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Abstract

The Trilingual Education Policy in Kazakhstan: Language Choices for

Teaching-Learning Purposes in the Classroom

In the last decade Kazakhstan’s educational system has seen numerous changes and
new reforms. One of the major and most profound reforms named ‘The Trinity of
Languages’ specifically targets the in-depth learning of three languages. These languages
are Kazakh, Russian and English. As a way of learning them, they are now being used as
languages of instruction for designated disciplines. Moreover, the new reform promotes the
equality of these three languages as well as a balanced usage of each. However, the main
question that arises from such implications is whether teachers use all of the three
languages in teaching or try to opt for the main language of instruction for that designated
discipline. Therefore, this qualitative study aims to explore teachers’ outlook on language
use as per the trilingual policy and learn about their language choices for teaching. A
number of studies have been conducted in relation to the trilingual policy, but there is
scarce information on the teachers’ language choices in teaching and learning practices. To
explore this phenomenon, the three following research questions were posed: What are
teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan? What are teachers’
attitudes towards the languages in the trilingual education policy? What language choices
do they make in their teaching-learning practices and why? Ten semi-structured interviews
were conducted to answer these three questions. The sampling strategy used the maximum
variation technique to ensure heterogeneity by recruiting individuals from different age
groups, disciplines and gender.

The findings showed that the language choices teachers make may differ according

to their age, the discipline they teach and their personal predisposition towards the

Vi
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languages. The study also provided some recommendations and suggestions for
policymakers and schools related to the importance of language incorporation in teaching

and learning purposes in the classroom.

Keywords: trilingual policy, language choice
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AnjgaTna

Ka3zakcrangarsl ym Tijijae 0ij1im 0epy casicatbl: ChIHBINITA OKBITY MEH OKYFa

apHAJIFaH TLI TaHAAay

Conrpl omxkbUIIbIKTa KazakcTanHbIH Oi1iM Oepy xyleci Oipmama e3repicrep MeH
aHa pedopManapasl KaObuaaapl. EH MaHBI3IBI )KOHE ©3TrepicKe TOJbI pedopManapiabiH
Oipi yu Tinze 6inim Oepy casicaTbl OoJbIn TaObIaAbL. Y1 Tie OiniM Oepy casicaThiHa
Ka3aK, OPBIC )KOHE JIe aFbUIIIBIH TUTAEP1 eHri3ual. COHBIMEH Katap, MOHIEP/II MEHTepy
Ka3aK, OpPBIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH TUIACPI apKbLIBI XKYy3ere acanbl. XKana pedopma timaep
TEHJIITIH FaHa eMecC, OJIap IbIH KOJIaHydaFbl TENS-TCHIITTH KapacTeIpaabl. Allaia,
MYFaTiMJIep OChI TeIe-TSHIIKTI CaKTar, YIII TUILI Oipre KoJigaHa Ma, HeMece TeK Oip Tiire
JKYTiHE M€ JIETeH CypakTap TybIHAal6l. COHABIKTaH, OCHI 3ePTTEY MyFaTIMACPIIH
TIJIepre JereH Ke3KapacTapbl MEH OJIApIbIH KOJIJAaHATHIH TUIIEPIH KapacThIpaabl. Y I
TUIE OUTiM Oepy cascaTbhlHa KaThICThI KONITETCH 3epTTEYIep KYprizuireH. Amnaiza,
OKBITY/Ia KOJJTAHBUTATHIH TITICPAl TAHIAY MACEIIECiHE KAThICTHI KOTITETeH 3epTTeyIIep
)KypriziiMmereHn. Ocbl Mocenere xayantap Taldy YIIiH YIII CypaKTap TYKbIPbIMIAIIIbL:
MyraniMaepaiy yul Tiage 0imiM Oepy casicaTbiHa Ko3KapacTapbl Kanaai? MyramiMaep yin
Tie Ou1iM Oepy casicaTblHa €HTI3UITeH TULIEpAl Kajail KaOpuiaaiaei? MyramiMaep
KaHaai Tuiaepai Koiaganaasl? Ockl cypakTapra skayar Oepy YIiH, OH MyFaTiMIepMeH
XKapThUIail KypbUIBIMIATIFaH cyx0arTtap oTKi3unal. MyFamiMaepaiH jkac KaTeropusiiapbl
MEH OEpeTiH MOHACP/IIH aTyaH IbIFbIH CaKTay YIIIIH MaKCUMAJIIbl Bapyallusl dJ1ici
KOJAAHBUIABL. 3epTTEYAIH HOTHKENIepl KeJlecl TYCIHIK allyFa MyMKIHIIK Oep/ii: MyFamimaep
TUIZEP/Il ©3/IePiHIH KacTapblHa, OHACPIHE )KOHE KO3KapacTapblHa COWKEC KOJITAHATHIHBIH
kopceTTi. COHBIMEH KaTap, 3epTTey op TYpJIi TUIAEP/IIH KOJIIaHy MaHBI3AbLIBIFBIH aTall

OTIN, MEKTEI OaciiblIapbl MEH O11iM 6acKapMachlHa YCHIHBICTAP bl KOPCETTI.

viii
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AOcTpakT

Tpexbsa3piuHoe o0pazoBanne B Kazaxcrane: Boi0op si3bika 1Jis1 PeNnoJaBaHUsA

U 00yuYeHHus B KJjacce

B nocnennue nectunerus oOpa3oBarenbHas cuctema Kaszaxcrana yBujena HemMaso
U3MEHEHUH U HOBBIX peopM. OTHUM U3 CAMBIX BaKHBIX M 3HAYMMBIX peOopM SBISIETCS
“Tpexbsi3pIdHOE 00pa30BaHUE” KOTOPOE yIEIsIeT 0c000€ BHUMaHNE HA H3yUEHUE TPEX
A3BIKOB. DTUMHU SI3bIKAMU SIBJISIOTCS Ka3aXCKUM, pycckuil u anrauiickuii. Takke, oHn
SIBIISTIOTCSI SI3BIKaMU O0YYEHUs 1T HEKOTOPBIX MpeameToB. HoBast peopma He TOJIBKO
MOJIEP’)KUBACT PABEHCTBO CPEIIU ITUX S3BIKOB, HO U CTUMYJIUPYET COATaHCHUPOBAaHHOE
UCIIOJIb30BaHuE Kax10ro. OJIHaKO BO3HUKAET BOIPOC O TOM, UCIOJIb3YIOT JIM YUUTEINS BCE
TPH sI3bIKa UJIM OTPAHUYMBAIOTCS UCIOJIb30BaHUEM ofHOro. [To 3T0M MpuunHe, n1aHHOE
HCCJIEJOBAaHKE [TOMOYKET Y3HATh B3IJISAbl yUUTENEH HA UCIOIb30BAHHUE SI3BIKOB, A TAKXKE
BBISICHUTH KaKue SI3bIKM MCIOJIb3YIOTCS BO BpeMsl npenojaaBanus. Hemano uccnenoanuii
OBLIIO IPOBEEHO MO U3YUYEHUIO TPEXBSI3BIYHOTO 00pa30BaHusl, HO HE TAK MHOTO
HCCJIEJOBaHUM MMPOBOJMWIINCH HA TEMY BbIOOpa s3bIKa Ui MpernojgaBaHus. st Toro 4ro0Obl
HAWTH OTBETHI CIIEIYIOIINE BOIPOCHI ObLIN chopMyupoBanbl: Kak oTHOCATCS y4uuTens K
TpEXBA3BIYHOMY 00pazoBanuto B Kazaxcrane? Kak yunuresns BOCIpUHUMAIOT SI3bIKH,
IpEJICTaBICHHbIE B TPEXbA3bIYHOM 00pa3zoBaHuii? Kakue S3bIKM UCHIONB3YIOT YUUTEINS BO
BpeMms npenojiapanus? JlecsaTh Moy CTpyKTypUPOBAaHHBIX HHTEPBbIO ObLIN IPOBEACHBI
JUISL TOTO 4TOOBI OTBETUTH HA 3TU TPU BOIMpOca. YUuTenst ObUIM 0TOOpaHbl METOJIOM
MaKCHMaJbHOW BapHalHii isl TOro 4ToObI ObUIHM pa3Hble BO3PACTHBIE TPYIIIBI U
MPEIMETHI.

PesynbTaTsl Mccneq0BaHUs MTOKA3aH, YTO YUUTENS UCTIONB3YIOT S3bIKH COTJIACHO

CBOMM yOEXIEHUSM, BO3PACTHON KaTETOPHH U MPEAMETY KOTOPBINA MpenoaaroT. Takxe
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HCCIICAOBAHUC TOAYCPKHUBACT BAXKHOCTD MCIIOJIB30BAHUA PA3HBIX A3KBIKOB U MIPEAJIaract

pPEKOMEH Al PYKOBOAUTENSAM IIKOJI U 00pa30BaTENIbHBIX YUPEKACHUH.

KiroueBrle ciioBa: mpexuvA3blYHoe 06pa306aHue, 6bl60p A3bIKA

Xi
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Chapter One: Introduction

Background to the study

Kazakhstan is about to become a trilingual speaking nation through the passing of a
law known as “The Trinity of Languages” (Nazarbayev, 2007). The initiative to embark on
this new project was proposed by the First President Nursultan Nazarbayev who
highlighted the importance of speaking the three languages represented in modern
Kazakhstan. These three languages are Kazakh, Russian and English. The country is
currently in the process of reaching high proficiency in Kazakh, Russian and English with
the help of this trinity of languages, otherwise known as trilingual policy. According to the
State Program of Languages Development and Functioning for 2011-2020 (MoES, 2011),
the number of Kazakh speakers will increase by 95%, the number of Russian speakers will
increase by 90% and the number of English speakers will increase by 20% in 2020.

It is quite clear why Kazakhstan’s educational system is promoting these three
languages. First of all, it is intended to raise the status of the Kazakh language and use it as
a state language. Second of all, Russian language is used as a tool for interethnic
communication. Third of all, English language is promoted to access the global arena and
for international communication. The three languages in the trilingual policy are seen as
resources, and as a consequence are being used as languages of instruction for certain
subjects. It is quite understandable that the country’s language policy is aimed at
developing students’ language expertise through the usage of Kazakh, Russian and English
as languages of instruction, but how are these three languages being employed? Do
teachers incorporate all of them in teaching or opt for the monolingual approach using only
one of them? In order to answer these questions, the current research concentrates on

teachers’ attitudes and their language choices that they make for teaching and learning
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purposes in the classroom and whether these choices represent multilingual or monolingual

approach.

Research Purpose

The main purpose of this study is to explore the teachers’ awareness of the
trilingual policy as well as their attitudes towards the languages represented in the policy.
Most importantly, the study will seek to learn the teachers’ language choices that they
make for teaching and learning purposes in the classroom. More specifically, the current
study attempts to reveal and understand the teachers’ views and approaches towards the

incorporation of languages and language choices as a whole.

Research Questions

In order to address the issue, the following research questions were developed:

RQI1: What are teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan?

RQ2: What are teachers’ attitudes toward different languages in the trilingual education

policy?

RQ3: What language choices do they make in their teaching-learning practices and why?

Research Problem

According to Mehisto et.al (2014) the three languages in trilingual policy “were
presented from a monoglossic perspective, as three separate entities” (p.172). This
monoglossic perspective is mistakenly viewed as using the three languages separate from
each other. This kind of viewpoint may mean that a student cannot rely on one language or

use his or her linguistic repertoire in the learning process. In this case, languages become
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unrelated and separate tools that are not seen as the facilitators and pedagogical assets.
Mehisto et al. (2014) observation highlights the fact that teachers do not use Kazakh or
Russian as a source or a tool when teaching English and vice versa. This practice as
teaching through one language without incorporating another language is mistakenly
viewed as being correct. Therefore, Mehisto et.al (2014) is suggesting that the teachers are
opting for a monolingual approach instead of using all these three languages as helping
tools. Thus, this study intends to find whether the teachers as facilitators of the trilingual
policy incorporate the three languages or exclude them by opting for a monolingual

approach.

Significance of the Study

This study aims to present a fresh look at the current status of multilingual
classroom practices. Teachers’ opinions and their language choices will be explored and
discussed in the study. Since there is scarce information on teachers’ language choices in
the Kazakhstani context, this study will fill this gap and contribute to further research.
Moreover, the findings of the study will provide an opportunity for the policy makers,

educators and researchers to better understand this phenomenon.

Outline of the Study

This thesis consists of six chapters, a list of references and appendices. The first
chapter, which is the introduction, discusses the importance of language choices that
teachers make for teaching-learning purposes along with a statement of the problem,
purpose of the study, research questions, and significance of the study. The second chapter,
which is the literature review, provides an in-depth review of the literature and discusses
the existing research that is connected to language choices for teaching and learning

purposes in the classroom. Moreover, it presents a conceptual framework that will further
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be employed in this work. The third chapter, which is the methodology, presents the
methodological part of the study that includes research design, research site, sample, data
collection instruments, data collection procedures, data analysis procedures and ethical
considerations. Then the fourth chapter, which is the findings, demonstrates the findings
from the collected data that were gathered from semi-structured interviews with the
teachers. The fifth chapter, which is the discussion, shows the discussion of the collected
findings in relation to the literature review and research questions. The sixth and final
chapter, the conclusion, summarizes the study and revisits the main findings, identifies

certain limitations of the study and makes recommendations for further research.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review

Introduction

This chapter presents the review of the literature on teachers’ language choices and
their attitudes for teaching-learning purposes in the classroom. In the first section, the
chapter presents a historical background of the study and defines the trilingual education
policy. The subsequent section discusses the countries where the policy has been adopted.
The following section discusses the trilingual education in Kazakhstan and what factors
influence the teachers’ attitudes and their language choices. Finally, the last section
presents the theoretical framework in relation to the stated research questions and summary

of the chapter.

Historical overview

Kazakhstan, in the Soviet Period, was a multiethnic and multicultural state. In the
course of historical events many ethnicities such as Germans, Koreans, Russians, Poles,
Kurds, Turks and Tatars were sent to the Soviet Kazakhstan (Smagulova, 2006). The
arrival of different ethnicities and Soviet accomplishments resulted in Kazakhs’ becoming
a minority in their own state (Smagulova, 2006). These events did not only affect the
number of Kazakhs, but it had a huge impact on the status of the Kazakh language. Even
though Kazakh language held a status of an official language, Russian language
outnumbered the Kazakh by its status and by the majority of its speakers. In other words,
as Fishman’s (1991) concept divides languages into strong and weak, Kazakh language in
this case became a weak one.

Thus, Kazakh language was no longer dominant, and many Kazakhs started to
become fluent in Russian language instead. Russian language was the most prestigious

language and its speakers were privileged to be part of a higher elite class. As a result, the
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language of instruction in all secondary schools and in higher institutions was Russian
language (Mehisto, Kambatyrova, & Nurseitova, 2014). For these reasons, out of all
Central Asian countries that were part of Soviet Union, Kazakhstan was the most Russified
state (Dave, 2007). Even after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Kazakhstan was
the last state to leave the Union and start its journey as an independent country. As a result,
all of these events resulted in Kazakhs not being able to fluently speak in their own mother
tongue. Therefore, one of the first steps that were made as an independent country was
towards the revival of the ethnic language and starting the process of Kazakhization. In
relating the events to Ruiz’s (1984) language orientations, Kazakh language was no longer
viewed as a problem, but instead started to be seen as a resource. In the course of these
complex changes, Kazakh language’s status became higher and it was recognized as a state
language by the Constitution in 1993. However, since “less than 1% of Kazakhstan’s
ethnic Russians (who comprised less than 40% of the nation’s population) spoke Kazakh”
(Yakavets, 2014, p. 15), Russian language became the language of interethnic
communication. Slowly but steadily, the number of Kazakh medium schools began to rise
and more and more parents started to choose Kazakh medium schools over Russian ones.
In 2003, Kazakh medium schools doubled the number of Russian medium schools by
increasing from 44.3% to 45.9% (‘Yakavets & Dzhadrina, 2014). As Kazakh language was
regaining its status and being promoted, other minority languages were not overlooked and
were encouraged to be practiced and preserved. This was stated in the State Program of
Development and Functioning of Languages of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020 where it says
the following: “to ensure a harmonious language policy, which provides full-scale
functioning of the state language as the most important factor for strengthening of the
national unity by preservation of languages of all ethnic groups living in Kazakhstan”

(2011, p.1). From here it is seen that the language repertoires of other ethnic groups were
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not overlooked but acknowledged as well. Around the same time, the country started to
raise the importance of learning English language and began introducing it to the
educational system of Kazakhstan. The final decision on English language was settled
when the First President of Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazarbayev, introduced the project of
trilingual policy in 2007, and then launched the State Program of Education Development
in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020 (2010) and State Program of Education and
Science Development in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2016-2019 (2016) for the

implementation of the trilingual policy.

The following section will discuss the trilingual education policy in greater detail.

Trilingual Education Policy

Before going deeper into the trilingual policy, it seems rational first to identify the
concept of trilingualism. Trilingualism, unlike bilingualism, has not received much
attention until recently. As Hoffman (2001) put it, “to my knowledge no authoritative
definition of trilingualism has been attempted — perhaps not even considered important.
One may assume that apart from the presence of three languages in one speaker other
aspects which are involved in trilingualism are equally variable in trilingualism as is the
case with bilingualism” (p. 2). According to Barron-Hauwaert (2000) trilingualism occurs
in such situations when “children growing up in a trilingual environment, adults living in a
trilingual or multilingual community, and fluent bilinguals who have learned a third
language at school or for other reasons” (p. 2). Even though trilingualism has not been
thoroughly discussed and analyzed like bilingualism, it still could possibly be defined as an
education that “aims to establish additive trilingualism among its students” (Ytsma, p. 12,
2001). But it does not necessarily mean that all three languages should be at the same level

of proficiency (Ytsma, 2001). It rather aims at reaching students’ competent knowledge in
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three languages. This means that a student does not have to be equally fluent in all three
languages, but rather have an ability to be able to express himself or herself and to
understand these three languages. It may seem as if trilingual policy is not a common thing
and practiced only in certain places, but in reality, this is not the case. At the moment the
trilingual education policy is being implemented and practiced in 178 countries around the
world (Irsaliyev et al., 2017). The main reason behind the popularity of the trilingual
education is not just a vast migration or the course of historical events, but also a powerful
and strong spread of English language. However, not all of the 178 countries are
implementing trilingual education successfully. According to Irsaliyev et al. (2017) only
five out of 178 countries are successfully delivering trilingual education. These countries
are Finland, The Netherlands, Switzerland, Spain (The Basque Country) and Luxembourg
(Irsaliyev et al., 2017). Irsaliyev et al. (2017) presented the reasons and factors that
influenced these countries to be successful in trilingual education. Firstly, these countries
have many years of experience in multilingual education. For example: Finland opted for
the multilingual education in 1987, The Netherlands in 1997, Switzerland in 1996, The
Basque Country in 1982 and Luxembourg in 1912 (Irsaliyev et al., 2017, p.147). Secondly,
the population of these countries is highly proficient in more than two languages (Irsaliyev
etal., 2017, p.147). This means that both younger and older generations are bilingual or
trilingual. Therefore, parents may also contribute and develop their children’s language
abilities and repertoires. Thirdly, as Irsaliyev et al. (2017) noted, the language varieties
presented in these countries originated from Latin alphabet, which makes these languages
easier to acquire. Lastly, Irsaliyev et al. (2017) highlighted that teachers’ average salaries
in these countries are 18 times higher than the average salary of Kazakhstani teachers. This

factor may also push the teachers’ productivity, desire and motivation to work harder.
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Another factor that influences the trilingual education policy is the political and
geographical situation of the country. Hong Kong sets a good example of both
geographical and political factors. The country undertook the trilingual policy where the
education is practiced in three main languages, Cantonese, English and Putonghua (Wang,
L., & Kirkpatrick, A. 2015). Cantonese is Hong Kong’s first language due to the
geographical proximity to Guangdong Province where people speak Cantonese, while
English language came with British colonial rule (Wang, L., & Kirkpatrick, A. 2015).
Mandarin was first restricted and later on added to the trilingual education (Wang, L., &
Kirkpatrick, A. 2015). From this example it is vivid that trilingual education may be
pushed by different factors, such as politics and geographical location. However, there are

many other push factors that can be listed, such as Hoffman’s (2001) classification:

Trilingual children who are brought up with two home languages which are
different from the one spoken in the wider community; Children who grow up in a
bilingual community and whose home language (either that of one or both parents)
is different from the community languages; Third language learners, that is,
bilinguals who acquire a third language in the school context; Bilinguals who have

become trilingual through immigration, and Members of trilingual communities.

(p-3).

From this classification we can understand that migration and mixed marriages may
also promote trilingual education. However, trilingual education is not only gaining
worldwide attention, but also raising some controversies and uncertainties. For example,
UNESCO (1953) discussed the risks of foreign language of instruction, as it may result in a
weak connection with a country’s own cultural roots. Bloomfield (1933) stated that all of
the languages should reach a native speaker’s level and spoken fluently, while Jessner

(2008) opposes the belief of seeing trilingualism as three separate languages and three



LANGUAGE CHOICES FOR TEACHING PURPOSES

monolinguals. Others believe that speaking two or more languages has a very positive
impact on cognitive development (Chertkow et al., 2010). However, trilingualism can be a
very complex concept as it involves the acquisition of three languages that may or may not

be from the same language family or group. According to De Angelis (2007),

when languages belong to the same language family, but not to the same subgroup
within the family, two general tendencies have been identified. First, learners
continue to be influenced by the languages that are more closely related to the target
language, irrespective of whether this is the native or a non-native language.
Second, learners may be influenced by more than one language at the same time

(combined cross-linguistic influence). (p. 133).

In other words, when the languages in the trilingual education come from the same
language group or family, the students may be influenced by the language that is closer to
the target language. As was seen from Irsaliyev et al. (2017) observation, the languages in
European countries derive from the same family group, where words and expressions are
somewhat similar or in some cases even identical. Moreover, the languages of such
countries as The Netherlands and Luxembourg originated from Latin alphabet, which helps
the students to learn the languages easier and quicker (Irsaliyev et al., 2017). However, in
the case of Kazakhstan, all three languages come from different language groups, Kazakh
being Turkic, Russian being Indo-European and English being Germanic. Apart from
family groups, trilingualism raises concerns on students’ abilities and whether they will be
able to cope with three languages at the same time. As a response to this concern, Cenoz &
Jessner (2000) seem to believe that bilinguals will be able to cope with learning the three
languages, since they have a cognitive predisposition to it. If this is the case, then this may
mean that monolingual students will most likely have some difficulties when faced with

three languages at the same time. On top of language differences, one of the main
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controversies connected to trilingualism may be the equity among these three represented
languages. For example, according to Adamson & Feng (2014) the trilingual policy in
People’s Republic of China is not equal as the policy tends to flourish only in the schools
where the number of minority groups is bigger. The three languages that are represented in
the People’s Republic of China are Chinese, English and the ethnic minority language. The
rationale behind this policy was to maintain the cultural and linguistic heritage of the
ethnic minority group, strengthen the main language that is higher by status and by the
majority of its speakers, and have an opportunity to take part in international
communication with the help of English language. Adamson & Feng (2014) found out that
the schools where the ethnic group is the majority tend to undertake an additive model
towards the trilingual policy. This means that the students are first taught in their mother
tongue and then at a later stage the two languages are slowly added to the students’
repertoires. However, in other mainstream schools the practice tends to take a reverse
course, where Mandarin language was more prestigious and powerful than the others.
Adamson & Feng (2014) argued that “without a fully-developed mother tongue minority
pupils usually suffer cognitively and academically, thus lagging behind their majority
counterparts” (p. 15). For this reason, it can be said that the trilingual policy should not
prioritize one language over the other, but instead prioritize the equality among them.
Nevertheless, even though trilingual education may pose some complex difficulties in its

implementation, it still is being practiced and promoted around the world.

The following section will look closely at the trilingual education policy in

Kazakhstan.

Trilingual Education Policy in Kazakhstan

11
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Kazakhstan has set a very ambitious, but feasible aim of introducing the trilingual
policy. The Government of Kazakhstan targets Kazakh language to be spoken by 95% of
citizens by 2025 (Government of Kazakhstan, 2012). However, the country’s plan is not
limited to Kazakh language only, other languages are being promoted too. The first
President of the Republic of Kazakhstan initiated the establishment of trilingual policy by

stating that:

Kazakhstan must be considered a highly developed country all over the world,
where three languages are used. They are: Kazakh is a state language, Russian is a
language of international communication and English is the language of integration

into the global economy. (Nazarbayev, 2007).

Therefore, in order to raise Kazakhstan’s competitiveness and to increase the
mastery of these three languages, the trilingual policy was established. The main aim of the
trilingual policy is to educate multilingual generation who can speak in three languages,
and who has mastered science subjects in three languages and communicate well in
different fields (AEO NIS 2016). But, in order to reach and facilitate its smooth and
successful implementation, the following programs were launched: State Program of
Education Development in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020 (2010), State
Program of Education and Science Development in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2016-
2019 (2016), National Plan 100 Concrete Steps (2015) and The Road Map for Trilingual
Policy 2015-2020 (2015). As of this moment, the trilingual education policy was launched
in 200 pre-schools, the Daryn center was established to coordinate the work of 33 schools
and 22 Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS) have been established to test the trilingual
education and then share their experience with other mainstream schools (NU Diagnostic
report 2014, p.32). The NIS schools were launched in 2008 and have become a huge

testing site for the trilingual policy (AOE NIS 2013, 3). It also should be highlighted that
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for some countries the trilingual education carries an elitist status, where this kind of
education is provided mostly in private elite schools. However, the trilingual policy is not
elitist for Kazakhstan. As was mentioned by the Standard Subject Plan for 2012-2013 all
Kazakhstani schools with no exception will offer teaching in three languages (MoES,
2013b). Since NIS schools were launched as innovative schools for changes, it will be an
experimental platform for piloting and implementing new educational reforms and then
transferring the obtained knowledge to other mainstream schools (Shamshidinova,
Ayubayeva, and Bridges 2014). Therefore, NIS schools provide teaching in three
languages that are Kazakh, Russian and English, both for language-based disciplines and
science subjects (AEO NIS 2013c). This initiative has put forward the creation of such
helping mechanisms as: the Trilingual Education Policy for Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools, the Trilingual Implementation Guidelines for Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools,
Core NIS Pedagogical Principles and Values, Integration of Content and Language:
Guidance for Teachers, Team teaching: Overview (Mehisto, 2015, p. 122). These
documents articulate the aims of the trilingual policy, provide guidelines for its
implementation, suggest pedagogical principles, discuss content and language integrated
learning and provide an understanding of team teaching.

According to the State Program for Education and Science Development 2016-
2019, STEM subjects (Biology, Computer Science, Chemistry, Physics) would be
gradually transferred to teaching in English language from 2017 to 2023 (SPESD, 2016).
History of Kazakhstan will be taught in Kazakh language starting from 2020, while World
History is to be taught in Russian language (SPESD, 2016). However, the new State
Program for Educational Development (SPED) 2016-2019 (2016) states that teaching
science subjects, that are Chemistry, Biology, Physics and Computer Science in English

language in 10-11 grades will commence from September 2019. From this it is evident that
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the government is undertaking an immersion model of education by gradually immersing
the students into the teaching in the second language. According to Skutnabb-Kangas
(2000) the immersion education is a programme where linguistic majority students are
instructed through the medium of a foreign language, where the teacher is bilingual and
who does not replace and ignore the mother tongue in teaching. In other words, in this
programme the teacher helps to immerse the students into the foreign language by
incorporating the mother tongue in his or her teaching process. This type of programme is
known to be the most successful and which is widely used in Spain, the UK, Finland and
Australia (Baker, 1996). Moreover, trilingual education is trying to expose the students to
the English environment by implementing team teaching with native speakers of English
language. This initiative was reasoned by the urge to create a native-like environment for

the students to learn the language better and be accustomed to the native way of speaking.

Kazakhstan’s intention of creating a special environment for the students may be fruitful as

it was in Luxembourg. As Hugo (1993) pointed out, one of the many reasons for
Luxembourg’s successful trilingual policy was investing in a society where everyone
speaks Luxembourgish, German and French. This means that all of the newspapers,
journals and television are all produced in three languages. The adult generation, specially
the parents, are fluent in three languages and as a result can help their children with school
tasks. Luxembourg’s trilingual education sets a good example and a model for other

countries with trilingual education.

Language Choice

According to Dweik & Qawar (2015) language choice is a “careful selection of
word, phrase, clause or sentence of another language within the speaker’s linguistic

repertoire” (p.4). By linguistic repertoire, Gumperz (1964), who was the first one to
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introduce the term, describes the speaker’s range of styles and varieties that he or she uses
to fulfill the communicative need. Therefore, whenever a speaker has a bigger and richer
linguistic repertoire, he or she will have to decide which language to choose in order to suit
a certain situation or a context.

Language choice may sound as a mere selection of one particular language to take
part in the conversation, but in fact it is more than that. As David (2006) put it, language
choice may be triggered by different factors, such as age, gender, ethnicity, occupation,
education and so on. In some other cases, language choice may be influenced by the status
of the language and how widely it is spoken within the target group. Some languages have
higher status than the others and tend to be more prestigious and superior. These kinds of
languages are mostly associated with wellbeing, belonging to a certain elite class or even
as the bridge to higher social and economic opportunities. In contrast to this, other
languages are not acknowledged and sometimes are even seen as problems. Ruiz (1984)
named these least and most favored languages as language orientations and defined three
types, which are language as a resource, language as a right and language as a problem.
According to Ruiz (1984), minority languages are often seen as a problem even though
everyone has a right to speak his or her home language. Therefore, he proposed a third
orientation, language as a resource, which sees every language as a resource and asset. It
seems like the trilingual policy views languages as resources as it includes all three
languages into the teaching process. Within the framework of trilingual policy there are

three languages: Kazakh, Russian and English.

Kazakh language as a resource. In the course of historical events, Kazakh language went
through from being seen as a language as a problem to becoming language as a resource.
Even after gaining independence, Russian language was still being widely used by the

majority of people which in fact influenced the growth of the Kazakhization process
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(Matuszkiewcz, 2010, p.221). The Kazakhization process is aimed at reviving the language
and increasing the number of its speakers. Therefore, Kazakh language is represented in
the trilingual policy as one of the must know languages in order to strengthen the people’s

patriotic feel towards the country and promote the usage of the mother tongue.

Russian language as a resource. In the context of Kazakhstan, Russian language has been
the most dominant and prioritized language for almost a decade (Smagulova, 2006).
Nowadays, Russian language is being maintained and considered to be a language of
interethnic communication that is used for collaboration and cooperation with the
bordering CIS countries. The status of the Russian language on the international arena is
quite substantial, as it is included as one of the six official languages that are represented in
the United Nations. Therefore, it is beneficial for the students to learn and be instructed in

this language, as it will benefit the students both within and outside of the country.

English language as a resource. English language is known as a lingua franca which acts
as an international bridge language. Nowadays, if one wants to be competitive and a
valuable asset both in education and in a career path, then he or she needs to be proficient
in English language. Moreover, English language is known to be a language of education,
business and mass media. As Nunan (2003) pointed out, most science books and scientists
are shifting towards the English language. Therefore, in order to have access to the up-to-
date science literature, one needs to have proper English language knowledge. The
trilingual policy’s initiative of including the English language is understandable, as it will

open new opportunities and perspectives for the students.

The use of L1 in Target Language Classrooms

Finding the right balance between the usage of the target language and students’

first language has become quite problematic and a difficult thing to do. For many years the



LANGUAGE CHOICES FOR TEACHING PURPOSES 17

principle of maximum level of the target language and minimum level or even the absence
of the first language seem to have prevailed and dominated for most language practitioners.
Even now, scholars seem to have conflicting arguments on the presence of the first
language in teaching the target language.

The scholars such as Cook (2001), Cummins (2007), Macaro (2001) and Tang
(2002), support the inclusion of the first language in teaching the target language.
However, there are others, like Chaudron (1988), Krashen (1992) and Macdonald (1993)
who support the avoidance of the first language and support a monolingual teaching
approach. They tend to believe that a student needs to be exposed to as much target
language as possible in order to develop proficiency. Moreover, the advocates of the target
language only tend to believe that “the target language system is learned through the
process of struggling to communicate” (Brown, 1994, p.45). In other words, this means
that students learn the target language through coping with the difficulties. Others seem to
believe that the “L1 use actually interfered with L2 learning and brought about “error
transference” (Pacek, 2003, as cited in Miles, 2004, p.9). This may suggest that L1 may
confuse the students or convey inaccurate information which in turn may hinder the
process of acquisition of the target language. Another interesting take on the L1 inclusion
was offered by Lucas & Katz (1994) who claimed that “the use of the native language is so
compelling that it emerges even when policies and assumptions mitigate against it” (p.
558). Teachers who accidentally or out of necessity use the students’ first language end up
feeling ashamed or even guilty for doing so. A good example of this was the research
conducted by Mitchell (1988) with 59 teachers in the UK where it was found that the
interviewed teachers “seemed almost to feel they were making an admission of
professional misconduct in “confessing” to low levels of FL use” (p. 28). This shows the

fact that teachers do not see the benefits of using students’ L1, but instead they believe that
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it is unprofessional or even unethical when it comes to using L1. Regardless of the ongoing
heated debates and teachers’ hesitance and uncertainty in L1, there are many benefits and
advantages of using students’ L1 in teaching and some studies have already confirmed that.
For instance, Dickson (1992) argues that the importance lies not in the quantity of the
target language, but in its quality. This could be true as the incorporation of the first
language acts as a cognitive tool and helps with better comprehension and understanding.
Without a doubt students need exposure to the language, otherwise the learning process
will not progress. But, the cognitive part should not be left out either.

Another proponent of the L1 inclusion theory is Macaro (2000) who claimed that
teachers resort to the use of L1 in the following situations: 1. when teaching grammar; 2.
when giving complex instructions; 3. when managing the students’ behavior; 4. when
developing relationships with the students; 5. when checking for understanding under the
limited time frame. These explanations may be done in the form of fully switching to the
students’ L1 or in the form of code-switching and translanguaging. Translanguaging, as
Garcia (2009) put it, refers to “multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals engage in
order to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (p.45). Translanguaging has become one of
the popular pedagogical practices, as it acknowledges the students’ linguistic repertoires
and allows them to use their own languages for meaning making. As for code-switching,
Kamwangamulu (2010) defines it as the “simultaneous use of two languages including
target language (L2) such as English and students’ first language (L1), or of two varieties
of the target language, one standard and one nonstandard, for classroom interaction and
instructional exchanges” (p.127). This could be done in the form of delivering the chunks
of sentences in one language and the other chunks in another. It is also believed that code-
switching may be used when there is a lack of grammatical or vocabulary knowledge and it

helps to fill these gaps. However, Gumperz (1972) does not support this idea and believes
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that code-switching allows the speakers to “build on the existence of alternate forms to
create meaning...code switching is also a communicative skill, which speakers use as a
verbal strategy” (p.186). Also, Macaro (2000) supports code-switching practice and states
that it may help to improve the knowledge of the target language. Therefore, it can be said
that the inclusion of the L1 in teaching in the form of code-switching and translanguaging
or any other form may be beneficial for the students as it positively impacts their cognitive
skills. Shohamy (2011) too in her study explored the possible benefits or intrusion of the
L1 inclusion in teaching the L2. The participants of the study were students from the
former USSR who immigrated to Israel. These participants were divided into two groups in
order to take the mathematics test. The first group received monolingual instructions which
were only in Hebrew, whereas the second group’s instructions took the bilingual approach
by using both Hebrew and Russian languages. The results of the mathematics test revealed
that the scores of the group with bilingual approach were much higher than the scores of
the monolingual approach. This study shows how language incorporation impacts the
academic results and shows the importance and benefits of using the students’ linguistic

repertoires.

Theoretical framework

For the purpose of answering the three research questions, this study adopted
Macaro’s (2001) theoretical positions framework in order to understand to what extent and
for what reason the teachers opt for the language incorporation for teaching-learning
practice. Macaro (2001), when investigating the functions and the amount of L1 use in the
classroom, identified the three positions that are virtual, maximal and optimal. He used
these positions in order to underpin and explain the teachers’ challenges, functions and

reasons for using L1 in the teaching process. Similarly, as this study seeks to understand



LANGUAGE CHOICES FOR TEACHING PURPOSES

the reasons and nature of language incorporation in the classroom, the framework was
thought to be appropriate for this study.

The first position, which is virtual, supports the idea of using only the target
language and totally excluding the L1 in order to create the target country environment in
the classroom (Macaro, 2001). Teachers who undertake this position tend to believe that
L1 use does not carry any pedagogical value and thus may not benefit the students
(Macaro, 2001). Therefore, they do not use code-switching or translanguaging in their
teaching as the target language should be used in maximum and the exposure to the L1 is
limited or even non-existent. The advocates of this position argue that Krashen’s (1985)
Input Hypothesis shared a similar view by stating that comprehensible input is important in
learning L2. In other words, L2 is learned through maximum exposure and L1 is not
viewed as a helping tool and may be even excluded from this process.

The second position, which is maximal, is present when teachers resort to the use of
L1 in the teaching of L2. As Macaro (2001) put it, “perfect teaching and learning
conditions do not exist and therefore teachers have to resort to the L1” (p.535). Therefore,
whenever teachers may not avoid and have to incorporate the L1, they tend to feel guilt for
doing so (Macaro cited in Turnball & Dailey-O-Cain, 2009). Macaro (2000) pointed out
when teaching grammar or giving complex instructions, the incorporation of L1 is needed.
In other words, teachers resort to L1, but still believe that there is no pedagogical value,
and thus feel guilty for resorting to it.

The third and last position, optimal, supports the use of L1 as a helping tool in
learning the L2. Teachers who view the use of L1 as pedagogical valuable and an
activating tool for better comprehension fall under the category of the optimal position
(Macaro, 2001). The supporters of the optimal position build on the students’ existing

knowledge with the use of L1 in order to target and teach the L2. Even though the idea of
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incorporating the L1 has been controversial and questionable, there are more and more

supporters of this language incorporation movement (Cook, 2001).

Summary

This chapter provides the review of the literature related to teachers’ language
choices within the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan. The trilingual policy proves to be both
challenging and beneficial at the same time. It was evident that there are many factors that
complicate this new reform and make it difficult to implement. These factors include
difficulties related to languages coming from different families, losing connection with
cultural heritage due to foreign language instruction, the three languages may have
different statuses and teachers’ attitudes towards the language choices.

The chapter identified that teachers tend to opt for either incorporation of
languages or language exclusion. Macaro’s (2001) framework distinguished the three
positions that depict to what extent the teachers choose language incorporation.

The next chapter discusses the methodological approach employed in this study,
which includes the research design, research site, sample, data collection instruments, data

analysis and ethical considerations.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Introduction

This chapter discusses the research methods that were used in this study. The
justification and rationale for choosing a qualitative study, specifically a semi-structured
interview, is given in the chapter. The aim of this study is to find out the language choices
that teachers make in their teaching process and their attitudes in response to the following

three research questions:

RQ1: What are teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in
Kazakhstan?

RQ2: What are teachers’ attitudes towards different languages in the trilingual
education policy?

RQ3: What language choices do they make in their teaching-learning practices and
why?

The sections below thoroughly discuss each step made in the study that includes the
research design, research site, sample, data collection instruments, data analysis and ethical

considerations.

Research Design

This study is based upon a qualitative research approach given the nature of the set
research questions. The qualitative approach was selected as the most appropriate as it
explores the main problem by providing a better understanding of the investigated
phenomenon from participants’ experiences (Creswell, 2012). This is a small-scale case
study exploring in depth a particular phenomenon. This phenomenon studied is teachers’

attitudes and their language choices for teaching and learning practices. Therefore, the
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quantitative approach was not viewed as appropriate for this particular study due to its
focus on numerical data (Creswell, 2012).

To be precise, the study is based on semi-structured one-on-one interviews which
are used to explore and answer the research questions. There are different types of
interviews which are structured, semi-structured, unstructured and non-directive.
Structured interviews are used to interview the participants asking the same questions
using the same order and the same wording (Corbetta, 2003). This type of interview was
not appropriate for this study as the participants were from different disciplines and had
different experiences and views. Moreover, strict compliance with the interview questions
may not reveal interesting and unexpected points. However, unlike structured ones, the
semi-structured interview allows the interviewer to ask additional questions, rephrase and
adapt the questions. In other words, a semi-structured interview allows for more freedom
to the interviewer and does not require word by word compliance with the protocol. The
semi-structured interview allows asking unexpected or off-topic questions as they may
result in revealing interesting and fruitful findings (Goodman, 2017). Therefore, given the
stated reasons, the semi-structured interview type was employed during the data collection

procedure.

Research Site

The research was conducted in one of the Kazakhstan’s Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools. This specific school was chosen for several distinct reasons. One of the main
reasons is the fact that Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools are known to be piloting schools
when it comes to new educational innovations. As Shamshidinova (2014) puts it,
Nazarbayev Intellectual schools “are the concentration on achieving advanced use of three

languages, Kazakh, Russian, and English including their use as a medium of instruction for
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different purposes” (p. 77). The second reason for choosing Nazarbayev Intellectual
School is that these schools were the first ones to implement trilingual policy. But on top
of that, along with being the first ones to implement the policy, they also were assigned as
a trilingual policy testing site (AOE NIS 2013, 3). Moreover, these schools were also
chosen to transfer their expertise and knowledge in trilingual policy to other mainstream
schools in Kazakhstan (NU Diagnostic report 2014, p.32). The teachers of Nazarbayev
Intellectual Schools work in tandem with international teachers in team teaching and are
being prepared to teach science subjects in the English language. For these given reasons,
Nazarbayev Intellectual School seemed a highly suitable site to conduct research and find
answers to the questions being investigated. Therefore, face-to-face semi-structured
interviews were conducted with the participants in one of the Nazarbayev Intellectual

Schools.

Sample

This study used a purposeful sampling strategy in conducting the research.
According to Palys (2008), purposeful sampling strategy allows the researcher to target a
specific group of people whose knowledge and experiences are valuable to the research.
This type of sampling strategy, unlike probability sampling, enables the researcher to
investigate the research problem through intentional selection of groups of people
(Creswell, 2014d). Moreover, within the purposeful sampling, the maximum variation
sampling was also employed in this study. The maximum variation sampling allows the
researcher to bring more heterogeneity by recruiting individuals with different age groups,
disciplines and gender. This kind of heterogeneity and diversity may bring “important
shared patterns that cut across cases and derive their significance from having emerged out

of heterogeneity” (Patton, 1990, p. 172).
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In order to select the potential participants, several specific criteria had to be set to
have a clear idea on who I will be recruiting. Firstly, the participants of the study needed to
have at least three years of working experience at any Nazarbayev Intellectual School.
Minimum three years of experience was thought to be minimal as teachers with less
working experience may not be fully familiar with the trilingual policy. Moreover, the
experience at NIS school is important as these schools are implementing trilingual
education and providing their knowledge and expertise to the mainstream schools. Thus,
the participants needed to have an idea on the educational processes and how they are
being adapted into their school. Secondly, the participants should teach such disciplines as
English, Russian or Kazakh and any science subject (Biology, Computer Science,
Chemistry, and Physics). This was crucial as my main aim was to find out about the
attitudes and language choices that the teachers make for their teaching purposes. Lastly,
the final focus was made on the age range of the participant. The main idea was to recruit
both younger and older aged teachers in order to get responses from both generations.
Moreover, the age issue is quite important since “every fifth teacher in Kazakhstan is aged
50 or more” (Bridges, 2014, p.59). The rather striking part of this is the fact that the
majority of these teachers are women (Bridges, 2014, p.59). Since these teachers are aged
50 or more they may have worked in Soviet time schools and it will be interesting to learn
about their outlook on current educational trends. Fimyar and Kurakbayev (2016) in their
study found that the teachers who come from Soviet time tend to be influenced by their
Soviet time experiences and practices. Therefore, the Soviet time teachers’ views of the
trilingual policy will be important to learn. Younger teachers’ outlook will also be equally
important as their educational background (local or international) and experience may

shape their views on today’s trends and reforms.

Characteristics of Participants
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In total ten participants were selected for this study who are: teachers of English
and Russian languages, Chemistry, Physics, Computer Science and Biology. The
participants were recruited on a voluntary basis and contacted me after receiving the
recruitment message. The recruitment message was sent only to those teachers who fit the
criteria. The numbers of the teachers were obtained through the gatekeeper, who did not
know which teachers contacted me and took part in the study. Kazak language teachers did
not express any interest in the study, and thus only two language disciplines (Russian and
English) were recruited. The participants’ names were changed into participant numbers in
order to ensure and respect their anonymity. Moreover, the participants were placed in a
respective age range category. Teaching experience, training and educational background
are also indicated in the table below. From the table it is evident that the sample is of

maximum variation with different and diverse backgrounds.

Table 1. Information on study participants

Participant | School Subject Age Experience | Trainings | Education
Pl NIS English 50-64 7 years Regional Higher
P2 NIS English 50-64 6 years Regional Higher
P3 NIS Russian 50-64 6 years Regional Higher
P4 NIS Chemistry | 35-49 6 years Regional Higher
P5 NIS Chemistry | 20-34 4 years Regional Higher
P6 NIS Physics 35-49 5 years Regional Higher
P7 NIS Computer | 20-34 3 years Local Higher
Science

P8 NIS English 20-34 4 years Local Higher
P9 NIS English 20-34 3 years Local Master’s
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Degree

P10 NIS Biology 35-49 5 years Regional Higher

Data Collection Instrument

Data of the study were collected using semi-structured interviews as the main
instrument for data collection procedure. Before the start of data collection, the following
steps needed to be considered. First, prepared interview questions had to be pilot tested
prior to conducting the real interviews. Therefore, | pilot tested my interview questions
with my groupmates and colleagues at Graduate School of Education. This step was crucial
as it prepared me for the actual interview and allowed me to check whether my questions
were formulated correctly or not. It also helped me to pinpoint an approximate time of each
interview and reflect on the given feedback and comments.

The second step consisted of preparing the needed recording devices for the
interview. This step was also quite important as all of the recorded data will then be
transcribed and analyzed. Therefore, before the start of the interview, | prepared my
personal recording device and made sure that it functions well. This was done in order to
prevent any unexpected interruptions during the interviewing process.

The third step was the preparation and conduction of the real interviews with the
teachers. Overall 10 interviews were conducted with the teachers of NIS. The first half of
the interview consisted of the general questions (See Appendix A) related to workplace,
work experience and taught discipline. The second half of the interview was related to
more specific questions, such as trilingual policy awareness, attitudes and language

choices. This type of slowly evolving interview scheme was sought to be effective as it
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allows the participants to get used to the process by answering the well-known questions

first.

Data Collection Procedures

Before the start of the data collection procedure, | needed to obtain permission to
conduct this research from the Ethical Review Committee of the Graduate School of
Education. Therefore, |1 went through CITI training and obtained my certificate.
Afterwards, | sent my research proposal to the Ethical Review Committee of Graduate
School of Education. Once | was approved to conduct this research, I started to reach out to
the potential participants by sending a recruitment message (See Appendix E) with detailed
information of the study. Those ones who showed interest and wanted to participate in the
study received a copy of the consent form (See Appendix B) and were briefed about the
potential benefits and risks of the study.

The day and the time of the interviews were set with all of the participants as all ten
participants teach on a full-time basis. Therefore, | was flexible with the time and adjusted
to the participants’ schedule. All of the interviews were conducted on a face to face manner
and followed the same pattern. Before the start of the interview every participant received
a consent form in order to get familiarized with the study and to put a signature as an
agreement to proceed with the interview. The consent forms were provided in the
participant’s language of preference, which is English, Kazakh or Russian. Moreover, the
participants were told about the possibility to use English, Kazakh or Russian to answer to
the questions. Every interview was conducted in accordance with the prepared interview
protocol and was recorded on a voice recording device. Every participant’s permission was
obtained to audio record the interview. The participants were also briefed on their rights

not to give answers if the questions make them feel uncomfortable. They were also
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informed on their rights to stop and withdraw from the interview at any time they wish to
do so. Overall each interview with ten participants took approximately from 20 to 25
minutes.

The interviews began by asking such questions as the participant’s background and
slowly evolving and linking towards the trilingual policy and the language choice in
teaching. During the interviews | asked one question at a time in order not to confuse the
participant and to obtain more thorough and detailed answers. Since | conducted semi-
structured interviews, | was able to adapt and rephrase my questions. Moreover, during the
interview | tried to avoid special terms and opted for simpler word choices and
explanations. This was done in order to avoid any misunderstandings and to ensure the
participant’s full understanding of the topic. I also tried to provide clarifications for better
understanding when it was necessary. After the end of each interview | thanked each
participant for his or her participation and highlighted their immense contribution to the

study.

Data Analysis Procedures

Once all of the needed data were collected, | was able to proceed with the data
analysis procedures. The main aim of the data analysis was to identify the teachers’
attitudes towards the languages and their language choices in teaching and learning
processes. Firstly, all ten interviews were transcribed (See Appendix C) using voice typing
feature in Google Docs. This feature helped me to sufficiently decrease the amount of
work and time spent on transcribing the data. Moreover, Google Docs is private and my
transcripts and recordings will not be seen or heard by anyone. Secondly, after the
transcribing process was complete, |1 was able to move on to the coding stage (See

Appendix D). The coding stage consisted of a six-phased thematic framework which
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included in itself the familiarization with the data, generation of initial codes, search for the
themes, review of the themes, defining and naming the themes and lastly production of the
report (Braun and Clarke, 2006). This framework allowed me to thoroughly organize the
coded segments into appropriate topics and themes. After coding the data, | used the
categorization scheme in order to separate the most common and least common answers
into special topics. This kind of practice allowed me to analyze the answers and place them

into the respective position, which is virtual, maximal and optimal (Macaro, 2000).

Ethical Considerations

Creswell states the following: “ethics should be a primary consideration rather than
an afterthought and it should be at the forefront of the researcher’s agenda” (Creswell
2002, p. 23, as cited in Hesse-Bieber & Leavy, 2006). Thus, being a researcher myself, |
could not ignore the ethical part of the study and complied with the ethical norms and
practices throughout all stages. First of all, | was granted permission to conduct the study
from both my supervisor and Nazarbayev University’s Graduate School of Education’s
Research Committee. This allowed me to start recruiting my potential participants and
work on data collection procedures. The participants were selected on a voluntary basis
and were fully provided with all the information related to the study. The participants were
briefed on their rights to stop the interview and withdraw from it at any time should they
wish to do so. They were also informed not to give answers if the questions make them feel
uncomfortable. Moreover, the participants’ permission was obtained to audio record the
interviews and they were informed that all of the recordings will be stored on my personal
laptop which is secured by password. | also ensured the participants that their real names
will be changed into pseudonyms and the city of the research site will not be mentioned as

well. This is done in order to preserve the participants’ anonymity and protect their
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identities. Since some cities have only one NIS school, I thought it will be safer not to
mention the city where the site is located. The participants were also provided with consent
forms which have detailed information of the study and contact details of the researcher
and the supervisor. Interview transcripts were not used for any purposes other than data
analysis. Any information that could possibly reveal the participants’ identities or their
workplace were changed and coded. All of the data and information related to the study are
securely stored on my personal laptop with a password known only to me.

Lastly, to minimize the risk of interfering and disturbing the participants’ already
tight schedule, 1 tried to be fully flexible and adjusted to the participants’ time preference.
Therefore, all of the interviews were scheduled at the most convenient time and day for the

participants.

Conclusion

This chapter discussed the methodology part of the study on the teachers’ attitudes and
their language choices for teaching and learning purposes. It includes the rationale behind
choosing the specific research design, research site, sample, data collection instruments,
data collection procedures, data analysis procedure and ethical considerations. The

following chapter will thoroughly discuss the results and main findings of the study.
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Chapter Four: Findings

This chapter discusses the findings that were gained through data collection which
were first introduced in the Methodology chapter. The purpose of the Findings chapter is to
display a deeper grasp and understanding of the teachers’ attitudes towards the languages

and their language choices that they make in their teaching processes.

This chapter will address the following research questions and present findings to

each of the questions:

RQ1: What are teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in

Kazakhstan?

RQ2: What are teachers’ attitudes towards different languages in the trilingual

education policy?

RQ3: What language choices do they make in their teaching-learning practices and

why?

The Participants’ Views

Before delving into more detailed findings, the table below shows the overall
findings of the three indicated research questions. The findings in the table are indicated as

positive (pos), negative (neg), neutral (neu) and trilingual (tri).

Table 2. The participants’ views

RQs P1 P2 P3 P4 PS P6 P7 P8 P9 | P10

RQ1 Pos Pos Pos Pos Pos Pos Pos Pos | Pos | Pos

RQ2 Neg Neg Neg Pos Pos Pos Pos Neu | Pos | Pos

32



LANGUAGE CHOICES FOR TEACHING PURPOSES

RQ3 Eng Eng Rus Tri Tri Tri Tri Eng | Tri Tri

Results pertaining to research question 1: What are teachers’ perceptions of the

trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan?

Trilingual Policy Awareness and Understanding. Trilingual policy awareness refers to
the teachers’ understanding and awareness of the trilingual policy that is being
implemented in Kazakhstan. As was previously mentioned in the literature review chapter,
NIS follows the guidelines of trilingual policy implementation for Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools. Therefore, the data which were collected from the interviews showed that all 10
participants of the study are fully aware of the policy that is being implemented in their

school. For instance, the following are quotes from the teachers who were interviewed:

Trilingual policy can be a policy which helps students to learn three languages

properly. (P1)

Trilingual policy is a part of governmental initiative leaning towards Kazakh,
Russian instruction and English as a third language so that everyone becomes

trilingual. (P6)

We have a lot of discussions on this topic and mostly some science subjects must be
taught in English you know that language policy of the country requires knowledge

of three languages Kazakh, Russian and English. (P3)

Trilingual policy is beneficial for the students’ knowledge and their future career.

(P4)

From these excerpts it is evident that the participants are aware of the trilingual

policy and feel comfortable talking about this new reform. The rest of the answers also
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showed the awareness and positive feelings towards the trilingual policy. Most of the
participants highlighted the value and the importance of becoming fluent in Kazakh,
Russian and English languages. All ten participants confirmed that trilingual policy has
already started and is currently being implemented in their school. Moreover, one of the
participants shared that the school is not only implementing the policy, but also
transmitting their experience to other pilot schools. Apart from that, all ten participants
acknowledged the awareness and familiarity with trilingual policy texts that derive from
Autonomous Education Organization Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (AEO NIS).
However, one science discipline teacher expressed a concern of not having “perfect
English” since his or her medium of instruction is about to be delivered in the English
language. The science discipline teacher was concerned about his or her proficiency of
English language, but still admits that the trilingual policy offers good prospects for the
students. Moreover, it should be noted that the teachers recognize the policy as a great
opportunity for their students. From the reply of the participant 4, it is evident that the
teacher believes that the knowledge of the three languages will help the students in future
career. Others also highlighted this fact, and mentioned the importance of knowing the
mother tongue along with other two languages to be valued and competitive in labor

market.

The Effects of Trilingual Policy on Teaching Practice. The data collected for the effects
of the trilingual policy on teaching proved to be controversial by splitting the participants’
views into two sides. Both English and Russian language teachers seem to have a common
idea on the fact that trilingual policy mostly affects the science subjects. For instance, the
English language teachers responded that, “I do not think that it affects English subject”
(P2), and “I do not feel any big changes when it comes to my subject” (P8). Also, Russian

language teacher confirms the previous statement by saying that, “There is no influence on
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Russian language subject”. (P3) Interestingly, the language discipline teachers seem to
associate the trilingual policy only with science subjects since these subjects will be taught
and delivered in the English language. Therefore, the language discipline teachers were
quick to respond about the absence of the changes as they seem to connect these changes

only with the language of instruction of science subjects.

As for the teachers of the science subjects, all of them reported the presence and
experience of changes and the effects of the trilingual policy on their teaching practices.
One of the science teachers shared the effect of the trilingual policy as well as personal

concerns by stating that:

Now | teach grade eleven in English, but other grades in Kazakh and Russian
languages. But for me it’s not very comfortable, because I don’t have enough

confidence in three languages. (P6)

Other science discipline teachers have also shown their concerns on delivering their subject
in English, however they do not show any resistance, but feel positive instead. The science
discipline teachers are optimistic about English language and recognize its benefits and

advantages. For instance, a Chemistry teacher shared a personal view that is:

| feel like it will be easier to teach chemistry in English because all of the books
that | use for the lessons are in English and worksheets are also in English. So, |

will not waste time translating the materials into Kazakh and Russian. (P4)

However, despite being positive towards the policy, one of the science discipline teachers

expressed concerns about teaching and delivering the subjects in the English language.

I am a little bit concerned and shy about teaching in English as my English is not so

good. (P6)
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On top that, all of the science discipline teachers recognize the English language
instruction as being one of the main changes and effects of the trilingual policy. Despite
these changes, most of the science discipline teachers expressed the willingness and desire

to teach their subjects in the English language.

Results pertaining to research question 2: What are teachers’ attitudes towards

different languages in the trilingual education policy?

Both language and science discipline teachers seemed to provide contrasting opinions on
this matter. All of the teachers seem to understand the value and importance of each of the
language represented in the trilingual policy. They agree that Kazakh language indeed has
become a major language, while Russian and English languages are needed for
intercultural interactions. They view English language as a bridge for a successful world
full of new opportunities. From the teachers’ perspective it can be understood that all three
languages are seen as resources and benefit their students in many ways. For instance one
of the language discipline teachers stated that, “It is a good opportunity for students to
study abroad” (P1). Others also highlighted that English language proficiency will open
many doors for their students. For example, a Physics teacher expressed a positive attitude

towards the English language in the trilingual policy by stating that:

In physics, Newton and Joule are English and American scientists. Newton wrote
the laws and they were translated into Russian and Kazakh, and thus may have lost
their meaning. For this reason, I think it’s better to learn physics also in English.

(P6)

However, despite being optimistic and expressing positive attitudes toward the
languages, the language discipline teachers do not rush to include them in their practice. As

an example one participant shared that, “When students are in groups, sometimes if | see
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them speaking in Kazakh or Russian, | always try to stop them because it is English lesson
and they have to study English not other languages”. (P1) Another participant shared a
similar view by stating that, “If it’s a communication we need to try to create maybe some
positive and friendly environment or atmosphere to use only English. | think that when the
teacher tries to use English only, then it will impact the students’ knowledge too” (P2).
From both of these examples we can see that language discipline teachers still opt for
monolingual practices despite having positive attitudes toward the languages. The last
excerpt where the teacher shared that he or she even stops the students when they speak in
a different language does cast doubts on trilingualism and even further increases the
teachers’ monolingual views on teaching. Interestingly, science discipline teachers seem to

report contradicting opinion by stating that:

When | teach, I mix languages like Kazakh, Russian, and English. For example, if
we have a new topic and we finish this topic in four hours, throughout these four
hours, I give them terms. For example, if | ask a question in English they need to
answer in English. You may ask me why I do it, it’s because starting from next year
they are going to learn science subjects in English, and therefore | am preparing
them for that. But if the student replies in Russian or Kazakh, | still accept the

answer if it’s correct. (P10)

From this excerpt it can be seen that science discipline teachers are undertaking a
transitional approach and slowly immersing their students into the English language.
However, it should be noted that the teachers are not fully going for one language and
neglecting the other, but are incorporating them and even allowing the students to speak in
a language of their preference.

As for the language discipline teachers, they too, shared that there are situations

when they have to resort to the usage of the students’ language repertoires. These
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“Sometimes I have to resort when I teach grammar” (P1) or “Try to avoid” (P2) show
unwillingness and reluctance in using the languages other than the target language. Even
though the language discipline teachers did not admit any feelings of guilt or regret, the
statements of “have to resort” and “try to avoid” show the lack of value recognition.
However, it is important to note that such tendencies occurred mostly with language
discipline teachers, while science discipline teachers appeared to be more open to
switching the languages in their teaching. The language discipline teachers’ reluctant
attitude towards language incorporation may be based upon the maintenance of one
language only approach. The science discipline teachers’ positive attitude towards
language incorporation may be due to the fact that they prioritize comprehension and use
every language in their arsenal to render their message to the students in a more

understanding and reliable way.

Results pertaining to Research question 3: What language choices do they make in

their teaching-learning practices and why?

Language Choices in Teaching Practice. The collected data for the following theme

proves to be also controversial and provides unexpected findings. The majority of the

interviewed language discipline teachers seem to stick more to one language of instruction

practice while science discipline teachers are introducing and practicing trilingual teaching

regardless of having lesser language abilities compared to their language teaching

colleagues. For instance, an English language teacher shared that, I think that I pay a lot

of attention to English as it is my target language and | am teaching students with it. I want

my students’ language skills to improve so | always emphasize English since it is my

major language” (P2).Another language discipline teacher seems to be sharing the same

view by stating that, “I think it will impact on students’ knowledge and motivation to learn

English when teacher tries to use only English” (P1).
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However, when asked how the teacher addresses the situations when students struggle with

understanding the reply was:

That problem is always common in English lessons because it is not their native
language. It is their second language so they can have problems with different
words, and | use dictionaries with simple definitions in English. Sometimes |
explain them in Russian if it is a Russian group. | explain in Kazakh if it is Kazakh

group. But that happens only with difficult words. (P2).

From this we can see that the language discipline teacher highlights the fact that L1
inclusion happens only with difficult words. Although the language discipline teacher does
not fully contradict the idea of L1 inclusion, it should be noted that the participant does not
admit the use of L1 to its full potential. However, the next language discipline teacher
seems to be more skeptical about language incorporation and states that, “l use only
English because if we get stuck in literal translation we are going to make momentary

chunks of knowledge that are going to be easily forgotten” (P1).

Interestingly, this participant seems to be more discouraged about the language
incorporation as he or she believes it to be unnecessary and even disrupting the learning

process.

However, the next finding revealed that not all language discipline teachers believe
in one language only approach. Surprisingly, age factor along with educational background
may shape the teachers’ views and practices. For instance, the following participant seems

to be suggesting the following:

Each language should have own features and it should not lose its importance
because each language has its own culture and national identity. I think it is better

to use other languages to be more informed about it and it is helpful to be trilingual
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in order to cope with some difficulties. It becomes a tool of communication in
public places, so three languages should be taught in all schools and | am always
for this trilingual policy. We can use three languages in one lesson and
incorporating all these three languages is a good way to study the languages or

studying the content of any language. (P9).

From this statement it is evident that the language discipline teacher views the
trilingual policy not as monolingual, but rather admits to the practice of incorporating
different languages in teaching. It should be highlighted that the teacher does not share his
or her colleagues’ viewpoints regardless of working alongside them. One of the main
features that could impact the participant’s different viewpoint could be the age factor (20-
34 age range) and educational background (Master’s Degree). However, the teachers of 50-
64 age range seem to be still following the view of one language only approach due to the

belief that teaching in English or target language is more efficient and useful.

Contrary to the language discipline teachers’ viewpoints, science discipline teachers
seem to be more positive about language incorporation and view the trilingual policy from
a pluralistic prism. For instance, a chemistry teacher shared the following view on

language choices:

When students don’t understand in English, then I explain in Kazakh. Now our
school is delivering science subjects in English and if a student does not understand
something, then he has a right to ask a question in the language of his preference.
We are going to reply in the language of his preference. All terms are given in

English, Russian and in Kazakh. (P4).

From this statement, it is evident that the science discipline teacher uses all three

languages that are represented in the trilingual policy. This also reveals the fact that the
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students are exposed to different languages and their multilingual repertoires are
acknowledged and put to use. From the interviews it seemed that the science discipline
teachers were more willing and open to language incorporation and they use all three
languages so that their students will be able to understand the given material.

Other language discipline teachers replied that they try to minimize the exposure to
the student’s first language or language of preference. The language discipline teachers
stated that the target language should be used to the fullest in order to benefit the students.
From this finding it can be noted that indeed the languages seem to be represented from a
monoglossic perspective in language discipline classes, as students are not allowed or
allowed in a minimum level to rely on one language when learning the other. However, the
science discipline classes seem to be undertaking a multilingual approach by incorporating

the three languages.

Conclusion

To sum up, the findings could be presented in the following manner:

1. All the teachers felt positive towards the trilingual policy except one teacher.
The science discipline teacher expressed concerns on the perspective of
teaching the subject in the English language.

2. None of the participants showed any resistance or negativity towards the
trilingual policy and all of them admitted its importance in the educational
system of the country.

3. All of the teachers highlighted that the trilingual policy may help the students in
future education and in further career path.

4. The science discipline teachers prefer to incorporate the three languages, while

the language discipline teachers tend to opt for monolingual instruction.
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5. Some of the language discipline teachers admitted the use of other languages
only when situations push them to employ different languages.

6. One of the language discipline teachers expressed the openness towards the
language incorporation and this could be shaped by his or her age and

educational factors.

The next chapter will discuss the findings in relation to the literature in a greater detail.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

Introduction

The previous chapter presented the findings that came from semi-structured
interviews conducted with ten Nazarbayev Intellectual School teachers regarding their
views on language incorporation. This chapter discusses the findings in relation to the
literature review. The main purpose of the study was to find out the teachers’ attitudes
towards the languages and their language choices that they make in their teaching practice.
The discussions of these findings are based on the following research questions: 1) What
are teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan? 2) What are
teachers’ attitudes towards different languages in the trilingual education policy? 3) What

language choices do they make in their teaching-learning practices and why?

Teachers’ perceptions and understanding of the trilingual education policy

Finding 1 and 2 in the section below discuss the findings that answer the first
research question which is to explore the teachers’ perceptions and understanding of the
trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan. Finding 3 answers the research question number
two. Finding 4 and finding 5 answer the research question number three. Below is the

analysis of the findings to research question number one.

Finding 1. All ten participants expressed proper understanding of the trilingual education
policy in Kazakhstan. Teachers are aware of the trilingual policy that is taking place in
their school at the moment. Moreover, their awareness consisted of using three languages
as mediums of instruction for teaching different disciplines, according to the specifics and
requirements of each discipline taught at the school. One of the teachers confirmed that

Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools act as testing sites for the trilingual education policy and
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then further transfer the obtained knowledge and expertise to other mainstream schools.
The participants’ claims, understanding and interpretation of the policy is consistent with
The Autonomous Education Organization Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (AEO NIS)
Trilingual Education Policy texts. This idea is at times in unison with the literature review
where it was mentioned by Mehisto (2015) that indeed Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools
share their experience with trilingual policy with other schools to help improve the latters’
teaching within the framework of the policy.

Apart from understanding the policy, the teachers showed that they felt positive
about the policy and saw opportunities for their students to be able to be proficient in three
languages. The teachers’ positive attitudes towards the trilingual policy is in line with the
research conducted by Zharkynbekova, Akynova and Aimoldina (2013) who through
interviews also revealed that the participants expressed a favorable attitude towards the
trilingual education policy. From the participants’ replies it can be said that they do not
show any resistance towards this policy. As Terhart (2013) accurately put it, “You cannot
accomplish school reform against the will of the teachers, but only with the teachers” (p.
2). Therefore, teachers’ positive attitude and non-resistance are one of the major factors in
accomplishing any reform or policy. Even if the policy is a top down approach and has
features of a prescriptive nature, the teachers do not feel pressured and remain positive
about the reform.

However, one of the science discipline teachers (P6) expressed concerns towards
the language of instruction, as science subjects are to be delivered in the English language.
The science teacher expressed not having enough confidence in English language, but

regardless of that he or she understands and acknowledges the benefits of the trilingual

policy.
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Finding 2. All five language discipline teachers seem to associate the trilingual
policy with only science subject disciplines as these subjects will be taught in the English
language as part of the trilingual policy requirement. Interestingly, this finding was quite
unexpected since the teachers recognized themselves as being fully aware of the trilingual
policy and of implementing it in their school. Yet, despite the teachers’ understanding of
the trilingual policy, all of the language discipline teachers feel unaffected by the policy.
These language discipline teachers assume that trilingual policy mostly affects the teaching
practices of science discipline teachers as they have to deliver their subject in the English
language. However, it should be noted that the trilingual policy is not targeting only
science subjects, but language disciplines as well. As described in the Diagnostic Report
(2014) the trilingual policy is setting high requirements for the English language discipline
as students need to have a good command of the language to be able to perceive science
subject disciplines in the English language. This means that English language teachers
need to accommodate and prepare their students for learning science subjects in English.
For this reason, the trilingual policy is undertaking a transitional or gradual immersion in
order to have enough time to slowly adapt the students to English as a medium of
instruction (SPESD, 2016). However, despite being responsible for such an important task,
the language discipline teachers are remaining neutral and feeling unaffected by the policy.
As Borg (2003) noted, the teachers’ practices are hugely affected and shaped by their own
beliefs and theories. This means that it is important to consider how teachers understand
and interpret the policy, as they are the ones to apply their understandings into practice.
Therefore, in order to avoid any negative interpretation of the policy, the teachers’ voices

need to be heard and considered.

Finding 3. While all of the ten participants view each of the languages in the

trilingual policy as a resource, some still perceive the incorporation of these languages as a
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problem (Ruiz, 1984). Language related teachers seem to believe that “L1 use actually
interfered with L2 learning and brought about “error transference” (Pacek, 2003, as cited in
Miles, 2004, p.9) or that “the target language system is learned through the process of
struggling to communicate” (Brown, 1994, p.45). This could imply that students’ home
languages may not positively impact the development of the target language. In other
words, it seems that the participants did not see any pedagogical value in language
incorporation which in fact could be used as a facilitating or helping tool in teaching.
Moreover, one of the participants (P2) mentioned the need of creating a native-like
atmosphere when learning a foreign language. Similar results could be seen in the study
conducted by Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) who found out that their participants also
believed that the English language should be fully employed in order to provide the
students with an engaging atmosphere.

Contrary to language discipline teachers’ views, the science discipline teachers
seem to reject this monoglossic ideology and see pedagogical value in language
incorporation. The science discipline teachers’ views fit in with Macaro’s (2001) optimal
position which uses the students’ home language as an activating tool for better
comprehension (Macaro, 2001). The optimal position builds on the students’ existing
knowledge, using their L1 in order to target the L2. The science discipline teachers’
optimal approach could be both beneficial and reasonable since they are also targeting the
comprehension, not only the instruction. From the interviews with these teachers, it was
evident that teachers do not exclude, but rather include all three languages that are
presented in the trilingual policy. Some of the science discipline teachers use trilingual
dictionaries, provide trilingual terms, codeswitch and translanguage for better
comprehension. Science discipline teachers have been intuitively undertaking a

multilingual approach by incorporating the three languages. This kind of practice put them
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under this category, since they did not try to exclude the students’ linguistic repertoires, but
rather include them. Similarly, Shohamy (2011) in her study found that students scored
more in mathematics when they were instructed in their home language and the target
language, which were Hebrew and Russian. The students who were instructed only in the
target language achieved lower scores than the group with bilingual instruction. This study

reveals that indeed there is a benefit and a pedagogical value in language incorporation.

Finding 4. Most interviewed language discipline teachers try to follow one
language of instruction strategy while science subject teachers proved to be more open to
language incorporation. The finding illustrates the language teachers’ monolingual view of
trilingual policy. This coincides with Mehisto’s et.al (2014) arguments, who stated that the
languages in trilingual policy are presented from a monoglossic perspective. In other
words, Mehisto et.al (2014) argued that the three languages in the trilingual policy do not
seem to cooperate and function separately without building on each other. Teachers, as
leading practitioners of the trilingual policy, seem to follow this traditional belief which
dictates the risks and disadvantages of using the students’ L1. These risks and
disadvantages are justified by the possibilities of transferring errors and thus hindering the
process of acquisition. The interviewed teachers seem to resort to language incorporation
only in the cases that were characterized by Macaro (2000). As noted in the literature
review, Macaro (2000) claimed that teachers resort to L1 in certain cases. These cases are:
1. when teaching grammar; 2. when giving complex instructions; 3. when managing the
students’ behavior; 4. when developing relationships with the students; 5. when checking
for understanding under the limited time frame. The first case as Macaro (2000) suggested
is the situation when teaching grammar becomes complex, and L1 inclusion becomes
unavoidable. One of the language discipline teachers’ reply, “Sometimes I have to resort

when I teach grammar” (P1) can relate to Macaro’s (2000) first case. Macaro’s (2000)
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second case can relate to the language teacher’s following statement, “That happens only
with difficult words” (P2). However, the third, the fourth and the fifth cases were not found
in teachers’ responses. These cases were not identified as language discipline teachers
prefer to fully employ the target language in their teaching. As language discipline teachers
expressed, “Sometimes I have to resort when I teach grammar” (P1) or “Try to avoid” (P2)
show unwillingness and reluctance in using other languages. Even though the language
discipline teachers did not admit any feelings of guilt or regret when using other languages,
the statements of “have to resort” and “try to avoid” show the lack of value recognition.
Therefore, the language discipline teachers’ claims may be into the maximal position. This
finding is quite similar to the findings of the study by Mitchel (1988) who found that the
teachers “seemed almost to feel they were making an admission of professional
misconduct in “confessing” to low levels of FL use” (p.28). Therefore, for these reasons, it
seems that teachers are approaching the teaching process more from a monolingual
perspective as they believe language learning equals full immersion in the target language.
It seems that language discipline teachers are closer to Macaro’s (2000) maximal position
due to the maximized use of the target language in the classroom. As seen in the literature
chapter, Macaro (2000) discovered that some teachers feel guilt or regret when using
different languages other than the target language. Even though, the interviewed language
teachers did not admit any guilt or embarrassment, but their “try to avoid” or “have to
resort to” may be interpreted as feeling of regret and reluctance.

Three out of five language discipline teachers seemed to support Macaro’s (2000)
virtual position. As Macaro (2000) noted, the virtual position essentially advocates for only
target language teaching. The language discipline teacher shared that, “I always try to stop

them because it is English lesson and they have to study English not other languages”(P1).
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This kind of practice of not allowing and even stopping the conversation in other languages

falls into the virtual position category.

Finding 5. However, it should be noted that not all of the language discipline
teachers support this monolingual view and can be placed into the maximal or virtual
position. Surprisingly, one language discipline teacher in the age group from 20 to 34
showed openness towards the language incorporation. The language discipline teacher who
stated that, “We can use three languages in one lesson and incorporating all these three
languages is a good way to study the languages or studying the content of any language”
(P9) seemed more enthusiastic about language incorporation than his or her colleagues.
Moreover, from this statement it is evident that the teacher does not view the L1 not as a
problem, but rather as a resource that further facilitates learning (Ruiz, 1984). Therefore,
this language discipline teacher (P9) may be placed into Macaro’s (2000) optimal position,
due to an optimistic attitude towards the languages and for seeing the languages as
cognitive tools.

However, the question arises as to why teachers who come from the same school
and same discipline have different outlook on languages? The main reason could be due to
the age range or the educational background. According to OECD (2014), one of the
indicators that show a teacher’s competency is his or her level of education and training.
This statement could be true as the teacher who acknowledged language incorporation is
the one who owns a Master’s Degree. Moreover, the language discipline teacher (P9) is
from 20 to 34 age range and this too could shape the teacher’s outlook and views. The
teachers of 50 to 64 age range, who preferred a monolingual practice, received their
education during Soviet Union period. This factor could also impact their teaching
practices and language choices. Fimyar and Kurakbayev (2016) in their study found that

the experience from the Soviet times had an impact on the teachers’ today’s practices.
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Therefore, it can be said that indeed the age factor may also play one of the important roles

in shaping the teachers’ practices.

Conclusion

This chapter discussed the main findings of the study. From the analysis of the
findings, it was evident that Macaro’s (2000) all three positions were present in the study.
The first virtual position was found in three language discipline teachers who held one
language only belief and preferred to use the target language. The second maximal position
was also found in language discipline teachers’ responses, when they admitted the
reluctance and unwillingness in language incorporation and preferred to maximize the use
of the target language. The last optimal position was found in science discipline teachers’
practices, who acknowledged the usage of multilingual practices in their teaching. On top
of that, it became clear that the teachers’ attitudes and their choices may be shaped by
different factors. Such factors as the teachers’ age range, their educational background and
the discipline that they teach may in fact influence their teaching practices.

The next chapter synthesizes the discussed points and provides the limitations of

the study, as well as recommendations for different parties.
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Conclusion

This final chapter provides a summary of the findings that answered the three
research questions. The purpose of this semi-structured interview-based study was to
explore the teachers’ attitudes towards the languages and what language choices they make
for teaching and learning purposes within the framework of trilingual policy. The chapter
also presents the limitations of the study and further recommendations for schools and

policymakers.

Main Conclusions of the Study

What are teachers’ perceptions of the trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan?

Both language and science discipline teachers’ general perception of the trilingual
education policy was quite positive. They did not resist or question the policy, but rather
viewed it as an integral part of their teaching practices. Moreover, the teachers perceived
the policy as a great opportunity for their students. They believed that the students’
knowledge of the three languages will help them in further education and career
opportunities. They also highlighted the fact that it is important to know the mother tongue
in order to develop the patriotic sense towards the country. On top of that, they believed
that the interethnic and international languages are important and highly valued in today’s
labor market.

However, one science discipline teacher expressed slight concerns associated with a
change of the discipline’s language of instruction. The science discipline teacher expressed
concerns associated with the perspective of teaching the subject in the English language.
Apart from this concern, all ten teachers including the science discipline teacher believe
that teaching science in English is beneficial, since most of the latest materials and

resources are found in the English language. Therefore, the teachers believe that there are
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better and more opportunities in employing the English language as one of the languages

of instruction.

What are teachers’ attitudes towards different languages in the trilingual education
policy?

The findings revealed that the teachers have very conflicting attitudes towards the
languages in the trilingual policy. The teachers of science discipline expressed positive
attitudes towards the incorporation of the three languages in the trilingual policy. However,
from language discipline teachers’ responses, it seemed that the teachers do not view the
three languages together and separate them according to the designated disciplines. This
coincides with Mehisto’s et al (2014) statements who argued that the three languages in the
trilingual policy “were presented from a monoglossic perspective, as three separate
entities” (p.172). This means that teachers use only one language of instruction and the
other two are not viewed as helping tools or resources. However, it should be noted that
this monoglossic perspective was seen mostly in language teaching disciplines rather than
science subject disciplines.

The findings showed that the teachers of English and Russian languages preferred
to use the target language to the maximum and avoid using the students’ L1. The reason
for this is that the teachers believed that the students should be immersed into the target
language in order to be proficient. Therefore, they tried to provide them with native-like
environments when teaching the target language.

Moreover, two age categories (20-34 and 50-64) were revealed as also having
different attitudes towards language incorporation. The teachers from the 50-64 age range
preferred a monolingual approach where the target language outweighs the students’

linguistic repertoires. The teachers from the 20-34 age range preferred the use of target
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language, but were slightly more open to incorporating other languages than the preceding

group.

What language choices do they make in their teaching-learning practices and why?
The study revealed that Macaro’s (2001) three positions, which are optimal,
maximal and virtual, were present in the findings. The teachers who fit in with the virtual
position were the ones who supported the target language only approach. The teachers of

English and Russian languages of 50-64 age range were placed into the virtual position
category. These teachers believed that the target language is learned through maximum
exposure and L1 was not considered as a helping tool.

The view of the maximal position was also similar with the practices of the
language discipline teachers. Some of the language discipline teachers expressed
unwillingness and reluctance in using the languages other than the target language. The
language discipline teachers’ views are similar with the maximum position, and therefore
can be put under this category.

The trait of the third position which is optimal was seen in the science subject
discipline teachers’ practices. The science discipline teachers shared that they prefer to
incorporate the languages in the teaching process. Some of the science discipline teachers
use trilingual dictionaries, provide trilingual terms, codeswitch and translanguage for better
comprehension. This kind of practice put them under this category, since they did not try to
exclude the students’ linguistic repertoires, but rather include them. Moreover, some of the
language discipline teachers in the age group of 20-34 showed some openness to the
incorporation of languages, but not in the sense as the science teachers do.

To conclude, the language choices that teachers make differ according to their age,
the discipline they teach and may be shaped by their personal predisposition towards the

languages as being virtual, maximal and optimal.
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Limitations of the study

Firstly, the findings of this study cannot be generalized as it is a small-scale case
study consisting of only ten Nazarbayev Intellectual School teachers. Moreover, since all
of the interviewed participants come from the same school, their answers cannot be
generalized to other teachers in other schools, therefore is considered as the limitation of
the study.

Secondly, the study was carried out with only one research instrument, which was a
semi-structured interview. For future research, it will be useful to carry out other data
collection instruments, such as lesson observations or document analysis. This will help to
identify whether the teachers’ answers match their true teaching practices. Since teachers’
answers could have been adjusted to what is believed as a correct practice, further lesson
observations may be carried out to explore the match of their views to their teaching

practices.

Recommendations

The findings and conclusion that were drawn from this study led to the suggestion
of recommendations for the different parties, those being policy makers and schools.

Policy makers who in most cases opt for a top down approach need to make sure
that the main agents of the policy understand and implement the policy correctly. Since the
teachers play the main role of being change agents, the correct interpretation and
understanding of the policy is essential. Thus, in order to avoid any misinterpretations of
the policy, the teachers’ voices and opinions need to be heard and proper training needs to
be provided.

Schools need to pay more attention to the students’” multilingual repertoires and do

not limit the teacher to incorporate and use different languages in teaching. Moreover,
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schools need to support and encourage teachers to use the students’ languages and view the

trilingual languages not as separate but as helping tools in teaching practice.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol

Date:

Time:

Purpose of interview: To find out teachers’ language choices for teaching-learning
purposes in the classroom

Questions: Notes:

1. Teaching experience:

How long have you been teaching?

How long have you been teaching in this
school?

Which grades do you teach?

What subject do you teach?

What is your subject’s language of
instruction?

2. Knowledge of trilingual policy

What do you know about the trilingual
policy?

How did trilingual policy affect your
teaching?

3. General attitude

What is your opinion on language
incorporation during the lessons?

Do you think it is important to incorporate
different languages? Why? Why not?

What do you think about the idea of
“English should be taught only in English”?
Do you think it is correct or not?

Do you think all of the three languages
represented in the trilingual policy should be
used in your lesson? Why? Why not?

4. Teaching practice

Whenever your students struggle with
understanding the material how do you help
them?

Do your students speak with each other in
other languages during your lessons?

Do you consider your students’ language
preferences when preparing for the lessons?
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Could you think of the situation when the
use of L1 was beneficial in your lessons?
Why? Why not?

What language choices do you make in your
teaching?

Do you think that languages should be
separate and used only on the designated
subject or they should be mixed?
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Appendix B: Consent Forms

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

The Trilingual Education Policy in Kazakhstan and Monolingual Medium-of-
Instruction: Language Choices for Teaching-Learning Purposes in the Classroom

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on exploring trilingual
policy and teachers’ language choices and preferences for teaching purposes in the
classroom. You will be asked to take part in the interview and provide answers to the
number of questions. Also, you are asked to give your permission to audio-record the
interview and to use written notes during the interview. All of the audio recordings and
notes will be kept at a researcher’s personal computer with a password for three years’
time. After three years all of the materials will be fully destroyed. Anonymity and
confidentiality of all your data will be ensured at all times. All of the names will be
changed into pseudonyms. The findings from this research may be presented in educational
conferences, forums and project papers.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal. The collected
responses will not be shown to your employer or colleagues. All of the names will be
changed into pseudonyms in order to keep the confidentiality and anonymity. The
interview will be held in a secure place and sensitive questions will be avoided in order to
respect and acknowledge your emotional and physical state. All of the audio recordings
and notes will be kept at a researcher’s personal computer with a password. The benefits
which may reasonably be expected to result from this study are the opportunities to fulfill
the possible gaps in trilingual policy and finally create a possibility to view languages as
resources and to integrate different languages in monolingual medium of instruction
classrooms. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your
employment.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:
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Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work
by the following information:

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

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

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

IHoauTnka TPeXbA3LIYHOr0 00pa3oBanus B Kazaxcrane 1 MOHOSI3BIYHBIA METO/
00yueHusi: BHIOOP sI3bIKA /IS LieJIell MpenojaBaHus U 00yueHus B Kjacce

OIIMCAHME: Bb! npuriamieHsl IpUHATh yYaCTHE B MCCJIEI0BAHUM 110 U3YUECHUIO
TPEXbA3BIYHON MOJIMTHKH, A TAKXKE BBIOOPA A3bIKA M NIPEIIOYTCHUIN YUUTENen A Leei
oOyueHwus B Kiacce. Bam OyneT npeioxkeHo MpUHATh y4acTue B MHTEPBBIO U OTBETUTH HA
psn BonpocoB. Taxxke, mpocuM Bailie pazpelieHue Ha UCIIOJIb30BaHUE AUKTO(DOHA U
NUCHMEHHBIX 3alKCceil BO BpeMsi HHTEPBBIO. Bee ayamo ¢ailibl v miucbMeHHBIE 3aHCH
OyAyT XpaHUTBCS B IEPCOHAIBHOM KOMIIBIOTEPE C MaposieM B TeueHue Tpex Jjet. [locie
TpEX JIET, BCE MaTepualibl OyAyT OJHOCTHIO YHUUTOKEHbI. AHOHUMHOCTD U
KOH(HIEHIIMATIBHOCTh BCEX BaIlIMX JAHHBIX OYyyT MOJIHOCTHIO obecnieueHbl. Bece nmena
OyayT 3aMEHEHBI TICEBIOHUMOM. Pe3ylbTaThl HCCIeI0BaHUs MOTYT OBITh IPE/ICTABIICHEI B
JanpHeieM Ha 00pa3oBaTeNbHbIX KOH(pEpeHIUIX, popyMax U B CTaThsIX.

BPEMS YYACTMUSA: Bame yuactue notpedyet okosio 30-40 MuHYT.

PUCKHU A IIPEMMYILIECTBA: Pucku, cBsi3aHHBIEC C UCCIICIOBAHNEM MUHUMAJIBHBI:
Bce nonmydennbsie 0TBETHI HE Oy IyT ITOKa3aHbI BallleMy pa0OTOIaTEeN0 Wik Kojuieram. Bee
uMeHa OyayT 3aMeHEHbI TICEBJOHUMOM JIJISl TOT'O YTOOBI COXPAHUTh AaHOHUMHOCTD U
KOH(UICHIIMATLHOCTh. THTEpBBIO MpoiiieT B 6€30I1aCHOM M HE B MHOTOJIIOJTHOM MECTE, a
TaK)Ke JIeTMKAaTHbIE BOMIPOCH HE OYyAYT BKIIOUEHBI Ui YBAKCHUS U TPU3HAHUS BAILIUX
HMOIMOHAIBHBIX M (U3UUYECKUX COCTOSIHUI. Bee aynno ¢aiinbl 1 michbMEHHBIE 3aITUCH
OyIyT XpaHUTHCS B IEPCOHATLHOM KOMITBIOTEpE C MapoiieM. B kadecTBe 0xkKuIaeMbIX
MIPEUMYIIECTB B pe3yJIbTaTe UCCIETOBAHMS MOKHO pacCMaTpUBaTh TO YTO 3TO
BO3MOXXHOCTh BOCIIOJIHUTH BO3MOJKHBIE MPOOEIBI B TPEXbSI3BIYHON MONTUTUKE U, HAKOHEIL,
C03/71aTh BO3MOXKHOCTh PACCMAaTPUBAHMUS SI3bIKA KAK PECYPC U MHTETPUPOBATH Pa3HbIC
S3BIKHM B OJHOSI3BIYHYIO cpelly oOyueHus. Baie pemienue o cormacuu aubo oTkase B
y4acTHH HUKaKUM o0pa3oM He ToBIuseT Ha Bamry padory.

ITPABA YYACTHUMKOB: Eciu Bbl npounTanu nanHyto GopMy U peIIniIN NPUHATh
ydacTue B JaHHOM MCCIIEA0BaHNH, Bbl TOJKHBI IOHUMATh, 4TO Baile yuactue sBisiercs
A00pOBOJILHBIM U UTO Y Bac ecTh 1paBo 0T03BaTh CBOE COIJIacHe UJIH MPEeKPATHTh
ydactue B j11000e Bpems 0e3 mTpadHbIX CAHKIUHA 1 0e3 I0TepH COLHATIBHOIO
nakera, Koropolii Bam npenocrasisiiu. B kauecTBe anbTepHATUBBI MOKHO HE
y4acTBOBaTh B McciieqoBaHnU. Takxke Bbl nMeeTe mpaBo He OTBeYaTh Ha Kakue-Inoo
BONPOCHL. Pe3ynbTarhl JTaHHOTO UCCIeI0BaHUS MOTYT OBITh IIPEJICTABIECHbI N
OIyOJIMKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX WIIM IPO(PECCUOHATBHBIX LEIISX.

KOHTAKTHAS HH®OPMAIUA:

Bonpocsi: Eciiu y Bac ectb Bonmpocsl, 3aMedaHusi UITH 5Kajlo0Bbl 110 TIOBOY JaHHOTO
W CCJIEJOBAHMSI, IPOLIEYPBI €r0 IPOBEAEHUS, PUCKOB U MIPEUMYILECTB, Bbl MoXxeTe
CBA3aThCSl C PYKOBOAMTEIEM MAruCTEPCKOrO TE3UCA UCCIIE0BATENS TI0 CIEAYOLIIUM
JTAaHHBIM
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He3aBucumblie KOHTaKThI: Eciii Bbl HE y0BIETBOPEHBI TPOBEACHUEM JAHHOIO
UCCIIEIOBaHMs, €Cl Y Bac BO3HUKIIM Kakue-1100 mpoOieMbl, Kato0bl iIH BOIPOCHI, Bl
Moskere cBsizatbes ¢ Komuterom Mcenenosannii Beiciieii [koner O6pa3oBanus
Hazap6aeB YHuBepcurera, OTIpPaBUB IMUCHMO Ha JIEKTPOHHBIN aapec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[Toxkanyiicta, noanummre JaHHylO ¢opMy, eciau Bbl coryacHel y4acTBOBaTh B
UCCJIEIOBAaHHH.

* 5] BHUMATEIBHO M3YYHWII TIPEACTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIHIO;

*  MHe npenocTaBWIIv NOJTHYI0 HHPOPMAIUIO O IEJSX U MPOLEIyPe UCCIICAOBAHMS,

* Sl noHnMmaro, Kak OyIyT UCTOIB30BaHbI COOpPAaHHBIC IaHHBIC, U YTO JTOCTYII K JFO0O0M
KOH(UICHIMATBEHOW HHDOpMAUK OYIeT HIMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIC0BATEb,

* S nmoHumaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JItOOOW MOMEHT OTKa3aThCs OT YYacTHS B JaHHOM
UCCIICIOBAaHNH 0e3 00BSCHEHUS MPUIHH;

* C MoJHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCETO BBIIICH3IOKEHHOTO 5 COTJIACEH MPUHATH y4acTHE B
UCCIIEIOBAaHUH IO COOCTBEHHOI BOJIE.

IHonnuce: Jlara:
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3EPTTEY K¥MbICbI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI

Kazakcranaarsl ymrioai 0is1im 0epy casicatsl :xoHe 0ip Tinai 6iim Gepy kyieci:
CHIHBINTA ca0aK Oepy YUIiH TijI TaHJAay Maceseci

CHUITATTAMA: Ci3 yIITUIIUTIK casicaThIH 3€PTTEYTe, COHAl-aK MyFaliMAepIiH
CBIHBITITA cabak Oepy TiJ TaHJay OOMBIHIIIA 3ePTTEYyTe KaThICyFa Imakpipambi3. Ci3aeH
cyx0aTka KaThICy *oHe OipKaTap cypakrapra kayan oepy cypanaapl. Cyx6ar qukrodonra
Ka3bLTybIMEH KaTap, SHriMe OapbIChIHIa KeiOip xa30anap KonaanbutybiHa Ci3miH
PYKCaTBIHBI3/IBI CYpaiiMbI3. MYMKiH. bapibik ayauo daiingap MeH jkaz0anap Kynusicesi 6ap
JKEKe KOMIBIOTEP/IC YIII Kb OOMBI caKTamaabl. Y II )KbUIIAH KEiiH OapIibIK MaTepuaiiap
TOJIBIFBIMEH KOMbLIa b, Ci3/1iH OapJIbIK IepPEKTEPIHI3AIH JKaChIPBIH KOHE KYITHSIIBUIBIFBI
TOJILIFBIMEH KaMTaMachI3 eTiie i. bapibik araynap nceBIOHUMICPMEH ©3TepTiUIe .
3epTTey HOTIOKeNepi OonamiakTa 0i1iM KoOHQepeHUsUIapeIHaa, GopyMaapaa KoHe
Makasaiap/ia YChIHBLUTYBl MYMKIH.

OTKI3IVIETIH YAKBITDBI: Ciznix xateicybiHbI3 mamamer 30-40 MUHYT yaKbITBIHBI3IBI
asajpl.

3EPTTEY ) KYMBICBIHA KATBICYAbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey *KYMBICBIHA KAaThICYIbIH KaylNTpi — MUHUMAJIbl: AJIBIHFaH JKayamnTap >KyMbIC
Oepy1iire HemMece opinTecTepiHi3re KOpCeTUIMEN 1. AHOHUM/IUTIK ITeH KYITUSUTBUTBIKTHI
cakTay YIIiH OapibIK atayiap nceBaoHuMAepMeH o3repTiieni. Cyx0art Kayirci3 KoHe
ajiaM KeIl )KMHAJIMANTBIH XKep/Ie OTedl, Ci3/I1H YMOIIMOHAIIIBI )KOHE (PH3UKAIIBIK
KaFIalbIHBI3/Ibl KYPMETTEY KOHE MOUBIHIAY YUIIH aybIPTHANIBIK TYABIPATBIH CYPaKTap
KoMblIMaiabl. bapislk ayauo ¢aiinnap MeH xkazbanap Kynuscesi 6ap *eke KOMIbIOTEp/Ie
cakTanajabl. 3epTTey1iH HOTUKECIHEH KYTIJIeTIH apThIKIIBIIBIKTAP PETIHAE, YIUTULAUIIK
casicaTbIHJaFbl MYMKIH OJIKBIJIBIKTap bl TOJATHIPY MYMKIH/IT KOHE, TUII1 peCypc peTiHe
KapacThIpy JKOHE 9p TYPJIi TULAEP/l €HI13€ OTHIPBIN OKBITY MYMKIHIKTEP1 OOJIBIN TaObLTYBI
MYMKIiH. 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaTbICyFa KeniciM OepyiHi3 Hemece 6ac TapTybIHbI3 Ci3/iH
YKYMBICBIHBI3Fa €111 9CepiH TUTI30enIi.

KATBICYHIBI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 6epinren hopMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3epTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KATBICyFa MIeIiM Ka0buiacanbi3, Ci3/iH KaThICyBbIHBI3 ePiKTi TYp/e €KeHiH
xabapraiiMbr3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KaJaraH yaKbITTAa albINIYJ TeJdeMeil :KoHe ci3ain
dJ1eyMeTTIK JKeHilikTepiHi3re em Kecipin TUrizdeii 3eprrey ;KyMbICbIHA KAThICY
TypaJibl KeJIiciMiHI3Al Kepi KaliTapyFa Hemece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3eprrey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIIeM KAaTbICIIAYbIHBI3FA 12 TOJIbIK KYKBIFbIHBI3 0ap. CoHali-ax,
KaHgai aa O6ip cypakrapra skayarn 6epmeyiHisre ae a06aeH 6onaasl. by zeprrey
’KYMBICBIHBIH HOTHKeJepl akaIeMUsIJIbIK HeMece Kacl0u MakcaTTapaa 6acrnara
YCHIHBUTYBI HEMECE IIBIFapblTybl MYMKIiH.

BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

CypakrapbiHbI3: Erep xKypri3utin oTbIpFaH 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH MPOLEC], KAyl MEH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPHI TYPaJbl CYparbIHbI3 HEMece IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00Jica, Keeci OaiaHbIC
KYpaJiapbl apKbLIbI 3ePTTEYIITHIH MaruCTPIIBIK T€3UC1 OOMBIHINA KETEKIICIMEH
xabapracybIHbI3Fa O0aIbI:
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JEPBEC BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3epTTey KyMBICHIHBIH
JKYPri3inyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOacaHbI3 HEMECE CYpaKTapbhIHbI3 OCH MIaFbIMIAPBIHBI3 00JICa,
Hazap6aeB Yuusepcureti XKorapsl binim 6epy mexteOinig 3eprrey Komurerimen
KOPCETUITeH OaliIaHbIC Kypasliapbl apKbLIbl Xa0apaacybIHbI3Fa 00JIaIbl: SJICKTPOHIBIK
nomTaMeH gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey JKYMBICBIHA KaThICyFa KeJIiCIMIHI3AlI OepceHi3, OepuireH ¢opMara KoJI
KOIOBIHBI3/IbI CYPAMBI3.

*  Men Gepinres GpopMaMeH MYKHUSAT TaHBICTBIM;

* MaraH 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH MaKCcaTbl MEH OHBIH IPOIEIYPAchl XKaWbIHAA TOJIBIK
aKrmapar oepui;

* OKunakTanraH akmapaT NeH Kynus MOJIIMETTepre TeK 3epTTeYIIiHiH ©3iHe
KOJDKETIM/I KOHE MAJTIM OOJIaThIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH Ke3 KelIreH YakpITTa CIIKaHIAi TYCIHIKTEMeci3 3epTTey JKYMBICHIHA
KaThICy/1aH 0ac TapTybiMa OOJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH xoFapblia aTaJbIl OTKEH aKMapaTThl CaHAIBI TYpJe KaObLiiam, OChl 3epTTey
YKYMBICBIHA KaTBICYFa 63 KeliciMiMIi OepeMiH.

Kot Kyni:
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Appendix C: Transcription Sample of Interview 3

- What is your opinion on language incorporation during the lessons?

- | think that | pay a lot of attention on English as it is my target language and | am
teaching students with it and | want my students’ language to be in high level so I always

pay attention on English and try to emphasize English as for me it is the major language

- Do you think it is important to incorporate different languages? Why? Why not?

- | think that each language should have own features and it should not lose its importance
because each language has its own culture and feature; and it means it is national identity
so each should have its significance. | think it is better to use other languages to be more
informed about it to be maybe helpful to be trilingual in order to cope with some
difficulties maybe if it would be kind of tool of communication in public places they can
use Kazakh if they are in Kazakhstan and if students do not want to stay in Kazakhstan
they need to know English or Russian; so three languages should be taught in all schools

and I am always for this trilingual policy.

- What do you think about the idea of “English should be taught only in English”? Do

you think it is correct or not?

- | think it is a correct view and the English language should be taught in English in order
to give students the opportunity to learn this subject and to learn it deeper. Also, all of the
materials and all of the instructions should be given in the English language only. But,
sometimes if students have difficulties we can use Kazakh and Russian languages in order

to support the students.

- Do you consider your students’ language preferences when preparing for the lesson?
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- I think that it depends on students’ abilities and if they are well or good at English they
can use their knowledge to solve any problem. For example: to do homework or to do

other things.

- Do your students speak with each other in other languages during your lessons?

- It can happen if they are in groups. Sometimes if | see them speaking in Kazakh or
Russian | always try to stop them because it is English lesson and they have to study

English not other languages.

- Whenever your students struggle with understanding the material how do you help

them?

- That problem is always common in English lessons because it is not their native
language. It is their second language, so they can have problems with different words and |

use dictionaries with simple definitions in English.
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Interview Transcript Codes Themes
questions
How long have | am working Code 1: Teaching Experience
you been here for seven experience/education/training
teaching in this years since
school? What 2013. | took part
kind of trainings | in both regional
did you have? and in school

trainings.
What do you We always Code 2: Trilingual policy Trilingual
know about the cover trilingual policy
trilingual policy? | policy in our awareness

lessons and

everywhere and

in our school

too. Trilingual

policy can be a

policy which

helps students to

learn three

languages

properly.
How did I don’t think Code 3: Affect The effect of
trilingual policy | that it affected the trilingual
affect your that much policy
teaching?
What is your | think that | pay | Code 4: emphasize English Prioritizing
opinion on a lot of attention the language
language on English as it of
incorporation is my target instruction
during the language and |
lessons? am teaching

students with it
and | want my
students’
language to be
in high level so |
always pay
attention on
English and try
to emphasize
English as for
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Do you think it is
correct or not?

English in order
to give students
the opportunity
to learn this
subject and to
learn it deeper.
Also, all of the
materials and all
of the
instructions
should be given
in the English
language only.
But, sometimes
if students have
difficulties we
can use Kazakh
and Russian
languages in
order to support
the students.

Code 6: difficulties
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me it is the
major language
What do you I think it is a Code 5: English taught in English only
think about the correct view and | English instruction
idea of “English | the English
should be taught | language should
only in English”? | be taught in

Use of other
languages
only in
difficult
situations

Do you consider
your students’
language
preferences when
preparing for the
lesson?

| think that it
depends on
students’
abilities and if
they are well or
good at English
they can use
their knowledge
to solve any
problem. For
example: to do
homework or to
do other things

Code 7: students’ abilities

Considering
the students’
abilities

Do your students
speak with each
other in other
languages during
your lesson?

It can happen if
they are in
groups.
Sometimes if |
see them
speaking in
Kazakh or
Russian |
always try to

Code 8: in groups

Code 9: try to stop the
conversation

Students
using other
languages

Attitude
towards the
students’
usage of
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stop them
because it is
English lesson
and they have to
study English
not other
languages.

other
languages

Whenever your
students struggle
with
understanding the
material how do
you help them?

That problem is
always common
in English
lessons because
it is not their
native language.
It is their second
language, so
they can have
problems with
different words
and | use
dictionaries with
simple
definitions in
English.

Code 10: when students
struggle

Helping
students
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Appendix E: Recruitment Advertisement

Dear like-minded people,

My name is Maira and | am passionate about education just like you. I am conducting a
research on languages represented in trilingual education and would like to hear your
voices and opinions. | need you if you teach any language or STEM subject and have at

least 3 years of teaching experience at NIS.

Your participation will be anonymous and on voluntary basis. The interview date and time
will be agreed with you. If you want to share your thoughts and opinions on trilingual

education, please do so by taking part in this research.

Your knowledge and experiences will immensely contribute this research.

For further information please contact me:

Whatsapp number: +7xxx

Email: maira.klyshbekova@nu.edu.kz
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