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Abstract

Integrating Multilingualism in Teacher Education: A Case Study of Curriculum and

Practice in one Kazakhstani University

Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy has accelerated demand for teachers who can
orchestrate learning in Kazakh, Russian and English, yet evidence suggests that many pre-
service programs still treat these languages as parallel rather than integrated domains.
Addressing this tension, the present case study examined how one state university’s teacher-
education program prepares future educators for multilingual classrooms. Guided by Cenoz’s
continua of multilingual education, the study combined document analysis of curriculum with
semi-structured interviews involving an administrator, a teacher educator and a pre-service
teacher. The qualitative design allowed close inspection of both stated intentions and lived
practice. Findings showed that while the curriculum guarantees additive proficiency through
compulsory courses in Kazakh, Russian and English, it offers no dedicated module on
multilingual pedagogy, translanguaging or cross-linguistic assessment. Stakeholders
unanimously valued multilingualism but described its classroom use as improvised: lecturers
decide ad hoc when to code-switch, large heterogeneous groups hinder differentiated
language support, and minority languages remain invisible. These gaps position the program
towards the compartmentalised pole of Cenoz’s language-integration continua, limiting its
capacity to translate linguistic capital into equitable learning opportunities. The study
recommends inserting a mandatory, practice-oriented course on multilingual pedagogy,
supported by staff development and clearer national guidelines, to shift teacher preparation
from additive to integrative multilingualism. Such reforms could help Kazakhstan realize the

transformative promise of its trilingual agenda.

Key words: multilingual education; teacher education; trilingual policy; Kazakhstan;

curriculum; qualitative case study; Cenoz’s continua; translanguaging;
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Anjgarna
Myragimaepai nasipjayaa KentiimijgikTi kipiktipy: Kazakcranabik 0ip
YHUBEPCHTETTIH OKY OaraapjiaMachl MeH NMPAKTHUKACHIHA Heri3/1e/INeH JKaFIailJIbIK
3epTTey
KazakcTanHbIH YINTULIUIIK casicaThl Ka3ak, OPbIC XKOHE aFbUIIIBIH TUIIEpiHIE cabaK
KYPpri3e anaThlH MyFalliMiepre JeTeH CYPaHBICThI KYPT apTTHIP/BL, alaia 3epTreyiiep
KOPCETKEH ICH, KoITereH OakanaBpuar OaraapiaamMaiapsl Oy TULIepal e3apa
OaiiaHpICTBIpMaii, Hapaesns cajganap peTiHie KapacThIpy/ Ibl XKaIFaCTIPbIN Keneai. Ocbl
MOCEJIeHI 3epTTeyY/Il Ko3ereH Oyl >KkymbIcTa Oip MEMIIEKETTIK YHUBEPCUTETTIH MYyFaliMIepai
nasipiay Oargapiamachl OoJalak rnegarortapabl KeNTUII ChIHBINTApFa Kajai 931piaeiTiHi
KapacToIpbUabl. CeHO3AbIH KONTUIAl O11iM Oepy KOHTUHYYMIaphl lIeHOEpiHe KYpri3UireH
camabIK-KaFIailyIbIK 3epTTey KYKaTTapAbl TaJay MEH OaraapiaMa AUPEKTOPBHI, OKBITYIIIbI
MeH Oip Ooramak MyFaaiMMEH ©TKI3UINeH KapThllaid KypbUIbIMIAIFaH cyx0aTTapabl
yiracteip/sl. HoTmkenep kepceTkeH e, oKy Kocmapbl Ka3ak, OpbIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH
TIAEPIHJET] MIHAETTI KypcTap apKbUIbl aJINTUBTI TULAIK KY3BIPETTUTIKKE JKETKI3T€HIMEH,
KONTUIAI eAaroruka, TPaHCTUIECY HEMece KPOCCIMHIBUCTHKAIIBIK Oarasay sKeHiH/Ie
apHaiibl MOZyJbJIep KapacThlpblIMaraH. bapiblk Myazeni Tapantap KenTUIIUTIKTI XKOFaphl
OaranaraHbIMEH, OHBIH ayAUTOPHUSAAFbl KOJIAAHBLUTYbI KOOiHE UMIPOBU3AIMSIIaHFAH:
JIEKTOpJIap TAPHCTUIAECY 1l KalllaH KOJIJaHy KePEeKTIriH e3/epi elei, YIKEeH TeTeporeH i
TOIITap KOJIJay bl KHBIHAATAAbI, all a31IbUIBIK TUIEpl Ha3apaH ThIC Kanajbl. Byl oJKbUIBIK
6arnapnamanbl CeHO3IbIH KOHTUHYYMBIHBIH compartmentalised (6eJ1iKTeHIeH) yIlIbIHA
OpHAaJIACTBhIPAbI, TULIIK KalUTaIbl TEH OKY MYMKIHJIKTepiHE alHAIBIPY QJICyeTiH
HIeKTeN 1. 3epTTey MyFaliMIep/i aJINTUBTI YATACH HHTETPAaTUBTI KONTUIAUTIKKE KOLIpy
YILiH KONTi/Ai nef1aroruka OoMbIHIIA TOXIpHOere OarbITTalIFaH MIHACTTI KypC €HT13y/i,

OKBITYIIBUTAPABIH OUTIKTIIITIH apTTHIPYbI )KOHE HAKThIPaK YITTHIK HYCKAYJIBIKTAp d31pJiey i



ycoeiHaIbpl. MyHaii pedopmaniap Kazakcranra yiTuiiikTiH TpaHC(OPMATHUBTIK dJICYeTiH

TOJIBIK KY3€re achbIpyFa KopJAeMIeCyi bIKTUMAIL.

KinT ce3nep: xenrinmi 6iim Oepy; MyFagiMaepi Aaspiay; YIITUII cascaT;
Kazakcran; oKy >kocmapbl; camnaiblK jKarIaiibIK 3epTTey; CeHo3 KOHTUHYYMIaphl;

TPaHCTIIAECY;



AHHOTAIUA
HNHTEerpanusi MHOTOSI3bIYHSA B MOATOTOBKY YUHMTeJIel: Kelic-uccjiel0BaHue y4eOHOT 0
ILUIAHA U MPAKTHKHU OHOT0 KAa3aXCTAHCKOI0 YHHBEPCUTETA
[Tonutuka Tpéxba3bunsa B Kazaxcrane pe3ko ycuinia cripoc Ha yUUTeleH,

CIOCOOHBIX BecTH 00yUeHHE Ha Ka3aXCKOM, PYCCKOM M aHIJIHICKOM s3bIkax. OIHAaKO JaHHbBIE
CBUJETEIHCTBYIOT, YTO MHOTHE IPOrPaMMBbI ITOATOTOBKH KaJIpoB BCE elIé paccCMaTpuBaloT
9TH SI3bIKU KaK MapaJuleNibHbIe, a He UHTEerpUpoBaHHbIe cepbl. YTOOBI pa3oOpaThcs B
JTAaHHOM MTPOTHUBOPEUHH, HACTOAIIEE HCCIeI0BaHNE TPOaHAIM3UPOBAIO, KaK IporpaMmma
MeJaroruyeckoro GpaxkyabTeTa OJHOTO rOCyAapCTBEHHOTO YHUBEPCUTETA TOTOBUT OYIyIIIUX
yuuTenei Kk paboTe B MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX Kiaccax. B OCHOBY Mccie10BaHus Jieryia KOHTUHYYM-
MOJIeJIb MHOTOSI3bIYHOTO 00pa3zoBaHusi CeHO3; CIIOIB30BATNCH TOKYMEHTAIbHBINA aHAIN3
y4eOHBIX IJIAHOB, a TAKXKE MOIYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIE HHTEPBBIO C aIMUHUCTPATOPOM,
MpenojaBaTesieM U cTyeHToM. KauecTBeHHBIN 113ailH O3B0 COMIOCTABUTh
JeKIapupyeMble LIeIH ¢ peaibHOM MpaKkTUKON. Pe3ynbTaThl moka3anu, 4To yueOHbIH T1aH
rapaHTUpPYeT aIUTHBHOE OBIJIAJICHUE TPEMSI SI3bIKAMU 3a CUET 00s3aTeIbHBIX KypCOB Ha
Ka3aXxCKOM, PyCCKOM U aHTJIMIICKOM, HO HE COAEPKUT OTACIBHOIO MOYJISl IO MHOTOSI3bIYHOM
METOAMKE, CMEIIMBAHUIO SI3bIKOB MJIM MEXBSA3BIYHON OLIEHKE. Bce yuacTHUKM 1IEHAT
MHOT'OSI3bIUHE, OJJHAKO OTMEUYAIOT UMIIPOBU3UPOBAHHBINA XapaKTep ero NpUMEHEHUS:
MpernoaBaTelld CaMOCTOSITENILHO PEIIAlOT, KOT/1a MpUOerath K CMEIIMBAHUIO S3BIKOB,;
OospIre (JIMTHTBUCTHYECKH) HEOJHOPOAHBIE TPYIIIBI 3aTPYIHSIOT AU(PEPEHIIUPOBAHHYIO
MOAJIEPKKY; SA3bIKH MEHBIIIMHCTB OCTAIOTCSI HEBUAUMBIMH. DTH MPOOEIIBI MO3UIIMOHUPYIOT
MporpaMmy Ha «KOMIIAPTMEHTAIIM30BaHHOW» CTOpOHE KOHTUHYYMa CeHOo3, orpaHnyuBas eé
MOTEHIIUAJ MPEeBpaIlaTh SA3bIKOBOM KalKUTall B paBHBIE 00pa30BaTeIbHbIE BO3ZMOKHOCTH.
HccnenoBanmne pekOMEHIYET BBECTH 00sI3aTEIbHBIN, OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIN HA IPAKTHKY KYPC

110 MHOTOSI3LIYHOM neaaroruke, 00€eCIeYnTh MOBBIIICHUE KBaJII/I(bI/IKaLII/II/I HpenonaBaTenei/'I n



Xi

pazpaboTath OoJsiee UETKHE HAIMOHATILHBIE PEKOMEHIAIlUH, YTOOBI IEPEBECTH MOATOTOBKY
yuuTeIeH OT alTUTUBHON K MHTErpaTUBHONU Moenu MHOros3biuus. [logo6usie pedopmbl
MOryT nomoub KazaxcraHy MmoJIHOCThIO peann30BaTh TPaHCPOPMATUBHBINA MOTEHIIUAN CBOEH

TPEXBAZBIYHON TTPOTPAMMEBI.

KitoueBble ci10Ba: MHOTOSI3bIYHOE 00Pa30BaHUE; MOATOTOBKA YUUTEIICH; ITOIUTHKA
Tpéxbsa3bruns; Kazaxcran; yueOHBIN TU1aH; KAUECTBEHHOE KeWC-UCCIIeI0BaHNE; KOHTUHYYM

Cenos;
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Teacher Education in Kazakhstan

In Kazakhstan, the teacher education system offers two main pathways: university
programs and vocational colleges. This dual system gives students the option to either earn
a bachelor’s degree at a higher education institution or receive training at vocational
colleges. University programs are the primary route for future teachers, with over 90% of
the country’s teachers holding a degree from a higher education institution. Most of them
have bachelor’s degrees, while a smaller number go on to pursue master’s degrees (OECD,
2020). In parallel with these developments in teacher education, Kazakhstan has also
increased its emphasis on multilingual education, as evidenced by educational reforms and
policies. In 2007, Kazakhstan announced a trilingual policy in education and several
trilingual schools began teaching in three languages (Kazakh, Russian and English)
(Goodman & Karabassova, 2018). Following this policy a project “Roadmap for the
Development of Trilingual Education for 2015-2020” was initiated. The primary goal of
this roadmap was ensuring the phased implementation of trilingual education at all levels
of education in the Republic of Kazakhstan to increase its competitiveness and human
capital development. As part of this project, changes were made to the existing “State
Mandatory Standard of Higher Education” in 2016. After this, universities and schools
implementing trilingual education programs planned and organized educational activities
in three languages: the language of instruction, the second language, and English. In this
setup, 50% of the academic disciplines are taught in the language of instruction (Kazakh or
Russian), 20% of the disciplines are taught in the second language (Russian or Kazakh,
respectively), and 30% of the disciplines are taught in English (Roadmap for the

Development of Trilingual Education for 2015-2020, 2015). Given this policy landscape,



we may argue that teacher education programs should respond to the increased demand for

educators who can teach in multilingual settings.

We can see from different statistical information that university programs provide a
strong basis in subject-specific knowledge and pedagogy (World Intellectual Property
Organization, n.d.). However, the extent to which these programs handle the challenges of
multilingualism is unknown. Smagulova (2006) pointed out problems with Kazakh
language identity, emphasizing that Kazakh and Russian were politicized. Due to this, the
greater part of the population preferred to speak in Russian. We cannot state that Kazakh
language is considered endangered; nevertheless the status of the Kazakh language is
significantly undermined by the russification policy and the substantial influx of
monolingual Russian speakers, who were predominantly concentrated in political,
economic, and cultural centers, thereby restricting its sociolinguistic functions
(Smagulova, 2008). That is one of the reasons why we should question current teacher
education curriculum on their integration of multilingualism, to ensure that the use of

languages remains balanced and receives support where needed.

Curriculum and Integration of Multilingualism

A key factor shaping the curriculum in Kazakhstan is the centralized system of
developing educational programs. The curriculum is regulated by state standards, which
are established by the Ministry of Science and Higher Education. These standards set the
basic requirements for program content, academic load, and expected learning outcomes,
making the system highly structured and centralized. However, despite this centralization,
there remains a certain degree of flexibility (Ministry of Science and Higher Education of
the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2024). Educational institutions, including universities, have
the autonomy to develop their own curricula within the framework of these standards. This

includes the ability to select disciplines under the "university component™ and the “elective



component,” allowing institutions to adapt the content of their programs. From an analysis
of curriculum documents of the university in this study, it was evident that the current
teacher education curriculum is primarily designed to provide subject expertise and
pedagogical training. For example, according to the educational programs for language
teacher preparation, courses such as "lllet Tis1iH OKBITYIBIH kaHa OarbITTaphbl” (New
Directions in Foreign Language Teaching) and "Illet Tini MmyFaaiMi MaMaHIbIFbIHA
kipicie" (Introduction to Foreign Language Teaching) are designed to equip future
teachers with modern pedagogical approaches, including the integration of cultural and
linguistic diversity. These programs include elements that could be expanded to better
address the realities of multilingual classrooms, emphasizing not only linguistic skills but
also cultural competence and strategies for fostering language balance in educational
settings. However, these courses do not explicitly address the specialized skills needed for
effective multilingual teaching, such as balancing language use, supporting language
development in diverse student groups, and integrating content across multiple languages

(Banks, 2016).

Problem Statement

Given Kazakhstan's unique linguistic landscape and its ambitious trilingual
education policy, teacher education programs face significant challenges in preparing
educators to navigate the complexities of multilingual teaching environments
(Yeskeldiyeva & Tazhibayeva, 2015; Jessner, 2012). Current teacher education programs
operate under strict state control, which emphasizes rigid and standardized approaches to
curriculum and methodology. While such control ensures alignment with national
priorities, it risks overlooking the diverse and dynamic needs of multilingual classrooms,
particularly in balancing language hierarchies and addressing regional linguistic disparities

(Adilet.kz, 2015). Professional competencies in higher education are designed to align



with employers' requirements and societal demands, yet they inadequately address the
specialized skills needed for multilingual pedagogy. Current standards prioritize broad
knowledge in natural and social sciences, alongside cultural awareness and teamwork, but
fail to explicitly include strategies for managing multilingual classrooms, supporting
language development in diverse student groups, and integrating content across multiple
languages (Ministry of Science and Higher Education, 2024; Banks, 2016). This gap
between formal standards and practical needs creates barriers to effective multilingual

education and teacher preparedness (Mari & Hayden, 2023).

Multilingual education not only enhances students’ cognitive and academic
performance but also improves classroom management and teacher communication skills
(Bialystok, 2011; Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Cummins & Early, 2011). However, the OECD
(2017) notes that while Kazakhstan is committed to promoting trilingualism, its reforms
focus more on implementing the trilingual policy in specific subjects like science rather
than addressing the pedagogical preparation of teachers. Initiatives such as offering salary
bonuses to teachers instructing in English are laudable, but they fail to provide a

comprehensive approach to multilingual teacher training (OECD, 2017).

Furthermore, Kazakhstan’s teacher education programs lack structured and
mandatory multilingual training to equip pre-service teachers with practical strategies for
multilingual classrooms. Studies from Europe, including Germany and Finland, emphasize
the value of systematic multilingual training, but these insights require careful adaptation
to Kazakhstan’s distinct sociolinguistic and policy context (Berkel-Otto et al., 2021; Szabo
et al., 2021). International reviews also reveal a gap in global understanding of
multilingual education, making it essential to explore Kazakhstan’s efforts in preparing

teachers for multilingual instruction.



Research Purpose
The primary purpose of this research is to examine how a teacher education
program in a Kazakhstani university prepares future educators to teach in a multilingual
context (Cenoz, 2013). Specifically, it aims to: 1) analyze curriculum of the selected
teacher education program to identify the extent and manner in which multilingualism is
addressed; 2) explore stakeholder perspectives, including teacher educators, pre-service
teachers, and university administrators, on the preparation provided for teaching in
multilingual classrooms; 3) identify gaps in the current preparation and propose
recommendations to enhance the multilingual competence of future teachers in
Kazakhstan.
Research Questions
1. How does one teacher education program in Kazakhstani university incorporate
multilingualism into its curriculum?
1.1 What specific courses or modules are dedicated to multilingual education,
and what are their contents and objectives?
1.2 How is the balance between Kazakh, Russian, and other languages
(including English and minority languages) maintained within this
program?
2. What are the perceptions of various stakeholders regarding the adequacy of current
teacher education programs in preparing teachers for multilingual classrooms?
2.1 What are the views of university administrator on the importance of
multilingual education and the effectiveness of current curricula in

addressing this need?



2.2 What are the perceptions of teacher educator regarding the adequacy of
current teacher education programs in preparing teachers for multilingual

classrooms?

2.3 How does pre-service teacher feel about their preparedness to teach in a
multilingual environment after completing their teacher education
programs?

3. What are the perceived gaps in the current teacher education programs concerning

multilingual education?

Significance of the Study

This study holds significance for several key reasons. Firstly, it offers a detailed
exploration of how a specific university in Kazakhstan incorporates multilingual education
into its teacher education programs, addressing a gap in existing research. In light of
Kazakhstan’s national trilingual policy and the multilingual diversity, understanding how
future educators are being prepared to handle multilingual classrooms is important for

improving both educational outcomes and equity.

This study may provide an opportunity to compare other multilingual countries’
university curricula with Kazakhstani teacher education program’s curriculum. The
findings of this research might reveal parts of the current curriculum that should be
revised, in order to equip pre-service teachers with sufficient knowledge about
multilingual education. In addition, this small-scale study could be a source for other
researchers outside of the Kazakhstan to become familiar with Kazakhstan’s case of
reformation of teacher education program. The findings might uncover key lessons on how

to balance language use, cultural awareness, and content integration in multilingual



settings, potentially serving as a model for educational reform in similar contexts

worldwide.

Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into six chapters, which collectively address the research
problem and objectives related to multilingual education in the teacher preparation
program in Kazakhstan. The first chapter introduces the research topic, providing
background information on teacher education and multilingualism in Kazakhstan. It
identifies the research problem, purpose, and research questions, and highlights the
significance of the study, concluding with this outline of the thesis. The second chapter
presents a comprehensive review of existing research related to multilingual education and
teacher preparation. It explores theoretical frameworks and international practices to
establish a foundation for the study and identify gaps in current knowledge. The third
chapter outlines the research design and methodology employed in the study, detailing the
qualitative approach, participant selection, data collection tools, and analysis procedures.
Ethical considerations and alignment with the NUGSE Research Ethics guidelines are also
addressed. The fourth chapter will present the results of the study, offering a detailed
analysis of data collected and highlighting key themes and insights related to how
multilingualism is integrated into teacher education curricula and stakeholder perceptions.
The fifth chapter will critically interpret the findings in relation to the research questions
and literature review, evaluating the implications of the findings for multilingual education
policy and teacher preparation practices, and emphasizing the broader significance of the
research. Finally, the sixth chapter will summarize the key findings and their relevance to
the research purpose. It will discuss the study's strengths and limitations, offers
recommendations for enhancing teacher education programs, and will suggest areas for

future research.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

In this chapter, | explore the integration of multilingualism in teacher education
within Kazakhstan, particularly in light of the country’'s trilingual policy. The literature
reviewed in this chapter spans several key themes: multilingualism in teacher education,
mandatory multilingual training, stakeholder engagement, and cultural responsiveness.
These themes reflect core elements that influence how teacher education programs prepare
future educators for multilingual classrooms. Given the limited research specifically
addressing multilingual teacher preparation in Kazakhstan, | draw upon both Kazakhstani
and international studies to contextualize these themes. To frame this exploration, | draw
upon Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education as the guiding theoretical
framework. This model, which I will discuss toward the end of this chapter, provides a
lens to examine the intricate interactions of language, policy, and pedagogical practices in
Kazakhstan’s multilingual education landscape.
Multilingual Education

Multilingual education refers to programs in which students are taught and learn in
more than two languages, with academic content delivered through multiple languages
(Szabo et al., 2021). In the context of teacher education, it involves preparing future
educators to effectively teach multilingual learners. Burton et al. (2024) point out that
teachers must move beyond viewing students' home languages as merely a temporary
scaffold for learning English, or treating multilingualism as a deficit. They argue that in a
multilingual setting, good teaching recognizes the full value of students' linguistic
repertoires and uses them as tools to support learning by designing lessons that integrate
multilingual resources, fostering culturally responsive environments, and encouraging
critical thinking about language use. In addition, if teachers are not trained in multilingual

education, they may unintentionally perpetuate linguistic hierarchies and fail to provide



equitable learning opportunities to students. Without a proper multilingual training,
teachers risk reinforcing dominant language norms, which can marginalize multilingual

learners and contribute to their social and academic exclusion (Burton et al., 2024).

Kazakhstan is a linguistically diverse country where Kazakh and Russian are both
widely spoken and used as mediums of instruction, with English also gaining prominence
in education and professional fields (Karabassova, 2020). This multilingual landscape
requires an educational system that prepares teachers to effectively support students in
navigating multiple languages. Given this linguistic diversity, teacher education programs
in Kazakhstan are tasked with equipping future educators to meet the needs of multilingual
learners. The primary purpose of this research is to examine how the teacher education
program in one Kazakhstani university prepares future educators to teach in a multilingual
context. The following figure (Figure 1) developed for this study outlines the key themes
and relationships that form the conceptual framework developed for this study, focusing on
multilingual education in Kazakhstani teacher preparation programs.

Figure 1

Key Themes Emerged After Literature Review

Mandatory
Multilingual
Training

Multilingualism
in Kazakhstani
Teacher

Education

Cultural
Responsiveness

Stakeholder
Engagement

Cenoz’s (2009) Continua of
multiingual education
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At the center of the figure is Kazakhstan’s teacher education system, which is
directly influenced by the country’s ambitious trilingual policy. This policy mandates that
all citizens achieve proficiency in Kazakh, Russian, and English—each serving distinct
sociolinguistic functions within the nation. Kazakh is the state language, reflecting the
country’s national identity; Russian serves as the language of interethnic communication,
rooted in historical and societal contexts; and English is promoted as a global language of
science, business, and international collaboration (Yeskeldiyeva & Tazhibayeva, 2015).
These policy goals fundamentally shape teacher education by requiring that teacher
preparation programs not only support the development of linguistic proficiency in all
three languages but also equip future educators to navigate and manage multilingual
classrooms effectively. Consequently, the trilingual policy acts as both a directive and a
framework for structuring teacher education programs to align with national priorities,
influencing curriculum design, pedagogical practices, and resource allocation (Amirova et
al., 2015; Kekeeva et al., 2020). Three interdependent themes—mandatory multilingual
training, cultural responsiveness, and stakeholder engagement—emerge as the foundation
of a comprehensive model for multilingual teacher education in Kazakhstan. These themes
are not independent branches but interconnected elements that collectively respond to the
demands of the country's trilingual policy, shaping teacher education to support
proficiency in Kazakh, Russian, and English. The selection of these themes is grounded in

both theoretical insights and practical needs identified through literature analysis.

Mandatory multilingual training represents the practical implementation layer of
the trilingual policy within teacher education programs. It emphasizes the need for
structured and systematic preparation to equip pre-service teachers with the skills required
for multilingual classrooms. This focus is driven by the policy’s explicit goals and

supported by studies highlighting the importance of multilingual competencies in diverse
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educational settings (Berkel-Otto et al., 2021; Yeskeldiyeva & Tazhibayeva, 2015).
However, training cannot function effectively in isolation. Its success depends on its

alignment with cultural and contextual realities.

Cultural responsiveness ensures that multilingual training respects and incorporates
Kazakh cultural values and traditions while fostering an inclusive attitude toward linguistic
diversity. This theme addresses the need to balance national identity with the global reach
of multilingual education, as reflected in studies emphasizing culturally relevant
pedagogies (Kekeeva et al., 2020; Wernicke, 2021). By embedding cultural
responsiveness, teacher education programs can create environments that are meaningful

and contextually appropriate for both teachers and learners.

Stakeholder engagement connects and supports the implementation of the other
two themes, acting as a bridge between policy and practice. The involvement of diverse
groups—teachers, pre-service educators, administrators, and policymakers—ensures that
multilingual education strategies are practical and responsive to classroom realities
(Amirova et al., 2015; Khajayeva et al., 2021). Stakeholders provide critical feedback that
informs the design and adaptation of teacher education programs, addressing gaps and
aligning efforts with the broader goals of the trilingual policy. The selection of these
themes reflects their prominence in the literature and their relevance to Kazakhstan’s
multilingual education context. They were identified through an analysis of global and
local research, underscoring their essential roles in creating a robust framework for teacher
preparation. Importantly, these themes are not hierarchical but interdependent: stakeholder
engagement strengthens the practical implementation of multilingual training, while
cultural responsiveness ensures that training is relevant and meaningful within Kazakh
society. Together, these themes form an integrated framework that addresses the unique

linguistic, cultural, and educational landscape of Kazakhstan.
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Multilingualism in Teacher Education

Multilingualism and multiculturalism are functional realities in today’s European
societies. Kazakhstan, as a signatory to the Bologna Process, aligns its higher education
reforms with European standards. The Bologna Process encourages international
collaboration, standardization, and the adoption of multilingual strategies to prepare
graduates for global opportunities (Kehm, 2010; Zgaga, 2018). In particular, the emphasis
on multilingual education within the Bologna framework reflects its goal of fostering
linguistic diversity and mobility across European and partner countries (Wéchter &
Maiworm, 2014). Examining European examples provides valuable insights into how
multilingual education is implemented in diverse contexts, offering lessons that can inform

Kazakhstan’s efforts.

Given that multilingualism and multiculturalism are essential realities in
contemporary European societies, the promotion of multilingualism and the preparation of
teachers to handle multilingual classrooms present significant challenges. For instance, the
European Union has established policies to enhance multilingual education (Ziegler, 2013,
p. 1), although, there remains a disparity between the goals set by these policies and the
actual practices within educational systems. For example, in Finland, despite substantial
public funding and policy support for multilingual education, teachers often lack the
necessary experience to implement multilingual pedagogies effectively (Szabo et al.,

2021).

Similarly, in South Tyrol, Italy, the education system struggles with linguistic
separation, which also impacts teacher preparation programs (Gross & Mastellotto, 2021).
Linguistic separation describes a structured educational system where schools are
organized by language, with separate authorities overseeing German, Italian, and Ladin-

speaking students. This setup aimed to protect and promote each group’s language and
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culture, establishing distinct educational streams for each community. While this approach
effectively preserved linguistic diversity, it also restricted interaction between students of
different language backgrounds. As a result, each school often adopted a "monolingual
habitus,” meaning that multilingualism is not encouraged in an integrated way. This
separation limited students' chances to practice and engage in multilingual environments,
which hindered language development and the process of fostering a multilingual society.
Although there were efforts to integrate multilingual awareness and practices within
teacher education (“Pedagogy of inclusion” module that adopts a bilingual approach), the
overall system still reflected monolingual ideologies (Gross & Mastellotto, 2021, pp. 16-
19). The example of South Tyrol is particularly relevant to this study because it highlights
the challenges of developing multilingual education policies that foster multilingual
competence rather than just the coexistence of separate languages. In Kazakhstan, where
the study looks at the trilingual education policy involving Kazakh, Russian, and English,
South Tyrol's experience with linguistic separation offers insights into potential pitfalls. It
serves as a cautionary tale, showing how a lack of cross-linguistic integration can limit
multilingual outcomes. This is important for evaluating and developing effective

multilingual teacher education programs in Kazakhstan.

The government of Kazakhstan has established a multilingual (trilingual) education
policy, emphasizing the need for citizens to be proficient in Kazakh (the state language),
Russian (the language of interethnic communication), and English (the language of
international communication). According to the State Program for Education Development
in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020 (2010), by 2020, the goal was for 100% of
the population to speak Kazakh, 95% to speak Russian, and 25% to speak English.
Yeskeldiyeva and Tazhibayeva (2015) revealed that the educational system is undergoing

modernization to incorporate multilingual education. Several universities and secondary
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schools in Kazakhstan are implementing experimental sites for multilingual education,
focusing on teaching subjects in all three languages. For instance, mathematics and natural
sciences are expected to be taught in English from an early age.

Mandatory Multilingual Training

The inclusion of mandatory multilingual training as a theme in this framework
reflects its critical role in aligning teacher education programs with the goals of
Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy. This theme was selected based on its recurring emphasis in
global research and its necessity for equipping pre-service teachers to navigate
multilingual classrooms. Studies from Germany, Finland, and Croatia illustrate the diverse
ways in which multilingual training has been implemented, offering valuable insights for
Kazakhstan. For instance, Germany’s federal states approach multilingual teacher
education differently, with some states like North Rhine-Westphalia mandating such
training while others offer it as optional. Berkel-Otto et al. (2021) used a comparative
methodology to analyze teacher education programs across three German federal states:
North Rhine-Westphalia (NRW), Hamburg, and Lower Saxony. By examining relevant
laws, policy documents, study regulations, and module descriptions, the researchers
mapped out how these states incorporate multilingualism into teacher training, focusing on
the structures, content, and scope of training offered. This data was collected from publicly
accessible educational policies and curriculum documents to maintain objectivity and
relevance. The study assessed several criteria, including the mandatory versus optional
nature of multilingual training, workload (measured in credit points), and specific content
areas covered. For example, the NRW program, which mandates multilingual training for
all pre-service teachers, contrasts with Hamburg’s system, where the integration of
multilingual education varies by module, and Lower Saxony’s optional training model. To

evaluate the efficacy of these approaches, the study also incorporated pre- and post-
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training assessment data on multilingual competencies using the German as a Second
Language (GSL) Competency Test. This test evaluates teacher competencies across three
dimensions: subject-specific registers, multilingualism, and didactics. Their findings
suggested that such modules significantly improved teacher preparation for multilingual
classrooms. They recommended that other regions should adopt a similar approach into
their teacher education in order to equip pre-service teachers with sufficient knowledge

about teaching in diverse settings.

Similarly, Miskulin Saletovi¢ et al. (2021) examine Croatian teacher education
programs and argue for the inclusion of mandatory multilingual training to enhance
teachers' ability to work in multilingual environments. They stated that such training
equips teachers to manage multilingual environments effectively, especially in regions
with significant minority populations, such as Hungarian, Serbian, and Italian speakers.
However, they note that multilingual training often prioritizes standard Croatian over the
use of minority languages, limiting its scope. Szabo et al. (2021) also discuss this notion in
their study on Finnish teacher education. They illustrated how multilingual pedagogy is
systematically integrated into teacher education through initiatives such as the "Language-
Aware Multilingual Pedagogy" (LAMP) program at the University of Jyvéskyld. This
program emphasized the use of students' full linguistic repertoires as resources for
learning, encouraging teachers to adopt strategies that normalize the parallel use of
multiple languages in the classroom. For instance, teacher trainees learned to design
lessons that leverage students’ heritage languages alongside the language of instruction,

fostering inclusivity and academic engagement.

Furthermore, Finland has demonstrated a strong national commitment to

multilingual education through substantial public funding and policy support. Between
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2017 and 2018, the Finnish government allocated €10 million to experimental projects
aimed at developing innovative multilingual pedagogies and teacher education models.
These initiatives include preparing pre-service teachers to work effectively with
increasingly diverse classrooms, given Finland’s growing immigrant population and legal
recognition of multiple languages, such as Sadmi, Romani, and Finnish Sign Language.
However, Szab¢ et al. (2021) noted that even with this support, teachers in Finland
sometimes struggled to adopt multilingual practices, as monolingual teaching habits
persist. This challenge resonates with Kazakhstan, where the dominance of Russian in
education and limited practical support for Kazakh and English in multilingual settings
create similar tensions. Finland’s solution—providing targeted, language-aware modules
in teacher education—could inform Kazakhstan’s approach. Specifically, integrating
practical training that reflects the linguistic diversity of classrooms, supported by explicit
policies and financial investment, could strengthen the implementation of Kazakhstan’s

trilingual policy.

In the Kazakhstani context, Yeskeldiyeva and Tazhibayeva (2015) show the need
for mandatory multilingual training within teacher education programs. They argue that
this training is essential not only to help teachers navigate a multilingual classroom but
also to support the country’s broader strategic goals under its trilingual policy. This policy
aims to ensure proficiency in Kazakh (the state language), Russian (the language of
interethnic communication), and English (a global language). The authors see this
multilingual approach as a way to foster cultural unity within the country. Their study
explained how Kazakhstan’s unique linguistic landscape, where Kazakh is often spoken in
rural areas and Russian dominates urban centers, shapes the demands on teacher training.
They found that many teachers and students face specific challenges, including limited

resources for English instruction, outdated teaching methods, and a shortage of qualified
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multilingual educators. These challenges mean that teacher education programs must go
beyond language skills alone; they should also prepare teachers to manage linguistically
diverse classrooms effectively and use modern teaching tools to support language learning.
Moreover, research, which included surveys across Kazakhstani schools and universities,
showed a strong preference among students for multilingual education (over 80% of
university students and approximately 60% of secondary school students expressed a
desire to learn in a multilingual environment). However, they argued that for the trilingual
policy to be truly effective, teacher training needs to be reformed to include specific
methods for teaching in multilingual settings and managing the blend of Kazakh, Russian,

and English in the classroom.

Berkel-Otto et al. (2021) provided evidence from Germany, but their findings
might not fully apply to Kazakhstan, given the differences in language policies and teacher
training systems. Similarly, while Miskulin Saletovi¢ et al. (2021) and Szabo et al. (2021)
advocated for incorporating multilingual training, their research focused on regions with
more established multilingual practices than Kazakhstan. This raises questions about how
well these approaches can be adapted to the Kazakhstani context, where the trilingual
policy is still developing. Overall, these studies highlighted the increasing agreement on
the importance of structured multilingual training in teacher education. Although research
showed the effectiveness of such training in various settings, the situation in Kazakhstan,
requires more exploration. While the integration of multilingual training is crucial, it is
equally important to ensure that the design and implementation of these programs are
shaped by input from all relevant stakeholders to better meet the needs of multilingual

classrooms.
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Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder engagement is another key factor in shaping effective multilingual
education programs, as evidenced by various studies. This engagement fosters
collaboration among educators, parents, policymakers, and administrators to ensure that
language policies translate effectively into classroom practices. Gartziarena et al. (2024)
explored primary school teachers' beliefs about multilingual teaching in the Basque
Country, emphasizing the crucial role of engaging stakeholders such as teachers and
parents in developing effective multilingual education strategies. The research involved
418 teachers, who completed an online questionnaire designed to capture their beliefs on
multilingualism and teaching approaches. This quantitative component used a Likert scale
to measure teachers’ levels of agreement with statements about language teaching
practices, which provided a broad overview of trends among the teachers. Additionally,
qualitative data was gathered through focus group discussions with 20 teachers across four
Basque provinces. These discussions offered an in-depth look at teachers' attitudes toward
strategies like translanguaging, their views on balancing fluency and accuracy, and their
beliefs regarding the influence of parental attitudes on students' language learning.
Hutchison (2021) also discussed the impact of community-based teacher education courses
in the USA, highlighting the importance of involving community stakeholders to better
understand diverse language practices and improve teacher preparation. For example, the
Conversation Caf€ initiative in New Jersey provided teacher candidates with hands-on
opportunities to interact with linguistically diverse communities, allowing them to learn
directly from families and residents about their language use and cultural practices. These
interactions challenged traditional teacher-student dynamics and equipped future educators
with practical strategies for supporting multilingualism in classrooms. Reflective

journaling by participants revealed significant shifts in how teacher candidates viewed
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their roles as facilitators of language learning, focusing on collaboration and mutual
understanding. For Kazakhstan, the involvement of community stakeholders—parents,
educators, and local leaders—can help address challenges such as balancing the

dominance of Russian with the promotion of Kazakh and English.

Returning to the context of Kazakhstan, Amirova et al. (2015) examined the
preparation of pre-school educators and showed the necessity of including a range of
stakeholders — students, faculty, and university administrators — in designing effective
multilingual teacher education programs. Their study was conducted as part of the State
Program of Education Development (2011-2020), which calls for an updated model of
teacher training to prepare educators who can meet the cultural and linguistic needs of
Kazakhstani society. Using a combination of survey questionnaires and interviews,
Amirova et al. gathered perspectives from students enrolled in pre-school education
programs at Kazakh National Pedagogical University, as well as faculty and university
administrators involved in teacher training. The study found that current training programs
need to expand their focus on multilingual competencies and intercultural communication
skills. Faculty participants highlighted the need for improved resources, including updated
course materials and electronic resources, which would better support students in their
training. Students, on the other hand, expressed a need for more practical experience with
multilingual teaching approaches and exposure to diverse classroom settings. Authors
concluded that a collaborative approach to program design, incorporating feedback from
all stakeholder groups, could address these gaps and enhance teacher preparedness for
multilingual education. This study aligns with Khajayeva et al. (2021), who similarly
emphasized stakeholder engagement, focusing on primary school teacher candidates in
Kazakhstan. Through qualitative interviews, they explored how these future teachers felt

about their preparation for multilingual classrooms. Many candidates shared that they felt
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unprepared for the challenges of teaching in a multilingual setting and believed their
training could be improved by incorporating more feedback from key stakeholders, like
themselves and other education professionals. The authors highlight that by including
direct input from those who will be teaching and collaborating across various educational
roles, teacher training programs could be better designed to meet the real demands of

multilingual education.

Across the literature, there is a consensus that stakeholder engagement plays a
pivotal role in the success of multilingual education programs. Whether in the Basque
Country, the USA, or Kazakhstan, involving a broad range of stakeholders, including
teachers, parents, and community members, ensures that multilingual education strategies
are responsive to the specific needs of diverse classrooms. In addition to stakeholder
engagement, ensuring that teacher education programs are culturally responsive is key to
addressing the diverse needs of multilingual students and fostering an inclusive learning
environment.

Cultural Responsiveness

Cultural responsiveness is a critical component of multilingual education,
emphasizing the integration of students’ cultural and linguistic identities into teaching
practices. Wernicke (2021) explored linguistically and culturally responsive pedagogies in
Canadian EAL (English as an Additional Language) education, highlighting the necessity
of integrating cultural responsiveness into teacher education programs to better support
diverse linguistic practices. At the University of British Columbia (UBC), pre-service
teachers engaged with required courses and cohort specializations that focused on
integrating language, culture, and pedagogy, helping them understand how to create

linguistically inclusive environments. The study argues that acknowledging and
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incorporating students' cultural backgrounds can enhance their learning experience and

foster inclusivity in multilingual classrooms.

Duisebayeva and Thomas’ (2016) comparative study between the Netherlands’ and
Kazakhstan’s multilingual education led them to suggest that disseminating cultural
knowledge can improve teacher training programs by making them more relevant to the
context and sensitive to the diverse backgrounds of students. Their comparative study
reveals that while the Netherlands focuses on bilingualism (primarily Dutch and English),
Kazakhstan prioritizes trilingualism, incorporating Kazakh, Russian, and English equally.
This emphasis on cultural responsiveness ensures that teacher training reflects national
traditions and linguistic diversity, allowing teachers to better address the needs of
multicultural classrooms. In both contexts, the alignment of multilingual education with
cultural practices reinforces teachers’ ability to create inclusive and contextually relevant

learning environments

Returning to Kazakhstan, Kekeeva et al. (2020) examined how national traditions
are integrated into the formation of multilingualism among future teachers, underscoring
the importance of cultural responsiveness in the educational process. Their study examined
how integrating cultural and linguistic practices into teacher training can enhance
professional competence among pre-service teachers. For example, collaborative
workshops in Kazakhstan’s teacher education programs incorporated traditional Kazakh
values alongside modern pedagogical practices. These workshops helped pre-service
teachers develop culturally sensitive strategies, which they can apply to linguistically
diverse classrooms. This approach not only strengthens the alignment of teacher training
with Kazakh national identity but also fosters an appreciation for the linguistic and cultural

diversity inherent in trilingual classrooms. Their findings suggest that aligning teacher
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training with cultural practices can enhance teachers' ability to deliver multilingual

education effectively.

Wernicke’s (2021) research provided evidence for the benefits of cultural
responsiveness, but the Canadian context—where multiculturalism is institutionalized—
differs significantly from Kazakhstan’s more centralized language policy. Duisebayeva
and Thomas (2016) offered a useful data, yet their study only scratches the surface of how
cultural responsiveness can be effectively implemented in Kazakhstani teacher training.
Kekeeva et al. (2020) go further, focusing on Kazakhstan’s unique national traditions and
offering useful insights into how these can enrich multilingual education. All of these
researchers agree that cultural responsiveness is key to successful multilingual education.
Studies from Canada, the Netherlands, and Kazakhstan all emphasize the importance of
integrating cultural elements into teacher training programs. In Kazakhstan, where national
traditions play a significant role in education, the challenge is finding the right balance
between these traditions and modern, globalized influences.

Cenoz’s Continua of Multilingual Education

Figure 2

Cenoz’s (2009) Continua of Multilingual Education
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This study adopted Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education as the
guiding theoretical framework. Cenoz’s model is particularly useful for exploring the
complexities of multilingual education because it emphasizes flexibility and adaptability,
rather than rigid categories. It helps in understanding how different languages interact in
educational settings, which is highly relevant for the Kazakhstani context, where the
trilingual policy promotes proficiency in Kazakh, Russian, and English. A small-scale
qualitative thesis, however, gains depth by tracking only the variables that most directly
shape teachers’ work. Selecting linguistic distance, sociolinguistic context, language of
instruction and the role of key stakeholders keeps one representative continuum from each
of the three domains and adds the teacher-centred strand within the educational domain.
This choice preserved conceptual balance between structure, status, curriculum and
agency, while remaining empirically manageable for a single-site study focused on teacher
preparation. Followingly, two overarching pedagogical continua further shaped the present
analysis. The first, additive—transformative multilingualism (see Figure 3), places program

on a line that stretches from merely accumulating additional languages (the additive pole)
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to deliberately reshaping learners’ identities and cognitive resources through integrated use

of their full linguistic repertoires (the transformative pole) (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015).

Figure 3
Two Overarching Continua
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Note. Adapted from Cenoz’s (2009) Continua of Multilingual Education.

According to the Cenoz (2009), at the additive pole of that continuum schools
“accumulate additional languages” without challenging existing linguistic hierarchies, a
stance that often limits outcomes to functional bilingualism and leaves dominant-language
identities intact. She describes “additive” as the baseline descriptor of programs that
introduce new languages but do not yet disrupt monolingual norms. By contrast,
contemporary work on translanguaging portrays classroom practices in which students
weave the resources of all their languages into single communicative events (Garcia 2009;
Wei 2011; Garcia & Wei 2014); this interweaving is described as “transformative”,
because it reshapes cognitive repertoires and enables learners to negotiate new
sociocultural identities. Positioning Kazakhstani trilingual education along an additive-
transformative line was therefore useful: it allowed me to trace whether English, Kazakh
and Russian are merely being “added on” for only functional purposes or are genuinely

leveraged to re-conceptualize knowledge and learner selves, as the policy rhetoric claims.
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The second, compartmentalisation—integration (see Figure 3), differentiates models
that strictly separate languages by timetable, subject, or physical space from those that
intentionally blur linguistic boundaries (parallel monolingualism) through co-teaching,

multilingual resources, and flexible classroom discourse (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015).

Cenoz’s framework is built around several continua (variables) that reflect the
varied aspects of multilingual education, that helped me to map the program within two
above-mentioned continua. These variables provide a nuanced way to examine how
languages are taught and learned in different contexts. In Kazakhstan, where teachers are
expected to manage instruction in three distinct languages, this framework offers insights

into the specific challenges and opportunities they face:

Linguistic Distance

Cenoz describes linguistic distance as “the degree of variation between the
languages involved”, noting that families such as Germanic, Slavic and Turkic lie toward
the ‘more distant’ pole of the continuum. In Kazakhstan’s trilingual education policy, the
typological distance between Kazakh (a Turkic language), Russian (a Slavic language),
and English (a Germanic language) presents unique challenges for teacher education, so
this might be a structural explanation for why teachers report heavier cognitive load when
integrating English into content courses than when alternating between Kazakh and
Russian (Gibbons 2009; Huang & Chuang 2016). Understanding these distances is
essential for preparing teachers to facilitate language learning effectively, as greater

linguistic distance may require different pedagogical strategies.
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Sociolinguistic Context

The framework also considers the sociolinguistic environment at both the macro
and micro levels. In Kazakhstan, Kazakh holds the status of the state language, Russian is
the language of interethnic communication, and English is the language of international
communication. These differing roles create a complex sociolinguistic context that must be
addressed in teacher education programs. Teachers must be prepared not only to teach
content in these languages but also to navigate the differing social statuses and functions of

each language in society.

Role of Stakeholders

Cenoz’s model emphasizes the importance of considering both the language of
instruction and the way languages are integrated into the curriculum. In Kazakhstan, the
trilingual policy requires that subjects like mathematics and natural sciences be taught in
English, while other subjects are taught in Kazakh and Russian. Teacher education
programs must ensure that pre-service teachers are equipped with the necessary language

skills and instructional strategies to teach academic content in multiple languages.

Language of Instruction, subject/content

Cenoz highlighted the critical role of teachers’ linguistic proficiency in
multilingual education. In Kazakhstan, the success of trilingual education depends heavily
on teachers’ multilingual proficiency and their ability to implement effective multilingual
pedagogies. Teacher training programs must, therefore, focus on enhancing teachers’
language skills and their ability to create multilingual learning environments that support

all three languages.
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Conclusion

The review of literature on integrating multilingualism in teacher education reveals
that preparing teachers for multilingual classrooms is a layered and challenging process,
especially in Kazakhstan, where the trilingual education policy is shaping new educational
priorities. Across studies from Kazakhstan and other contexts, we see three key themes
emerging as essential: the need for comprehensive multilingual training, active stakeholder
involvement, and a commitment to cultural responsiveness. Research shows that
multilingual training is most effective when it is thoughtfully structured and required as
part of teacher education programs. Studies from countries like Germany, Finland, and
Kazakhstan highlight how multilingual training can equip teachers with the skills and
perspectives they need to support students’ diverse language needs, viewing language as a
powerful tool for learning. Kazakhstan’s unique language landscape, with its strategic
emphasis on Kazakh, Russian, and English, presents specific challenges that need careful
attention in training, including addressing language hierarchies and resource limitations.
Stakeholder involvement also proves crucial. Effective multilingual education programs
are stronger when they involve teachers, parents, communities, and policymakers in their
development. This collaborative approach, highlighted in studies from the Basque
Country, the U.S., and Kazakhstan, ensures that educational strategies are practical,
adaptable, and genuinely responsive to classroom realities. Lastly, cultural responsiveness
is essential in making multilingual education meaningful. Studies from Canada, the
Netherlands, and Kazakhstan show that when teacher training embraces students’ cultural
backgrounds, it fosters a more inclusive learning environment that better supports
language diversity. Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education provides a valuable
lens for understanding Kazakhstan’s multilingual education goals, helping to explore the

challenges and opportunities in implementing trilingual policies. While research from
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around the world offers helpful insights, Kazakhstan’s specific trilingual context requires
more local research and tailored approaches. This study, focused on teacher education in a
Kazakhstani university, will contribute to this growing understanding, offering guidance
on best practices and potential improvements for effectively integrating multilingualism in

the Kazakhstani educational setting.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
In this chapter, I outline the research methodology employed to explore the
integration of multilingualism in teacher education within Kazakhstan. The study is
situated in the context of the country’s trilingual policy, which aims to balance proficiency
in Kazakh, Russian, and English. This chapter describes the qualitative case study
approach adopted to explore how a teacher education program at a Kazakhstani university

prepares future educators for multilingual classrooms.

Research Design

This study employed a qualitative case study design to explore teacher preparation
in the context of multilingual education. Qualitative research is particularly well-suited for
investigating complex, non-quantifiable phenomena, such as stakeholder perceptions,
curriculum practices, and sociocultural processes (Creswell, 2014). A qualitative approach
allows gaining a richer insight into how participants experience and interpret the world
around them. (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). Case study design, as described by Yin (2014),
involves the in-depth examination of a phenomenon within its real-life context. It is
particularly appropriate for studies that aim to understand contemporary events and
processes. Denscombe (2014) further notes that case studies offer a holistic perspective,
emphasizing the interplay of context and phenomenon. This study’s focus on one
university in Kazakhstan, including its teacher preparation programs, fit well with the case
study approach because it aimed to capture the unique dynamics and challenges of teacher

education in this specific context.

To strengthen the findings' credibility and minimize bias, this study utilized two
data collection methods — document analysis and semi-structured interviews. The
qualitative approach and case study design enabled an in-depth exploration of how

multilingualism is integrated into the curriculum of one teacher education program (RQ 1),
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including the analysis of specific courses, modules, and the balance between Kazakh,
Russian, and other languages. Document analysis served as the primary data collection
method, focusing on program guidelines to uncover how multilingualism is incorporated
and identify any gaps in teacher preparation (RQ 3). Semi-structured interviews
complemented this by capturing the perceptions of university administrator, teacher
educator, and pre-service teacher regarding the adequacy of current programs in preparing
teachers for multilingual classrooms (RQ 2). Triangulating these data sources enhanced the

trustworthiness of the findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

The theoretical framework guiding this study was Cenoz’s (2009) continua of
multilingual education. This adapted framework examined four key elements from the
continua: linguistic distance, sociolinguistic context, language of instruction, and
integration of content and language. These continua provided a structured lens to analyze
the interplay of language and educational practices, helping to uncover patterns and
tensions in teacher preparation. The linguistic distance continuum guided the analysis of
how the curriculum addresses the relationships between Kazakh, Russian, English, and
other languages, emphasizing their implications for teaching and learning. The
sociolinguistic context continuum explored how the curriculum reflects the sociolinguistic
realities of Kazakhstan, including the societal roles and statuses of different languages.
The language of instruction continuum helped to identify the balance between languages
used for teaching and learning across courses and modules, shedding light on whether
certain languages dominate or coexist equitably. Finally, the integration of content and
language continuum highlighted how the curriculum combines language learning and
subject matter, particularly in fostering multilingual competencies among pre-service
teachers. In parallel with these four continua, the analysis also situated findings along two

overarching pedagogical poles drawn from Cenoz’s model. The first pole, additive—
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transformative multilingualism, positioned programs on a spectrum running from simply
accumulating additional languages to deliberately reshaping learners’ identities and
cognitive resources through integrated use of their full linguistic repertoires. The second
pole, compartmentalisation—integration, differentiated practices that strictly separate
languages by timetable, subject, or physical space from those that blur linguistic
boundaries through co-teaching, multilingual resources, and flexible classroom discourse.
Mapping the data onto these poles clarified the extent to which observed practices
gravitated toward additive, compartmentalised arrangements or moved toward
transformative, integrated multilingual education. By applying this framework, the study
identified how multilingualism is embedded in curriculum design and teaching practices at

the selected university.

Research Site

The current study was conducted in a state university which is located in the
eastern part of Kazakhstan. This multidisciplinary university was created by an association
of pedagogical, zootechnical and veterinary, financial, economic and technological
institutes. Based on my insider knowledge, graduates of this university are highly valued in
the pedagogical sphere of Kazakhstan. According to the university’s website (at the time
of writing this thesis), the institution employs 971 faculty and staff members, including 28
professors, 155 doctoral candidates and associate professors, and 181 Masters. Notably, 70
faculty members have been recognized as "the best teachers of higher educational
institutions” and have become recipients of state grants. The university offers a wide range
of educational programs (B.Ed., MA, PhD), and prepares teachers for different educational
levels: pedagogy and psychology, pedagogy of preschool education and training, pedagogy
and methods of primary education, training of teachers of subject specialization of general

development, training of teachers in natural sciences, training of teachers in humanitarian
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disciplines, teacher training in languages and literature. It is also a member of several
reputable international organizations and actively engages in international cooperation and
business relations with universities across the USA, China, Mongolia, Germany, the
Netherlands, Great Britain, Japan, Turkey, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, Russia,

Belarus, Ukraine, and several Baltic states.

This university served as a representative example of higher education institutions
in Kazakhstan due to its multidisciplinary nature, adherence to national education
standards, and contributions to the pedagogical field. As a state university, it operated
under the centralized policies governing all Kazakhstani higher education institutions,
making its practices reflective of broader trends in the country. Moreover, this institution's
prominence in the pedagogical sphere ensured that findings from this case offered insights
into challenges and opportunities applicable to other universities across Kazakhstan. Its
connection to the national trilingual policy and international collaborations further
enhanced its suitability for examining how teacher education programs balanced global

influences with local linguistic and cultural contexts.

Sample

The second part of the study involved three participants from a teacher education
program at the selected university: one university (school) administration member, one
teacher educator, and one pre-service teacher currently enrolled in the program. The
purposive sampling method was chosen as it allows for the deliberate selection of
participants who possess specific knowledge and experiences relevant to the research focus
(Cohen et al., 2018). The goal of this study was not statistical representativeness but the
selection of “information-rich cases” that illuminate the central phenomenon of

multilingual-teacher preparation (Patton, 2015). Together these roles span macro-, meso-,
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and micro-levels of decision-making and enactment, allowing the study to trace how

Cenoz’s continua are interpreted from policy room to classroom.

To recruit the pre-service teacher participant, |1 approached one cohort in the
teacher education program, presented the research topic, and invited interested students to
participate. Priority was given to selecting a pre-service teacher who is nearing the
completion of their program, as they are likely to have more understanding of their
preparation process and can offer valuable insights into the program'’s effectiveness. For
the teacher educator and school administrator participants, | utilized my insider knowledge
of the institution to contact individuals directly, ensuring they have significant experience
and involvement in the program. The school administrator is an alumnus of the Bolashak
presidential scholarship and completed a professional internship in the United States; the
teacher educator had been an acquaintance prior to the study, which facilitated trust but
also introduced a relational dynamic that may have encouraged shared assumptions; the
pre-service teacher is in the final semester and has studied in two foreign universities

through academic-mobility schemes.

Data Collection Instruments
To gather comprehensive data for this study, | employed two data collection

instruments: document analysis and semi-structured interviews.

Document analysis included reviewing the Register of Educational Programs of
Higher and Postgraduate Education, an open-access platform that provides detailed
information about the curriculum of all educational programs in Kazakhstan. This resource
helped identify the structure and components of the teacher education program in this
study. I also formally requested institutional documents from the university administration

and program instructors—including syllabi, course materials, presentation slides,
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assignment descriptions, and assessment criteria—but, midway through data collection, the
administration informed me that these materials were confidential and therefore could not
be shared. As a result, | was unable to analyze those internal documents and relied instead
on publicly available information — program outline with all courses and descriptions that
program offers. Although these constraints reduced the breadth of the textual evidence, the
available documents nevertheless allowed for systematic examination of multilingual
elements and enabled triangulation with interview data to strengthen the credibility of the

findings (Bowen, 2009)

To complement the document analysis, | conducted semi-structured, person-to-
person interviews with three key stakeholders—the school administrator, a teacher
educator, and a pre-service teacher (for interview protocols, see Appendix B). Semi-
structured interviews were well-suited to this qualitative research because they offered the
flexibility to probe participants’ experiences while maintaining a focus on core topics
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). The administrator and teacher educator consented to audio
recording (for transcription sample, see Appendix C), whereas the pre-service teacher
declined, so | took detailed notes during that interview instead. To ensure inclusivity and
accuracy, I provided interview questions in each participant’s preferred language—

English, Kazakh, or Russian.

The deliberate narrowing to one program and to three strategically positioned
informants enhances depth but necessarily constrains breadth. Because the study
foregrounds voices that are highly engaged with multilingual initiatives, perspectives of
less involved staff or of students in earlier semesters are absent; divergent experiences
might have emerged had those groups been included. All participants possess above-
average global exposure—through Bolashak, prior acquaintance with international

scholarship, or extended study abroad—and thus view multilingual education largely
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through progressive, integration-oriented lenses. My insider status, while facilitating
access, also risks privileging familiar narratives and may have influenced whom 1
perceived as “key” actors. Findings should therefore be read as analytically, not
statistically, generalisable: they offer transferable concepts rather than claims about
frequency. Future research that broadens the sample across institutions or includes
stakeholders such as parents and policy makers could test the robustness of the continua

patterns identified here.

Data Analysis

Data collected through document analysis and semi-structured interviews
underwent systematic qualitative analysis to uncover patterns, themes, and insights related
to multilingual practices in the teacher education program. The data analysis process was
iterative and followed the guidelines outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006) for thematic

analysis, ensuring a rigorous and transparent approach to coding and theme development.

Document Analysis

The available curricular documents (chiefly entries in the Register of Educational
Programs of Higher and Postgraduate Education and the program outline) were
systematically reviewed to locate explicit and implicit references to multilingual practice.
A deductive lens, grounded in Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education, guided
the coding of elements such as linguistic distance, sociolinguistic context, language of
instruction, and content-and-language integration. Codes were then clustered to illuminate
how multilingualism was embedded (or overlooked) in curriculum design, assessment

criteria, and instructional practice.
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Semi-Structured Interviews

Interview recordings (or detailed field notes when the pre-service teacher declined
recording) were transcribed verbatim and underwent manual coding. Initial open coding
assigned descriptive labels to salient excerpts; axial coding subsequently explored
relationships among codes (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Related codes were consolidated into
broader themes, which were interpreted through Cenoz’s framework to capture
stakeholders’ perceptions and experiences. Particular attention was paid to convergences
and divergences among the three participant groups—the program director, the teacher

educator, and the pre-service teacher.

Ethical Considerations

This study adhered to the ethical standards set forth by Nazarbayev University
Graduate School of Education (GSE) to ensure the protection of all participants involved.
The research has been approved as a study involving human participants with no more

than minimal risk.

Informed Consent

Participation in this study was voluntary, and informed consent was obtained from
all participants before data collection begins. Consent forms were provided in English,
Kazakh, and Russian to accommodate participants’ language preferences. The forms
included details about the study's purpose, data collection procedures, the voluntary nature
of participation, and the right to withdraw at any time without any penalty (Appendix E).
Participants were also informed about the use of audio recordings during interviews and
were given the option to opt out of recording. In such cases, detailed notes were taken to

ensure accurate documentation.
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Anonymity and Confidentiality

To ensure anonymity, the research site was coded (e.g., University A), and
participant identities were anonymized using codes such as PST (pre-service teacher), TE
(teacher educator), and SA (school administrator). Personal information collected for
communication purposes, such as names and contact details, were kept strictly confidential
and stored securely. Participants were not informed about the identities of other

participants to avoid hierarchical influence or bias.

Confidentiality of data was maintained through secure storage. All digital data,
including interview recordings, transcripts, and notes, were stored on a password-protected
laptop, while any physical documents were kept in a locked cabinet. Only the researcher
and thesis supervisor had the access to the data. Data were retained only for the duration of
the research and destroyed upon study completion, with digital files were permanently

deleted and physical documents were shredded.

Risk Management

The study posed minimal risk to participants, primarily involving the time
commitment for interviews and potential discomfort when reflecting on gaps in
multilingual education practices. To minimize inconvenience, interviews were scheduled
at times and in formats (online or in person) that suit participants' preferences. Neutral,
open-ended questions were used to avoid leading responses or evoking undue stress.
Participants were reminded of their right to pause or withdraw from the interview at any

time.

Benefits
The study offered potential benefits to participants and the broader educational

community. Stakeholders such as teacher educators and administrators gained insights into
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the strengths and areas for improvement in multilingual teacher preparation programs. Pre-
service teachers may feel empowered by contributing their voices to the discussion. This
research also aimed to raise awareness of multilingual education practices and serve as a
foundation for future studies in Kazakhstan. By addressing these ethical considerations,
this study ensured that participants' rights, well-being, and dignity are prioritized

throughout the research process.

Positionality

I am a 22-year-old Kazakhstani graduate student who completed my undergraduate
studies at the very university examined in this case study. | grew up speaking Kazakh and
Russian at home and learned English through formal schooling, so shifting fluidly among
these languages is part of my everyday communicative repertoire; this ease of
translanguaging naturally draws me to questions about how future teachers in Kazakhstan
are prepared for multilingual classrooms. During the proposal stage, my first supervisor,
Michelle Bedeker, advised me to “start where you stand”, to look back at my
undergraduate experience, my hometown, and the communities | care about, then ask what
I would change for their benefit. Her prompt redirected my search for a topic toward the
familiar corridors of my former faculty and solidified my commitment to a project that
speaks directly to learners and educators whose experiences mirror my own.

Because | once studied in the program now under exploration, | occupy the
position of an insider-alumnus. Shared institutional memories fostered immediate rapport:
participants spoke candidly in whichever language felt most comfortable, trusting that |
understood the implicit norms of campus life. Yet that very familiarity risked blinding me
to practices an outsider might question. To temper this bias, | had been reflecting on after
every interview and document-analysis session. Epistemologically, | adopt a constructivist

stance, viewing meaning as co-constructed through language and context (Creswell &
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Poth, 2018). Rather than bracketing my multilingual background, I treat it as an analytic
lens.
Summary

This chapter detailed the research methods used to explore how multilingualism is
integrated into teacher education programs within the context of Kazakhstan’s trilingual
policy. It described the qualitative case study design and explained the use of Cenoz’s
(2009) continua of multilingual education as the theoretical framework guiding the study. |
also outlined the research site, participant recruitment, data collection methods, and the
analysis procedures employed to ensure a thorough and reliable investigation. Finally, the
chapter addressed the ethical considerations taken to protect participants and ensure the
integrity of the research process. The next chapter will present the findings and discuss

their implications for teacher education in multilingual contexts.
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Chapter 4: Findings

In this chapter, | present the findings of my research into how multilingualism is
addressed within a Kazakhstani teacher education program. Drawing on both curriculum
documents and interviews with key stakeholders—an administrator, a teacher educator,
and a pre-service teacher—these findings shed light on the extent to which teacher
preparation aligns with multilingual education goals. In keeping with the structure of the
earlier chapters, this exploration is organized around the three main research questions. In
brief, 1 used document analysis and semi-structured interviews to analyze how one teacher
education program incorporated multilingualism into their program (RQ1) and how key
stakeholders perceived the program's effectiveness in preparing multilingual teachers
(RQ2). I then brought those two distinct data sources together to identify the gaps in
providing multilingual education (RQ 3).

The findings focus on three central issues: first, the ways (and degrees) in which
multilingualism is integrated into the teacher education curriculum; second, the gaps and
challenges participants perceive in preparing future teachers for multilingual classrooms;
and third, stakeholder perceptions of how effectively these teacher education programs

meet the needs of a diverse linguistic context.

Curricular Multilingualism: Policy vs Practice (RQ1):

Document analysis and participant interviews alike point to a program that
formally recognizes multiple languages—Kazakh, Russian, and English—yet does not
feature an explicit, dedicated multilingual-education module focusing on best practices or
pedagogical strategies for teaching in linguistically diverse classrooms. Instead,
multilingualism appears primarily through separate language requirements and courses

mandated by national standards.
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In the official curriculum of the university, the program is labeled “6B01705 —
[eren Tini: exi meren Tumi” (Foreign Language: Two Foreign Languages). This name
suggests a deliberate effort to produce teachers qualified to use at least two foreign
languages (commonly English plus another, such as German, Turkish, or Chinese).
Additionally, the state requires undergraduates to take Kazakh language and Russian
language courses, along with a “Foreign Language” sequence for general education
purposes. As a result, a typical student in this teacher education program encounters at
least three language strands (Kazakh, Russian, English) in their coursework. However,
participants reported that simply having separate language courses does not necessarily

constitute “multilingual pedagogy™.

Specific Courses and Modules Related to Multilingual Education
From the curriculum documents, the “6B01705 — Illeren Timi: exi meren Tim”

program outlines a total of 240 credits distributed as follows:

e General Education Requirements (e.g., “Kazakh language,” “Russian language,”
“Foreign language,” “The history of Kazakhstan,” “Physical education,”

“Information and communications technology”).

e Major or specialized courses (e.g., “The practice of teaching foreign languages,”

“Theory and methods of teaching,” “Pedagogy,” “Psychology”).

o Elective offerings that vary by year (some skill-based courses, second foreign

language selections, etc.).

Although the documentation highlights the importance of language proficiency in
Kazakh, Russian, and English, it does not identify a standalone “multilingual education

methods” or “translanguaging pedagogy” course. Instead, multiple separate language
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modules are presented under mandatory components: “Illeren Tini” (Foreign Language at

a B2 level); “Kaszak tini” (Kazakh Language); “Opsic Tini” (Russian Language).

Each course description emphasizes acquiring communicative competence in that
specific language (e.g., “ensuring that students achieve B2 proficiency in the foreign
language” or “improving the use of Kazakh as a means of everyday and professional
communication”). Nowhere in the program’s official text is there an explicit mention of
bridging languages within a single course, nor are there modules explicitly dedicated to

training future teachers in strategies for mixed-language classrooms.

Despite the program name signaling a two-foreign-language specialization, the
interviews underscore that actual multilingual methodology is seldom addressed in a
systematic way: School administrator noted that “Bcé-taku OoJibIiIe MTO-PYCCKH, MHE
Kaxxetcs1, ropopst” [in most cases, they simply use Russian] when pressed on whether
there is a formal policy encouraging code-switching or translanguaging. This suggests that
official guidelines for mixing languages in one course are not part of the standard
curriculum. The teacher educator similarly observes that no single module systematically
teaches the idea of “translanguaging” or “multilingual classroom management.” She
pointed out that the default approach is typically monolingual instruction per course, and
that teachers themselves might mix languages only as a practical necessity. Pre-service
teacher explicitly states that “mporpamma MeHs kK 3TOMy HE TOTOBHJIA... MOH
OJTHOTPYTITHUKH... HE 3HAIO0 KaK OHHU OyayT crpasiarees’ [the program did not prepare me
or my classmates for multilingual classrooms; I do not know how they will manage]. This
pre-service teacher’s viewpoint further confirmed there is no course focusing on how to

work with students who collectively speak different languages.
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Hence, while the program does contain numerous courses on specific languages, it
lacks a clear, purposeful “multilingual education” course covering balanced use of Kazakh,
Russian, and English in the same classroom. Instead, each language is taught separately,
with no official bridging mechanism that helps future teachers integrate them for content

learning or to address diverse student populations.

How the Program Balances Kazakh, Russian, English and Other Languages

One of the sub-questions is how the curriculum maintains a balance between
Kazakh, Russian, English, and minority/foreign languages. The data revealed a mixture of
formal requirements (separate language classes for Kazakh, Russian, and English) and
pragmatic improvisations at the classroom level: from the official program documentation,
the curriculum mandates Kazakh language courses in both the first and second semesters
(5 credits each semester), aiming to strengthen Kazakh writing and speaking skills for all
students, regardless of their native language. In addition, Russian language courses are
offered at 5 credits per semester in Year 1 or 2, designed to develop “cognitive and
communicative competences in Russian” for diverse contexts. Furthermore, a “Foreign
language” block at the B2 level is taught every semester for the first two years; this foreign
language is predominantly English, with the possibility of taking a second foreign

language such as Turkish, German, or Chinese in later semesters.

Nominally, these parallel strands should produce tri- or multilingual graduates.
However, the curriculum does not outline how teacher candidates are meant to combine or
switch among those languages while teaching the subject. Nor do the official documents
specify “use of all three languages simultaneously” or “balanced code-switching” in the
teaching process. Instead, each language course is largely self-contained, with a
specialized set of grammar, reading, and speaking outcomes, but minimal cross-linguistic

references.
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Interviews highlighted more nuanced day-to-day practices and challenges. The
school administrator revealed that some classes enroll up to 28 students, all with
drastically different language backgrounds. While official policy states that groups should
be divided by language level, logistical constraints often prevent that. Regarding the use of
translanguaging in Russian class, although the course is meant to be “strictly in Russian,”
teachers “00BACHSIOT 4TO-TO ClIOKHOE Ha Kazaxckom™ [explain difficult things in Kazakh]
when necessary, especially if students’ Russian proficiency is minimal. However, these

translanguaging moments arise more from teacher improvisation than from policy.

From the teacher educator’s perspective, there is no strict enforcement of a single
language. Early on, she tried to maintain an “English-only” classroom, hoping it would
“force” students to pick up the target language more quickly, but found it “ne paboraer” [it
does not work] because of varying student proficiency. Now, she code-switches or uses
Russian or Kazakh for clarification, describing it as “nopmansuo” [it is normal], though it
is not systematically mandated or trained through any official course. She also
acknowledged that in the same class, some students have near B2/C1 proficiency, while
others struggle at A2 or lower, thus merging languages out of necessity rather than because

the institution instructs her to do so.

The pre-service teacher highlighted the challenge of forming a Russian-medium
cohort. She and several classmates had to “recruit” enough students who wanted
instruction in Russian to open a separate Russian-medium group; had they not found
enough students, they would have been merged into a Kazakh stream. This underscored a
lack of institutional planning for smooth language-stream differentiation. She also noted
the absence of pedagogical guidance, believing she can handle multilingual settings thanks
to her personal experiences abroad (Poland, Turkey) and her own multi-language skills,

yet pointing out that the program never systematically addressed how to teach a class of
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students who speak different first languages. In her words, “nporpamma... He ToTOBHIA
Hac... HalpuMep, Kak onenuBath ux’’ [the program... did not prepare us... for how to assess

them in a multilingual setting].

Although the official name of the program includes “two foreign languages,” the
emphasis is mostly on English plus one additional language (German, Turkish, Chinese).
Minorities such as Uzbek, Uighur, Tatar, or other community languages in Kazakhstan are
never explicitly referenced in the core curriculum. None of the three interviewees
mentioned tailored strategies for, or references to, smaller ethnic minority languages. Thus,
the “balance” typically refers to the triad of Kazakh, Russian, and English, with an elective

second foreign language for specialized track students.

Although no single course is labeled “multilingual education,” some existing
classes incorporate language diversity in an indirect, compartmentalized manner. General
education language classes (Kazakh, Russian, English) are offered, each aiming to
strengthen functional proficiency. For instance, “Kasak Tini” focuses on “communicative
competence” in Kazakh, while “Opsic Tini” fosters the ability to function socially and
academically in Russian. The “Illeren Tini” requirement ensures that all students receive
B2-level training in English. The overall objective is to develop reading, writing, speaking,
and listening skills in each language. While beneficial for improving the prospective
teacher’s own language skills, these courses largely treat each language in isolation and do
not explicitly instruct students on how to integrate or juggle multiple languages in a single

classroom lesson.

Pedagogical and methodology courses (e.g., “Pedagogy,” “The practice of teaching
foreign languages,” “Psychology,” “Teaching methods”) might include topics related to

diverse classrooms, but according to the PST interview, little time is devoted to specifics
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on managing three languages simultaneously. TE also indicates that “mb1 006Ccy)xmaem
METOMKY IpernojaBanus aHrauiickoro” [we are discussing the methodology of teaching
English]”, but not necessarily the interplay of Kazakh, Russian, and English with students

who speak them at varied levels.

Elective or specialized courses cover a wide range of options for advanced
language study or practice teaching, but there is no mention of a dedicated module for
multilingualism. Instead, advanced courses might focus on deeper mastery of a second
foreign language. The PST participant noted that in some advanced Kazakh or Russian
modules, the content concerns classical literature (e.g., “Abai's World,” “Abai”), which is
linguistically complex and not necessarily geared toward practical, modern teaching

contexts.

From these findings, it is evident that although the curriculum devotes significant
attention to each key language individually (Kazakh, Russian, English), there is no
thorough, specialized preparation in how to blend them when students or contexts require

cross-linguistic support.

Summary of Findings on RQ1

Overall, the teacher education program under study does recognize the necessity of
preparing future teachers to be competent in Kazakh, Russian, and at least one foreign
language (predominantly English). However, based on document analysis (program
outline) and the three interviews, the program does not feature a dedicated course or
clearly defined objectives on “multilingual education” as a pedagogy in its own right:
while students must complete separate courses in Kazakh, Russian, and English, none of
these courses explicitly trains them in how to teach using more than one language in the

same lesson or address the needs of multilingual learners. The same is true for
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methodology or pedagogy modules: they largely focus on subject-specific or monolingual

contexts, with minimal explicit training for a multilingual approach.

In principle, the curriculum attempts to cultivate multiple language proficiencies by
mandating coursework in all three. In practice, however, interviews show that balancing
these languages in daily lessons depends heavily on the individual instructor’s choices.
There is no uniform set of guidelines for code-switching or translanguaging strategies.
Students themselves sometimes lobby to form a “Russian-language stream,” or else they
are placed in the Kazakh-medium group. English is typically taught as a standalone subject
with minimal bridging to Kazakh or Russian. Minority or additional languages beyond this

triad receive scant institutional attention.

Thus, while “multilingualism” is present in the sense that teacher-candidates
themselves use multiple languages daily, it is neither systematically integrated nor guided
by a purposeful framework within the curriculum. This gap means that despite emerging
from a “trilingual” or “two-foreign-language” environment, many graduates may not be
properly prepared to support diverse K-12 student populations who speak different first

languages.

Stakeholder Perceptions of Multilingual Preparedness (RQ2):

Analysis of the interviews revealed agreement that while the institution aspires to
produce teachers comfortable in multiple languages, the actual program design offers only
partial guidance for working in multilingual classrooms. Each stakeholder—school
administrator (SA), teacher educator (TE), and pre-service teacher (PST)—Dbrings a

different vantage point, but they converge on several points.
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First, multilingual education is viewed as valuable and essential for Kazakhstan’s
future. As the SA put it, “SI curTaro 3TO OYEHBb XOPOIIIO... Y YEIOBEKA OTKPHIBACTCS
Oosnbine rpanu... oH MeicauT mupe...” [ think it is very good... it opens many horizons
for a person... they think more broadly]. The TE echoed this sentiment, highlighting the
“BO3MOKHOCTh KOMMYHHUKAILIUK Ha a0COJIFOTHO Pa3HbIE TEMBI C Pa3HBIMU KYJIbTYPaMH...
yeMm 0O0JIbIIe SI3BIKOB, TEM O0JIbIIIE MUPOBO33peHue...” [opportunity to communicate on
various topics with different cultures... the more languages you know, the broader your
worldview becomes...]. Meanwhile, the PST stressed that “ncnoap3oBanne HECKOIBKHX
A3BIKOB... 3ABUCUMO OT >KeJTaHus oOydarolerocs... to 6omnplnoi moc B Kazaxcrane”
[using multiple languages... depending on the learner’s preference... is a big advantage in

Kazakhstan].

However, the curriculum’s structure—separate, monolingual-oriented courses in
Kazakh, Russian, and English—does not guarantee adequate practical training in bilingual
or trilingual classroom methods. Each stakeholder identified gaps in implementation, such
as the absence of a dedicated “multilingual pedagogy” course and minimal official
guidelines on code-switching or translanguaging. In the next section, | will go into greater
detail about these identified gaps in the program.

School Administrator’s (§A) Perspective

The SA consistently underscored that multilingualism is a priority for Kazakhstan
and for the university. She framed multilingualism not just as a skill but as a fundamental
requirement in modern society, particularly in an international and intercultural context.
Early in the interview, when asked about her personal stance on speaking multiple
languages, she responded: “SI cunTaro 3T0 OUYEHBb XOPOIIIO, ... Y YEJIOBEKA OTKPHIBAOTCS
OOJIBIIINE TPaHH, ... OH MBICJIHT IHpe, 4yeM oaHuM si3bikom” [ think it is really good... it

opens many facets for a person... they think more broadly than in a single language]. This
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statement resonates with the national-level trilingual policy’s goals (Kazakh, Russian,
English). SA affirmed that pre-service teachers should be able to support students with
different linguistic backgrounds, especially as Kazakhstan positions itself for greater

global engagement.

While praising the conceptual importance of multilingualism, the SA expressed
several reservations about how the institution’s teacher education program addresses it in
practice. Three primary challenges stood out from her testimony. The first is the lack of a
systematic policy for multilingual methods. The SA noted that the institution does not
provide explicit, written guidelines on how to incorporate multiple languages in one
lesson. Lecturers often received broad instructions to develop language competencies in
Kazakh, Russian, or English, but rarely any “blueprint” for a genuinely multilingual
pedagogy. She commented: “OduinanbHO HET y HAC TAKOMH MOJUTHKH, YTO HYKHO
cmermBaTh s13b1ku” [Officially, we do not have a policy that you must mix languages].
Instead, faculty members may improvise based on their own backgrounds and students’

needs, but this is not consistently regulated or supported by a curricular framework.

Another challenge is the presence of heterogeneous student groups and oversized
classes. The SA interview revealed that large groups (sometimes 28 students) complicate
attempts at nuanced, language-level grouping. She noted: “C0HOCTh COCTOUT B TOM, YTO
... BOOOIIIE HE TOBOPST, HE 3HAIOT MpakTHuecku pycckuit si3pik” [The difficulty is that ...
some barely speak any Russian at all]. Because the curriculum does not anticipate or train
instructors for such wide linguistic variation, the program’s capacity to handle real-life
multilingual complexity is limited. In principle, the group size policy is set to 15-20, but it

is often not enforced, causing instructors to struggle.
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A third issue is the dependence on individual initiative. The SA pointed out that
despite the stated trilingual agenda, actual integration is left to individual teachers:
“Hpenoz[aBaTenb cTapacTcAa BBIUTH U3 CUTyaluu ... rAC-TO OOBSICHSIET HaA Ka33axXCKOM, CCJIM
... HermonstHo” [The teacher tries to manage the situation... sometimes explaining in
Kazakh if something is unclear]. She saw this as a patchwork approach that is helpful in

the moment, but indicative of missing formal structures for multilingual pedagogy.

In sum, the administrator strongly endorsed the ideal of multilingual teacher
education and conceded that the current program partially meets this need by ensuring
separate language courses in Kazakh, Russian, and English. However, she underscored that
true multilingual education — in which teachers learn systematically to juggle several
languages in the same lesson — is not fully realized. She believes the greatest
shortcomings are the lack of official guidelines, large class sizes that hamper differentiated
instruction, and the fact that instructors must “figure it out themselves,” rather than rely on
a robust institutional approach.

Teacher Educator’s (TE) Perspective

The TE acknowledged that one strong aspect of the current curriculum was its
systematic requirement for pre-service teachers to complete multiple language courses.
From her perspective, the program ensured Kazakh and Russian foundations for all
students, whether from Russian-speaking or Kazakh-speaking backgrounds, by requiring
them to demonstrate proficiency in both national languages. It also mandated a foreign
language sequence designed to bring candidates to roughly B2 level in English, which TE
believed fostered solid individual language skills and served as a prerequisite for teaching.
She stated: “Eciu roBopuTh 0 TUTFOCaX, TO SA3BIK CTYACHTHI OCBAWBAIOT XOPOIIIO —

0Cc00eHHO Te, KTO M3Ha4YaIbHO uMel Hertoxoi yposers” [If we talked about the positives,
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students gained strong language skills — especially those who started out with a decent
level]. Thus, TE did not dismiss the program outright; instead, she noted that it addressed

the “separate language” component effectively.

Despite these strengths, TE consistently stressed that the curriculum stopped short
of teaching candidates how to combine or switch languages in an actual K—(11)12
classroom. She drew attention to two primary deficiencies. First, the methodology
segments for English or Kazakh instruction were taught as if the classroom was
monolingual. Pre-service teachers learned how to approach grammar, pronunciation,
reading, and writing in one target language, and rarely explored purposeful
translanguaging strategies. She said: “B GosbIIHHCTBE CilydaeB 00ydeHHE MPOXOIUT ‘KaK
OyaTO’ TOJIBKO HA aHTIIMHCKOM. HeT oTnenpHOM JUCIUILTUHBL, KaK paboTaTh C
HECKOJIbKUMH sA3bIkaMu’” [In most cases, instruction was assumed to be ‘English-only.’

There was no separate course on how to work with multiple languages].

Second, there was no guidance on managing mixed-level multilingual groups. TE
elaborated that her attempts to impose an English-only environment failed whenever some
students’ proficiency was too low, so she had to switch spontaneously to Russian or
Kazakh. She explained: “SI xoTena co3aath cpeay ‘TOJBKO MO-aHTIIMHCKU, HO 3TO HE
paboTaeT B pealbHOCTH, ... YPOBEHB y BceX pasHbiii” [I wanted to create an ‘English-only’
environment, but it did not work in reality... everyone’s level was different]. She regretted
that the official teacher-training courses did not equip candidates with systematic strategies
for such scenarios, forcing teachers to rely on ad hoc translanguaging. TE believed an
explicit module on “multilingual classroom management” would have been invaluable but

was absent.
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While recognizing the curriculum’s strength in building language competence, TE
judged that the teacher education program was inadequate in preparing candidates for
authentic multilingual classrooms. She proposed more integrative courses, improved
collaboration among language departments, and explicit instructions or materials on how
to teach with more than one language at a time. She also emphasized that, given
Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy goals, there was a need to bridge languages rather than
isolate them.

Pre-Service Teacher’s (PST) Perspective

The PST interviewed displayed notable self-confidence in her ability to handle
multilingual classrooms, which she primarily attributed to her robust personal language
repertoire (Kazakh, Russian, English, plus a working knowledge of Turkish) and her
international mobility experiences in Poland and Turkey, where she regularly had to switch
between languages. She stated, “/la, s 4yBCTBYO ceOsi TOTOBO#... caMa TOBOPIO Ha TPEX
s3pikax” [Yes, | feel ready... | speak three languages myself]. Nevertheless, she
differentiated between her personal readiness and what the program itself had taught her,
emphasizing that her sense of preparedness did not stem from formal coursework on
multilingual pedagogy: “Ho mporpamma MeHs kK 3TOMy He TOTOBMIIA... S Tymaro, MOU
onHOrpymnmHUKH He rotoBbl” [But the program did not prepare me for that... | think my

classmates are not ready].

Although she praised certain aspects of the curriculum, such as advanced English
training and interesting elective modules, she identified several areas where the program
fell short. First, she described a complete absence of guidance on how to handle
linguistically diverse classes. There had been no instruction on managing situations in

which half the students spoke Russian better than Kazakh, or vice versa, or if some
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preferred using English to clarify concepts. She said, “Hukax He 00Cy»)1a10Ch, ... KaK
IIPOBOAUTH YPOK, €CJIN CTYACHTBI MOI'YT 'OBOPHUTH HAa PAa3HBIX A3bIKAX, ... OHCHHUBATH nx?”’
[It was never discussed how to conduct a lesson if students speak different languages... or

how to assess them?].

Second, she noted that many courses relied on strictly monolingual classroom
approaches; instructors often insisted on using a single language (particularly English or
Kazakh) and discouraged mixing, even though real students might need multiple languages
for effective learning. Third, she recalled her frustration with group placement, explaining
how she and her peers had to “recruit” enough classmates to form a Russian-medium track.
She considered this a telling example of how institutional structures failed to
systematically accommodate language preferences: “Ham camum npunuiocs uckaTh
CTYJCHTOB, YTOOBI OTKPBITH PYCCKYIO TPYIIY... 3TO TOJDKHO PeryJupoBaThes cepxy’” [We
had to find students ourselves to create a Russian group... that should be regulated from

above].

Ultimately, the PST emerged from the program confident in her own multilingual
abilities but dismayed at the lack of formal support for peers who did not have the same
experiences. She feared that many prospective teachers would graduate without a clear
grasp of how to navigate the complexities of a multilingual classroom, especially if they

relied solely on the institution’s standard teacher education curriculum.

Taken together, the perspectives of the SA, the TE, and the PST revealed a
convergence on two main points. First, they all recognized the importance of multilingual
education. The SA viewed it as a national and institutional imperative, emphasizing its role

in cultural enrichment and global readiness. The TE saw it as essential for developing
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well-rounded, flexible teachers who can adapt to Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy. The PST

highlighted the personal benefits of multilingualism for both teachers and learners.

Second, they concurred that there is inadequate implementation of multilingual
education within the program. Although there is a clear aspiration to promote
multilingualism, they all noted a gap between that aspiration and the actual design of
teacher training. There is no course specifically dedicated to planning lessons with
multiple languages, nor is there systematic guidance on using code-switching in the
classroom. Large class sizes and heterogeneous language proficiency levels compound
these difficulties, and the absence of explicit strategies to manage these realities creates

further obstacles.

Despite agreeing on these two main points, each stakeholder emphasized different
aspects of the same overall problem. The SA underscored structural and policy-related
Issues, such as the absence of official guidelines for handling multilingual classes and the
uneven grouping of students. The TE focused on what she calls a methodological vacuum:
the monolingual approach in training modules, which fails to address real-life multilingual
challenges. The PST, while personally confident owing to her own extensive language
background, expressed frustration that the program itself never systematically taught her or
her classmates how to handle multilingual lessons, thus leaving many of them

underprepared for the realities of teaching in Kazakhstan’s diverse linguistic landscape.

Therefore, while the teacher education program ensures teacher-candidates learn
multiple languages themselves, it does not sufficiently equip them with techniques and
frameworks to manage others’ linguistic diversity in actual classroom settings. All three

stakeholder perspectives point in unison to the need for dedicated multilingual pedagogy



55

modules, institutional guidelines, and more robust “on-the-ground” experiences that mirror
the reality of multilingual schools in Kazakhstan.
Gaps in Multilingual Teacher Education (RQ3):

All three participants — the SA, the TE, and the PST — converged on several
themes regarding gaps in the teacher education program’s approach to multilingual
education. While the institution’s policy framework requires students to learn multiple
languages (Kazakh, Russian, English, plus one additional foreign language), these
requirements do not translate into a robust pedagogy of multilingualism. Instead, there is a
consensus that the program does not systematically prepare future teachers to leverage or
navigate multiple languages within a single classroom context. According to participants,

the main deficiencies revolve around:

1. Lack of explicit training on how to manage multilingual classrooms.

2. Absence of guidance for translanguaging or strategic code-switching.

3. Minimal discussion of minority or heritage languages beyond Kazakh and Russian.

4. Inadequate practical experiences and assessments dealing with mixed-language

groups.

5. Limited institutional support or policy frameworks that formally encourage
multilingual pedagogies.
These five broad categories of gaps are evidenced in both the curriculum

documentation and participants’ direct testimonies.

From the official program document for “6B01705 — Illeten Timi: exi meren Tim
[Foreign Language: Two Foreign Languages]”, one can see that the curriculum includes

separate tracks for learning Kazakh, Russian, and English, plus an opportunity to
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specialize in a second foreign language (German, Turkish, Chinese). However, the
documentation does not: 1) provide a single course explicitly labeled multilingual; 2)
outline how teacher-candidates should integrate multiple languages when instructing
subject matter in a linguistically diverse classroom; or 3) offer any dedicated module on
working with minority languages beyond the three main languages (Kazakh, Russian,

English).

Hence, the published syllabus focuses on training future teachers to become
proficient in multiple languages rather than on how to teach in a multilingual environment.
As the PST noted, “mporpamma merst k 3ToMy He rotoBuia” [the program did not prepare
me for multilingual classrooms]. The absence of any specialized or “bridging” course

emerges as a core gap, repeated by all participants.

Because Kazakh, Russian, and English each appear in the curriculum as
autonomous and compartmentalized modules, future teachers receive little or no formal
instruction on how to blend or switch languages depending on learners’ needs. The TE
interview indicated that while Meroauka npenonasanust [Methodology courses] focus on
best practices for teaching one target language, it does not systematically explore the
interplay among the languages a typical Kazakhstani student might speak. Similarly,
“TIpakTrka 00y4eHusI ”HOCTpaHHBIM si3bikam’ [The practice of teaching foreign

languages] generally adhered to a monolingual approach to English.

The overall result is that teacher-candidates learn to teach one language at a time,
rather than developing adaptive strategies for mixed-lingual contexts. This gap became
especially pronounced when graduates encounter real classrooms where children’s first
language could be Kazakh, Russian, or another minority language, and content is supposed

to be delivered in English or in multiple languages.
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The school administrator highlighted, first and foremost, the lack of a university-
wide policy that clarifies how different languages should be balanced or encouraged.
Formally, the institution recognizes three languages (Kazakh, Russian, English), but no
official guidelines exist for code-switching, translanguaging, or even grouping students by
proficiency. SA noted: “CoKHOCTb COCTOUT B TOM, YTO €CTh CTYJACHTHI. .. KOTOPBIE
BOOOIIIE HE TOBOPST, HE 3HAIOT MPAKTHYECKU PYCCKHH sA3bIK. U CJI0’KHO B OTHOM TpyIIIie
Bectu ypok [We have students who barely speak any Russian at all; it is difficult to teach

them within one group]”.

This statement encapsulated a significant structural gap: the program does not
provide teacher-candidates with systematic methods for addressing drastically different
language abilities in the same classroom. Although teachers sometimes spontaneously
explain in Kazakh, the SA interview underscores that this is done informally —
“...mpenojaBareib cTapaeTcs BBIMTH U3 CUTyaluu,” meaning instructors improvise, rather

than follow a standardized approach.

The teacher educator pinpointed a gap in “practical methodology” for multilingual
teaching, acknowledging that her own training—and the training she delivered—treated
each language as a separate domain. This created two significant deficits. First, she
described translanguaging as “mpocTo 3TO Jierde. .. €CiM... OHH HEe MOHUMAIOT [it is simply
easier if they do not understand],” indicating that the only reason she used multiple
languages was to clarify meaning; she lacked any formal curriculum-based practice or
resources for implementing translanguaging as a recognized pedagogical tool. Second, she
noted that real classes included students at English levels ranging from Al to C1, yet the
curriculum did not teach prospective teachers how to differentiate or systematically
incorporate other languages to address these varying proficiencies. She repeatedly used the

phrase “He pabotaer [it does not work]” when describing efforts to maintain an “English-
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only” environment, highlighting a broader shortfall in bilingual or multilingual classroom

management strategies.

From the perspective of a soon-to-graduate teacher candidate, the PST interview
offered some of the most direct commentary on the missing elements in her training. She
declared, “ITporpamMma meHs kK 3ToMy He roToBuia [the program did not prepare me]”,
noting that while she personally felt at ease using multiple languages—Kazakh, Russian,
English, plus some Turkish—due to international experiences, “MoH OJHOTPYIIITHUKH 5
JyMaro He TOTOBHI K 3TOMy [my groupmates, I believe, are not ready for that]”. She
emphasized that the program provided no instruction on grading or evaluating students
who might submit work in different languages or who were at varied proficiency levels in
Kazakh, Russian, or English. She asked, ““...nanpumep, Kak MPOBOJUTH B TAKOM CITydae
YPOK WJIM K€ Kak orleHuBath ux? [...for instance, how to teach such a class or how to
assess them when multiple languages are in play?]”. Furthermore, she criticized certain
specialized Kazakh courses, such as “A0aii anemi,” for using literary and historical texts
that were too challenging for non-native speakers or less advanced learners. She called for
more “leveled” instruction aligned with actual language proficiency, recalling that
‘...0BUIO OYEHD CIIOKHO JIs1 MCHA. HOTOMy YTO TaM He OOBIYHBIN KaBaXCKHﬁ, a OYCHb
JUTEPaTypHO CIOXKHBIH [...it was very hard for me, because it is not the usual Kazakh; it is
highly literary and very difficult]”. In sum, the PST perspective highlighted the disjunction
between the institution’s broad multilingual policy goals (Kazakh, Russian, English) and
the actual day-to-day classroom realities teacher-candidates face. She indicates that her
groupmates are largely trained for monolingual instruction in discrete language courses,

rather than being trained in integrative strategies.

Synthesizing the feedback from all participants and the curriculum documents

revealed several significant areas of concern. The first involved the absence of a formal
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module on multilingual pedagogy. Because no dedicated course or workshop addressed
combining multiple languages in the same lesson, fostering translanguaging as a resource,
or handling varied language proficiencies, the documents indicated only separate classes in
Kazakh, Russian, and English, with no bridging component. A second issue stemmed from
the lack of clarity on when and how to use translanguaging. Although teachers informally
reverted to Kazakh or Russian to assist struggling learners in English classes (and vice
versa), participants reported no standard methods or official guidelines, leaving
translanguaging as an ad hoc measure rather than a recognized pedagogical tool. A third
shortcoming concerned the program’s inattention to real classroom diversity. The official
design did not account for the likelihood that pre-service teachers would eventually face
extremely heterogeneous K-(11)12 populations, including a wide range of proficiency
levels and cultural backgrounds. Both the school administrator and the teacher educator
observed that instructors typically offered uniform content in a single language,
overlooking deeper linguistic variation. The fourth area of concern involved the challenge
of assessing students in multilingual contexts. The pre-service teacher highlighted the
complete lack of preparation for evaluating or testing learners who might respond in
multiple languages. She also noted the uncertainty novice teachers faced when deciding if
partial answers in Kazakh or Russian should be acceptable in an “English-based” exam or
how to accommodate students who were functionally bilingual but academically stronger
in one language than the other. Finally, there was limited collaboration among language
departments. Although participants did not explicitly mention this, the data implied
departmental isolation. Each language (Kazakh, Russian, English) was taught by separate
faculties, and no one referenced cross-department coordination or integrated lesson

planning. This structural separation further reduced opportunities for teacher candidates to
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experience how different languages could be intertwined or co-taught for mutual

reinforcement.

All of the above points to a teacher education program whose stated aim is to
cultivate multilingual educators, yet which lacks the comprehensive scaffolding, training,
and institutional guidelines that would meaningfully develop such educators’ ability to

teach across multiple languages within a single classroom.

Thus, while the curriculum mandates the learning of multiple languages and
references a general ambition for trilingual graduates, the actual teacher preparation
structure omits explicit, systematic training for how to manage, support, or capitalize on
the coexistence of multiple languages in one educational setting. The combination of
isolated language courses and a near absence of institutional-level policies results in what

participants view as major gaps in preparing future teachers for multilingual classrooms.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter interprets the findings of the case-study in relation to the research
purpose, the three guiding questions, and the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. In doing so,
it demonstrates how the selected teacher-education program negotiates (and at times fails
to negotiate) the demands imposed by Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy within Cenoz’s
(2009) continua of multilingual education. Findings show that the program achieves
additive multilingualism at the level of individual teacher competence but stalls at the
point where languages must be integrated pedagogically, a misalignment that has direct
consequences for national educational policy, institutional practice, and theoretical

understandings of multilingual teacher preparation.

Curricular Integration (RQ1)

The first research question asked how multilingualism is incorporated into the
curriculum of one Kazakhstani teacher-education program. Document analysis showed
that the program meets state requirements by mandating separate courses in Kazakh,
Russian, and English and by allowing specialisation in a second foreign language. On the
surface, this three-strand design appears to fulfil the ambitions of the national trilingual
policy (Goodman & Karabassova, 2018). Yet a closer look through Cenoz’s continua
reveals that the curriculum remains firmly positioned at the “compartmentalised” end of
the language-of-instruction and content-and-language integration scales. Each language is
treated as a distinct domain of knowledge: Kazakh courses focus on communicative
competence in the state language, Russian courses aim to consolidate the language of
interethnic communication, and English courses target B2 proficiency as a gateway to
international mobility. While such compartmentalisation ensures measurable linguistic

outcomes, it leaves teacher candidates without systematic exposure to cross-linguistic
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pedagogy—precisely the domain where multilingual education, as defined by
Burton et al. (2024), moves beyond adding languages and becomes a tool for learning and

inclusion.

In Cenoz’s (2009) analytical lens, each multilingual program can be located along
four intersecting lines. The first line, linguistic distance, runs from languages that share
few structural features (distant pole) to those that share many and thus lend themselves to
cross-linguistic transfer (close pole). The second, sociolinguistic context, ranges from
situations where languages occupy sharply separated social roles to contexts where they
interact freely in public life. The third, language of instruction, stretches from a single
dominant medium to a balanced use of two or more languages across subjects. The fourth,
content-and-language integration, moves from compartmentalised teaching, where
languages are taught as isolated subjects, toward fully integrated lessons in which multiple
languages are tools for learning content. Together, these continua create a grid on which a
curriculum’s multilingual character can be plotted, with one extreme representing additive,
parallel languages and the other representing integrated use. Interview data reinforce this
curricular situation (see Figure 4).

Figure 4

Four Continua from Additive to Integrated Multilingualism

r'y
v

Distant Languages Close Languages

Separated Social Roles < > Freely Interacting Roles

Single MOI < > Balanced MOI

Compartmentalised Fully Integrated
teaching teaching

Note. Adapted from Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education.
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The administrator, the teacher educator, and the pre-service teacher all confirmed
that no dedicated module addresses the orchestration of multiple languages within a single
lesson. Their testimony aligns with international studies that distinguish between programs
that merely teach languages and those that teach through and with languages
(Berkel-Otto et al., 2021; Szabo et al., 2021). In Germany’s North Rhine-Westphalia, for
instance, mandatory multilingual-pedagogy courses shift the curriculum toward the
integrative pole of Cenoz’s continua; in the Finnish LAMP initiative, language-aware
modules explicitly train pre-service teachers to deploy students’ full linguistic repertoires.
By contrast, the Kazakhstani program stresses language skill but leaves multilingual
teaching methods to individual teacher creativity. In the curriculum files, language
requirements are listed in separate silos (Kazakh, Russian, and Foreign Language (B2
English)) with no course description or rubric explaining how to weave these languages
into a single lesson or how to grade tasks that draw on more than one language. The
administrator confirmed that there is no formal policy directing lecturers to blend
languages; staff are expected to improvise when confronted with linguistically diverse
groups. The teacher educator illustrated this improvisation: she initially tried to run her
methodology class entirely in English but now switches to Russian or Kazakh whenever
comprehension falters, doing so without institutional guidance on when such shifts are
pedagogically appropriate. The pre-service teacher’s testimony completes the picture: she
feels linguistically confident yet admits she has never practised designing or marking
activities that invite students to use more than one language. These concrete examples
show that the program’s first major gap is not a lack of language skill but the absence of
structured guidance on when and how to deploy those skills for purposeful multilingual
teaching and assessment. Notably, none of the interviewees mentioned culturally

responsive practice or parent/community involvement (which are highlighted as one of the
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key success factors in Chapter 2) showing how far these dimensions remain outside the

program’s day-to-day discourse.

Stakeholder Perceptions (RQ?2)

The second research question explored stakeholders’ perceptions of the adequacy
of this preparation. Across roles, participants celebrated the symbolic and instrumental
value of multilingual competence, echoing policy initiative that positions trilingualism as a

driver of Kazakhstan’s global competitiveness (OECD, 2017).

Figure 5

Where participants converge on program issues

Multilingualism is essential .

No dedicated methods courses
Large classes hinder differentiation

Assessment guidance missing
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This refers to two different kinds of benefits that participants saw in knowing
several languages. Symbolic value is about identity and status: the administrator, for
instance, said that speaking Kazakh, Russian, and English “opens horizons” and helps a
person “think more broadly,” signalling cultural pride and a cosmopolitan self-image.

Instrumental value is about practical pay-offs: the same administrator added that graduates

who can teach and switch between three languages are more competitive in Kazakhstan’s
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job market and better equipped to collaborate with international partners. Yet they
simultaneously voiced discomfort with the program’s limited practical scaffolding. The
administrator mentioned the lack of institutional guidelines, pointing to heterogeneous
classes of up to twenty-eight students whose language profiles range from monolingual
Kazakh to near-native Russian speakers, which strain even experienced instructors. The
teacher educator described her failed attempts to sustain English-only classrooms, noting
that she now code-switches ad hoc because the program offers neither pedagogical models
nor assessment rubrics for mixed-language interaction. The pre-service teacher, while
confident, thanks to personal experience abroad, still questioned how she and her peers
should grade pupils who shift languages in tasks. These convergent perceptions identify
not only a methodological vacuum but also a systemic tension between policy mandates
and classroom realities, and also misalignment along Cenoz’s continua: the program sits
near the additive, compartmentalised poles of both the language-of-instruction and
content-integration dimensions, even as national policy aspires to the integrative end. This
tension between policy rhetoric and classroom reality echoes the Basque and
South-Tyrolean cases where ambitious language policies stumbled in the absence of
coherent pedagogical infrastructures (Gartziarena et al., 2024; Gross & Mastellotto, 2021).
In the Basque, Gartziarena et al. (2024) surveyed 418 primary-school teachers and held
focus-group interviews with a smaller subset to see whether the region’s trilingual policy
(Basque, Spanish, and English) had filtered into day-to-day practice. Quantitative results
suggested broad teacher support for multilingual goals, yet the qualitative data exposed a
different story: most teachers still designed lessons in a single language and relied on
spontaneous code-switching only when comprehension broke down. Translanguaging was
treated as an informal repair strategy rather than a planned pedagogical move, largely

because official curriculum documents provided no concrete guidance on how to weave
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the three languages into subject teaching. Without that roadmap, the policy’s ambitious
aims remained aspirational, leaving teachers to improvise and, in many cases, to fall back

on long-standing monolingual routines.

A parallel pattern emerged in South Tyrol. Gross and Mastellotto (2021) analyzed a
school system that has for decades guaranteed German-, Italian-, and Latin-medium
streams in the name of protecting linguistic rights. Their study of teacher-education
modules revealed that, despite the region’s trilingual legal framework, prospective teachers
were trained almost entirely within single-language tracks. Only a small, optional unit on
the “Pedagogy of Inclusion” encouraged candidates to reflect on bilingual or trilingual
classroom practices, and even that module was delivered in a way that treated languages as
separate rather than interdependent. The authors concluded that the organizational
separation of schools by language had fostered a “monolingual habitus” so strong that

teachers struggled to imagine integrated approaches, let alone implement them.

Both cases therefore show how a well-intentioned language policy can stall when
the supporting pedagogical infrastructure is either missing or framed by monolingual
traditions. In the Basque setting, the gap lay in the absence of practical templates for
translanguaging that teachers could adapt; in South Tyrol, the barrier was structural, with
separate language streams reinforcing habits that stand in the way of cross-linguistic
teaching. The Kazakhstani program under the research, as reported by the administrator,
teacher educator, and pre-service teacher in this study, follows the same pattern: a
trilingual policy is firmly in place, but concrete, program-level mechanisms for helping
teachers integrate languages in real lessons are still lacking. Again, the discussion of

program strengths and weaknesses was silent on cultural responsiveness and on the
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systematic inclusion of minority or heritage languages, confirming that these issues,

though prominent in the literature, are still peripheral in stakeholders’ thinking.

Identified Gaps and Structural Challenges (RQ3)

The third research question aimed to find the gaps that block effective multilingual
preparation. Triangulating documentary and interview evidence yields five interlocking
deficiencies. First, the curriculum lacks a compulsory module devoted to multilingual
pedagogy. All three interviewees pointed out that the curriculum lists discrete language
courses but never brings those strands together in a methods class where candidates learn
to plan, teach, and reflect in more than one language. Plotted on Cenoz’s language-of-
instruction continuum, the program therefore remains close to the “single-medium” pole,
even though national policy, like the integrative modules in North Rhine-Westphalia
(Berkel-Otto et al., 2021), calls for movement toward the balanced-medium end. Without a
core course to make that shift explicit, individual teachers are left to fill the void, and
many, as the teacher-educator admitted, simply revert to the monolingual routines they

themselves experienced in earlier training.

A second gap concerns the lack of official guidance that articulates when and how
to use translanguaging or how to align assessment with multilingual learning outcomes; as
a result, faculty and students navigate assessment practices that default to monolingual
norms, perpetuating what Wernicke (2021) terms a “linguistically subtractive” classroom
ecology. The teacher-educator described switching into Russian or Kazakh “when
otherwise nothing is clear,” yet she still grades written work as if English were the only
acceptable medium. This pattern keeps the program near the “compartmentalised” pole of
Cenoz’s content-and-language-integration line. In the Basque case, Gartziarena et al.

(2024) documented the same problem: policy endorsed trilingual learning, but teachers
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assessed as though each language lived in its own box, sending mixed signals to learners

about what counted as success.

Third, minority or heritage languages—Uighur, Uzbek, Tatar, or others—are
largely absent from curricular and methodological considerations, despite Kazakhstan’s
demographic diversity. Although Kazakhstan’s demographic data show substantial
populations who speak these languages at home, neither curriculum documents nor
classroom examples acknowledge them. On Cenoz’s sociolinguistic continuum, this
silence leaves the program at the “separate roles” end, where only the high-status
languages (Kazakh, Russian, English) receive instructional attention. The omission
contrasts with Dutch and Canadian initiatives reviewed in Chapter 2, where teacher-
education courses purposely incorporate students’ heritage languages to foster inclusion
(Duisebayeva & Thomas, 2016; Wernicke, 2021). By ignoring these local resources, the
program misses an opportunity to normalise linguistic diversity and to model genuinely

inclusive practice for future teachers.

Fourth, teaching practice rarely places candidates in truly multilingual school
settings, limiting guided reflection on language choices. The pre-service teacher completed
placements in classrooms run almost entirely in Kazakh or Russian; she never had to plan
a lesson that deliberately wove in English or responded to pupils who spoke other home
languages. In Finland’s LAMP project, by contrast, trainees work under bilingual mentors
and keep journals analysing their language moves (Szabo et al., 2021). Such structured
exposure nudges programs toward the integrative pole on both the language-of-instruction
and content-integration continua. Without it, pre-service teachers from this program
graduate with theoretical support for general pedagogy but little theoretical knowledge on

multilingualism, as well as low situated practice in how to enact it.
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Finally, structural constraints such as oversized classes and the ad hoc formation of
language streams undermine differentiated instruction and dilute any informal multilingual
strategies teachers might employ. The administrator reported groups of up to twenty-eight
students whose proficiency ranges widely, yet staffing rules prevent splitting these groups
into more manageable, level-based sections. This mirrors South Tyrol’s experience, where
separate German and Italian streams, combined with staffing limits, sustained a
“monolingual habitus” that Gross and Mastellotto (2021) say blocks integrated practice.
Such constraints keep the Kazakhstani program anchored at the additive end of Cenoz’s
framework: teachers and learners accumulate languages but rarely bring them into

productive contact within the same lesson.

Taken together, these findings foreground a paradox at the program. On one hand,
it succeeds in producing teachers who speak three or four languages, thus satisfying the
additive logic of national policy. On the other, it fails to cultivate the pedagogical
dispositions and strategies required to exploit those languages as instructional resources.
Within Cenoz’s framework, the program thus finds itself high on the
“number-of-languages” continuum but low on the “integration” continuum, illustrating
how a curriculum can meet quantitative targets while lagging qualitatively in the
orchestration of linguistic resources. This paradox reaffirms the warning voiced by
Miskulin Saletovi¢ et al. (2021) that multilingual training must be mandatory, explicit, and
practice-oriented to move beyond symbolic inclusion. The very fact that cultural
responsiveness, community partnerships, and minority-language support did not emerge as
perceived “gaps” underscores how thoroughly the program’s additive, compartmentalised

logic has normalized their absence.
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Implications

The implications of this misalignment are evident across policy and practice. At the
policy level, the Ministry’s State Standard codifies credit requirements for language
proficiency yet remains silent on outcomes for multilingual pedagogy. Refining the
Standard to include explicit competencies (for example the ability to design
translanguaging sequences; to conduct formative assessment across languages, and to
differentiate instruction in linguistically heterogeneous classrooms) would transform
multilingual education from an aspirational slogan into an enforceable curricular
obligation. Moreover, instituting national guidelines on class size and stream placement
would mitigate the administrator’s concerns and create conditions where multilingual

pedagogy can flourish rather than survive on teacher goodwill.

At the practical level, education faculties need to fill the method gap by adding
compulsory multilingual courses that link theory with classroom practices. These courses
could use Cenoz’s continua to help candidates study language distance, social language
roles, and content-language links, and it would ask them to design lessons that weave
Kazakh, Russian, and English while recognizing students’ heritage languages. Assessment
in the course would copy these ideas: candidates might hand in lesson plans that explain
language switches or run short teaching sessions that show controlled translanguaging.
North Rhine-Westphalia offers a concrete template: since 2009 every pre-service teacher
must earn six ECTS in “German for pupils with a migration background”. A lecture-plus-
seminar model takes candidates from sociolinguistic theory to designing and video-
annotating lessons that weave German with pupils’ home languages. Across three
universities, pre/post results on the German-as-a-Second-Language Competency Test

(GSLCT) show marked gains in the multilingualism and didactics scales, evidence that a
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required, practice-oriented module can move trainees from monolingual routines to
planned translanguaging. Teaching practice should also place candidates with tri-lingual
mentors in schools where languages naturally overlap; reflective journals would then
support critical review of language moves (an approach taken by Szab¢ et al., 2021). These
steps depend on staff development, teamwork across language departments, and rewards

for teaching innovation as well as language accuracy (see also Wernicke, 2021).

Although the discussion highlights structural and pedagogical shortcomings of the
program, it also recognizes emergent strengths. By obligating all teacher candidates to
achieve functional proficiency in Kazakh, Russian, and English, the program cultivates a
cohort of multicompetent educators who could, given appropriate pedagogical tools,
become catalysts for genuine multilingual schooling. Moreover, the administrator’s and
teacher educator’s willingness to code-switch, even in the absence of formal directives,
demonstrates a reservoir of informal expertise that reforms could leverage. This positive
attitude also mirrors a broader pattern in Kazakhstan: classroom research repeatedly finds
that teachers and students already rely on flexible language mixing, even though no policy
explicitly sanctions it. In CLIL secondary schools, Karabassova and San Isidro (2023)
recorded an average of nine to twelve switches per forty-minute lesson and documented
how teachers use these moves to scaffold content, compensate for gaps in their own
English, and keep lessons flowing. A national university survey of 400 undergraduates
reports that three quarters welcome instructors’ code-switching for grammar and
vocabulary explanations, and half would like homework and classroom tasks to be
multilingual, signalling affective approval from the learner side, while reflective classroom
research shows that planned translanguaging boosts student engagement and text
production (Klyshbekova, 2025; Utegenova et al., 2024). Stakeholder enthusiasm for

multilingualism, evidenced by the positive attitudes of all interviewees and literature,



constitutes an affective resource that policy and practice can mobilize. In this sense, the
program stands on fertile ground: its linguistic capital is abundant, but it needs a

pedagogical and structural framework to convert that capital into equitable learning

outcomes.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

This thesis set out to explore how one teacher-education program in Kazakhstan
responds to the country’s trilingual policy by preparing future language teachers for
multilingual classrooms. Guided by Cenoz’s (2009) continua of multilingual education and
anchored in a qualitative case-study design that combined curriculum documents with
interviews from three key stakeholder groups, the study has revealed a sharply delineated
picture. On the one hand, the program succeeds in cultivating additive multilingual
competence in its graduates through compulsory Kazakh, Russian and English courses; on
the other, it stops short of equipping those graduates with systematic strategies for teaching
through more than one language. This concluding chapter synthesises the main insights,
evaluates the study’s methodological strengths and weaknesses, and sketches out the
practical, policy and research horizons that open from this work. It closes with a personal
reflection on what the research journey has meant for me as an early-career scholar in
multilingual education.
Synthesis of Key Findings

Three interlocking findings run through the data. First, the curriculum treats
languages as parallel rather than integrated domains. Separate strands in Kazakh, Russian
and English (and, for some students, a fourth foreign language) fulfil state requirements
but leave teacher-candidates without a dedicated course in multilingual pedagogy,
translanguaging or multilingual assessment. Second, all participants (administrator, teacher
educator and pre-service teacher) value multilingual education but emphasize its
improvised nature in practice: lecturers decide independently when to code-switch; large,
heterogeneous classes prevent differentiated language grouping; and no institutional
guidelines exist to support balanced language use. Third, these gaps cluster around five

themes: an absence of explicit training for managing multilingual classrooms; lack of
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guidance on translanguaging; silence about minority or heritage languages; scant
opportunities to practice or assess mixed-language teaching; and minimal cross-department
collaboration. Within Cenoz’s (2009) model, the program therefore sits towards the
compartmentalised poles of the language-of-instruction and content-and-language-

integration continua, achieving additive but not pedagogically integrated multilingualism

Strengths and Limitations

A major strength lies in the study’s insider—outsider balance: my familiarity with
chosen Kazakhstani teacher education program gave me access to nuanced data, yet the
systematic coding procedures and double-checking of interview summaries mitigated
personal bias. The dual-method design also allowed methodological triangulation.
Nonetheless, limitations remain. The sample was small (one university and three
participants) so conclusions are illustrative rather than representative. Because access to
confidential syllabi was withdrawn mid-study, document analysis relied partly on publicly
available materials, possibly missing hidden multilingual practices. Finally, as an insider |
may have inadvertently normalized certain local practices that an external researcher
would have questioned more sharply.

The findings point to an urgent need for curricular revision that embeds a dedicated
module on multilingual pedagogy; one that explicitly tackles translanguaging techniques,
cross-linguistic comparisons, and assessments capable of capturing learning in more than
one language. Such a module would help move the program along Cenoz’s (2009)
continua toward greater integration of languages rather than their current
compartmentalisation. Implementing this curricular change hinges on teacher educators
themselves receiving targeted professional development so that their present, largely
improvised, code-switching becomes a principled practice guided by clear theoretical and

practical tools.
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Directions for Future Research

Future work could expand the sample across multiple universities to test whether
the compartmentalisation observed here is systemic or site-specific. Longitudinal studies
that follow graduates into schools would clarify how initial preparation shapes actual
teaching. Quantitative measures—such as pre- and post-tests of pupils’ subject learning
under multilingual teaching—could complement the qualitative insights offered here.
Finally, research should examine the muted role of minority languages beyond Kazakh and
Russian, asking how teacher education might embrace the full linguistic ecology of

Kazakhstan.

Personal Reflection

Conducting this project has been both intellectually and professionally
transformative. | entered the study convinced that adding more language courses
automatically prepares multilingual teachers; | leave knowing that proficiency is only the
starting point. Wrestling with theory, policy documents and candid stakeholder voices has
sharpened my critical lens and reminded me that meaningful multilingual education
depends on coherent structures, not individual heroics. At a personal level, the project
affirmed my commitment to educational equity and deepened my appreciation for the
messy, creative work of teaching across languages. | now see myself not merely as a
researcher describing multilingual practices but as a participant in a collective endeavour

to re-imagine teacher education for a linguistically rich Kazakhstan.



76

References
Adilet. (2015). 06 obpazosanuu [Law on Education]. Ministry of Justice of Kazakhstan.

https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/Z070000319

Amirova, A. S., Muhamedinova, K. A., & Erkebaeva, S. Zh., & Makshieva, G. K. (2015).
Preparing teachers in pre-school education in the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 185, 267-270.

Banks, J. A. (2016). Cultural diversity and education: Foundations, curriculum, and

teaching (6th ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315622255

Berkel-Otto, L., Hansen, A., Hammer, S., & Lemmrich, S. (2021). Multilingualism in
teacher education in Germany: Differences in approaching linguistic diversity in
three federal states. In O. Garcia, K. M. Yuen, & P. Choi (Eds.), Preparing
teachers to work with multilingual learners (Chapter 5). Multilingual Matters.

https://doi.org/10.0000/9781788926119

Bialystok, E. (2011). Reshaping the mind: The benefits of bilingualism. Canadian Journal
of Experimental Psychology / Revue canadienne de psychologie expérimentale,

65(4), 229-235. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025406

Bowen, G. A. (2009). Document analysis as a qualitative research method. Qualitative

Research Journal, 9(2), 27-40. https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.

https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706gp0630a

Burton, J., Wong, W., & Rajendram, S. (2024). Translanguaging for critical multilingual

language awareness: preparing teacher candidates to support multilingual learners


https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/Z070000319_
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315622255
https://doi.org/10.0000/9781788926119
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025406
https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

77

in classrooms. International Multilingual Research Journal, 18(3), 208-231.

https://doi-org.ezproxy.nu.edu.kz/10.1080/19313152.2024.2327809

Cenoz, J. (2009). Towards Multilingual Education: Basque Educational Research from an
International Perspective. Bristol, Blue Ridge Summit: Multilingual Matters.

https://doi.orq/10.21832/9781847691941

Cenoz, J. (2013). Defining Multilingualism. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 33, 3—

18. https://doi.org/10.1017/S026719051300007X

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2018). Research methods in education (8th ed.).

Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315456539

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2015). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and

procedures for developing grounded theory (4th ed.). Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods

approaches (4th ed.). Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2018). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing

among five approaches (4th ed.). Sage Publications.

Cummins, J., & Early, M. (2011). Introduction. In J. Cummins & M. Early (Eds.), Identity
texts: The collaborative creation of power in multilingual schools (pp. 3-20).
Trentham Books.

Denscombe, M. (2014). The good research guide: For small-scale social research projects

(5th ed.). Open University Press.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2018). The SAGE handbook of qualitative

research (5th ed.). Sage Publications.


https://doi-org.ezproxy.nu.edu.kz/10.1080/19313152.2024.2327809
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847691941
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026719051300007X
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315456539

78

Duisebayeva, F., & Thomas, M. (2016). Comparative Analysis of Theory and Practice
behind Implementation of Multilingualism and Multilingual Education in the
Netherlands and Kazakhstan. 5th International Conference on Language,

Education, and Innovation.

Garcia, O. (2009). Bilingual education in the 21st century: A global perspective. Wiley-

Blackwell.

Garcia, O., & Kleyn, T. (Eds.). (2016). Translanguaging with multilingual students:
Learning from classroom moments (1st ed.). Routledge.

https://doi.orq/10.4324/9781315695242

Garcia, O., & Li, W. (2014). Translanguaging: Language, bilingualism and education.

Palgrave Macmillan.

Gartziarena, M., Villabona, N., & Olave, B. (2024). In-service teachers’ multilingual
language teaching and learning approaches: Insights from the Basque Country.
Language and Education, 38(2), 203-217.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2023.2176714

Gibbons, P. (2009). English learners, academic literacy, and thinking: Learning in the

challenge zone. Heinemann.

Goodman, B., & Karabassova, L. (2018). Bottom up and top down: Comparing language-
in-education policy in Ukraine and Kazakhstan. In H. Silova & Y. Chankseliani
(Eds.), Comparing post-socialist transformations: Education in Eastern Europe
and Former Soviet Union (2nd ed., Vol. 28, pp. 147). Oxford Studies in

Comparative Education. Symposium Books.


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315695242
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2023.2176714

79
Gross, B., & Mastellotto, L. (2021). Approaches to diversity: Tracing multilingualism in
teacher education in South Tyrol, Italy. In M. Wernicke, S. Hammer, & A. Hansen
(Eds.), Preparing teachers to work with multilingual learners (Chapter 7, pp. 123-
146). Bristol, Blue Ridge Summit: Multilingual Matters.

https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-009

Huang, H. T., & Chuang, Y. Y. (2016). A cognitive-load perspective on CLIL: Exploring

pupils’ and teachers’ perceptions. Language Teaching Research, 20(3), 313—-338.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168815599025

Jessner, U. (2012). Complexity in multilingual systems. In W. B. E. Allyn (Ed.), The

handbook of bilingualism and multilingualism (pp. 1-15). Wiley-Blackwell.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal0170

Joint Order of the Ministries of Education and Science, Culture and Sports, and

Investments and Development of the Republic of Kazakhstan. (2015). Roadmap for

the development of trilingual education for 2015-2020. Ministry of Education and

Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Karabassova, L. (2020). Understanding trilingual education reform in Kazakhstan: Why is
it stalled? In D. Egea (Ed.), Education in Central Asia: A kaleidoscope of

challenges and opportunities (pp. 37-51). Springer Nature.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-50127-3 3

Karabassova, L., & San Isidro, X. (2023). Towards translanguaging in CLIL: A study on
teachers’ perceptions and practices in Kazakhstan. International Journal of

Multilingualism, 20(2), 556-575. https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2020.1828426



https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168815599025
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal0170
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-50127-3_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2020.1828426

80

Kehm, B. M. (2010). The influence of the Bologna Process on higher education in Europe.

European Journal of Education, 45(4), 529-542. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1465-

3435.2010.01452.x

Kekeeva, Z., Dorzhinova, Z., & Abugalieva, G. (2020). The problem of educating
multilingual person in Kazakhstani university. E3S Web of Conferences, ITSE-

2020. https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202021018084

Khajayeva, Z., Stambekova, A., Gazikhanova, Z., Smagulova, G., & Makhanbetjanovna,
S. R. (2021). Primary school teacher candidates’ views on multilingual concepts: A
perspective of learning technology. World Journal on Educational Technology:

Current Issues, 13(1), 01-09. https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v12i4.5184

Klyshbekova, M. (2025). A Kazakhstani English language teacher’s perspective on
multilingual practices. ELT Journal, 79(1), 123-126.

https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccad030

Kvale, S., & Brinkmann, S. (2015). InterViews: Learning the craft of qualitative research

interviewing (3rd ed.). Sage Publications.

Li, W. (2011). Moment analysis and translanguaging space: Discursive construction of
identities by multilingual speakers. Journal of Pragmatics, 43(5), 1222—-1235.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.07.035

Mari, V. Z., & Hayden, S. (2023). Meeting the needs of multilingual students: Using
teacher-reported challenges and successes for teacher preparation. Northwest
Journal of Teacher Education, 18(2), Article 2.

https://doi.org/10.15760/nwijte.2023.18.2.2



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-3435.2010.01452.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-3435.2010.01452.x
https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202021018084
https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v12i4.5184
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccad030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.07.035
https://doi.org/10.15760/nwjte.2023.18.2.2

81

Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan. (2024).
Tocyoapcmeennulii 06ujeobs3amenswlil cmanoapm svlcuie2o oopasosanus [State

mandatory standard for higher education]. Resolution No. 419 of August 27, 2024.

Miskulin Saletovi¢, L., Bili¢ Mestrié, K., & Berbi¢ Kolar, E. (2021). Multilingualism in
teacher education in Croatia. In M. Wernicke, S. Hammer, & A. Hansen (Eds.),
Preparing teachers to work with multilingual learners (Chapter 6, pp. 104-122).
Bristol, Blue Ridge Summit: Multilingual Matters.

https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-008

OECD (2017). Higher education in Kazakhstan. In Higher Education in Kazakhstan 2017.

OECD Publishing. Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264268531-5-en.

OECD (2020). Raising the quality of initial teacher education and support for early career
teachers in Kazakhstan. OECD Education Policy Perspectives, No. 25, OECD

Publishing. Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/68c45a81-en.

Smagulova, J. (2006). Kazakhstan: Language, identity and conflict. Innovation: The
European Journal of Social Science Research, 19(3-4), 303-320.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610601029854

Smagulova, J. (2008). Language Policies of Kazakhization and Their Influence on
Language Attitudes and Use. International Journal of Bilingual Education and

Bilingualism, 11(3-4), 440-475. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050802148798

Szabd, T. P., Repo, E., Kekki, N., & Skinnari, K. (2021). Multilingualism in Finnish
teacher education. In O. Garcia, K. M. Yuen, & P. Choi (Eds.), Preparing teachers
to work with multilingual learners (Chapter 4, pp. 58-81).

https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-006



https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-008
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264268531-5-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/68c45a81-en
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610601029854
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050802148798
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-006

82

Utegenova, A., Kurmanova, B. Z., Abdullina, N. U., Koshimova, B., Otarova, A.,
Zhetkizgenova, A., Batinova, A. S., & Muratbek, B. K. (2024). Code-switching in
a multilingual classroom in Kazakhstan: A university students’ perspective. Forum

for Linguistic Studies, 6(6), 371-380. https://doi.org/10.30564/fls.v6i6.7338

Waichter, B., & Maiworm, F. (2014). English-taught programs in European higher
education: The state of play in 2014. ACA Papers on International Cooperation in

Education.

Wernicke, M. (2021). Preparing teachers for multilingual classrooms in English Canada. In
M. Wernicke, S. Hammer, & A. Hansen (Eds.), Preparing teachers to work with
multilingual learners (Chapter 9, pp. 168-190). Bristol, Blue Ridge Summit:

Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-011

World Intellectual Property Organization. (n.d.). Kazakhstan: Global innovation index

ranking. https://www.wipo.int/gii-ranking/en/kazakhstan

Yeskeldiyeva, B., & Tazhibayeva, S. (2015). Multilingualism in modern Kazakhstan: New
challenges. Asian Social Science, 11(6), 56-63.

https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v11n6p56

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Sage Publications.

Zgaga, P. (2018). The Bologna Process: Its impact on education and training systems in
Europe. European Journal of Education, 53(2), 221-233.

https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12252

Ziegler, G. (2013). Multilingualism and the language education landscape: Challenges for
teacher training in Europe. Multilingual Education, 3(1).

https://doi.org/10.1186/2191-5059-3-1



https://doi.org/10.30564/fls.v6i6.7338
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781788926119-011
https://www.wipo.int/gii-ranking/en/kazakhstan
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v11n6p56
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12252
https://doi.org/10.1186/2191-5059-3-1

83

Appendices

Appendix A: Completed Al Declaration Form

/N
“A

Thesis Title: Integrating Multilingualism in Teacher Education: A Case Study of
Curriculum and Practice in one Kazakhstani University
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Appendix B: Interview Protocols in English, Kazakh and Russian
Time of the Interview:
Date:
Place:
Researcher: llyas Mukanov
Participant:
The Individual Semi-Structured Interview Questionnaire for Teacher Educator

A) Warm-up:
How are you? Do you have any questions before starting the interview?
B) Background questions:
1. Can you describe your role in the teacher education program at the university?
2. What subjects or modules do you teach?
3. How long have you been involved in this program?
C) Language use:
4. What does multilingualism mean to you?
5. Do you consider your course to be multilingual? If so, how?
6. Can you describe how language use (Kazakh, Russian, English) is approached
in the courses you teach?
7. Are there any specific guidelines or objectives about which languages should
be used or emphasized?
8. Could you share examples of how language use might differ in different
subjects or modules?
D) Multilingualism in teaching:
9. What aspects of the current curriculum, if any, support teaching in multilingual
environments or addressing multilingualism?
10. Can you recall any instances where the use of multiple languages was
encouraged in your teaching or in the program’s courses?
Probe: If multilingualism is not formally part of the curriculum, do you
think it should be? Why or why not?
11. In your opinion, how prepared are pre-service teachers to work in multilingual

classrooms after completing their studies?
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Probe: Are there any unofficial or informal ways that you address language
diversity with your students?

12. Are there any challenges you face when teaching students who come from

different linguistic backgrounds?

Probe 1: Can you share any strategies or approaches you have used to
address these challenges?
Probe 2: Do you believe that more support is needed in the curriculum for
multilingualism?
Probe 3: If yes, what kind of support?

13. Have there been any discussions or initiatives at the university to integrate

multilingualism into the program?
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OKbImywblIapea apHan2aH Hcexe Hapmoliail KYpolibIMOAIaH CayaiHama

A) Cyx0aTThl YHBIMIACTHIPY:

Kaneipi3 kanait? Cyx6ar 6acranmac OypbIH cypakTapbIHbI3 Oap mMa?

B) Kanmsl cypakrap:

1.

2.
3.

YHuBepcUuTeTTer NeAarorukaibikK 011iM Oepy OarmapiamMachIHIaFbl POITIHI3II
cuIarTai agacel3 6a?
Ci3 KaHgaii moHep/Ii HeMece MOIYIbACP/Al OKbITaChI3?

Ci3 Oy Oarnapiamara KaHIIa yakbsITTaH Oepi KaThICHIT Keneci3?

C) TinaepaiH KOJIaHBICH:

4.
5.

Kenrinminik ¢i3 yurin HeHi 6inmipesti?

Ci3 3 KypCBIHBI3IBI KONTIII len caHaiichI3 6a? Erep uo Oonca, Kanaii?

Ci3 oKpITaTBIH KypcTapaa Tunaepai (Ka3ak, OpbIC, aFbUIIIBIH) KOJIaHy Kalai
KapacThIpbLIabl?

Kanpaii 1a 6ip HYCKayJIbIKTap HeMece KaHai TUIIep KOJIIaHbUTybl HeMece
OachIMIBIK OepiTyl Kepek JIereH Makcarrap 6ap ma?

OPTYpIIl IOHAEPIe HEMece MOAYIIbAEPIE TIASPl KOTAaHY IbIH

allbIpMalIbUIBIFBI Kajlail 001ybl MYMKIH €KEeHIHE MbICaJl KeNTipe ajachl3 6a?

C) OkpITyAarbl KONTULILTIK:

9.

10.

11.

12.

Ka3zipri oky OarmapiamachiHia KONITUII OpTaja OKbITYFa HEMece
KONTUIIUTIKKE KaThICTHI KaH/Iall acTeKTiIep KoJaay Tadaasl?

KenTinainikTi Kongay MakcaThbIiHAA Ci3/1iH OKBITYBIHBI3[]a HEMECe
OafrapiamMaHblH KypcTapbiHaa OipHele Tl KOJaHy YChIHBUIFaH Ke3epi
eciHi3re Tycipe anachi3 6a?

Haxreuiay: Erep kenTinaiiik pecMu Typ/e OKy OaraapiaMachbiHbIH OeJIir
6oimMaca, ci3 OHBIH EHT1311yl Kepek Jen oinaiiceiz 6a? Here no Hemece Here
KOK?

Ci3aiH OMBIHBI3IIA, OOJAIIIAK MYFATIIMJIEP OKYBIH asKTaFaHHAH KEH1H KONTLII1
CBIHBITITAP/IA KYMBIC ICTEYTe KaHIIAIBIKTHI JAbIH?

Haxkreinay: Ci3 cTyJeHTTepMEH TIIIK SPTYPIIUTIKTI OelipecMu HeMece pecMH
eMec KOJJIapMeH TaJKblIaichI3 6a?

OPTYpPJIi TULIK OpTajaH MIBIKKAH CTYICHTTEP/l OKBITKAH A KaH1ai faa 0ip
KUBIHJBIKTAp Ke3/1ecTi Me?

Haxkreinay 1: Ocbl KUBIHABIKTAPBI MICITY YIIIH KOJJaHFaH CTpaTerusiap

Hemece 9icTepiHizai Oerice amachi3 6a?



Hakrtpinay 2: Ci3 KeNTUIAUTIKKE KaThICTBI OKY OaFaapiiaMachiHa KOChIMIIIA
KOJIay KaKeT Jien caHaich3 6a?
Hakreuay 3: Erep us 6oica, kannaii Kojjgay Kaxert?

13. YauBepcuTeTTe KONTUIAUTIKTI OaFaapiamMmanapra eHri3yre KaTbICThI

TaJKpLIayJap HeMece Oactamanap Oonasl Ma?
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HHOousuoyanvbHwulli norycmpyKmypupo8aunHvlil ONPOCHUK OJisi Npenooasamelisi neda202uki

A) Pazorpes:

Kak Bb1? EcTb 1111 y Bac BOIpOoCHI IEpe]] HauaaoM UHTEPBbIO?

B) Bonpocs! o npodeccroHabHOM OTIBITE:

1. Mosxere 1 BBl ONKCATH CBOIO POJIb B IIPOrpaMMe MOJTOTOBKU yUUTENEH B
yHUBeEpcUTeTe?
2. Kaxwue npeameTs! Wil MOIYJIH BHI Ipernogaete?

3. Kak nonro Bbl yuactByere B 3T0i nporpamme?

D) Hcnonb3oBaHue si3bIKa:

E)

4. Yrto nis Bac 03Ha4aeT MHOIOA3bIUUE?

5. Cumraere 11 Bbl CBOM Kypc MHOrosi3bI4HbIM? Ecnu 1a, TO Kak?

6. MokeTe i1 Bl ONMCaTh, KAK MUCIOJIb30BaHUE A3bIKOB (Ka3aXCKUM, pyCCKUH,
AHIJIMICKUN) OCYLIECTBISIETCS B Kypcax, KOTOpbIE Bbl Iipenoaere?

7. CylecTBYIOT JIU Kakue-1100 KOHKPETHbIE PEKOMEH ALK WIIH LIeJTN
OTHOCHTEJIBHO TOT'0, KAKHE A3bIKU JOJKHBI HCIIOIb30BATHCS WINA HAa KAKUX CIELYET
JIeIaTh aKIeHT?

8. MoxeTe 11 Bbl IPUBECTH IPUMEPHI TOTO, KAK UCIIOJIB30BAHUE SI3bIKOB MOXKET
OTJIMYATHCA B Pa3HBIX IPEIMETAX WIA MOAYJISX?

MHoOros3p141€ B IPENOAABAHUU:

9. Kakue acniekTbl TeKylel yueOHOM MporpaMMsbl, €CJIM TaKOBbIE UMEIOTCH,
HOJ/IEP’KUBAIOT 00YYEHHE B MHOTOSI3bIYHOM CpeJie WIIM YYUTHIBAIOT MHOTOSI3bIYHE?
10. Moxete 11 Bbl BCHOMHUTD CIy4au, KOI/1a NCIOJIb30BAaHNE HECKOJIBKHX SI3bIKOB
MOOUIPSAJIOCH B BAIlIEM MPENOIaBaHNU WM B Kypcax IporpaMmsl?
JonomuauTensHbIN Bompoc: Eciiu MHOTOsI3bI4ME HE SABISIETCS (POPMATTEHON YacThIO
y4eOHOI porpaMMbl, CYHUTAETE JIU BB, YTO OHO JOJDKHO OBITH? [loueMy mim
noyemy Het?

11. Kak BbI cunuTaere, HaCKOJIbKO FOTOBBI Oy Tyline yuuTelns padoTarh B
MHOTOSI3bIUHBIX KJIaccax Mociie 3aBepieHus o0yueHus?

JononuurtensHbliil Bonpoc: EcTh 1 HeoduimansHblie Hin HeopManbHbIe
CHoco0BI, KOTOPBIMHU BBl PeIIaeTe BOIIPOCHI S3bIKOBOTO pa3HOOOpa3nsi CO CBOUMHU
CTyJIeHTaMH?

12. C kakuM# TPYAHOCTSMHU BBl CTATKUBAECTECHh MPU O0OYUEHUH CTYICHTOB,
KOTOpBIE TPUXOAST U3 Pa3HBIX S3bIKOBBIX Cpen?

JlononuurensHblil Bonpoc 1: MoxeTe a1 Bbl HOAEIUTHCS CTPATETUSIMU WK
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MOJIXOJIJaMH, KOTOPBIE Bl UCIIOJIB30BAJIH JIJIsl PELICHUSI STUX TPYIHOCTEH?
JonomHauTenpHbIN Bompoc 2: CuuTaeTe Ju Bbl, YTO B YUEOHOM MPOrpaMMe HYKHO
00JbI1IE TOAAEPIKKH ISl MHOTOSI3bIUNA?

Jononuurensublil Bonpoc 3: Eciu 1a, To kakas noajaepxka tpedyercs?

13. Bputu 111 B yHUBEpPCUTETE 00CYkKICHUS WM UHULMATUBBI [10 MHTETPalliu

MHOTOSI3bIUHS B IPOrpaMMy ?
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The Individual Semi-Structured Interview Questionnaire for Pre-Service Teacher

A)

B)
1.

D)

10.

11.

Probe:

Warm-up:
How are you? Do you have any questions before starting the interview?
Background questions:
Can you tell me about your experience in the teacher education program so far?
What year are you currently in?
What courses or subjects have stood out to you?
What courses have been most relevant to preparing you for classroom teaching?
Language use:
What does multilingualism mean to you?
How do you feel the program addresses the use of Kazakh, Russian or English
languages in teaching?
Can you give examples of how language use has been discussed or practiced in
your courses?
What is your program’s position on the use of multiple languages in the classroom?
Multilingualism in teaching:
Do you feel prepared to teach in a classroom where students might speak different
languages?

Probe: How has the program prepared you (or not prepared you) for this

scenario?
Can you think of any areas where you would need more support or training to teach
multilingual students?
Do you feel that the program provides enough focus on using different languages in
teaching?
What specific training or resources do you think could help address
multilingualism better?

Have you encountered any instances where language diversity was not addressed

but should have been?



CryzneHTKe apHaJIFaH JKeKe XKapThllail KypbUIbIMIAIFaH cayaaHama
A) Kipicme:
Kanaiice3? Cyx06arThel 6acTamac OYpbIH CypaKTapbIHBI3 Oap Ma?
B) Kanmel cypakrap:
1. MyraniMaepai naspiay OaraapiaaMachIHIaFbl TOKIpUOEHI3 Typabl alThIn Oepe
anace3 6a? Kazip kanmaii Kypcra OKuchI3?
2. Kannait kypcrap HeMece moHIep ci3re epeKIe acep erTi?
3. Ci31i CBIHBINTA OKBITYFa JalbIHAAYAa Kail KypcTap €H MaHbBI3IbI OOJIbI?
C) Tinai Kongany:
4. KenTinautik ci3 yuriH HeHi ounaipemi?
5. barnapimaMaza Ka3ak, OpbIc HEMeCe arbUIIIBIH TUIIEPIH OKBITY/Ia KOJIIaHy Kajai
KapacThIpbUIAIbI AT OMIaiChI3?
6. Kypcrapaa Tinmepai KojjaHy Kanaid TalKplUIaHBIIT HEMece Taxipudesae
KOJIJIaHBUIFaHbIHA MBICAJI KEJTIpe ajachl3 6a?
7. barnapiaMaHbI3 CHIHBINTA OipHEIIe TUIAI KOJJaHyFa KaThICThI KaHAal ycTaHbIMIa?
D) OKpITY1aFbl KONTUIIUTIK:
8. OpTYpai TUIAEpAE COMIEHTIH CTYyIEHTTEp OKUTBIH ChIHBINTA cabak Oepyre TailbIHMbIH

JIET olJ1alickI3 0a?
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Hakreiay: barmapnama cizai Oyt skaFaiira Kajaid JaibIHaaabl (HeMece TaibiHaamMas)?

9. KenTinai cTyaeHTTEpAl OKBITY YILIH Ci3re KaHaai fga Oip KOChIMINIAa KOJJlay HEMece
MadBIHABIK KAXET JEM oiinaichI3 6a?

10. barmapnamana opTypiii TIIAEPAL OKBITYa KOJAAHYFa KETKITIKTI Ha3ap ayAapbliaibl
JIeTT oManceI3 0a?

11. KenTinaumiKTi *KaKChIpakK IIeNTy YIIiH KaHail apHaibl JalbIHIIBIK HEMECe pecypcrap
KeMeKTecep eIl e oinaiicoiz?

Haxkreinay: Tinaik opTypiitik eckepiiMereH, Oipak eckepilyi Kepek skafaaiinap 0oabl

ma?
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HnousuodyanvHulil nosrycmpyKmypupo8anHvlil ONPoCHUK 0Jist Oyoyuje2o yuumelis

A) Pazorpes:

Kak Bb1? EcTb 1111 y Bac BOIpOCHI IEpe]] HauaaoM UHTEPBbIO?

B) Bonpocs! o npodeccroHabHOM OTIBITE:

1. Moskere 11 BBI paccka3aTh O CBOEM OIBITE B MPOTrpamMMe MOATOTOBKH YUUTENEH?
Ha xakoMm Kypce Bbl ceiiuac HaXOauTeCh?

2. Kakwue Kypchl Wiy npeaMeTsl 0COOEHHO 3aITOMHUIMCH BaM?

3. Kakwue kypcbl b1 HanboJIee MoJIe3HBI I MOATOTOBKH K MIPETOIaBaHHIO B
KJyacce?

C) Ucnonb30BaHuE SA3bIKA:

4. Yro a5 Bac 03HAYaeT MHOTOSA3bIYHNE?

5. Kak, 1o BaiieMy MHEHHIO, TPOrpaMMa YYUTHIBAET UCIIOJIb30BaHUE KAa3aXCKOTO,

PYCCKOT'O MJIM aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKOB B IIPETIOIaBaHUN?

6. MokeTe 1T BbI IPUBECTH MPUMEPHI TOTO, KaK UCIOJIB30BaHUE S3bIKOB 00CYKAAIOCh

WM [IPaKTUKOBAJIOCH B BaIIUX Kypcax?

7. KakoBa nmo3unus Bamiei mporpaMMsl 1o MOBOY UCHOJIb30BaHUS HECKOJIBKHUX

A3BIKOB B KJ1acce?

D) MHoros3siuie B penoIaBaHuu:

8. UyBcTBYyeTe Ji Bbl ce0s1 TOTOBBIMHU IIPENIOAABATh B KJIaCCe, II€ CTYAE€HThI MOTYT

TOBOPHUTH HA Pa3HBIX SI3bIKaX?

JononuurtensHbi Bonpoc: Kak mporpamma noaroToBuia Bac (WM He MOATOTOBUIIA) K

Takou cutryauuu?

9. MoeTte 11 Bbl Ha3BaTh 00JIaCTH, B KOTOPBIX BaM MOTpedyeTcst 00IbIle NOAIEPKKU

WM TTOATOTOBKHU ISl IPENOJaBaHUSI MHOTOSI3BIYHBIM CTYI€HTam?

10. Cuuraere 11 Bbl, YTO IPOrpaMMa yJIENsIeT JOCTATOUHOE BHUMAHNE

MCIIOJIb30BAHUIO PA3HBIX SI3bIKOB B IPENOIaBaHUN?

11. Kakue KOHKpETHbIE TPEHUHTH WM PECYPCHI, TI0 BallleMy MHEHHUIO, MOTJIH OBl

Jy4Ile TOMOYb PEUIUTh BOIPOCHI MHOTOSI3bIYMS?

JononuuTtensbHbIi Bonpoc: CTalKUBAIUCh JIU BBl C CUTYALUSIMH, KOTJIa SA3bIKOBOE

pa3zHoo0pas3ue He YUUTHIBAIOCH, HO TOMKHO OBITIO OBITH?
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The Individual Semi-Structured Interview Questionnaire for University Administrator

A)

B)
1.

C)

Warm-up
How are you? Do you have any questions before starting the interview?
Background questions:
Can you briefly describe your role at the university, particularly in relation to the
teacher education program?
Can you explain your involvement in decisions about curriculum design or review?
Multilingualism and Curriculum:
What does multilingualism mean to you?
Is multilingualism currently a consideration when designing or updating the teacher
education curriculum?
Are there any formal guidelines or policies about including multilingualism in the
curriculum?
Probe: Could you describe any recent discussions or initiatives aimed at
incorporating multilingualism?
What challenges or opportunities do you see for incorporating multilingualism into
the program?
What types of support or resources does the university provide to address

multilingualism in education, if any?
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Yuueepcumem aximwiicine apnan2an sxcexe sHcapmouliail KYpoliblMOanean cyxoam
cypakmapbi

A) Kipicne:

Kanaiice3? Cyx06arThl 6acTamac OYpbIH CypaKTapbIHBI3 Oap Ma?

B) XKanmer cypakrap:
1. VHuBepcUTETTEr peiHi3i, acipece MyFaniMaep/al Aaspiiay OaraapiaMachiHa

KATBICTBI KBI3METIHI3/lI KbICKaIlIa cumaTTan 0epe ainacei3 6a?
2.  Oky OarmapiamachlH 93ipiiey HeMece KaliTa Kapay Typaibl HIenIimMaepre
KATBICYBIHBI3]IbI TYCIHAIpIM Oepe anacei3 6a?

F) KenTinainik sxoHe OKy OaraapiamMachl:
3. Kenrrinainix ci3 yuriH HeHi Oinaipesni?
4. Myranimaepai naspiiay 0araapiaMachIiHbIH OKYy OaFqapiiaMachiH 93ipiiey HeMece
KaHAPTY Ke31H/e KONTUIALIIK eckepine me?
5. Oky OarmapnaMachiHa KONTUAUTIKTI KOCYFa KaThICTHI KaHAail a Oip pecMu
HYCKayJBIKTap HeMece cascarrap 6ap ma?
Hakrbutay: KenTuiaunikTi eHrizyre OarbITTallFaH COHFbI TaJIKbLIAYyJIap HEMECe
Gacramanap TypaJsl aiiTein Oepe anachi3 6a?
6. barnapnaMara KeNTULAUTIKTI €Hri3yAeri KaH1ail KUbIHABIKTap HeMece
MYMKIHIIKTEp/I1 Kepil Typchi3?
7. YHuBepcuret O011iM Oepy calachiHaFbl KONTULAUTIKTI STy YIIH KaHaai

KOJIJJay HEMece pecypcTap YChbIHaIbl, erep oHaainap 6omca?



HnousuoyanvHolil noaycmpykmypupo8aHHbslil ONPOCHUK OJisl YHUBEPCUMEMCKO20
aomuHucmpamopa

A) Pazorpes:

Kak Bb1? EcTb 1111 y Bac BOIpOCHI IEpe]] HauaaoM UHTEPBbIO?

B) Bonpock! o mpodecCuoHaIbHOM OIBITE:

1. Moskere 11 BBI KPaTKO OMKCATh Ballly POJIb B YHUBEPCUTETE, OCOOCHHO B
OTHOIICHHUH MTPOTPAMMBI MIOJTOTOBKHU YUUTEICH?

2. Moxere 11 Bbl OOBSICHUTH Ballle Y4acTHE B PEIICHHUX 0 pa3paboTKe WiH
epPecMOTPy Y4eOHBIX IporpamMm?

C) MHoros3piumie u yueOHasi mporpamma:

3. Yto 11t Bac 03Ha4aeT MHOTOs13bI4YKE?

4. SIBnsiercst TM MHOTOSI3BIYHE (PAKTOPOM IPH pa3pabOTKe WITH OOHOBICHUH

POrPaMMbI MOATOTOBKH YUUTEICH?

5. CymiecTByIOT 11 (hOpMaIbHbIE PEKOMEH AU WM TTOTUTHKHU 10 BKIIFOUEHUIO

MHOTOSI3bIYMS B yUCOHYIO MpOrpamMmy?

JonomHuTENBHBIN Bompoc: MoskeTe U Bbl, OMUCATh HEJJABHUE OOCYKICHUS UITH

WHUIMATHBBI, HAIPABICHHBIC HA BKIFOYEHUE MHOTOSI3bIUMS?

6. Kakuie BbI30BbI UITM BO3MOKHOCTH BBl BUAUTE AJI1 MHTETPAIIH MHOTOSI3bIUHS B

nporpamMmy?
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7. Kakne BUIbI IOJIEPKKU WM PECYPCHl YHUBEPCUTET IPEIOCTABIACT A1 pELICHUS

BOIIPOCOB MHOT'OA3BIYHN B O6pa3OBaHI/II/I, €CIIh TaKHE UMCIOTCS?
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Appendix C: Transcription Sample of Interview with Teacher Educator in English
and Russian

Russian (Original):

HNurtepBbioep: [00:00:16] Torma s 661 XOTEN MOCTYIIATH PO BacC, PO BAIl OIBIT, PO
Ball OsKkrpayHa. MoskeTe Jii Bbl OMUCATh CBOIO POJIb?

Yuacrauk: [00:00:23] Tak, B iesmom, onbIT, MOU O3KrpayH. S 3aBepimiana oOy4eHue,
OakanaBpa M MarucTpatypy B JaHHOM yHuBepcurere. [locie 3aBepiieHuss MarucTparypbl
paboTaina B Koyuieake. MeCTHOM KOJUIe/IKe Ha MPOTSXKEHUU MOIYTOpa JIET, IOCe Yero
pelinia yiTH B BbIclIee yueOHOe 3aBeICHHE 1JI TOT0, YTOOBI OOJIbIIIEe OBITH OJIM3KOM K
Hayke. MajieHbKasi CMeHa e TEIbHOCTH.

Hurepsbroep: [00:00:52] A kakue npeIMeThl WM MOJYJIM BbI 3/1€Ch Ipenojaaere?
Yuacrauk: [00:00:54] 3nech npeaMeTsl s Ipenogard B OCHOBHOM UMHOCTPAHHBIH SI3bIK,
JUIsl IEPBOKYPCHUKOB, 0a30BbIii HHOCTPaHHBIN s3bIK, ypoBeHb B1-B2 u Entertainment
resources B M3y4eHUH aHTIIMICKOTO A3bIKa — TOe AucuuiuinHa. U Bcé. B ocHOBHOM Tpu
JTUCITUTLIMHBI TTOKA.

Hurtepsrroep: [00:01:15] 1 kak nonro Bl yuacTByeTe B 3TOW IIporpaMmme?

Yuacrauk: [00:01:18] Ha npoTspkenun nocneanux mecsien. C centsops. [da, ¢
ceHta6pa. | 'm a newcomer. ITomyuaercs, ceHTAOPB, OKTAOPH, HOSIOPD, AekaOpb. YeTsIpe

MecCdla MoJry4acTcs.
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English (Translation):

Interviewer: [00:00:16] Then I would like to hear about you, your experience, your
background. Could you describe your role?

Participant: [00:00:23] WEell, in general — my experience, my background. | completed
both my bachelor's and master's degrees at this university. After finishing my master's, |
worked at a local college for about a year and a half, after which | decided to move to
higher education to be closer to academia. A small career shift.

Interviewer: [00:00:52] What subjects or modules do you teach here?

Participant: [00:00:54] Here | mainly teach foreign language to first-year students, basic
foreign language, level B1-B2, and Entertainment Resources in English language learning,
which is also a discipline. That’s all for now — mainly three courses.

Interviewer: [00:01:15] And how long have you been involved in this program?
Participant: [00:01:18] For the past few months. Since September. Yes, since September.
I'm a newcomer. So that’s September, October, November, December. That makes it four

months.
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Appendix D: Sample of Initial Coding Process of the Interview with Teacher

Educator

Speaker2: [00:07.37] Oa. K HOBbIM npakTukam Gonee yem OTKPITO, [103TOMY MHE

KaxeTcA... B 3TOM HWYEro NNoxoro HeT. OGBACHATE YTO-TO TOKE CTYAEHTAM.

Cmewmean Tpu Aasika. Booblle ANA MEHA yie CTano HelHelHUM. MHue kaweTcs,

Ipaguumen, HecMoTps Ha To, YTo 370 ohuumanbHbii ypok Tak unu udase_He To, YTo

no oduuransHomy pyky, A... OduunansHoe Mecm,jgg WAET 00 ONPeasnNeHHOM A3LIKS.

W onpegenexHan nporpamMMa Ha ofiHOM A3kike, 5 Bce paBHo... CMeLLmBalo Bceraa.

MoTomMy 4TO 3TO Nerde AOHOCHTCA. OHa CTPYKTYpa Ha OHOM A3blke 00bACHASTCA

nerdye, Yem Ha Apyrom sssike. M uyem noHATHee, Tem nydwe xe, Tem addekTuBHes, o L'Lﬁbwh%ﬁmwam use
EctecTaenHo. [JocTuraiot, BoT aTo ero yens, Ytobkl noHATs. Mm. Moo Beino nerde.

Speaker2: [00:00:23] Tak, B uenom, OnuiT, Mol 6akrpayHa. A 3aeepluana obydeHne,
Gakanaspa W MarucTpaTtypy B 1IaHHOM yHuBepcuTeTe. Mocne 3aseplueHnA
MarvcTpaTypel patiorana B konsepke. MecTHOM Konmegxe Ha NpoTsKeHU NonyTopa

)1 MGG Y60 PeLLIAR YiTH B BHICLIGS YIOBHOB SABGAGHIS AR TOTD, HTOGH GorbiLG
_______________________________________________________________________ Ilyas Mukanev
GEiTh Bi3KOM K Hayke. ManeHEKan CMera 11k ocTv] Teacher educators play a key role in bridging
practical and theoretical training

Speaker1: [00.00.52] A kakMe npeameTsl WKW MOJYNK Bl 30eCs Npenogaete?

speskerz:  ONESESEBEROORRA
basy, HasepHoe, KaKoro-10 crpororo obaenes, aeigenc e awgena, Koraa @

BHITWAGKOM, HO B OGHOBHOM Ha KasaxCkow. Ho, OIATh X6, J6ce A TaK0r0 Ho Mgene, P

Taoro He samexana. 1 TONIM eHUA MAHHCTEDCTBa, MAKUCTEPCTSa 1 1-= - .1 L arisate ot

Speakeri: [00:12°:58] OHK e BpOOe OAKOT 4a Kakve TO peKoMeHdaluun yuuTtenam, K
Mel fansile 3T0 UMNNeMeHTUpyeM. Mnu A KaK T0 HenpasubHO NOHUMan 3To?

Speaker2: [00.13.05] HacueT AsbikoB, KcTath, A He Mory ckasaTb, 4T00b OHM NPAM

rosopunK, ToNbKO BOT Tak BOT 3T0 AenawTe. Moyemy-To MHe HUYEro No 3ToMy BONpocy ° lyas Mukanov )
Absence of strict guidelines on multilingual
He NpuxoauT,_Ho noTomy YTo A He cnkblwana, YTobkl NpAM ObINO HakazaHwe, Bot implementation

TOnbKO Tak genait, He kak no{apyromy. Tonbko BOT 3TOT A3LIK IPUHAMAHKA, A He Kak

Speaker2: [00.02 56| iiGTORGEINSISIMOCINORMENAASTONIOTDETOCTEIAHANONIY
DasSHBIMU M0/1bMK. A BOIMOKHOCTL KOMMYHAKALMM Ha aGCONIOTHO PA3HbIe TOMbI G

ASLIKOBLIMM BOT STUMM BOT WHCTDYMEHTaMy, Tem oblmphee, B npuiane, liyas Mukanov
Muposoasperite, 1 Goflbllie UTO-NUGO YBUAETS, Y3HaTh B Takom kow1eks 1] Mulingualim fosters culral undorstanding and
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Appendix E: Consent Form in English, Kazakh and Russian

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Integrating Multilingualism in Teacher Education: A Case Study of Curriculum and
Practice in one Kazakhstani University

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on how
multilingualism is integrated into the curriculum of a teacher education program at a
university in Kazakhstan. This research aims to explore the perspectives of university
administrators, teacher educators, and pre-service teachers on multilingual education. You
will be asked to participate in an interview, which may be audio-recorded if you consent. If
you prefer not to be recorded, | will take notes during the interview. After the interview,
you may review the transcript or notes to ensure accuracy. All personal information will be
anonymized and kept confidential.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation in this study will take approximately 45-60
minutes. Depending on your availability and preference, a follow-up session may be
scheduled.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no significant risks anticipated in this study.
However, the time required for the interview may be a burden. To minimize this, the
interview will be scheduled at a time that is convenient for you. The benefits of
participating include gaining insights into the strengths and areas for improvement in the
current teacher education program regarding multilingual education.

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: If you have any questions or concerns about the research,
please contact:

Researcher: llyas Mukanov | ilyas.mukanov@nu.edu.kz | +77473041025

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, Dr. Philip Montgomery, philip.montgomery@nu.edu.kz | +7(7172) 705898

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 GSE Research IREC subcommittee at
gse.irec@nu.edu.kz | +7 (7172) 70 91 05

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

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

e | 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;
e | understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a
reason;
e 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.
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3EPTTEY K¥YMbICHI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACHI

Myranimaepai Haspnayna Kenrinninikti Kipikripy: Kazakcranapik bip YHUBepcuTeTTIiH
Oxky barnapnamacer meH [Ipaktukaceina Heriznenren JKargaitneik 3epTTey

BEPTTEYIH CUITATTAMACHI: Ci3 Kazakcranaarsl yHUBEPCUTETTEPIIH OipiHe
MyFaJliMIIEepAl naspiay OaraapiaMachiHaa KONTUIIUTIKTIH Kajlai eHT131ITeHIH 3epTTey
»K00achIHa KAaThICyFa MAKbIPBULABIHBI3. ByJl 3epTTey YHUBEPCUTET OKIMIIUIITIHIH,
OKBITYIIBUIAP/IBIH XKOHE OOIalaK MyFaliMIepiH KenTiiai 0i1im Oepy Typaibl
Ke3KapacTapbiH 3eprreyre OarpirtanFad. Ci30eH cyx0ar Kypri3iie/i ®KoHe Ci3/IiH
KemiciMiHI30eH oHriMe aynnoskazbara skazputael. Erep ayamoskaz0ara Kapchl 00JICaHbI3,
MeH cyx0ar 6apbIChIHAa KohKa30anmap xyprizemin. Cyx0aTTaH KeiiH, ci3 xa3z0anap bl
HEMece ayro MITIH/I Kaparl, oJIap bIH JSJIITH TeKCepe alachl3. bapibik kKeke nepeKTep
AQHOHUM/II TYP/IC CaKTaJIa/Ibl XKOHE KYIHSUIBLIBIK KAMTaMAaChI3 €TiIeI.

OTKI3IVIETIH YAKBITBI: Ci3zix ochl 3epTTeyre KaTbICybIHbI3 mamaMmeH 45-60
MUHYTTHI Kypaiipel. Erep Kaxer O6osca skoHe Ci3/1iH yaKbITBIHBI3 00JICa, KOChIMIIA cyX0ar
OTKIi31Iyl MYMKIH.

3EPTTEY ) KYMBICBIHA KATBICYAbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBUJIBIKTAPBI: by 3eptTeyze eneyni Kayin-kaTepiep koK. Anaiina, cyxoar
YILIiH YaKbIT 0oy Kei0ip KoJTaiChI3AbIKTap TYAbIpYyBl MYMKiH. OHBI a3aifTy yIIiH cyx0aT
ci3re bIHFaMIIbl yakbITTa ©TKi3UIeAl. KaTbICyIbIH apTHIKIIBUIBIFEI — C13 KONTUII1 O11iM Oepy
MoceJIeIepiH TEPEH TYCIHYI'€ MyMKIH/IIK ajJachl3.

KATBICYHIBI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 GepiireH ¢popMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3€pTTEY
YKYMBICBIHA KaThICYFa LIemiM KaObuigacanbl3, Ci3/iH KaThICYybIHBI3 €PIKTI TYP/E CKEHIH
xabapnaiMbr3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajaFaH yaKbITTa albIIIyJI ToJIEMeN JKoHE CI3/I1H
QJIEYMETTIK KEHUIIIKTEPIHI3Te el KeCIpiH TUT130ei 3epTTey *KYMBbIChIHA KAThICY TypaJibl
KEJIICIMIHI3/11 Kepl KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3epTTey KYMbIChIHA
MYJIJIEM KaThICTIayBIHBI3FA JIa TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 O0ap. Conpaii-ak, KaHmaii na oip
CypakTapra xayan oepmeyiHisre qe 901eH 0onaasl. by 3epTTey ®KYMBICBIHBIH HOTHXKENEepi
aKaJeMUsUTBIK HeMece Kociou MakcarTap/a Oacrnara YChIHBITYbl HEMeCe HIBIFapbUTy bl
MYMKIH.

BAMJTAHBIC AKITAPATHBI: 3eprTey Typaisl CypaKTapbIHBI3 HEMECE YCHIHEICTAPBIHBI3
0oJica, MbIHa MEKEHKal OOMBIHIIA Xa0apIachIHbI3:

3eprreyui: Unbsic Mykanos | ilyas.mukanov@nu.edu.kz | +77473041025

Cypakmapuinrz: Erep sxypri3iiin OTEIpFaH 3epTTeY KYMBICBIHBIH MTPOIIEC], KAy MEH
apTHIKUIBLIBIKTAPBI Typajibl CYparbIHbI3 HEMECE IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00Jica, Keneci OailiaHbic
KYpaJiapbl apKbLIbIl 3ePTTEYIITHIH MaruCTPIIBIK T€3UC1 OOMBIHINA KETEKIICIMEH
xabapracysiHbI3Fa 0osazpl, Dr. @umun Moutromepu, philip.montgomery@nu.edu.kz |
+7(7172) 705898

JTEPBEC BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep GepinreH 3eprTey sKyMBICHIHBIH
KYPri3ulyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOACaHbI3 HEMECE CYPaKTaphIHBI3 OCH MIaFbIMIAPBIHBI3 00JICa,
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Hazap6aeB Yuupepcureri XKorapsl binim 6epy mektebiniH 3eprrey Komurerimen

KOPCETUIreH OaiIaHbIC KYpalaaphl apKbLIbl XadapiiacybIHbI3Fa 001 IbI: SJIEKTPOHIBIK
nomramen gse.irec@nu.edu.kz | +7 (7172) 70 91 05

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KAaThICYFa KeiciMiHi3a1 OepceHi3, OepinreHn opmara KO
KOFOBIHBI3/IbI CYpaiMbI3.

® MeH Oepiirer hopMaMeH MYKHUST TaHBICTHIM;

® MaraH 3epTTey KYMBICHIHBIH MAaKCaThl MEH OHBIH MPOLEAYPACHI XKaNbIH/IA TOJIBIK
aKrmapar Oepinii;
e OKunakranraH aKmapar MeH KYIUs MOJIIMEeTTepre TeK 3epTTEYyIIiHIH o3iHe

KOJDKETIM/I KOHE MAJTIM OOJIaThIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIH;

® MeH Ke3 KelT'eH YaKbITTa eIIKaHIal TYCIHIKTEMECi3 3epTTey KYMbBIChIHA
KaTbICyJlaH 0ac TapTybIMa OOJNAaThIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

® MeH KOFapbljia aTallblll OTKCH aKIapaTThl CaHAJbI TYpJIe KaObLIIAIl, OCBI 3ePTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KAaThICYFa 63 KelicIMIM/II OepeMiH.

Kosbr: Kysi:

Ochbl KOJT KOMBLIFAH ’K9HE KYHI KOpPCeTIreH KeJiiciM (popMachbIHbIH KOCHIMIIIA
KeLipmeci cizre caKkrayra apHaJjIraH.
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POPMA THOOPMAINIMOHHOTI'O COI'VIACHUA

Wuterparus Muorosi3sraus B [onrorosky Yuuteneii: Keiic-Mccnenopanue YuebHOro
[Tnana u Ipaktuku OnHoro Kazaxcranckoro YHuBepcurera

OIIMCAHMUE: Bel npurianieHbl NPUHITh yYaCTUE B UCCJIEI0BAHUM, TTOCBSIIICHHOM
MHTETPaIIH MOIHUSI3bIYUS B yUeOHYIO TPOrpaMMy Me1aroru4eckoro o0pa3oBaHus B OJJHOM
u3 yHuBepcuteToB Kazaxcrana. Llenbio TaHHOTO UCCIIEI0OBAHUS SBJISIETCS U3YUEHHE
MHEHHUM aIMUHUCTPALMK YHUBEPCUTETA, MPENOJaBaATENCH U CTYJEHTOB O MOJUA3BIYHOM
oOpa3zoBanuu. BaM mpeayioxkar NpuHATh y4acTHE B MHTEPBBIO, KOTOPOE MOXKET ObITh
3aMrCcaHo Ha ay/Ho C BaIlero coryacus. Eciii BbI HE XOTUTE, YTOOBI BaC 3aIMUCHIBAIIH, 5T
OyIly BECTH MUCbMEHHBIE 3aMETKH. [1ociie MHTEPBBIO BBl CMOXKETE 0O3HAKOMUTHCS C
pacunpoBKOIi 3aMMCH WU 3aMETKaMU, YTOObI YOeIUThCS B UX TOUHOCTH. Best muunas
uH(popManusa OyJeT aHOHUMHU3UPOBAaHA U COXpaHEHa B KOH(PUACHIIUAIHLHOCTH.

BPEMS YUACTUS: Bame yyacTtrie B 3TOM HCCIICIOBAaHUU 3aiiMeT nmpumepHo 45-60
MMHYT. B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT Balllero MpearnoYTeHUs U HAJTMYUS BPEMCHH, MOXKET OBbITh
Ha3HAYCHA JIOMIOJTHUTEIIbHAS CECCHSL.

PUCKU U ITPEUMYHIECTBA: B nanHOM HcclieIOBaHUU HE MPEIoIaratoTcs
3HAYUTEIbHbIC PUCKU. OHAKO BBIICIICHUE BPEMEHH HAa HHTEPBBIO MOXKET MPEICTABIATD
co0oit Heyn00CTBO. JIJI1 MUHUMU3AIIUU 3TOTO, HHTEPBBIO OY/IET 3aIUTAHUPOBAHO HA
ya00HOE /17Tl Bac BpeMsl. Y4acTue B UCCIIEIOBAHUHN MOKET JJaTh BaM BO3MOXKHOCTbD JIyUIIle
MOHSTH CUJIBHBIC U CJ1a0ble CTOPOHBI TEKYIIEH MPOTPaMMBI TIEAAroruueckoro o0pa3oBaHms
10 BOTIPOCaM TTOJIUSI3bIYHSL.

ITPABA YYACTHUKOB: Ecnu Bel npountanu gannyo GopMy U peluiig NpHHSTH
y4acTue B IaHHOM MCCIIe0BaHUU, Bbl O KHBI TOHUMATh, 4TO Baile yuactue sBisiercs
A00pOBOJILHBIM U UTO Y Bac ecTb 1paBo 0T03BaTh CBOE COIJIacHe UJIH MPEeKPATHTh
yuyacTue B J11000e Bpemsi 6e3 mTpadHbIX CAHKIUI U 0€3 MOTepH COIUATIBLHOTO
nakera, Koropblii Bam npegocrasisiiiu. B kauecTBe anbTepHaTUBBI MOKHO HE
y4acTBOBaTh B McciieqoBaHnU. Takxke Bbl iMeeTe mpaBo He OTBeYaTh Ha Kakue-1ubo
BOIPOCHL. Pe3ynbTaThl TaHHOTO MCCIIEeI0BAHUS MOTYT OBITh IPECTABICHbI WU
OIyOJIMKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX WM MPOPECCUOHATBHBIX LEISX.

KOHTAKTHAA NH®OPMAIUA: Ecinu y Bac ecTh BOIPOCHI MIIN 3aMEUYaHUs
OTHOCHTEJIBHO UCCIIEI0BAHHUSI, CBSIKUTECH C:

Hccnenosatens: Unbsc Mykanos | Ilyas.mukanov@nu.edu.kz | +77473041025

Bonpocwr: Ecnn y Bac ecth BompocChI, 3aMeqaHusi WK Kaja00bl 0 TTOBOAY JaHHOTO
WCCJIEIOBAHMS, POIEYPhI €T0 MPOBEICHUS, PUCKOB U MMPEUMYIIECTB, BbI MOXKeTe
CBSI3aThCS C PYKOBOJIUTEIISIM MaruCTEPCKOTO Te3nuca uccieaonatessi: Dr. dumun
MownTtromepu, philip.montgomery@nu.edu.kz | +7(7172) 705898

He3aBucumblie koHTaKThI: Eciii Bol HEe y/10BIIETBOPEHBI MPOBEACHUEM TAHHOTO
HCCJIeIOBaHMS, €Clii y Bac BO3ZHHUKIIN Kakue-In00 mpoOIeMbl, )Kalo0bl MTH BOIIPOCHI, BhI
MoxeTe cBsizathbes ¢ Komuterom MccnenoBanuii Beicmeit [konsr Obpa3oBanust
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Hazap0aeB YHuBepcuTeTa, OTIIPABUB ITUCHMO Ha 3JICKTPOHHBIHN ajpec gse.irec@nu.edu.kz
| +7 (7172) 70 91 05

[Toxanyiicta, moANUIINTE JaHHYIO (opMy, ecu Bbl coriacHbl y4acTBOBaTh B
UCCIICJOBAHHH.

e ] BHUMaTENbHO M3yuWIi(a) IpeACTaBICHHYIO HH(OpMAIIHIO;

e MHe npeaocTaBIIv NOJTHY0 HHPOPMAIUIO O TEIISX U MPOIIECIYPE UCCIICAOBAHMS,

¢ Sl moHmmalo, kak OyayT UCIIOIB30BAHBI COOpPAHHBIE JaHHBIC, M YTO JIOCTYII K
0001 KOH(UACHIHATBEHOU HHDOpPMAIUK OYIET UMETh TOJIBKO MUCCIIE0BATEb;

o IMOHMUMAr0, 4TO BIIpaBC B JHO601>1 MOMCHT OTKa3aTbCA OT y4aCTHA B JAHHOM
UCCIICIOBaHUU 0€3 00BbCHEHUS TIPUYHH;

e C moJIHBIM OCO3HAHHUEM BCETO BBIMICH3IOKEHHOTO sI coryiaceH (-Ha) IPUHSThH
y4acTHe B UCCJICIOBAaHUU IO COOCTBEHHOM BOJIC.

Ilonnucs:
Jara:

Bbl MOkeTE COXPAHUTD JONOJHUTEIbHYIO KOIHIO 3TOH MOANUCAHHON H
AATHPOBAHHOM (POPMBI COIJIACHS.
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