
(Brooks et al., 2014). Therefore, avoiding the ethical considerations mentioned in this paragraph
is not a mere matter of creating forms and getting them signed, but a permanent continuous
careful awareness of participants’ context, background and feelings that should be present

during every interview and every step of data interpretation.
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Summary

In conclusion, this research used qualitative exploratory instrumental case study
approach, which involved creating a 10-question interview protocol based on the research
questions. Five Nazarbayev University students from different academic and linguistic
backgrounds were recruited. Their interviews were manually transcribed and analyzed via pre-
set coding that also relied on the research questions by the means of NVivo’s hierarchical nodes
function. Apart from that, all the measures that ensured participants’ anonymity, confidentiality,
and mental and physical well-being were met. The next chapter is going to present the findings

of this research.
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Chapter 4. Findings

This chapter collects all the findings that were revealed during the process of analysis of
the data through the use of purposeful coding process. It uses the same pattern to report data as
was used to code it. The findings are reported in three sections, each of which corresponds to
each research question, and besides inside those chapters it breaks down them into subtopics.
To be accurate, the first section reports findings on knowledge, practices and attitudes of
students in a multilingual higher education environment. The second section dives into the
intricacies of different learning contexts and what language choices students make in those
contexts, basically it divides findings into two main contexts (i.e. in class and outside it) and the
each of them looks at individual (e.g. note-taking, assignments), paired, group work and
interaction with professors. The last section illustrates what reasons underpin those language
choices reported in the second section.
Research Question 1: What are students’ knowledge, attitudes and practices of different
languages?

Knowledge

To begin with, all five interviewees agreed that they all can be considered multilingual
and reported having three to four languages in their repertoire. However, interestingly despite
the aforementioned similarities, they differently defined the notion of “multilingual person”.
One interviewee clearly outlined that he can call himself multilingual only due to the fact that
he can ‘produce and consume’ (R int) content confidently in 2 languages, despite the fact that
he also had Spanish (have not practiced in a long time), Kazakh and Tatar (both only receptive
skills) in his repertoire, interviewee D followed the latter pattern for her Turkish. A similar

situation was with another participant (Z int) that did not include his Spanish as a part of his
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multilingual repertoire since he believes that he forgot it due to lack of practice. Another
interviewee also did not hurry to consider Spanish that she is learning right now as a part of her
multilingual personality (S int). In contrast, one interviewee included all the languages in her
repertoire, no matter the level and time of practice (B int) in her definition of multilingual
person. In general, it can be stated that the common view amongst interviewees was that
multilingualism of a person is defined by the number of languages in which he or she has
developed confident receptive and production skills, and that are being used at the present
moment.

Practices

Family

If we now turn to practices of the same participants in their families, there are several
similarities that can be outlined. Apparently, family practices of all interviewees depend on
which member of their family they are communicating with. One effective factor seems to be
the age of those members, in other words, practices mainly differ between grandparents, parents
and siblings. One interesting finding is that three out of five participants reported using English
to some extent with their mothers in addition to their L1 (R int, B int, S int), it draws attention
because these three participants have different backgrounds, i.e. local graduate student,
international graduate student and local undergraduate student.

Another interesting finding is that family practices of the majority (except an
international student) involve translanguaging in different forms. For instance, Z int pointed out
that during his interactions with his brother, they can switch from Kazakh to Russian and vice
versa depending on the presence of his brother’s wife, or D int noted how in family her speech

is mostly Kazakh (“80 percent”), but the words of household (“dishes, tomatoes, tea etc”) are
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usually Russian. Another example could be how S int describes her communication with her
little brother and sometimes mom, something that called as “mixing up languages”:
[...]Well, for example when 1 start a conversation with my mom or my little brother, 1
start it in Russian, but some words come with “English sub-text”, for instance, words
that I use at the university, I can say “day” instead of “den’(note: Russian for ‘day’)”, |
mean English words that are used among young people [Translation].
R int presented an interesting case of non-reciprocal communication, when he described that he
grew up listening to how his grandmother was speaking Tatar to his mom, and his mom used to
respond in Russian, and such kind of communication was usual for him to experience. It is
interesting how in present days, he pointed out that his mom is learning English and he
sometimes points out the connections between two languages to make her learning experience
easier. B int also admitted helping her mother with learning English, however she strictly

excluded mixing language in that process. These results suggest that translanguaging (Garcia,

2009) is a significant part of language practices in the families of almost all participants.

Friends

Language practices with their friends apparently also heavily rely on mixing languages,
however in a different way. They also depend on which of their friends they are talking to as
well, but all five participants indicated that it is a mix of Russian with some other language,
either English or Kazakh. For instance, D int said that if it is her friends at tennis training then
she is probably mixing Russian and Kazakh, since some of her friends there speak Kazakh. One
peculiar moment here is that two participants (one of which is international) mentioned
translanguaging as a fun activity:

[...JWell... usually we just talk in English, because my Russian is not so good, but

sometimes | speak Russian just for fun (B int)

[...] with my friends almost all the time | speak Russian, but sometimes | insert Kazakh

words like “oibai” (note: Kazakh interjection similar to ‘oh my god’) just for fun
[Translation] (D int).
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Nevertheless, most of the participants more often mix English and Russian for clarity and
emphasis in communication, for instance, when they try to explain something or prove a point
to their friends, for instance, one interviewee put it this way:
[...] when you study in English-language environment, some meanings are hard to
deliver in Russian, so when you want to say something that is expressed by English-
word, you just say that word in order to be sure that you delivered the exact meaning.
[Translation] (R int).
Overall, these results provide important insights into the fact that translanguaging is a common

practice among participants when it comes to everyday interactions with their friends and which

languages are mixed depends on people involved in a dialogue.

Attitudes
While speaking about their translanguaging practices participants also shared their
language attitudes that shape those practices, as well as their attitudes towards translanguaging
itself. Firstly, two participants noted that Kazakh language is a “difficult” language to mix with
English (D int) and Kazakh words “do not fit into a speech” unlike English words do in Russian
speech (Z int). However, the most prominent theme that emerged was identifying English as an
academic language. The fact that some participants mix English in conversations with their
friends, they associated with their studies in English (Z int, S int, D int, R int). It is interesting
that one interviewee even pointed out that for him English appears to be “very structured” and
thus associated with professional fields:
English language seems more structured and comprehensible to me, if | open any
article, no matter what field, it can be medical, computer science, financial field (note:
uses English words in original), | like that they are all written in the same style...so, it

is like a seamless (note: uses English word) transition between fields for
me.[Translation] (R int).
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This particular example illustrates how deeply rooted is the image if English as a language of
knowledge and academia that at some point it even causes confusion for a student, when he can
merge two different concepts as academic style of writing and English language.

At the same time, a couple of participants pointed out that Russian-English
translanguaging is not the most comfortable experience to have when it comes to the inclass
academic process. For instance, D int pointed out that when her professor once switched from
English to Russian and then backwards during one lesson, it made her feel confused, similar
attitude was expressed by Z int when he was describing a case when one student during the class
switched to Russian in interaction with a professor (who knows Russian), in which the whole
class was involved:

[...] well, it was like...the canon breaker...we all year ask question in English, and interact

with professors in English...and now someone asks question in Russian (note: during the

discussion on lesson), it was very strange..we had like cognitive dissonance

[Translation] (Z int)

Overall, these findings suggest that students have different attitudes that shape their language
practices not only at home, but also with friends, and apparently they are connected to the fact
that they study in EMI setting, and moreover, those EMI contexts also create some new attitudes
that differ from the ones that affect the daily interaction of participants.

Research Question 2: What language choices do students make in different learning

contexts?
In-class contexts

Interaction with professors

There was a sense of solidarity among all interviewees when it came to interaction with
professors in the classroom, all 5 agreed on the fact that despite any additional factors (e.g.

professor’s L1) communication would proceed only in English and no other language.
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Work in pairs
The picture is not so unilateral when it comes to work assigned to be done in pairs. For
instance, D int claims that Russian is the language that she usually uses when there is such an
assignment, while S int claims that her experience proceeds solely in English. It is interesting
due to the fact that they are both undergraduate students, and the only factor that differs is their
specialization, math and economics, respectively. Needless to say, that the international student
also indicated that her experience would be completely in English. Regarding other graduate
participants, two of them reported that they mix Russian and English, to be accurate, they speak
Russian with English words, usually the latter ones are terms and notions discussed on the class
itself (Z int, R int). An interesting case was reported by one participant, when he had an in-class
assignment that he needed to do with his peer who could speak only English, Kazakh and
Chinese, and only could understand Russian speech. According to him, instead of discussing
their work in English, since he does not speak Kazakh (but can understand) or Chinese, they

favored working in their L1s:
An interesting case was when | once was talking to my groupmate whose native language
is Chinese. So she knows Chinese, knows Kazakh, English and only can only understand
Russian...while | speak Russian and can only understand Kazakh, so we have kind of
opposite situations. So when we worked together, 1 was talking to her in Russian, and

she was walking to me in Kazakh, and we understood each other and worked excellently.
(Translation) (R int)

Group Work

It is interesting that the findings on in-class group work differ from other contexts. To
begin with, there is a clear distinction between graduate and undergraduate students. Both
undergraduate participants noted if there is group work assigned to be done in class, then all
participants will tend to perform it in English. At the same time, all graduate participants clearly

stated that the first language choice that people make in their in-class group work is Russian,
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that was mentioned even by an international student: “most of the discussion are in Russian they
do not speak much Kazakh”(B int). However, it was also noted by Z int that sometimes
professors can affect the process, and in that case, discussions will shift to using English
language.
Individual

Turning now to the findings on individual learning experience in class, it should be
mentioned that results differed only for notetaking while in case of individual in-class
assignment all participants agreed with each other. To be precise, all 5 mentioned that if they
are given an individual assignment in class, on every stage of its completion (e.g. searching
sources) they will resort to using solely English. While when it comes to the note-taking process,
one participant said that he does not take notes in-class (R int), three of them (Z int, S int, D int)
reported that they would stick to only-English approach, B int revealed that she combines
several languages from her repertoire. The last case is particularly interesting, she mentions the
fact that her language choice will depend on what language she understands some particular
concepts, and they are not always connected in her head, in other words, she can know the word
in English and understand it that way, but when she tries to translate it into Chinese, for example,
she loses her grasp on it:

for example, one word “future market”, it sounds pretty straightforward in English,

probably how my professor showed me in English, but in Chinese it is just a word that

makes no sense (B int).
In general, the findings suggest that multilingual students in multilingual higher education
environments tend to make different language choices depending on a learning context. Also it
can be noted that language choices of the international student tend to differ sometimes from

the ones of local students.
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Outside-the-classroom contexts

Interaction with professors

The responses differed when participants attention was drawn to the same learning
contexts, but outside the classroom. In particular, when it comes to interaction with professors,
all participants reported that they will maintain English-only policy with their professors even
outside the classroom if their communication will be on course material or somehow connected
to it. There was only one participant that had an experience when he used the same
translanguaging technique that he uses with his peers in a conversation with a professor outside
the classroom, and as he himself puts it, “they were both comfortable talking that way” (Z int).
Nevertheless, all other participants favored English as language choice in this context, D int
even reported trying to speak Russian with a professor after class, and receiving an answer in
English, which resulted in her choice to always speak English with professors even outside the
classroom when it comes to learning material. However, all four local participants also indicated
that if the conversation does not have academic or class-related nature, then, only if their
professor (or teaching assistant) can speak their L1 or L2, they will use that language freely
outside the classroom in conversation with their professors.

Work in pairs

Working in pairs outside the classroom did not differ for graduate students from the
same work in the classroom. However, apparently it completely changes for undergraduate
students, since both told that when they work in pairs outside the classroom they will switch to
Russian, and probably will mix it with another language. One of them (D int) mentioned Kazakh
as the most probable choice to mix with Russian, albeit she added that it depends on the partner,

the second (S int) reported mostly using a mixture of Russian and English. In any case, it is
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evident that undergraduates’ language choices in tandem work change when it is placed outside

the classroom.

Group Work

The situation is absolutely the same with group work, language choices and practices of
graduate students do not change when the learning experience shifts out of classroom, local
ones (Z int, R int) most likely will refer to Russian-English translanguaging, while international
student will stick to English as her tool to understand and contribute. At the same time,
undergraduate students switch from their English-only approach (that they used in class) to their
L1s and L2s (D int) and/or the Russian-English translanguaging.

Individual

For the individual learning experiences outside the classroom, responses slightly
differed from the ones referred to inside the classroom. For instance, when it comes to individual
assignments three out of five participants reported that their approach will not change, they will
still be using English-only strategy to complete their task (e.g. searching for sources, clarifying
class material). However, an international participant indicated that she will be using her
L1(Chinese) in addition to English for that purpose, so did S int, except for the fact that her L1
is Russian. Regarding notetaking, only one participant (R int) confirmed that he had such an
experience outside the classroom, and it was based on English-only strategy.

Taken together, these results suggest that there is some difference between language
choices made by participants in the classroom and outside of it across learning contexts.
Nevertheless, it should be added that the most vivid distinctions can be outlined mostly for

undergraduate students. In other words, undergraduate students tend more to English-only
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strategies, especially in the classroom, while graduate students are more prone to use
translanguaging in any learning context.
Research Question 3: What are the reasons for those choices?

The most common reasons

In total, there are six reasons for the language choices in different learning contexts
mentioned by participants, however, not all of them are shared among all five respondents, some
are common only to particular groups. The most significant one in the whole list happens to be
the ease (comfort) of the selected language practices that apparently derives from their habitual
language use (e.g. writing in English, speaking in Russian) depending on the context, in other
words, students tend to make their language choices based on to what extent it will make the
learning process easier. That reason expands across all participants and all contexts presented,
both in and outside the classroom. The second factor affecting language choices of multilingual
students in a multilingual higher education environment is efficiency (productivity), again shared
by all five participants across different contexts. It is interesting how the aforementioned two
reasons apply both to English-only strategies as well as to translanguaging. The next significant
reason appears to be the official language policy of the university, albeit it should be mentioned
that this reason is shared by two undergraduate participants and international one and applies
only to the in-class learning experience.

Less common reasons

The next three reasons are less common among all participants but are still shared among
some. For instance, R int and S int both mentioned that their language choices can also be
defined by trying to provide clearer communication with peers, however, it should be mentioned

that for S int it works only outside the classroom. Another reason that is not so popular, but can
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affect language choices of the international student participant and two undergraduate student
participants is deeper understanding of the material, and it also should be noted that this reason
defines only individual learning experience among these three respondents. The last, but not
least reason for some students to choose particular language practices tends to be politeness
(towards professors), something that for in-class context one interviewee put as “everyone
should be on the same page” (R int), and for outside the classroom context another participant
said that “it is informal to switch (from English) to another language without professor’s
consent” (S int).
Summary

In conclusion, there are a few findings that can help to look at the initial research problem
from an interesting perspective. Regarding the first question, apparently students in NU do not
tend to include language with partial competences in their multilingual repertoire, at the same
time translanguaging is a common practice for them both among family and friends, however,
they do not seem to welcome it in formal educational contexts. In terms of the second research
question, it seems that language choices do differ according to learning context, albeit, the
distinction between in-class and out-class practices is the strongest among undergraduates. For
the most part, translanguaging is one of the most common practices, but in case of in-class
assignment or note-taking English-only strategies seem to be more useful. The findings on the
third research question suggest that ease (comfort) and efficiency (productivity) seem to be the
most important factors when making language choices in every learning context, only after these
other reasons like official language policy can shape language practices of students. Overall, the
findings suggest that different linguistic choices students make in different learning contexts

depend on their personal preferences and views of multilingualism, as well as language policies
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of the university. The next chapter discusses these findings in the light of reviewed literature

and conceptual framework.



37

Chapter 5. Discussion

The purpose of this research is to identify how students in multilingual higher education
environments use languages from their repertoire and what attitudes underpin that choices when
it comes to learning strategies. The research was led by three main research questions, the first
focused on students’ claimed language knowledge and attitudes, the second on what linguistic
choices they make in different learning contexts, and the third one was designed to reveal the
reasons for those choices.

The previous chapter presented the findings derived from the qualitative semi-structured
interviews. This chapter provides a discussion of those findings with interpretations juxtaposed
to the results of the previous research in that area, as well as the application of the conceptual
framework of the study.

Language Knowledge and Attitudes

The findings regarding the first research question reveal that almost all of them have an
atomistic view on Multilingualism. Most of them are not aware of the idea of one unitary
linguistic repertoire (Vogel and Garcia, 2017) and tend to exclude languages where they have
partial competence from their multilingual identity. In contrast, the linguistic practices that
participants described perfectly fit into the holistic paradigm of multilingualism. To be exact,
the use of translanguaging, but more importantly the circumstances and reasons for its use. All
of the participants confessed to mixing different languages from their repertoire for the sake of
clearer communication depending on a context (e.g. friends or family). In addition, the view of
multilingual HE by participants supports the observations by Van der Walt (2013), where
multilingualism for students becomes equal to ‘English plus other languages’, since all of the
participants place English on a first place and only in rare cases refer to other parts of their

linguistic repertoire when it comes to learning. All in all, it can be stated that there is a
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dissonance between the views and the practices among participants in regard to the holistic view
of M, and English holds a special place when it comes to the academic environment.
Language Choices and Learning Strategies

Regarding the main focus of this paper, i.e. linguistic choices of students in different
learning contexts, there is a need to refer to the previously introduced framework by Gajo and
Berthroud (2018). However, before applying it to the findings of this research, some
clarifications need to be drawn. To begin with, the colors on the diagrams below have some
meaning behind them, blue colors of different shapes refer to in-class learning strategies,
while yellow ones to the same strategies, but outside the classroom. Secondly, the shapes of
the figures refer to the type of learning context. Round shapes indicate professor-student
interaction, square shapes are assigned to work in pairs, triangle ones attribute to group work,
and pentagons are ascribed to individual learning experience (e.g. note-taking or homework).

With that information, let us take a look at the visual representation of linguistic
choices that participants made in class (see Fig.3). The diagram illustrates clear tendency
towards monolingual practices, with some minor fluctuations when it comes to multimanaged
learning contexts. The fact that students preferred to keep professor-related context purely
monolingual (English) coincides with findings by Akande and Salami (2010) and Shiweda
(2013). Regarding multimanaged learning strategies, the views can differ based on the
experience of students in a multilingual higher education environment, since purely
monolingual practices are more popular among those who have spent less time in such
context. Apparently, EMI does put some restrictions on multilingualism of students in-class,

but mostly when it comes to multimanaged practices and among less experienced students.
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Fig 3. In-class language choices for learning as described by participants

Outside the classroom, as it has been found, the picture changes and however not that
significantly as it could have (see Fig 4). From the first sight it can be clearly seen that
multilingual practices are more common when it comes to learning strategies not in the lecture
room. Especially it is apparent with multimanaged practices, and the main difference is
created by paired work. Students tend to unleash their multilingual practices as soon as they
step out of the classroom, which is supported by studies of Andersson et al (2012) and Deal
(2016). Participants of this study as well as the ones of studies in Rwanda and Catalonia, also
rely on translanguaging as a scaffolding technique to complete academic tasks outside the

classroom.
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Fig 4. Outside-the-classroom language choices for learning as described by
participants

From the analysis above one could conclude that EMI, and English language in particular,
diminishes the multilingualism of students. However, the situation, as well as the phenomena
of M itself, is much more complex. For instance, the ‘restrictive EMI’ theory does not explain
the cases when participants use Russian-English translanguaging outside the classroom for
better communication, instead of relying on native monolingual practices. In addition, if the
focus on English language had been harmfully affecting multilingualism of students, cases of
non-reciprocal multilingual practices (as in the case of R int) would not exist. Therefore, the
prevalence of multilingual practices for learning contexts outside the classroom do not imply
the harmful effect of English on multilingualism of students, vice versa, in some cases it can

even enhance it.
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Reasons for Language Choices

The reasons that participants provided can shed some light on the real reasons why
their multilingual practices tend to become less popular inside the classroom. Firstly,
monolingual practices that participants tend to choose were rationalized by comfort and
effectiveness. In that case, English as a worldwide academic lingua franca has been pre-
established in their view and mixing it with another language seemed uncomfortable and
ineffective for them. That partially can be affected by the atomistic view of M discussed at the
beginning of this chapter. Another reason for that (also mentioned by participants as crucial)
are language policies of the university. The latter heavily affected the language choices of
students according to themselves, narrowing down them to be more monolingual. Therefore,
in regard to the main research problem addressed in this paper, it can be stated that ‘English
plus other languages’ multilingualism or/and English language itself do not lead to the loss of
gains in multilingualism. Pre-determined atomistic views of M and monolingual language
policies of HE is more important factors in that sense.
Evaluation

The situation that is described above is similar to the one described in the study by
Belova (2017). In both cases multilingual HE environments added to the linguistic practices of
participants. However, if her study revealed that students can have misconceptions specifically
about the multilingual HE environment, this study argues that students can have an atomistic
view of M which contradicts with their holistic linguistic practices. Interestingly, those
atomistic views perfectly align with language policies of a university taken for a case study. At
this point, it can be beneficial to review the continuum of the role of English in multilingual
HEIs by Van der Walt (2013) (see Fig. 1). Nazarbayev University with its English-only in-

class policies and language entry requirements, and as it has been revealed with partial
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multilingual practices outside the classroom, fall into the middle of the continuum. Thus, it
lands between hypothetically monolingual HE environments (e.g. US and UK) and HEIs with
in-class and outside-the-classroom multilingual language policies (e.g. Switzerland). The
initial multilingual context of Kazakhstan and current implementation of trilingual educational
programs allow us to assume that NU might be moving to the right side of the continuum in
the future. Hence, if NU as a multilingual institution desires to avoid the problem of
‘Englishisation without any gains in multilingualism” (Van der Walt, 2013) it might consider
altering its in-class language policies.
Summary

Overall, the chapter has revealed that almost all of the participants practice
translanguaging in everyday life in different contexts (e.g family or friends), however at the
same time they can share atomistic views of multilingualism and do not accept the existence
of a personal unitary linguistic repertoire that can include all languages that they communicate
with. The chapter has also illustrated that linguistic practices inside the classroom tend to exist
in a monolingual side of the spectrum, while the same practices outside the classroom can be
very multilingual in nature. That phenomena exists across all learning contexts, i.e. individual,
interaction with professors, pair work and group work. Despite the fact that language policies
were considered to be one of the most influential reasons by participants, it cannot be
concluded that EMI itself is to blame on the losses in multilingualism. This is mainly due to
the fact students do take multilingual opportunities outside of the classroom, and they are tied
to English language (most of them use Russian-English translanguaging). Secondly, some
students do not seize multilingual opportunities inside the classroom even if they arise. It can
be assumed that it is not restricted by EMI, since some other students do exploit those

opportunities for learning (e.g. translanguaging in group work). Hence, atomistic views of
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multilingualism revealed earlier also affect linguistic choice of students in different learning
contexts. However, the fact that NU falls into the center of continuum between monolingual
and multilingual HEIs also has some restrictive effect on students’ linguistic choices when it
comes to learning strategies. The next chapter is going to draw conclusions from this

discussion.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to identify how students in the multilingual higher
educational environment use different parts of their linguistic repertoire and what attitudes
underpin those choices when it comes to learning strategies inside and outside the classroom.
For those to be revealed, several multilingual students were interviewed, and their responses
were analyzed based on three main research questions.

The following chapter presents conclusions drawn from analysis of those interviews.
They are organized based on the same research questions that led the discussion. Following
that, the chapter offers some recommendations for three potential stakeholders in multilingual
higher education, i.e. students, faculty and policymakers. After that, the chapter outlines the
limitations of the current study and provides some recommendations for further research.
RQ1: Knowledge, Practices and Attitudes

The study illustrated that multilingual students at NU have pre-established atomistic
views of multilingualism that they strongly hold onto. Interestingly, that contrasts with their
everyday holistic multilingual practices. For instance, all participants claimed to use different
parts of their linguistic repertoires in different everyday contexts, as well as confessed to using
translanguaging on a daily basis. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a need to raise
awareness about the holistic views on multilingualism in order to help students better
understand their own linguistic practices and identities.
RQ2: Linguistic Choices in Different Learning Contexts

One of the main findings of the study was that inside and outside classroom linguistic
practices can differ significantly. To be exact, in-class practices tend to exist in a monolingual
side of the spectrum, even if opportunities for multilingual communication appear. At the same

time, outside-the-classroom learning contexts appear to be a more comfortable setting for
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multilingual practices. This tendency was seen in different learning contexts from interaction
with professors to student-only group work. The conclusion that can be drawn here is that losses
in multilingualism occur mostly inside the classroom. It has been also illustrated that EMI in
some of those outside-the-classroom cases contributes to the multilingualism of students (e.g.
Russian-English translanguaging). That can lead to a conclusion that use of English as a lingua
franca might not be a threat for a multilingual higher education environment. Since in some
cases it even contributes to it, there is a chance that atomistic views of multilingualism revealed
in participants are more likely to be a reason for aforementioned concern.
RQ3: Reasons for Those Choices

Participants themselves outlined different reasons for the choices that they make. It is
interesting to note that reasons for multilingual and monolingual practices in most cases overlap.
The most popular motivations were found to be efficiency and comfort. In other words, students
in multilingual environments usually try to choose linguistic practices that make the learning
process productive and comfortable. However, there was one reason that was mentioned by all
participants that defined their monolingual practices in-class, and this reason was language
policies of the university. To clarify, even when opportunities for multilingual communication
appeared outside-the-classroom students were eager to take them, while when such
opportunities emerged inside the classroom, language policies were the factor that shifted any
linguistic practice towards the monolingual side of the spectrum.
Recommendations for Policymakers, Administration, Faculty, and Students

Based on the performed analysis of the findings and drawn conclusions, the researcher
can offer some recommendations for policymakers, university administration, faculty and

students.
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Regarding the policymakers, it can be suggested to pay attention to raising awareness
about the existence of different views on multilingualism. It does not necessarily have to be a
part of higher education, lower levels of education (e.g. secondary or high) also should prepare
future students of multilingual HEIs to better understand their multilingual identities and use
their linguistic repertoire more efficiently and comfortably. Administration of HEIs in their turn
should clearly identify where on the continuum of English use (see Fig.1) their particular
institution is aimed. Based on that, they can navigate their language policies without any harm
to the multilingualism of students. University faculty in its turn can also expand their views on
multilingualism and if their students are not using some potentially helpful multilingual
opportunities in class, they can try to foster them. However, the most important recommendation
is for students themselves, since they are the ones using their linguistic repertoire for learning.
Multilingual students should strive to understand their multilingual identities by expanding their
knowledge on the subject matter and try to seize every opportunity where multilingual practices
can reinforce learning strategies.
Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research

The main limitations of this particular study are limited scope, time and relative
homogeneity of the sample. Firstly, since it was a case study there was no opportunity to
compare participant’s experience with another group of students from different multilingual
higher education environments. Time constraints did not allow to use more data collection
instruments, such as observations or document analysis (e.g. samples of assignments), it also
diminished the sample size. Despite the attempt to make the sample as diverse as possible (in
terms of gender, educational and ethnic background), it ended up being relatively homogenous.

Thus, for a larger-scale research it can be suggested to use different data collection tools

in addition to semi-structured interviews (e.g. class observations). The research can involve
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more participants from different multilingual HEIs, the sample can also be much more diverse
and include not only students, but faculty as well. The comparison of formal and informal

practices can be advised for the next larger iteration of similar studies.
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Appendix A
Sample Interview Protocol

Project: Language attitudes and choices of students for learning purposes in multilingual higher

education environment

Research Questions:
1. What are students’ knowledge, attitudes and practices of different languages?
2. What language choices do students make in different learning contexts?

3. What are the reasons for those language choices?

Factors being examined: language repertoire, language attitudes, language choice, learning

experience

Questions:

Do you consider yourself multilingual? Why?
How do you choose language(s) to communicate with your friends?

What language do you speak in your family? Why?

M w0 np e

What affects your language choice when communicating with your instructors? Inside

the classroom? Outside?

5. How do you choose language(s) during the groupwork with your peers if it is inside the
classroom? If outside? What factors affect that?

6. How do you take your notes during lectures and what language choices do you make?

7. What languages do you use when you are doing homework by yourself? Why?

8. Do you use additional learning resources when preparing for exams besides assigned

reading? How the language of those resources affects your choice of them?
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Appendix B
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Language choices and attitudes of students for learning purposes in multilingual higher
education environment

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the language choices and
attitudes of students for learning purposes. Besides, the study will try to reveal reasons for the
language choices that you make when it comes to acquiring knowledge. You will participate in
a face-to-face interview containing 10-15 questions. The language of the interview is chosen by
you. If you express desire, the interview protocol with a language comfortable for you will be
handed. The interview will be tape-recorded. Your name will be substituted by pseudonym in
all stages of the study and in all documents, including field notes, electronic files and the final
report for thesis. Any other information that can help associate this interview with you by
reading the tapescript will be anonymized. All the electronic data for the study will be stored in
the researcher’s computer and mobile phone secured by the passwords that will not be connected
with each other. All the written and printed documents, including field notes and consent forms,
will be stored in a locked drawer in the researcher’s room. You can require an access to
tapescripts (only!) with your interview whenever you desire before the completion of the
project. All audio-recordings will be destroyed after a period of 3 years.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risk for you in the study is very minimal. All personal data and
interviews will be stored in a secure place under passwords that are not connected with each
other. No personal information compromising your confidentiality from interviews with you
will be reported to or shared with university teachers or administration.

The interview time will be negotiated with you beforehand and it will not intervene with your
class time. Therefore, you will not lose your attendance scores at university and will not be
revealed as participant. Any questions that might potentially cause any psychological harm or
just be slightly uncomfortable for you will be avoided.

The benefit which may reasonably be expected to result from this study is your contribution to
getting the new understanding of how students acquire knowledge in multilingual higher
education environment. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect
your class attendance or academic performance.

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.
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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.

Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you
have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a
participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to speak to someone independent
of the research team at +7 7172 709359. You can also write an email to the NUGSE Research
Committee at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

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

* | have carefully read the information provided;

* [ 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 the foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in this
study.

Signature: Date:
The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.
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®OPMA NTHOOPMHUPOBAHHOI'O COI'VIACHUA

SI3BIKOBBIC B3rJs1abl 1 BI)I60pI)I CTYACHTOB IJId yqe6Hbe ueﬂeﬁ B IIOJIUSI3EIYHOM Cpc€ac BbICHICTO
oOpa3oBaHMs

OINIMCAHHUE: Bam nperaraercsi NpuHATh Y4acTHE B WCCIICAOBAHUH B3TJISI0B M BHIOOPOB
sI3bIKa CPEM yJalluxcs B eisx o0yueHus. Kpome Toro, ucciaenoBaHue NONBITAETCS BBISIBUTD
MPUYMHBI BEIOOpA S13bIKa, KOTOPBIN BHI JeTIaeTe, KOTAA JIENI0 JOXOAUT JI0 IPHOOPETEHNUS 3HAHUH.
Bam npemaraercs npuHATH ydacTue B MHTEPBBIO, coxaepkamieMm 10-15 BompocoB. 3wk
MHTEPBBIO BbIOMpaeTcss BamMu. Eciau Bbl BbIpa3uTe KeinaHue, BaM OyJeT Bpy4Ye€H MPOTOKOJI
WHTEPBbHIO Ha yJIOOHOM /715 Bac si3bike. JlaHHOe MHTEepBbhIO OyAeT 3anrcano Ha qukTodoH. Bare
uMs OyZeT 3aMEHEHO MCEBJIOHMMOM Ha BCEX 3Tamax HCCIEJOBAHUS M BO BCEX JOKYMEHTax,
BKJIIOUAsi 3aMETKH, AJIEKTPOHHBIE (Daliyibl U UTOTOBBIA OTYET JUIs AuccepTauuu. Jlrobas apyras
nH(popMalys, KOTopas MOXKET ITOMOYb CBA3aTh 3TO MHTEPBBIO C BaMH, IPOYUTAB €r0, OyAeT
aHOHMMM3HMpOBaHA. Bce 3nMeKTpoHHbIE NaHHBIE U1 HCCIEeNOBaHUS OyIOyT XpaHUThCA Ha
KOMITBIOTEPE U MOOUIILHOM Tele(oHe HCCleA0BaTeNsl, 3alllMIIIEHHbIX aposiMH, KOTOpbIE He
OyIyT CBsI3aHBI JAPYT ¢ JipyroM. Bce nmucbMeHHbIE U NeYaTHbIE JOKYMEHTHI, BKIIOYas 3aMETKU
u (opmbl cornacus, OyQyT XpaHUTHCS B 3aKpbITOM AIIUMKE B KOMHaTe HccieaoBarens. Bl
MOXKeTe MOoTpedoBaTh JOCTYM K ayAHO3aMuCcH (TOJIBKO!) C BAalllUM MHTEPBBIO, KOT/1a 3aXOTHUTE,
710 3aBepuIeHus npoekTa. Bee ayanoszanucu OyayT YHUUYTOXKEHBI B T€UEHHE 3 JIET.

BPEMSI YUHACTMUSA: Bame yyactue notpedyet okosio 40 MUHYT.

PUCKHU U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: Puck nis Bac B HCCASI0BAaHWM OYCHb MUHHUMaJICH. Bce
JIUYHbIE TaHHBIE K HHTEPBbIO OyIyT XPaHUTHCS B HAJEKHOM MECTE MO MapoIsIMHU, KOTOPhIE HE
CBsI3aHbI JIpyr ¢ apyroMm. Hukakas nmuunas mHbopManus u3 codecenoBanuii ¢ Bamu, kotopas
MO>KET CKOMIIPOMETHPOBATh Barly aHOHUMHOCTb U KOH(UIEHIIMAbHOCTb, He OyIeT coo0IIeHa
WM TepeiaHa MpernogaBaTesisiM u/uid aJMUHUCTPAIlUN YHUBEPCUTETA.

Bpems cobecenoBanus OyAeT COTrNIacCOBAaHO C BaMH 3apaHee, U OHO He OyJeT BIHMATh Ha BpeMs
BamuX 3aHATHH. Takum oOpa3oM, BBl HE IIOTEpPSAETE CBOM OICHKH IIOCEIIAeMOCTH B
YHUBEPCHTETE M OCTAHETECh AHOHUMHBIM/OM yYaCTHHUKOM/IICH. JIroObIe BOMPOCHI, KOTOPHIC
MOTCHIIMATLHO MOTYT NPHYUHHUTH KAKOH-IMOO ICHUXOJOTHYECCKHI BpEI WM IMPOCTO OBITH
HEMHOT0 HeyAoOHbIMU AJist Bac, OyayT nzberarbcesi.

HOJ'ILSa, KOTOPYIO MOXHO Pa3yMHO OXHIAAThb OT 3TOTO HMCCICINOBAHUS, - OTO Ball BKJIaJd B
MOJIYUYCHHUEC HOBOI'O ITIOHUMaHUs TOI'0, KaK CTYACHTBI ITOJIYUAOT 3HAHHWS B MHOTOSI3bIYHOM cpeac
BBICIICTO O6p330BaHI/I$I. Bame pemeHue 0 TOM, y4aCTBOBATb UJIU HCT B 9TOM HCCJIICIJOBAHUHU, HE
IOBJIMACT Ha Bally IMOCCHIACMOCTb 3aHITUH W/WIN yCII€BaA€MOCTh.

ITPABA YYACTHHMKOB: Ecnu Bel mpounTtanu 1aHHy0 GOpMY M PELIMIN IPUHATH Y4acTHE
B JIAaHHOM HCCJI€ZIOBaHUM, BbI 10J1KHBI TOHUMAaTh, yTO Barie yuacTtue siBisercst J0OpOBOIbHBIM
1 4To y Bac ecTb npaBo 0T0O3BaTh CBOE COrjacue WU MPEeKpaTuTh yyacTue B Jr00oe Bpems 0e3
mTpagHbIX CaHKIMHA M 0e3 MOoTepH COLMAIbHOTO MakeTa, KOTopblii Bam mpenocraBmsuin. B
KaueCTBE aJIbTEPHATUBBI MOXKHO HE y4acTBOBaTh B UccieqoBaHuU. Takxke Bol nmeere npaBo He
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OTBEYaTh Ha KakKHe-IH0o BOITPOCHI. PCByJIbTaTBI JaHHOTO HCCJICAOBAHUSA MOI'YT OBITE
MMpEACTaBJICHBI UJIU 0Hy6JII/IKOBaHbI B HAYYHBIX WJIN HpO(bGCCI/IOHa.HBHBIX neiaAax.

KOHTAKTHASI UTHO®OOPMAIIUS:

Bonpocel: Eciu y Bac ecte Bompochl, 3aMeuyaHHMsl WM KaJoObl 10 IOBOAY JaHHOI'O
WCCIIEIOBAHMSI, IPOIIETyPBI €T0 IPOBEICHUS, PUCKOB M IPEUMYIIECTB, BB MOKeTe CBSI3aThCs C
HAYYHBIM PyKOBOJUTEIIEM HCCIIEIOBATEIS.

HeszaBucumplie koHTakThl: Eciii Bbl He yZ0BIETBOPEHBI IPOBEICHHUEM JAHHOTO HCCIIEIOBAHNS,
eciii y Bac BO3HUKIIM Kakue-JIM0O0 MPOOIIeMBI, 5Kaj00bl WIIH BOIIPOCKI, BB MOXKETE CBS3aThCs C
Komurterom Uccnemoanmii Breictieit Illkonsr Obpa3oBanusi HazapbaeB YHuBepcurera Io
tenedpony +7 7172 70 93 59 wunm oTnpaBUTh THUCHBMO Ha DJIEKTPOHHBIN ajpec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

[Toxkamyiicta, NOANUIINTE JaHHYIO (OpMY, €ciu Bl coriacHbl yyacTBOBaTh B UCCIIEIOBaHUM.
* 5] BHUMATENBbHO U3YYMII/a IPEJICTaBICHHYIO HH(OPMAIHUIO;

* MHe npeiocTaBuIv NOJHYIO0 HH(POPMALIMIO O LENAX U MPOLETypPe UCCIEA0BaHNUS;

* Sl moHumaro, kak OyJIyT HCIOJb30BaHbl COOpaHHbBIE IaHHBIE, U YTO JIOCTYH K JI000H
KOH(pHUACHIIMAIBHONW HHPOPMAITUU OYIET UMETh TOJILKO MCCIICIOBATEINb;

* 5l noHumaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JII0O0H MOMEHT OTKa3aThCsl OT YYacTHs B JAHHOM HCCJIeI0BaHUU
0e3 00bSICHEHUSI IPUUHH;

* C MOJHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCETO BBIIIEHU3JIOKEHHOTO 51 COIJVIACEH/Ha NPUHATH Yy4yacThe B
UCCIIETIOBaHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOMW BOJIE.

TToamuce: Jara:
Bam HY>KHO COXPAHUTH AONOJHUTE/IBbHYIO KOIIUIO ITOH nozumca}moﬁ n Z[aTHpOBaHHOfI (l)OpMLI corJjiacus.
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BEPTTEY ) KXYMBbBICbI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACHI

Kentinai >xorapel OimiM  Oepy opTachiHIa OKY OapbICBIHIAFbl CTYACHTTEPAIH TIIIIK
TaHJIayJ1apbl MEH KO3KapacTaphbl

CUIIATTAMA: Ci3 6imim Oepy MakcaTblHAA CTYACHTTEPAIH TUIIIK KaTBIHACTAPHI KOHE
TaH/IayJapblH 3epTTEyiHe KaThiCyFa makpipbuiacki3. COHBIMEH Katap, 3epTTey ci3 OuiM amy
Ke31H/Ie )KaCalThIH T TAHAYIapbIHBIH ceOenTepiH aHbIKTayFa Thipbicaabl. Ci3 10-15 cypakran
TYpaThiH cyx0aTka makeipbuiacki3. Cyx0arracy TiliH ci3 Tagmaichi3. Erep ci3 o3 TineriHi3mai
OlIipceHi3, ci3re e3iHi3re BIHFAWIBI TUIAE cyx0aT XaTTamachl YCBIHBLIIAABL. byn cyxOar
TUKTO(OHFA >Ka3bUIaNbl. 3epTTEYIIH OapiiblK KE3eHACPIHNE MXKoHE OapiblK KyXXaTTapia,
az0anapa, dIeKTPOH bl (algapaa KOHE NUCCEPTAIMSHBIH KOPBITBIHIBI €ceOiHIe Ci3/iH
aTBIHBI3 JKaJIFaH eCIMMEH aybIcThIpbuIabl. CyX0aTThl ci30eH OailllaHbICThIpyFa KOMEKTECETIH
Ke3-KeJreH aKIapar KachIpbIH 00JIaabl. 3epTTeyre apHaJFaH OapibIK AIEKTPOHABIK JIEPEKTEp
3epTTEYIIIHIH KOMIBIOTEPIH/IE JKOHE YSUIbl TeIe(OHBIHIA caKTala b, Oip-OipiHe KOChUIMaraH
nmapoJibJIepMeH KopraiFaH. bapiblk jkaz0amia jkoHe Oacria KyKaTTapbl, €CKepTIeiep MeH
KeJIiciM HbICaHAaphl 3epTTEYIIHIH OeIMeciH e )KaObIK KopanTa cakraiaabl. JKoba askranraHra
JeHiH Cc13 KajaraH yakpITTa (Tek!) ©31HI3AIH ayauo jka3z0amapbIHbI3Fa KOJI JKETKI3yl cypai
anacei3. bapibik ayauo xaz0anap 3 KbUT IITTHIE )KONBLIATBI.

KATBICY YAKBITDBI: Ci3nig KaThICybIHBI3 IIaMamMeH 40 MUHYTTHI ajlajibl.

KAYIIITEPI MEH IMAMJACBI: 3eprrey Kesinje ci3 YIIiH Toyeken eTe a3. bapibik sKeke
MOJIIMETTEp MEH cyx0aTTap 0ip-0ipiHe KOCBUIMaFaH MapoJibJIEPMEH KayiIci3 )Kepe CaKTalabl.
Ci306eH cyx0aTTacy Ke3iH/e Ci3/1iH )KaChIPbIH )KOHE KYITHUTBUIBIFBIHBI3FA KAyil TOHIIPETIH KEKe
aKIapaT OKBITYIIIbLIApFa )KOHE / HEMECE YHUBEPCUTET OKIMIIUTIriHEe OepiIMei.

Cyx06arTacy yakbIThl Ci30€H albIH-aIa KeIiciIin, cabak yakpIThIHA ocep ermneial. Ochuraiiia,
Ci3 YHHBEPCHTETTET1 Ca0aKTaphIHBI3/bI JKOFAITIANCHI3 J)KOHE aThI-)KOHI KOPCETIIMEreH MYIIe
Oonpim Kaya Oepeci3. [ICMXONMOTHSIBIK 3USH KENTIpyl MYMKIH HEMece Ci3 VIIiH jkKail FaHa
BIHFAICHI3 00Tyl MYMKIH CYpaKTap KOWBIIMAUTBIH OOJIaIbI.

Ocn1 3eprreynen Ci3 KyTe ajaThlH IMaiaa - Oy CTYJASHTTEPIIH KONTUII XKOFaphl OLIiM Oepy
opTachIH/a Kajlaid O1J1iM ajaThIHbI TypaJIbl )KaHa TYCIHIKKE KocaTbIH yiec. Ci3/iH OChl 3epTTeyTe
KaThICy HeMece KaThIClay Typalibl MIEHIMIHI3 Ci3[iH cabakKa KaThICYbIHBI3Fa XKOHE / HeMece
OKY YJITEpiMiHI3re acep eTmen .

KATBICYIIbI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 Oepinren ¢opmMamMeH TaHBICHIN, 3€pTTEY
KYMBICBIHA KaTbICyFa IIenriM kaObuigacanbi3, Ci3fiH KaTbICYBIHBI3 €pIKTI Typle €KeHIH
xabapnaiiMbl3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KaJlaraH yaKbITTa albIIITyJT TeJIeMel )KoHe CI3]11H QJIeyMETTIK
KEHULIIKTEPIHI3re el KecipiH TUriz0eil 3epTTey *KYMBIChIHA KAThICy Typalibl KeJIiCIMiHi3/1
Kepi KalTapyra HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. 3epTTey >KYMBICHIHA MYJIEM
KaThICIIAybIHBI3FA /12 TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. Conpaii-ak, KaHIai a Oip cypakrapra skayar
OepmeyiHizre nae o0meH Oomanasl. byn 3epTrey >KYMBICBIHBIH HOTHIKENEpl aKaJAeMUSIIBIK
Hemece Kociou MakcaTTap/ia Oacrara YChIHBUTYbl HEMECE HIBIFapbliIybl MyMKIiH.
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BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

CypakrapbiHbi3: Erep >kypri3iunim OTBIpFaH 3epTTEy JKYMBICHIHBIH IIpOLECi,Kayli MeH
apTHIKIIBUTBIKTAPEl Typalibl CYparbIHBI3 HEMece IIarbIMBIHBI3 OoJica, Kemeci OaiimaHbic
Kypaligapbl — apKbUIbl  3€PTTEYIIIHIH MaruCTPIBIK Te3WCi OOMBIHIIA  KETEKIIiCIMEH
xabapiacybIHbI3Fa 00JIaIbI.

JEPBEC BAMJIAHBIC AKHAPATTAPBI: Erep GepinreH 3epTTey KYMBICHIHEIH
KYpPri3iyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOAcaHbI3 HEMece CYpaKTapblHbI3 OCH IIaFbIMJIApBIHBI3 OoJica,
Hazap6aes YuuBepcuteri Xoraps! binim 6epy mekrebinin 3eprrey KomuTeriMen kepceTrinreH
Oaii;maHpIC Kypajjapbl apKbUIBI Xa0apiiacybIHBI3Fa OOJAbl: AIIEKTPOHABIK MOIITaMEH
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICyFa KeNiCIMIHI3II OepceHi3, OepiireH (opmara KOJ KOIOBIHBI3IbI
CypanMBbI3.

e MeH Gepinren GpopmMaMeH MYKHUSAT TAHBICTBIM;

e MaraH 3epTTey *XYMBICBIHBIH MakcaTbl MEH OHBIH MpOLeaypachl X ailblHIa TOJBIK
aKrmapar Oepii;

o JKunakranraH akmnapar MeH KIS MOJIMETTepre TeK 3epTTEYIIiHIH 631He KOJIKETIMI1
YKOHE MAJIIM OONAaThIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH Ke3 KeJITeH yaKbITTa eIIKaH ai TYCIHIKTeMEC13 3epTTey KYMBICHIHA KaThICYIaH 0ac
TapTybIMa 0OJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH xoFapblfa aTanblll OTKEH aKMapaTThl CaHAIbl TypJAe KaObLaAam, OChl 3epTTey
YKYMBIChIHA KATBICYyFa 63 KeicIMIMII OepeMiH.

Komsr: KyHi:

Ci3 K01 :K9He KYHi KOIbLIFaH (pOPMAaHBIH KOCHIMIIA KOLIIPMECiH CAKTaYbIHbI3 KepeK.
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Appendix C

Sample Interview Transcript
Interviewee: B int
Interviewer: Do you consider yourself multilingual
Interviewee: Yeah, of course, | know 4 languages
Interviewer: What are those languages?
Interviewee: First is my mother tongue Chinese, then English, French, Russian, but Russian is
kind of intermediate level
Interviewer: Mhm, okay and how did you learn those languages?
Interviewee: Mm, English is kind of mandatory language that each Chinese student need to
learn from the beginning, from our primary school usually from the 3rd grade, nowadays more
and more children start learning from probably 4 or 5 years old. And Russian | learned by
myself and with the help of my colleagues in EXPO2017. French was my bachelor major |
studied it for 4 years.
Interviewer: Great, and Chinese your mother tongue, right?
Interviewee: Yes
Interviewer: Do you speak Chinese here in Kazakhstan?
Interviewee: Umm (chuckles). Well, very rarely because people here do not speak Chinese,

only couple, yeah 2 or 3 of them who were Chinese they speak to me Chinese



