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Abstract
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and the Multilingual Turn:
A Qualitative Study on Translanguaging in Multilingual Schools in Kazakhstan

Since the 1990s, Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) shifted from a
well-recognized construct for promoting language teaching into a language-diversity-oriented
approach. The adaptation of CLIL to linguistically and culturally diverse contexts made CLIL
teachers use flexible, different linguistic practices in the classrooms, which are affected by the
multilingual turn and translanguaging. However, through the lens of the multilingual turn in
education and the benefits of the translanguaging pedagogy, the trilingual policy in
Kazakhstan prescribes a monolingual-oriented policy - one subject/one language. Hence, one
subject/one language policy compartmentalizes three languages (Kazakh, Russian and
English), and contradicts the multilingual turn phenomenon and translanguaging pedagogy,
which has been prompted in language education in the last two decades.

Guided by Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs (i.e., Content, Communication, Cognition, and Culture).
in the implementation of CLIL and Baker’s (2001) principles of translanguaging in language
education, this qualitative study explored the extent to which translanguaging is incorporated
at one of the Kazakhstani high selective schools for the gifted (Bilim Innovation Lyceums-
BIL) in CLIL classrooms. More precisely, this study sought to answer the following research
questions: RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in
multilingual schools? RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging? and RQ3.
How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?

The data were collected from 6 secondary school teachers using the following research
methods: lesson observation, semi-structured individual interviews, and document analysis.

Clarke and Braun’s (2013) guidelines for employing thematic analysis were used to analyze
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the data collected. The findings of this research revealed that in practice, almost all
participants’ CLIL lessons were content driven in which they tended to practice good methods
for successful content delivery. However, language focus seemed to be limited to multilingual
glossaries. Regarding the participants’ views towards translanguaging, it was revealed that the
views were ambiguous since the participants sometimes preferred to use L1 for meaning
making but pursue the goal of one subject/one language. From this qualitative study,

pedagogical implications and areas for ongoing research are suggested.
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AnpaTna
IMonpik-Tinaik Kipikripisiren Oxpity (CLIL) koHe MyJIbTHINHIBAJIB/AbI
Beroypoic: Kazakcrannbin KenTinai Mekrentepinge TpaHcauHrBu3m 00HbIHIIA
Canaasl 3eptTey
1990-mb1 xpUIIApAAH OacTan MOHIIK-TUIAIK HHTErpanusuianFad okeITy (CLIL)
Kanmbira OipJiei TaHBUTFaH KYPBUIBIMHAH TUIIIK OKBITYABI )KUDKBITY YIIiH TUITIK
opTypiiTiKKe OarbITTaNnFaH Tociire aitHamapl. CLIL-IiH JIMHTBUCTUKAIBIK XKOHE MOJICHU
TYPFBIIaH 9p TYpii KoHTeKcTKe Oeitimaenyi CLIL myramimuaepin ken Tiai Oypbury MeH
TPAHCIIMHTBU3MIE 9cep €TETiH cabaKTapaa UKeM i, 9PTYPJIi JIMHTBUCTUKAIBIK TOXipuOenepIi
KOJIJIaHyFa MOKOYp eTTi. Anaiiia OuriM Oepyaeri KonTULIUTIK TPU3MAackl )KOHE
TPaHCIMHTBAJIABIK NIEIarOTMKAHbIH apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPH! apKbUTbl KasakcTanaarsl yIITUIAL
casicat Oip moH/0ip TUT-KeNTiial - OaFbITTAFaH casicaTThl YebiHAAbl. Ochuaiiia, cascat Oip
MoH/O1p TLT yI TUII (Ka3ak, OpbIC JKOHE aFbUIIIBIH) 06J1e/Il dKoHE COHFbI €K1 OHXKBUIIBIKTA
TUIIIK O11iM Oepy/ie KOJIaHbUTATBHIH KOMTUIAI OYPBUTY JKOHE TPAHCIMHTBAJIIBI Tl aroruKa
(dheHOMEeHIHE KalIIbl KeJei.
byn 3eptrey 4 "C" Koitnaeig (2008) Teopusinapbin 6acbuibiKKa ainabl, myHaa 4 "C" -

Oy Ma3MyH (Ma3MyH), TaHBIM (aKbUI-0¥ KadineTTepi), Oaiyianpic (OaiiaHbIc) skoHe MoneHuer
(Monenu binim) xxone betikep (2001) Tinaik 6i1im Oepyaeri meaarorukaibiK
TPaHCIMHIBU3MHIH aHbIKTamanapbl. byn canansl 3eprrey CLIL chiHBIITApbIHIA TAPbIH]IBI
Oananapra apHaJIFaH >KOFapbl ipikTeMelli KazakcTaHablK MekrenTtepiH (Bilim Innovation
Lyceums-BIL) 6ipinie TpaHCIHHTBUPIIECY TOKIPUOECiHIH qopexeci 3eprremi. Jomipek
aiiTkanza, OyJI1 3epTTey Kelleci 3epTTey cypakrapbiHa xayan Oepyre ToipbicTbl: STEM opra

MekTeOiHiH MyFaiimaep To0sl CLIL-ai kenTuial MekTenTepae Kaiai TYKbIpbIMIaiabI?



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN

KaTBICYIIbIIAPABIH TPAHCIMHIBU3M TYpajbl KO3KapacTapbl KaHAali? 3epTTeyre KaThbICyIIbLIap
o3 cabakrapeiaa, CLIL chIHBIITApBIH/IA TPAHCIUTBU3MII KaJlall KOJIJaHaIbI?

3epTTeyre opra MEKTENTiH 6 MyFaiimi KaTbICThl. KaTeicymbiapan sKuHaIFaH
aKmapaTThl )KWHAY JKOHE Tajjiay YILIiH KeJleci Kypaujaap naiganaHbuibl: cabakThl OaKeliay,
KapThUIal KyphUTBIMIANIFaH )KeKe Cyx0at jkoHe KyKaTTapsl Tasaay. KuHanran aepexTepai
tangay yuria Knapk nen bpaynnsix (2013) TakbpIpbIITHIK TalAayAbl KOJIaHy OOHBIHIIIA
YCBIHBICTAPBI KOIaHbUIABL. OCHI 3epTTEeYAIH HOTHXKEIepi ic xKy3iHae oapisik CLIL
cabakTapbl Ma3MyH/IbI (Ma3MYH/IbI) COTTi OKBITY/IBIH KaKCHI 9[IICTEPiH KOJITaHATHIH
Ma3MyYH/IbI (Ma3MYH/IbI) OaFaapiaHFad Ma3MYH/IbI (Ma3MYH/IbI) KOpceTTi. Anaiiia cabaKThIH
TUIIIK KypaMBbl YII TUIAL TIOCCAapUIATIEPMEH MIEKTENIi. 3epTTeyre KaTbICyIIbUIAP IbIH
TPAHCIWHTBU3M TYpaJlbl KO3KapacTapblHa KeleTiH Ooicak, [Tikipiep exiymThl eKeHIiri
AHBIKTAJIIbI, OUTKEH] KaThICYIIbUIAP KeW/ie Ma3MyH/IbI TYCIHIPY YIIiH OipiHIIi TiII
KOJIIaHY/ b )KOH Kop/i, Olpak cascaTThIH MaKcaThl O1p TaKbIPBINTHI/O1p TUIAI KO3/edl. 3epTTey

HQTI/I)KGJ'IepiHG CYﬁeHe OTBIPBIII, ICAArOTrMKaJIbIK KOHE 3CPTTCY YCBIHBICTAPHI KacaJl/Ibl.



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN

AHHOTANUA
IIpeamerHo-a3b1k0BOe UHTerpupoBanHoe O0yuenune (CLIL) u
MyastuiuHrsaiabHabii IloBopor: KauecrBennoe Ucciaenoanue no TpancJauHrBu3my B
MHuorosizpiynbix HIkoaax Kazaxcrana

C 1990-x romos IIpenmeTHO-s13b1K0BOC HTerpripoBanHoe O0yuenue (CLIL)
MPEBPATUIIOCH U3 OOIIETPU3HAHHON KOHCTPYKIIMH TSI IPOJIBUKEHUS SI3LIKOBOTO OOYYCHHUS B
MOJIXO/JT, OPHCHTUPOBAHHBIN Ha S3BIKOBOE pasHooOpasue. Anantanus CLIL k muarBHCTHYSCKN
U KyJIbTYPHO pa3HOOOpa3HbIM KOHTEKcTaM 3actaBmia yunrener CLIL ucnons3oBath rubkue,
pa3inyHbIC JIMHTBUCTUYECKHE MPAKTUKU B KJIaCCaX, HA KOTOPHIE BIUSET MYJIbTHIMHTBAIbHBIN
MOBOPOT U TpaHCIMHTBU3M. OTHAKO Yepe3 MPU3My MHOTOSI3bIUUS B 00Pa30BaHUH U
MIPEUMYIIECTB TPAHCIUHTBAIBHOM Me1aroTUKM TPeXbs3bluHas mouTuka B Kazaxcrane
MPEITUCHIBACT MOHOS3BIYHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHYIO ITOJUTHKY - OJIUH MPEAMET/OMH SI3BIK.
Takum 06pa3om, MOTUTUKA OJUH TIPEIMET/OJIUH SI3BIK pa3AeaeT TPH A3bIKa (Ka3aXCKUH,
PYCCKUI U aHTJIIMICKUN) U TPOTUBOPEUYHUT (PEHOMEHY MYIbTUIMHTBAIHLHOTO TIOBOPOTA U
TPAHCIMHTBAIBHON MEIarOTUKH, KOTOpasi MPaKTUKYETCA B SI3IKOBOM 00pa30BaHUH B
MOCJICTHUE JIBA JCCATUIICTHS.

D10 HcceoBaHne pyKoBoACTBOBAIOCH Teopusmu 4 “C” Koiina (2008), rae 4 “C” ato
KOHTEHT (coziepkaHue), mo3HaHue (YMCTBEHHBIE CITOCOOHOCTH ), KOMMYHHKaIus (00IIeHne) U
KyJlbTypa (KyJbTyposoruueckue 3Hanus) u beiikepa (2001) onpeneneHus neaaroru4eckoro
TPAHCIUHTBU3MA B SI3bIKOBOM 00pa30BaHUU. ITO KAUECTBEHHOE UCCIIEIOBAaHUE U3Y4Yallo
CTEMNEeHb MPAKTUKU TPAHCIMHTBUPOBAHUA B OJHUX U3 Ka3aXCTaHCKUX IIKOJI C BBICOKUM
orbopoM st ogapennbix aereit (Bilim Innovation Lyceums-BIL) B kinaccax CLIL. Tounee,
9TO UCCIEJOBAaHUE CTPEMHIIOCH OTBETUTH Ha CJIEIYIOLINE UCCIIEI0BATENbCKUE BOMPOCHI: KaK

rpynna yuureneil cpeaneit mkossl STEM konnenryanusupyet CLIL B MHOTOSI3bIUHBIX

Xi
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MIKOJaxX? KaKOBBI B3TJISABI YYaCTHUKOB Ha TPAHCIMHIBU3M? KaK YUaCTHUKH HUCCIICIOBAHUS
NPaKTUKYIOT TPAHCIUTBU3M Ha CBOMX 3aHATHX, B CLIL kmaccax?

B uccnenoBanuu yyactBoBaiu 6 yaurtenei cpenHei mkoisl. s coopa u aHanm3a
coOpaHHON MHPOPMALIUHU OT YYaCTHUKOB HCIOIb30BATHCH CIEAYIONINE HHCTPYMEHTHI:
HaOJII0JIEHUE 32 YPOKOM, IIOJYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHBIE MHANBHU1yaJIbHBIE HHTEPBBIO U aHAJIN3
JTOKyMEHTOB. /11 aHanmu3a coOpaHHBIX JAHHBIX HCIIOIB30BAIMCH peKkoMeHaanuu Kinapka u
Bbpayna (2013) no ucnoiab30BaHUI0 TEMATHYECKOTO aHaIN3a. Pe3ynbTaThl 3TOro ncciae0BaHus
MoKa3alii, 4TO Ha MpakTuke noutu Bce ypoku CLIL Obutn opreHTHpOBaHBI HA KOHTEHT
(comepxaHue), B KOTOPOM yHaCTBYIOLINE YUUTENS, IPAKTUKOBAIN XOPOIINE METOIbI JIsI
YCHEIIHOT0 MPenoiaBaHus KOHTeHTa (conepkanus). OIHAaKO S3bIKOBasi COCTABIISIONIAs YpOKa,
OrpaHMYMBaIach TPEXBA3BIYHBIMU TII0CcCapUsIMU. UTO KacaeTcst B3IJIA10B YHYaCTHUKOB
MCCIICIOBAaHMS HA TPAHCIMHIBU3M, OBUIO BBISIBICHO, YTO MHEHUS OBLIM HEOTHO3HAYHBIMH,
MOCKOJIbKY YYAaCTHUKHU MHOT/Ia IPENOYNUTAIN UCII0JIb30BATh MEPBBIN SA3bIK /U1l 00bSICHEHUS
CoJIepKaHusl, HO MIpecie0BaJIM 11eJb NOJUTHKU OJIMH IpeaMeT/0uH s3bIK. Mcxons u3
pe3yNbTaToOB UCCIEA0BAHUS ObLIIN pa3paboTaHbl EarornuecKue U UCCie10BaTeIbCKUe

PEKOMEHIAIINH.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In the late nineteenth century, language learning was believed to be best learned and
taught from a monolingual perspective, where students and teachers do not use their first
language for communicating, translating, or testing (Hall & Cook, 2012). This monolingual
approach has been taken for granted since this approach in teaching was practiced in the late
nineteenth century (Hall & Cook, 2012; Neokleous, 2017). In this regard, Nikula and Moore
(2019) pointed out that, although the monolingual approach has been advocated and used in the
language literature for the last hundred years, there have still been educational contexts in which
first languages were used by students and teachers.

Due to the ongoing globalization in the last two decades, major efforts toward the
multilingual turn in language education have been observed (May, 2014, p. 1). The multilingual
turn represents a critical movement against the traditionally monolingual views on learning a
foreign language, which is based not only on an ecological understanding of multilingualism but
also on equity and social justice (May, 2014). In addressing this point, May (2014) has
emphasized that the ongoing issue of multilingualism should be resituated in the center of
language education to focus on individuals’ holistic linguistic palette, with L1, L2, L3 and LX
interconnections. Consequently, understanding a person’s experience of language learning
should include a discussion of their multilingual orientation and their sense of self in relation to
the larger social world that underlies their multiple identities (May, 2014).

In line with the multilingual turn, new voices started to support the inclusion or
incorporation of translanguaging in additional language (AL) classrooms (Prada & Turnbull,
2018). Translanguaging as a part of the multilingual turn also advocates for viewing languages as

one whole holistic system and calls into question the traditional compartmentalization of
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languages for instruction (Garcia, 2009). Broadly speaking, translanguaging is related to the
systematic use of different languages by teachers and students, but translanguaging is distinct
from code switching (San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2019).

Unlike code switching, translanguaging “emphasizes the holistic, heteroglossic, hybrid
nature of language use” (Goodman & Tastanbek, 2021. p.39). That is, translanguaging is not the
usage of or synthesis of two different languages, but it is languaging practices that do not
undertake named language boundaries. (Goodman & Tastanbek, 2021. p.39) Garcia and Kano
(2014) refer to translanguaging in education as compound discursive practices that embrace ALL
languages of teachers and students in the classroom to support new language practices,
communicate knowledge, and enunciate new sociopolitical realities by examining linguistic
inequality. Moreover, translanguaging as a theory emphasizes and adds to the use of language in
the classroom and identity formation.

In this regard, Garcia and Sylvan (2011) explain that translanguaging serves as a
scaffolding tool in multilingual education, and it also connects the world of multilingual
speakers inside and outside of a classroom by embracing their whole linguistic and cognitive
repertoires. Thus, translanguaging in the classroom helps multilinguals to make meaning through
their identities and experiences to understand the content better and advance their understanding
of the languages that are being used around them (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020, p. 2). Thus,
as Kazakhstan is a linguistically diverse country, translanguaging and the multilingual turn can
build social justice and sociolinguistic equity in the classroom (Prada & Turnbull, 2018) “by
bringing together different dimensions of their personal history, experience and environment,
their attitudes, beliefs and performance” (Wei, 2011, p. 1223). Translanguaging is especially a

case in Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) contexts since this approach began to
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embrace and encourage polylanguaging, translanguaging, and plurilingualism, especially in
Europe (Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017), where trilingual (bilingual) education has been practiced
over three decades, because of the need of the citizens to know the mother tongue and two other
European languages (Pérez Cafado, 2016).

In response to the multilingual turn in SLA described above, it would be interesting to
explore translanguaging practices in the multilingual context of Kazakhstan for its historical,
socio-political, economic, and linguistic intricacies of the society (Karabassova, 2017).
Kazakhstan gained its independence after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Thus,
Kazakhstan is a Central Asian country with socio-demographic and linguistic diversity; it
comprises over 100 ethnic groups with a population of about 18 million and two official
languages: Kazakh and Russian (Ahn & Smagulova, 2021; Smagulova, 2008). In the first decade
of independence, Kazakhstan pursued the policy of de-Russification and de-Sovietization, thus
revitalizing and now maintaining its national Kazakh language and identity (Smagulova, 2008).
At the same time, the Russian language has maintained its prestigious status and has become a
language for interethnic communication.

Furthermore, according to Kazakhstan constitutional laws, minority languages such as
Uyghur, Kyrgyz, Nogai or Uzbek, are under protection (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020).
Moreover, these minority languages are taught and practiced in some mainstream schools. Thus,
as the multilingual turn focuses on individuals’ holistic linguistic repertoires, with L1, L2, L3
and LX interconnections, the linguistic diversity of Kazakhstan makes an interesting context to
research translanguaging practice.

Secondly, the Kazakhstani government started an ambitious trilingual education policy in

2000 (Karabassova, 2017). The trilingual education policy was initiated to respond to the
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historical, socio-political, economic, and linguistic intricacies of Kazakhstani society. The most
important goal of the trilingual education policy is to teach different subjects in the secondary
school curriculum in three languages (Kazakh, Russian and English) so that they can learn the
content subjects and also enhance students’ capacity to communicate in those three languages
(Karabassova, 2017). As teaching a curriculum subject through students’ L2 (Russian and
Kazakh) and L3 (English) was a challenging task, an educational approach CLIL was introduced
as a solution to meet these challenges.

Thirdly, Kazakhstan is the first post-Soviet Union country in which CLIL was introduced
to teach curriculum subjects regardless of a student’s first language (AEO NIS, 2013). The
emphasis on English as L3 (along with Kazakh and Russian) in Kazakhstan is driven by two
assumptions: English is used as a global lingua franca, and English language competency is
essential for individual economic returns and national economic development (Hajar & Si
Mhamed, 2021). Educational system of Kazakhstan is divided into primary schools, lower
secondary schools, upper secondary schools. Children start school at the age of six or seven, then
they go to lower secondary school. School education in Kazakhstan is divided into primary
(grades 1-4), lower secondary (grades 5-9), and upper secondary education (grades 10, 11 and
12). These levels of education are compulsory and provided free of charge in state schools.
Statement of Problem

There is a plethora of empirical studies on the positive effect of CLIL on foreign
additional) language learning (Admiraal et al., 2006; Pérez Cafiado, 2018), attitudes, and
motivation to learn the language (Lasagabaster, 2011; Seikkula-Leino, 2007), and content
learning (San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2019). From this perspective, the trilingual education in

Kazakhstan, described above, seems to be a good solution to respond to the historical, socio-
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political, economic, and linguistic intricacies of Kazakhstani society. According to the Roadmap
of trilingual Education, the science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) subjects

are taught in English (L3), history of Kazakhstan - in Kazakh (L1/12), world history - in Russian
(L1/12) (MOES, 2015).

However, through the lens of the multilingual turn in education and the benefits of the
translanguaging pedagogy, the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan prescribes a monolingual-oriented
policy - one subject/one language. Hence, one subject/one language policy compartmentalizes
three languages, which contradicts the multilingual turn phenomenon and translanguaging
pedagogy, which has been observed in language education in the last two decades (Karabassova
& San Isidro, 2020; Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017; May, 2014; Prada & Turnbull, 2018). In
addition, Mebhisto et al. (2014) also emphasized that in the Kazakhstani trilingual education
policy, “the three languages were presented from a monoglossic perspective, as three separate
entities” (p. 172). There are several empirical studies that revealed that teachers of English as a
foreign language find mixing languages an ill-natured practice, thus recognizing the monolingual
approach (Abdrakhmanova, 2017).

In addition, the results of the research conducted in NIS elite schools in Kazakhstan
revealed that teachers and students have to comply with the one subject-one language policy and
find a way to implement good pedagogical practices in CLIL classes (Karabassova & San Isidro,
2020). Moreover, the one teacher/one language policy in the context analyzed in this study
revealed a clear focus on developing a monolingual learning environment (English).
Interestingly, another study conducted in the Asian context in Taiwan also revealed a few issues
in CLIL conceptualization and the usage of L1 in the CLIL context. (Kung, 2018). The results

showed that teachers need to comply with the unequivocal English elitism with the sacrifice of
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other languages that may have similar significance for the students. As previously mentioned,
studies showed that CLIL practitioners of other schools in Kazakhstan are likely to comply with
the outside forces by not implementing translanguaging pedagogy.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The present qualitative study has focused on analyzing whether and how translanguaging
is implemented in Kazakhstani multilingual schools, in CLIL classrooms. Also, the results from
previous research in CLIL classes in Kazakhstani elite schools show that teachers and students
have to comply with outside forces that do not promote translanguaging, even though usage of
translanguaging practices have been used during observation (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020).
For that reason, this thesis aims at exploring how the Kazakhstani policy conforms to the
multilingual turn and what is occurring on the ground. In this regard, the current study aims to
answer the following questions:
RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual
schools?
RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging?
RQ3. How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?
Significance of the Study

This qualitative research study can provide some useful insights for stakeholders
involved in policy education, specifically language teachers, CLIL teachers, policymakers, and
researchers. As in recent years, the applied linguistics field has shifted toward the multilingual
principles in bilingual education, and there is a need for teachers and policymakers to be aware
of the multilingual turn. Teachers' beliefs influence the way they teach and make decisions

during their classroom practice.



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN 7

The results of this study might give food for thought to teachers and policymakers in
Kazakhstan and probably other Central Asian countries, as they may reconsider their attitudes
and beliefs towards language use and bilingual education in general. The policymakers would
benefit from the result of this study and build trilingual policy documents accordingly. Finally,
school administrators would find this study useful in designing their curricula.

Outline of the Thesis

This study includes six chapters. The Introduction chapter presents the topics with
theoretical background underpinning the study, followed by the problem statement, purpose and
research questions, significance, and thesis outline. The Introduction chapter finishes with some
information about the significance of the study to different stakeholders. The second chapter is a
literature review, where relevant literature for the topic of this study is analyzed. Then the
literature review presents the analysis of three main concepts with a conceptual framework in
this study: the multilingual turn, CLIL, and translanguaging. Finally, the literature review chapter
presents empirical studies in international and Kazakhstani contexts. The third chapter introduces
information about the research methodology: the research approach, research design, research
site and participants, data collection tools, data analysis procedure, and ethical considerations.
The fourth chapter provides information on the research findings, followed by a discussion of
these findings with reference to the literature. The final chapter concludes the main findings of

this study, suggesting recommendations for different stakeholders.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This qualitative study reported in this thesis aims to analyze whether and how
translanguaging is implemented in the CLIL classes at two private multilingual school-lyceums -
Bilim Innovation lyceums (BIL). The previous chapter focused on presenting the background
information about the linguistic profile of Kazakhstan, and the research problems and purposes.
The research questions and the significance of the study were also explained. This chapter
discusses the theoretical underpinnings related to the phenomenon under investigation, along
with the theoretical framework that guided the current research study. This chapter includes main
themes that need to be considered to understand the topic of the thesis. Overall, there are three
main parts in the literature review section: elaboration of the three main concepts - the
multilingual turn, CLIL, translanguaging; overview of the previous studies on CLIL and
translanguaging; the theoretical framework.
The Multilingual Turn in Language Education

Turnbull (2018) identifies two views towards bilingual education - a monolingual view
and a multilingual view. The monolingual perspective towards bilingual education is
characterized by the separation of languages i.e. students and teachers cannot use their first
language for communicating, translating, or testing in additional language classrooms. This
monolingual approach has been taken for granted in the research papers since this approach in
teaching was practiced in the late nineteenth century (Hall & Cook, 2012). From this prospect,
multilingual/bilingual speakers tended to be perceived as two monolinguals (Bieri, 2018;
Turnbull, 2018). In this sense, the desired end result is whether higher competence in two
different languages or higher competence in predominant language (Garcia, 2009). In contrast,

the multilingual perspective towards bilingual education considers the speaker's whole linguistics
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repertoire as a resource, and it is accepted that the additional language of a speaker can differ
from a monolingual native speaker of that additional language (Turnbull, 2018). Otheguy et al.
(2018) have also supported this multilingual view towards bilingual education on the basis of
the psycholinguistic studies which revealed that even though multilingual/bilingual speakers use
only one language verbally, other languages stay active to some extent. Therefore, languages
cannot be separate internal systems, but rather languages are as one single unitary system, on
which speakers navigate strategically to communicate (Turnbull, 2018).

With this in mind, in recent years, the monolingual view towards multilingualism has
been critiqued based on the phenomenon of the “multilingual turn”. A critical movement against
the traditionally monolingual views on learning a foreign language, which is based not only on
an ecological understanding of multilingualism but also on equity and social justice (May, 2014).
At a time when traditional monolingual views have been regarded as a “second rate” education
(Lorenzo, 2007, p. 35), supporting inclusion or incorporation of translanguaging in the additional
language (AL) classrooms has become predominant (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020; Pérez
Cafado, 2016; Prada & Turnbull, 2018), particularly in Europe, where there is a need to know
two European languages along with the mother tongue has been a goal since the 90s (European
Commission, 1995, as cited in Pérez Cafiado, 2016). This goal is being achieved by starting
teaching subjects in secondary schools through CLIL including translanguaging practices
(Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020) The same picture is in Kazakhstan, people are required to
know several languages: the national Kazakh language (L1, L2), Russian language (L1, L2) , and
English (a foreign language). Thus, it is likely that translanguaging flows can be a case in the

Kazakhstani secondary schools in CLIL contexts.
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Conceptualization of CLIL

CLIL is an umbrella term that binds different teaching core subjects in which “ both
language and the subject have a joint curricular role” (Marsh, 2002, p. 58). An abrupt definition
of CLIL is by Coyle et al. (2010) “Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is a dual-
focused educational approach in which an additional language is used for the learning and
teaching of both content and language” (p.1). The author explains that “an educational approach”
refers to an approach where both content and language components are focal points. Even though
there is more emphasis on content or a language, the essential is that content and language are
intermixed. The term an additional language refers to a learner’s second language, “foreign
language”, or even his/her heritage language. For instance, in the Kazakhstani context in Russian
Medium schools, core subjects are taught in Kazakh or English languages (additional languages).
That is, CLIL is an educational approach with dual-focused instruction which focuses on
language acquisition and the content (Coyle, et al., 2010). To achieve the dual-focused aim in
CLIL, Eurydice (2006) clarifies that CLIL is an approach where biology, geography, etc. are
taught with and through an additional language. Thus, in accordance with this definition, CLIL
can include different teaching practices and these teaching practices are implemented through an
additional language, in which ‘both language and the subject have a joint role’ (Marsh, 2002, p.
58).

CLIL appeared in 1990, in Europe, as a solution to a European need (Marsh, 2002, p.11)
to better prepare individuals for the linguistically and culturally diverse demands in a mobile
Europe. Initially, the CLIL approach was embraced as an innovation, as the potential mainstay to
address the foreign language (Pérez Cafiado, 2016). However, later, CLIL theoretical

conceptualization was criticized for being vague or heterogeneous, because of its confusion with
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other immersion or bilingual programs such as Content Based Learning (CBI), and Immersion
programs in Canada (Bruton, 2013, 2015; Paran, 2013). However, this argument was refuted by
a number of language researchers (Cenoz et al., 2013; Pérez Cafiado, 2013, 2020). For example,
Cenoz et al. (2013), emphasized the importance of seeking similarities between CLIL, CBI and
Immersion programs rather than drawing borders between them. The authors suggested
advocating a more inclusive, integrative, and constructivist stance which does not pursue to
provide a precise, “theoretically ‘tight’ definition of what is (not) CLIL” (Pérez Canado, 2016, p
13).

Pérez Cafiado (2016) claims that in the beginning of CLIL inquiry there were a number
of positive end results singing the applause for this approach. However, in the second phase of
CLIL research, the outcomes of the investigation on CLIL “has violently swerved to the opposite
extreme” (Pérez Cafiado, 2016, p. 18). That is, CLIL was claimed to be an approach targeted to
the gifted students (Bruton, 2013, 2015; Paran, 2013). Bruton (2013, 2015), Paran (2013) warn
against full acceptance of CLIL and poses a risk of danger to embrace this approach in rush. In
order to shed light on this matter, Pérez Cafiado (2016) suggested conducting new statistical
research instead of analyzing previous methodologically jagged studies. Hence, Pérez Cafiado
(2020) conducted a large-scale longitudinal research in Spain on the matter of elitism in CLIL.
The participants were 2024 students from twelve monolingual provinces in Spain. The research
investigated the most, motivated, and linguistically proficient students study in CLIL classrooms
(Pérez Cafado, 2020). The researcher analyzed possible effects of socio-economic variables on
language accomplishment in CLIL and non-CLIL classes, as well as the extent to which CLIL
could be effective in deprived contexts. Interestingly, the results revealed that some variables

have an effect on language attainment in CLIL and non-CLIL groups, while other variables do
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not have a considerable impact on CLIL context as in non-bilingual context. As a result, Pérez
Cafado (2020) suggested coming up with a new research agenda to continue investigating with
regard to the elitism in bilingual programs.

Despite these challenges, CLIL shifted from a well-recognized construct for promoting
language teaching into “a language-diversity-oriented approach” (San Isidro & Lasagabaster,
2019, p.2). This approach represents curriculum alliance as well as focus on content-based tasks
through the use of additional languages, and translanguaging (Nikula & Moore, 2019). This
change into a “language-diversity-oriented approach” (San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2019, p.2)
took place in order to acclimate itself to a countless linguistically diverse educational contexts
(San Isidro, 2021). More precisely, the adaptation of CLIL to linguistically and culturally diverse
contexts made CLIL teachers use flexible, different linguistic practices in the classrooms, which
is affected by the multilingual turn (Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020; San Isidro, 2021). Thus, it
is interesting to research how teachers in the Kazakhstani multilingual schools implement the
theory of CLIL, as Karabassova and San Isidro, (2020) claim that the adaptation of CLIL to
linguistically and culturally diverse contexts made CLIL teachers use flexible, different linguistic
practices in the classrooms, which is influenced by the multilingual turn.

Previous Studies on CLIL in Europe

CLIL and CLIL related topics have been researched around the world for almost three
decades. Previous research on CLIL aimed at analyzing its impact on foreign/second language
learning (additional language) (Admiraal et al., 2006; San Isidro, 2010; Pérez Cafiado, 2018),
teachers and students’ attitudes and motivation (Seikkula-Leino, 2007; Lasagabaster, 2011;
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2009; Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017), the conceptualization of CLIL by

teachers (Diaz Pérez et al., 2018), and its effect on content learning (San Isidro & Lasagabaster,



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN 13

2019). Most of the findings in the previous research showed that students in CLIL classrooms
were motivated to learn an additional language, which did not affect their content or their first
languages. Nevertheless, there is still little of research that focuses on students first language in
CLIL classes (Cenoz, 2009; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020; San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2019),
or on CLIL pedagogy and classroom practice (San Isidro, 2021). CLIL pedagogy and classroom
practice refer to teachers’ conceptualization of the CLIL approach, and their perceptions of CLIL
design and its actual implementation, and result. One of the few exceptions was the comparative
quantitative study on Scottish and Spanish teachers’ views on CLIL design, implementations in
Scotland and Spain. The participants were 313 professional teachers such as language teachers in
primary, secondary, and higher education sectors; content teachers; university professors. It is
noteworthy that all participants participated in bilingualism or CLIL related training. More
specific, this study analyzed and compared teachers’ opinions on CLIL implementation in Spain
and Scotland. It showed how teachers conceptualize CLIL in two very different countries in
terms of CLIL experience and policymaking. The study explored the main components of the
CLIL approach such as content and language integration in a curriculum, pedagogy and
collaboration, teacher training needs in CLIL scenarios, and students' performance in CLIL
classrooms. Moreover, the study considers the multilingual turn phenomenon by analyzing
teachers’ views on the use of the whole linguistics repertoire of students and their development
of pluriliteracies.

The finding of this quantitative study sought to go beyond CLIL theory by exploring
teachers’ views on the pedagogy of CLIL and its implementation. Even though participants were
practitioners from two different countries and contexts (Scotland and Spain), the participants’

views from both countries were positive towards CLIL programs. Also, all participants seemed
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to find it challenging to align the curriculum with the integration-oriented component of The
CLIL approach. The author suggested that the reason for teachers’ struggles with the alignment
of the curricula with the integration in the task - design approach is that the policymakers seemed
to support too much of a compartmentalized view on education. Also, the study shows that
practitioners agreed on the CLIL conceptual framework, that it is an approach that comprises
several other methodologies such as project-based learning (PBL), task-based learning (TBL).
Moreover, practitioners revealed positive attitudes towards the use of meaning-making,
translanguaging, scaffolding, awareness of the diversity of the classroom, curriculum alignment,
collaboration of language and subject teachers, and the development of pluriliteracies. However,
interestingly, language diversity, pluriliteracies and translanguaging were challenging questions,
as participants answered unanimously. Thus, the main objective was to see how the CLIL
approach is conceptualized and implemented in Kazakhstan, as Kazakhstan is the first post-
soviet central Asian country which adopted the CLIL approach. It is an interesting case to
explore whether and how translanguaging is implemented in Kazakhstani multilingual schools,
in CLIL contexts.
Previous Studies on CLIL in Asia and Kazakhstan

In Asia CLIL related research has also been conducted although it is a comparably new
concept as to the European context where it was commenced (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2009). A
study conducted in China showed that the CLIL students had a positive attitude towards learning
content and an additional language (Jiang, 2010, as cited in Kung, 2018). A study in Taiwan
indicated that college students improved English proficiency and their content knowledge in the
CLIL classroom. (Chang, 2010). A study in Japan discovered that students’ additional language

proficiency improved in CLIL classroom (Sasajima et al., 2011). Another study in Hong Kong
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revealed that students did not learn the content matter (STEM subjects) in the CLIL classroom
(Yip et al., 2003). The reason for that was found to be students’ low proficiency in English.
Furthermore, Bigelow (2010) studied the experience of CLIL teachers and their perceptions of
content-based curriculum development and the results were that teachers had difficulties in
defining language goals. Similarly, another study conducted in Malaysia explored Mathematics
and science teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the teaching of language in content learning
(Bigelow, 2010). The results showed that teachers see themselves as content-only teachers or
language-only teachers, and this limits students' opportunities to learn the language. From the
literature reviewed it can be concluded that CLIL is a new approach implemented in Asian
context (Tan, 2011). Number of studies indicated that CLIL increased motivation to learn an
additional language, and improved content knowledge in the classroom. However, literature also
shows that students might have problems with learning content due to their low English
proficiency. As a result, in Asia, numerous literatures indicate problems with language matter in
the CLIL classroom, which limits students’ opportunity to learn the language, hence not learning
content (Cammarata; 2010; Tan, 2011).

In Kazakhstan the CLIL approach has also been considered a new concept. Several
studies indicated students and teachers’ positive attitudes towards CLIL (Abdimanapova, 2017,
Vitchenko, 2017; Syzdykbayeva, 2017) . However, as in above mentioned studies, Kazakhstani
CLIL related research also found language-related issues in CLIL conceptualization and
implementation (Karabassova, 2018; 2020). Moreover, a qualitative research by Karabassova
(2020) conducted in state secondary schools of Kazakhstan revealed interesting findings.
Twenty-one teachers participated in the research. Each teacher was selected so they received

compulsory teacher training in English and the basics of CLIL. The main purpose of this study
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was to understand the top down implementation of CLIL in state schools in Kazakhstan.
Interestingly, the findings from the semi-structured interviews of this study revealed that teachers
had insufficient and intensive English courses. Consequently, this appeared to be a challenge in
implementing CLIL through English as the participants indicate that they had low English
proficiency. The study revealed low awareness of CLIL pedagogy. Not surprisingly, participants
took the language learning aspect in the CLIL classroom for granted. Moreover, the participants
as well as in other Asian contexts mentioned above prioritized content by referring to the CLIL
pedagogy as the same with “Obnovlenka” (“Updated Curriculum”).

Another study was conducted by Karabassova (2019) in elite schools NIS (Nazarbayev
Intellectual Schools). NISs are pilot elite schools for gifted children which were first to practice
CLIL approach and later share their experience with other schools. The qualitative study on NIS
by Karabassova (2019) explored how teachers had implemented CLIL in the classrooms. The
following instruments were used for this study: semi-structured interviews and lesson
observation. The participants were selected purposefully, each participant had to have at least
two years of experience in teaching in NIS and some training in CLIL. The findings from the
interviews, lesson observations, and lesson plans analysis revealed that even though lesson plans
included language related goals (terminology), during the lesson observations some teachers
either did not mention language objectives or did not pay attention to language objectives aspects
of the lesson.

To sum up, CLIL has been interpreted as a “language-diversity-oriented approach” (San
Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2019, p.2), which can acclimate itself to a countless linguistically diverse
educational contexts (San Isidro, 2021). For that reason, this chapter analyzed the

conceptualization and implementation of CLIL in Asia and Kazakhstan separately from
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European contexts. Overall, CLIL is a relatively new concept for Asian and Kazakhstani
contexts. Number of studies in Asia and Kazakhstan in CLIL implementation showed increased
motivation to learn an additional language in CLIL classrooms and increased content knowledge
(Karabassova, 2020; Tan, 2011). However, in both contexts, there is an issue with the language
integration aspect of CLIL implementation in classrooms and low awareness of the CLIL
pedagogy.
Translanguaging

The term translanguaging originated In Wales, Williams (1994) first coined the term
translanguaging (in Welsh) to refer to pedagogical practices in which English and Welsh were
used for different activities and purposes (Garcia & Wei, 2014). That is, for example,
translanguaging was practiced in Wales as reading in one language, writing in another. Notice
that Williams’ original translanguaging pedagogy did not separate English and Welsh languages
that are used in different social contexts (Garcia & Klyen, 2016). Rather, for Williams, there was
one unitary, not compartmentalized system of two languages that built on one single bilingual
identity of Welsh people (Garcia & Klyen, 2016). Later, Baker (2001) translated the Welsh
term into English as “translanguaging”. Baker (2011) views translanguaging as “the process of
making meaning, shaping experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of
two languages” (p.288). However, even though Baker and Williams’s definition of
translanguaging goes beyond traditional, compartmentalized views on language, it refers to only
“two languages”. In contrast, Garcia and Wei’s (2014) view on translanguaging does not see
translanguaging as two separate, or two languages that are in interdependence. Rather, Garcia
and Wei (2014) see translanguaging as a new language practice, which was referred to as a verb

“languaging” , the process of using languages to make meaning, and gaining knowledge, but not
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as a noun “language”. Consequently, it could be suggested that translanguaging challenges the
traditional view to bilingualism, but posits that bi/multilinguals have one linguistic repertoire to
facilitate learning and to communicate effectively (Gort & Sembiante, 2015).That is,
translanguaging views language practices of bilingual speakers as a norm, not the language of
monolinguals as the norm, as believed in the traditional view to bilingualism (Garcia & Wei
2014). Otheguy et al. (2015) define translanguaging as “the deployment of a speaker’s full
linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically defined
boundaries of named (and usually national and state) languages” (p. 283). Overall, a focus of
translanguaging is that bilingual speakers are without clear boundaries between their languages,
rather they have a unitary language system, “which places the speaker at the heart of the
interaction” (Blackledge & Creese, 2010, 2014, as cited in, Garcia & Wei, 2014). In other words,
translanguaging gives high value to one’s whole linguistic repertoire.

Nevertheless, it does not mean that a bi/multilinguals do not know about the existence of
boundaries between languages (Wei, 2018). A multilingual is someone who is aware of the
political boundaries between languages and has a whole linguistic repertoire that allows using it
strategically to communicate effectively (Wei, 2018). Wei (2018) explained that translanguaging
has been an effective pedagogical practice in bilingual education where a content is taught
through a student’s second or foreign language. For example, in Kazakhstan, in Russian Medium
schools, core subjects are taught in Kazakh (L2) or English languages (foreign language).
Therefore, translanguaging practice has been “deliberately breaking the artificial and ideological
divides between indigenous versus immigrant, majority versus minority and target versus mother

tongue languages” (Wei, 2018, p. 15).
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Translanguaging as a Pedagogical Tool

Garcia and Sylvan (2011) indicated the value of translanguaging for pedagogical practice,
that allows practitioners to fulfill various educational purposes in the classroom. For example,
Lewis et al. (2012b, as cited in Garcia & Weli, 2014) pointed out that:

The process of translanguaging uses various cognitive processing skills in

listening and reading, the assimilation and accommodation of information,

choosing and selecting from the brain storage to communicate in speaking

and writing. Thus, translanguaging requires a deeper understanding than

just translating as it moves from finding parallel words to processing and

relaying meaning and understanding. (p. 65)

Commonly, translanguaging is used as a scaffolding tool by teachers in order to help
students to understand complex texts and new knowledge (Garcia & Wei, 2014). For example, it
could be giving students a glossary with translation of possible words which students might not
know before reading a text. Research in neurolinguistics has shown that “because of cross-
language semantic remapping translanguaging may be more effective for learning” (Garcia &
Wei, 2014, p.65). Thus, Garcia and Kleyn (2016) claim that translanguaging in education is not
random or unsystematic, but strategic, where bilinguals are deeply educated by advancing their
whole linguistic repertoire.

Who, which student would benefit from translanguaging as a pedagogical tool?
Translanguaging as a pedagogical tool would be beneficial for all students, and languages
(Garcia, 2012). For instance, for students who speak one language at home, this would build and
awaken their tolerance to other languages and would awaken their flexibility to learn any other

additional languages. Those who speak languages other than English, besides English or Russian

(in the Kazakhstani context), would endorse their home (L1) language practice, although there is
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no medium of instruction at school. And finally, for those who learn English as an additional
language, this translanguaging practice would be the only tool to teach academic content.
Previous Studies on Translanguaging in CLIL: Europe, Asia, and Kazakhstan

The term translanguaging is not new for CLIL in Europe, as in of the first reports on
CLIL in Europe “CLIL/EMILE The European Dimension” mentioned the practice of trans-
languaging” (referred in the report with hyphen):

Teacher may speak in one language, and a pupil reply in another. Alternatively, students

may work as a pair speaking through one language, whilst analyzing materials produced

in another. (Marsh, 2002, p. 17)

Translanguaging practice was analyzed from different European contexts: Austria,
Canada, England, Finland and Spain (see Moore & Nikula, 2016). Subsequently, Nikula and
Moore (2019) conducted an exploratory study of translanguaging in CLIL classrooms by
collecting data from three different countries Austria, Finland and Spain. The researcher used
classroom recordings to illustrate the extracts featuring translanguaging practice in each class
from Austria, Finland and Spain. The findings showed translanguaging practices in CLIL
classroom discourse are used for different purposes such as orienting students to learn content,
providing the flow of interaction. The extracts from the classroom observation proved that the
students treated the space in a classroom as bilingual. Noteworthy is that the findings of this
study revealed that none of the classroom observations included strong pre-planned input/output
variation of translanguaging practice.

Lin and He (2017) conducted another study on the potential pedagogical practice of
translanguaging. This ethnographic study was conducted in secondary school in Hong Kong. The
findings from the interviews and classroom observations of science teachers revealed that
translanguaging flows in the classroom naturally in order to make meaning about the lesson
topic. This translanguaging dynamic flow was observed in the CLIL classroom, despite the

government’s policy that enforces a monolingual medium of instruction.
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Karabassova and San Isidro (2020) conducted an exploratory qualitative study in
different multilingual schools. This study aimed at examining CLIL teachers’ perceptions on
pedagogical practices of translanguaging and the impact of these perceptions on their classroom
practice. The findings revealed that despite the governments’ trilingual policy that is a
monolingual medium of instruction, teachers used a set of translanguaging strategies in their
CLIL classrooms. The results of this study also showed the teachers’ perceptions on
translanguaging as a pedagogical practice are ambiguous. The reason for that, as explained by
the authors, probably due to the government’s monolingually-oriented trilingual policy that the
participating teachers tried to implement.

Theoretical Framework

The present qualitative study aims at uncovering whether and how translanguaging is
implemented in Kazakhstani multilingual schools in CLIL classrooms; how a group of STEM
teachers conceptualize CLIL. For that reason, this thesis is guided by a theoretical framework
based on two concepts. The first is related to Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs for CLIL conceptualization (see
figure 1). To prepare and implement a successful CLIL unit/model, there are key 20 steps to
comprise (San Isidro et al., 2020). Those instructional 20 steps are mainly based on Coyle’s
(2008) 4Cs framework (see figure 1). The 4Cs tool is perceived as a design and base for planning
a quality CLIL unit/model. They are as follows: “Content” (understood as a subject taught,
topics, or cross-curricular connections), “Communication” (language), “Cognition” (thinking,
Bloom's Taxonomy), and “Culture” (awareness of “self and otherness”). These 4Cs build
synergies between integrating content learning (content and cognition) and language learning

(communication and culture) (Coyle et al., 2010, San Isidro et al., 2020).
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In CLIL classrooms, the focus is not only on content, but also on language aspects.
Hence, through the CLIL approach, students acquire the target language, because teachers are
also supposed to focus on the language aspect. To employ a language aspect in the CLIL lesson
planning, there is a practical tool “Language Triptych”. Coyle et al. (2010) demonstrated
“Language Triptych” as a tool to design language aspects of CLIL lessons by dividing language
into: language of, language for, language through (Coyle et al., 2010). “Language of” is needed
to be included for students to acquire subject related language, for example: terminology.
“Language for” is needed for students to acquire classroom language, or a language which is
needed for interaction in groups, in pairs, in a classroom (for example “functional language”).
“Language through” is needed for students to construct their language out of new learning
strategies, thus being able to transfer what they know in their L1 to a new linguistic scenario
(Coyle et al., 2010; San Isidro et al., 2020). These two Cs (Communication and Culture) are not
only about developing communication competence in the target language, but also developing
students’ ability “to code and decode language in a variety of formats by making use of their
whole language palette and developing their subject-related literacies” (San Isidro et al., 2020, p.
12).

Other Cs that are implemented in the CLIL classrooms are Content and Cognition,
teachers facilitate these two Cs by employing tasks that take students from simple to more
complex task solving (From Lower thinking skill to Higher thinking skills). This thesis with
regard to the research questions 1 aims to use this framework in order to identify to what extend
4Cs work in the Kazakhstani CLIL settings is implemented as it is “a conceptual map which

provides a theoretical basis from which to start” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 42).



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN 23

Figure 1

The 4Cs Framework of CLIL

Communication

Cognition

Note. From Teacher Education and CLIL Methods and Tools (p. 50), by D. Coyle, 2011, in
unpublished seminar presented in Milan, Italy,

http://www.cremit.it/public/documenti/seminar.pdf.

The second concept guided by the theoretical framework of this study is employed to
answer the second and the third research questions concerning translanguaging in CLIL. Baker
(2001) suggests potential advantages of translanguaging in education:

1. Better understanding of subject matter.
2. Enhance the weaker language.
3. Facilitates home-school links.

4. Integration of fluent speakers with less fluent speakers.


http://www.cremit.it/public/documenti/seminar.pdf
http://www.cremit.it/public/documenti/seminar.pdf
http://www.cremit.it/public/documenti/seminar.pdf
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Noteworthy that translanguaging is not only about a practice that may help to understand
the lesson, but it is a practice that can facilitate cognitive processes in developing bilingual
continuum, rather than those in the beginning stage of bilingualism continuum (Garcia & Wei,
2014). Thus, this thesis is aimed at analyzing whether and how translanguaging is implemented
in Kazakhstani multilingual schools in CLIL classrooms. The second theoretical framework is
based on Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer’s (2016) definition of pedagogical translanguaging.
Garcia, Johnson, et al. (2016) classify instructions that take up translanguaging into three
categories: the teacher’s stance, the teacher’s design, the teacher’s shifts.

The teacher’s stance. Garcia and Kleyn (2016) explain that teachers need to develop a
philosophical stance in order to embrace translanguaging. Teachers believed to adopt two
stances: a scaffolding stance, and transformative stance. The term scaffolding originates from
Lev Vygotskiy’s zone of proximal development (ZPD). ZPD is the “difference between a child’s
actual mental age and the level he reaches in solving problems with assistance” (Vygotsky, 1986,
p. 187). Scholars’ definition of scaffolding is similar, but the conceptualization of scaffolding is
different by different scholars. For example, Garcia and Kleyn, (2016) believe that a scaffolding
stance is a belief that embracing a student’s full linguistic palette is temporary (Garcia & Kleyn,
2016). Baker and Wright (2017) also believed that translanguaging scaffolding is a temporary
action which teachers take in order to help bilingual students until they will be able to do tasks
independently. Garcia and Wei (2014) explained that translanguaging is “increasingly accepted
as scaffolding practice in the teaching of the standard academic language”, rather than “as a
legitimate practice” (p. 132). Garcia and Kleyn, (2016) argued that scaffolding is not enough to
develop a full translanguaging stance, because a scaffolding stance is believed to be a temporary

practice. Garcia and Kleyn, (2016) further believed that teachers need to have a transformative



CLIL AND THE MULTILINGUAL TURN 25

stance in order to develop a translanguaging stance. Teachers with a transformative stance see
translanguaging both as a way to reverse the power positions of the named languages and as a
way to shake the dominance of the named languages and of the power of political state. Thus,
teachers transform their subjectivity as they see translanguaging as being able to perform without
the separationists’ views of bilingualism.
The teachers’ design. Designing and planning translanguaging instruction is also

fundamentally important. Planning on translanguaging theory needs three elements:

1. Construct collaborative structures

2. Collect and apply different multilingual and multimodal instructional resources

3. Implement and use translanguaging pedagogical practices. (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016)

Translanguaging planning of the classroom must put emphasis on collaboration among

peers. Instruction based on translanguaging theory is cooperative and student-centered.
Collaborative learning provides an opportunity to use students’ full linguistic repertoire, and this
promotes Bilingual Zone of Proximal Development (Moll, 2014, as cited in, Garcia & Kleyn,
2016). It is also important to use multilingual and multimodal resources. For example,
multilingual texts, multimodal texts as, videos, short movies and other resources that can be
found on the internet. Such cooperative learning and usage of multilingual resources may
facilitate the use of children’s’ full linguistic palette. These ensure that varied resources and
perspectives are included so students learn how to analyze them critically. Lastly, teachers also
need to plan their pedagogical strategies (see Garcia & Wei, 2014). Pedagogical translanguaging
strategies let students build their linguistic virtuosity by using their whole linguistic palette. By
doing so, bilingual learners may become critical language learners/users, by moving beyond their

linguistic capacity that has been prescribed by the political state.
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Teachers’ shift. Besides developing teachers’ stance and planning translanguaging
instruction, it is also important for teachers to be aware of the “unplanned, moment-by-moment
moves” (Seltzer & Garcia, 2020, p. 26). This means that teachers who prepared a lesson based on
translanguaging theory must also be ready to change the instruction in order to respond to a
child’s language palette.

Conclusion

To sum up, this chapter reviewed the definition and literature of multilingual turn,
translanguaging and CLIL and considered empirical studies in these fields. The empirical studies
were reviewed in three different contexts such as Europe, Asia, and Kazakhstan, because CLIL is
an approach which acclimates itself to a countless linguistically diverse educational contexts,
thus embracing translanguaging practice. Also, even though CLIL is an approach adopting itself
to different contexts, the literature review chapter presented a theoretical framework based on
Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs framework, which is a design and base for planning a quality CLIL
unit/model. As research gquestions two and three concern translanguaging practice in CLIL
classrooms, this chapter also presented a theoretical framework based on Garcia, Johnson, and

Seltzer’s (2016) definition of pedagogical translanguaging.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The previous chapter reviewed the literature relevant to the thesis, along with conceptual
frameworks within which this thesis is written. This chapter provides an overview of the
methodology applied in the thesis to answer the following research questions:

RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual
schools?

RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging?

RQ3. How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?

This chapter describes and justifies the choice of a multiple case study design, the
sampling method, and the choice of instruments. The first section of this chapter explains and
justifies the adaptation of qualitative case study design in this study. In the second section, the
research site and sample are described. The third addresses the data collection instruments and
process, followed by the data analysis and the ethical considerations of the investigation.
Research Design

A qualitative research approach was implemented in the study reported in this thesis. This
was because this study aimed at “exploring the problem developing a detailed understanding of a
central phenomenon” and “collecting data based on words from a small number of individuals so
that the participants’ views are obtained” (Creswell, 2014, p. 16). In contrast with a quantitative
research approach, a qualitative research approach “is best suited to address a research problem
in which you do not know the variables and need to explore” (Creswell, 2014, p. 16). As for the
research design in this qualitative study, an instrumental multiple case study was adopted, as the
researcher focused on “a program, event, or activity involving individuals rather than a group per

se” (Creswell, 2014, p. 465).
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Gall et al. (2003) defined a case study as “the in-depth study of instances of a
phenomenon in its natural context and from the perspective of the participants involved in the
phenomenon” (p. 436). A “case” may be simple (e.g. a child, a language learner, a teacher, a
person’s experience or phase in life) or complex/collective (e.g. region, institution, or
neighborhood) (Yin, 2014, p. 15). Concerning an instrumental multiple case study used in this
thesis, Shkedi (2005) points out that although this kind of case study explains the cases
collectively, “each single case study is portrayed with its unique features and context” (p. 21).
Shkedi (2005) goes further and suggests that an instrumental multiple case study can allow a
researcher to obtain “thick descriptions” of multiple perspectives about a given phenomenon by
exploring both similarities and differences among the cases’ perceptions to conceptualize a rich
understanding of the phenomenon. With this in mind, using multiple case study in the present
thesis allowed the researcher to uncover not only whether and how participants acted to
implement translanguaging in their STEM classes, but also how the same phenomenon had been
conceived by each participant.

In addressing the advantages of using case study as a research design, Simons (2009)
postulates that case study is “flexible” since it is “neither time-dependent nor constrained by
method” (p. 23). In other words, this research design can be implemented in a few days or can
last several months according to the timescale of the research study. Related to this, different
research methods can be employed to recognize the case under investigation. Further, case study
tends to be less costly than surveys (Suryani, 2008, p. 121). Nevertheless, one of the major
criticisms directed to the use of case study in an empirical study pertains to its lack of capacity

for generalizing the research findings because researchers, especially those adopting an
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individual case, seem to have limited evidence (Flyvbjerg, 2011, p. 302). In addressing this
criticism, Yin (2009) affirms that:

Case study, like the experiment, does not represent a ‘sample’, and in doing a case study,
your goal will be to expand and generalize theories (analytic generalization) and not to

enumerate frequencies (statistical generalization)’ (Yin, 2009, p. 15).

Elsewhere, Yin (2014) points out that a multiple case design endorses a “replication”,
“logic”, in the sense that the aim is not to choose cases typical of a larger sample or population,
but to capture the uniqueness of every case and then unearth the similarities and differences
across the cases guided by a specific theoretical framework (p. 57-58). In this regard, the
research findings of multiple cases can work together to foster the accuracy of the empirical
study.

Research Site

The researcher of the present study collected data from six teachers teaching at two Bilim
Innovation lyceums - BIL (former Kazakh-Turkish lyceums) with a multilingual education
system. Founded in 1992, BIL - is the first lyceum for gifted children which adopted the EMI
(English as a Medium of Instruction) system for natural science subjects. To get into the
lyceums, children must pass mathematics, logic, Kazakh language, history of Kazakhstan, and
English examinations. However, English language examinations are not required in rural areas.
Children are enrolled in the lyceum from grade 7. The BIL is funded by the International
Educational Fund and provided with university textbooks, electronic books, scientific papers,
etc. written in English for in-depth study of natural sciences. Initially, the BIL, foreign specialists
were teaching special subjects in English, teachers from Turkey accounted for 90% of staff.
However, eventually, the foreign teachers were replaced by local teachers. Regarding the

languages, Russian and Kazakh speaking students are taught Kazakh language. Along with that,
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English language proficiency is obtained from grade 7. Therefore, the researcher decided to
collect the data from these schools because they are considered one of the leading schools in
Kazakhstan that adopt the CLIL approach, the focus of the present study.

Noteworthy is that since 2000, the government has initiated several trilingual policies to
promote Kazakh, Russian, and English languages (Karabassova, 2017). The BIL, Daryn schools
have been supporting the implementation of trilingual Education (Fimiyar, Yakavets & Bridges,
2014). Later on, in 2008, Nazarbayev Intellectual schools (elite NIS schools) were established.
Only in 2015, after the Roadmap of Trilingual Education was approved, the principles of CLIL
were recommended to use in order to successfully implement the trilingual education policy
(Karabassova, 2017). Eventually, the government was committed to introducing trilingual
education by 2016 (Karabassova, 2017). Based on the above-mentioned reasons, the BIL was
chosen to research translanguaging in CLIL classrooms. There is one more reason for choosing
the BIL. If elite NIS schools were first to practice CLIL approach and later transmit their
experience and knowledge to other schools, BIL schools are the first to implement EMI since
1992, and considered one of the leading schools in Kazakhstan that adopt the CLIL approach.
Also, there were a number of CLIL related research in NIS, but few in BIL.

Sample

The sample employed in this qualitative empirical study was purposive in that
participants should have been specifically sought out and have a shared experience of the
phenomenon under investigation. Collier-Reed (2006) indicates that one of the advantages of
using purposeful sampling in a study is that it can “give the best data to contribute to the

constitution of the full extent of the various ways of experiencing the phenomenon” (p. 47). In
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this sense, the researcher needs to possess certain criteria when selecting their participants, with
the aim of gaining maximal variation in the data.

Therefore, the researcher of the present study had certain criteria when choosing the
potential participants of her study. More specifically, three STEM teachers from each school-
lyceum were chosen. The participants were required to have the following characteristics: they
were teaching STEM subjects through English by using the CLIL approach to implement
trilingual education and they had no less than 3 years of teaching experience in Kazakhstan.
Moreover, all were citizens of Kazakhstan and were not known to the researcher before
collecting the data in order to have more freedom to express their own views and in order not to
be influenced by the researcher’s prior knowledge. As regards the ideal number of participants in
case studies, Yin (2014) posits that six to ten participants may be sufficient to allow variation to
be captured without having an unwieldy volume of data to be analyzed, especially as semi-
structured interviews are essentially detailed and a researcher could ask questions with some
flexibility during the interviews. With this in mind, six participants were chosen to take part in
the data collection of this thesis study. The participants were given pseudonyms, and their
profiles are provided in the following table:

Table 1

The characteristics of the participants

Name Teaching Subject Mother CLIL training Duration of
Experience tongue organization  CLIL training

Sarah 8 years Math Kazakh No training

Miras 4 years Biology Kazakh No training

Berik 25 years Chemistry Turkish “Ustaz” 2-3 months
Merey 3 years Physics Kazakh Does not 2 weeks

remember
Kuanish 4 years Chemistry Kazakh “Ustaz” A week

Saken 8 years Physics Kazakh “Orleu” 3-4 months
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Data Collection Instruments

The main research methods adopted in this qualitative study were document analysis,
observation protocols, face-to-face semi-structured interviews. Document analysis was needed to
supplement data from other sources, such as interviews and lesson observation. The following
documents were collected by the researcher: textbooks, and lesson plans. The researcher used
electronic versions of the textbooks; the link was provided by a teacher from BIL schools. These
were the only documents that research cite allowed access to. Having analyzed the documents,
the researcher observed one lesson of each participant which lasted for 40 minutes. The
observation protocols were used to make notes about the behavior of the participants during the
observation (see Appendix D). The observation protocol included notes about teacher
background information, methodologies, types of grouping, linguistics aspects, materials and
resources, translanguaging practice (see Appendix D). Also, it included comments on the main
difficulties and best practices during teaching through CLIL. As regards the advantages of using
classroom observation as one of the research methods, Creswell (2014) points out that
observations allow researchers to uncover the “actual behavior, rather than simply record his or
her views or perceptions" (p.154).

The researcher also conducted one semi-structured face-to-face individual interview with
each participant (see Appendix A). This kind of interview includes a number of open-ended
questions since some interview questions can occur from the participants’ own experiences about
a given phenomenon (Barkhuizen et al., 2013). Barkhuizen et al. (2013) further mention that the
questions in semi-structured interviews are “usually open-ended to allow participants to
elaborate on and researchers to pursue developing themes” (p. 17). Additionally, semi-structured

interviews are “more dialogic in nature” (Felix , 2009), in the sense that a shared topic between
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the researcher and their participants should keep going (p. 147). Subsequently, the interviewees
can bring out their thoughts about the given phenomenon.

The participants were free to choose the language which they felt comfortable with in
order to help them to express their ideas more deeply and freely. Hence, all the interviews were
conducted either in Russian or Kazakh languages, and each interview lasted between 40 - 60
minutes. They took place in a private room at the teachers’ school. The semi-structured
interviews can facilitate answering research questions from the participants’ views. They were
used in this study to provide a rich and detailed account of the participants’ views and
experiences of the CLIL approach from their own perspectives. Since the design of the study is a
qualitative multiple case study, such triangulation methods in data collection matched the
purpose to unearth whether and how translanguaging was implemented in Kazakhstani
multilingual schools in CLIL contexts.

Data Collection Procedures

After the permission of the Ethics Committee to conduct the research, the participants
were reached personally, by visiting each school in a city with consent forms that outlined major
features of the study. It is noteworthy that the researcher of this study passed a COVID test
before going to each site . All sanitary measures were followed such as social distancing and
wearing masks. Firstly, the researcher sent an invitation to participate in the study to the official
email of the two lyceum - schools. However, the research site did not respond to the invitation
letters, for that reason, two lyceum - schools were visited in the middle of November 2021 by the
researcher.

A school administrator was the gatekeeper who helped to approach the STEM subjects

teachers. Before data collection, the researcher negotiated and discussed with each participant
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documents they could give for analysis, time for the interview, duration of observation, their
rights to withdraw from participation at any time they preferred. After the detailed discussion
and reading the consent form, the participants were asked to sign the informed consent (see
Appendix B). After signing the informed consent with each participant, the researcher started
the data collection process. Firstly, the documents (textbooks, lesson plans) were collected from
the participants for analysis.

After the document analysis, the observation of a lesson of each STEM lesson was done.
Only one lesson of each STEM teacher was observed. The researcher observed a lesson without
any participation in it. During a lesson observation, an observation protocol (see Appendix D)
was used to make notes about strategies and behavior of the students and teachers in a classroom.
Finally, face-to-face semi-structured interviews were conducted with each participant (see
Appendix A). While there were some fixed interview questions, I used follow-up questions
throughout the interview process to strengthen my understanding of what each participant meant,
illuminate meaning, and to obtain concrete examples from their teaching experiences while
implementing CLIL approach in their classes. The interviews were held in quiet places in the
participants’ school. During the interviews, I did my utmost efforts to create a relaxed
atmosphere and to be an attentive listener by using a variety of verbal and nonverbal clues,
including smiling, nodding my head, and saying simple statements (e.g. yes and interesting).
Related to this, I assured all my participants that there were no “good” or “bad” answers and |
was not observing their classrooms for assessment. However, | was happy to give them my
feedback if they wanted.

With the participants’ permission, all the interviews were audiotaped and transcribed.

The approximate duration of each interview was between 40 and 60 minutes. The participant
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chose the language to be interviewed (Russian, Kazakh, or English). Hence, all data was
produced either in Kazakh or Russian. The exact examples of the interview transcripts are given
in the findings chapter.

Data Analysis

As regards the data analysis, Clarke and Braun’s (2013) systematic guidelines for
employing thematic analysis were used to analyze the qualitative data collected from with the
participants. Clarke and Braun (2013) defined thematic analysis as “a method for identifying and
interpreting patterns of meaning (themes) across qualitative data™ in rich detail (p. 218). In the
beginning, | familiarized myself with the data I collected through reading and rereading the
interview transcripts and the notes of my classroom observations “actively, analytically and
critically” (Clarke & Braun, 2013, p. 205). | did that in order to capture both the surface and
hidden meanings of the participants’ answers. Following the stage of familiarization, the data
were gathered to generate the initial codes. To achieve this, a “selected reading approach” (Van
Manen, 1997, p. 93) was employed; as | read the interview transcripts and my notes on the
observation classes, I highlighted the utterances that captured the participants’ views and
implementation of the CLIL approach in their classes.

After that, codes that shared features were gathered to create themes. Three core themes
were identified: participants conceptualization of CLIL, STEM teachers’ standpoint towards
translanguaging, lack of translanguaging design. Once all the themes were labeled, the sub-
themes within each essential theme were identified. The thematic map of each theme, with
supporting interview extracts will be presented in the findings chapter. In order to validate the
resultant themes of the present study, the researcher used member checks. More precisely, she

sent to her participants their interview to review and asked them if they accurately represented
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their own views and experiences. Also, the researcher discussed the process of coding and
resultant themes with her thesis supervisor and some peers.
Ethical Considerations

Before conducting the research, the permission was officially given by NUGSE Research
Committee. Although this research included the participants who are above 18 years old, all the
rules and regulations of ethics were followed in order to provide anonymity and confidentiality
for the participants. The participants were informed beforehand that the personal information
would not be recorded and uncovered before, during, and after the interview. The consent forms
were distributed to the participants where the participants were informed about the purpose of the
study, their rights, potential risks and benefits. That is, the consent forms include “voluntarism,
full information and comprehension” (Cohen et al., 2000, p. 51) and ensure “honesty” and
“clarity of purpose” (Lindsay, 2010, p. 118).

Moreover, before signing the consent forms, the researcher explained to the participants
the purpose of the study, their rights, potential risks and benefits orally. The participants were
informed that taking part in this study means that the teachers’ experience and pedagogical
practice play an important role in promoting a multilingual education and the multilingual turn in
multilingual education, which is based not only on an ecological understanding of
multilingualism but also on equity and social justice (May, 2014). It is noteworthy that,
“researchers must undertake to keep all information confidential and secure, and to inform
participants where and how it will be stored, who will have access to it and how it will be used”
(Roberts & Priest, p. 116). With this in mind, the names of participants and their schools were

not disclosed. Also, the participants were informed that the researcher would store the signed
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consent forms, classroom observation notes, interview recordings and transcripts, and any

personal identifying details separately in her personal laptop, protected with the password.

37
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the data analysis. This qualitative study aims to
explore whether and how translanguaging is implemented in CLIL classes in Kazakhstan. To
achieve this objective, semi-structured individual interviews, classroom observations, and
document analysis were used to collect data from six STEM teachers from two BIL schools.
Based on the thematic analysis presented in the previous chapter, three resultant themes
emerged: participants conceptualization of CLIL, STEM teachers’ standpoint towards
translanguaging, lack of translanguaging design. Each theme is divided into subthemes. To
enhance the validity of the findings of this study, the participants’ interview data were
triangulated by the secondary data: classroom observation and document analysis. Notably, the
present study is guided by the following research questions:
RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual
schools?
RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging?
RQ3. How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?

Before presenting the main themes with regard to question 1: How do secondary school
STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual schools? It is essential to indicate that the
trilingual education policy in Kazakhstan was initiated in 2000, and later introduced as a “Trinity
of languages" program in 2007 by Nursultan Nazarbayev, Kazakhstan's former president.
(Karabassova, 2017). BIL elite schools (former Kazakh - Turkish lyceums), Daryn schools have
been implementing the trilingual education policy since then. However, in 2008, 20 state funded
elite Nazarbayev Intellectual schools (NIS) were established by the former Kazakhstan’s

president as “agents of change” to implement and test the trilingual education policy. Further, the
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NIS schools made CLIL as an approach to implement trilingual Education. The NIS were given
full autonomy, so later they could transfer their experience to the other schools. In the 2015—
2016 academic year a large-scale transition to CLIL had started in mainstream schools in
Kazakhstan, where English was the only medium of instruction to teach science subjects (MoES,
2015). That means that the CLIL approach was introduced to elite Kazakhstani schools in 2008.
Before the CLIL approach the BIL elite lyceums were implementing English as a Medium of
instruction.

Research Question 1. How Do Secondary School STEM Teachers Conceptualize CLIL in
Multilingual Schools?

In relation to the first research question, which is aimed at exploring the
conceptualization of CLIL by a group of STEM teachers, one main theme and three sub-themes
have emerged. The theme is: Participants’ Conceptualization of CLIL. 1t has the following sub-
themes: insufficient and ineffective CLIL training, lack of awareness of essential components of
CLIL lesson plan, and content is prioritized over language component. . Figure 2 represents the
thematic map based on the first research question.

Figure 2

First Theme of data analysis: Participants’ conceptualization of CLIL

Participants’ conceptualization of
CLIL

J

. . . .ack of awareness of the - .
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language ineffective CLIL training
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Conceptualization of CLIL

As shown in Figure 2, the theme “participants’ conceptualization of CLIL” includes three
sub-themes. This theme answers the first research question: “How do secondary school STEM
teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual schools?”.
Insufficient and Ineffective CLIL training

The first sub theme is participants’ insufficient and ineffective training in CLIL. When
the participants of this study were asked if they had received CLIL training on the
implementation of CLIL in their classes, four of them (Sarah, Miras, Merey, Kuanish) mentioned
that they did not receive any training, but trained other teachers . Nevertheless, the other two
participants (Berik and Saken) mentioned two organizations ( “Ustaz” and “Orleu”) that
provided them with some basic training on CLIL. The duration of the training ranged from one
week to 3 months. Extracts 1-4 taken from the participants’ interview transcripts exemplify this
point.

Extract 1

| did not receive any CLIL training. | have heard recently that there are such trainings.
Unfortunately, | was not provided with any CLIL training to implement in my classes.
However, | watched some videos on the Internet that explained how a teacher can use
CLIL in her class. (Sarah, 15 December 2021)

Extract 2

When | was at the university, | did not take any CLIL training course. After I moved to
Oskemen | was asked to give CLIL training although I did not receive any CLIL training.
(Miras, 19 December 2022)

Extract 3
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There was a teacher teaching in the lyceum. He was responsible for delivering some
sessions about implementing CLIL in classes. Some teachers and | attended some
seminars in Nur-Sultan in 2018 related to CLIL. | do not remember the organization
provided the CLIL training, but it was only for 2 weeks. | do not feel that this training

was effective. (Merey, 26 December 2021)

Extract 4

The USTAZ organization provided the teachers in my school with basic CLIL training. It
was only for one week, and then we were asked to start teaching through CLIL. ...
following this, | was asked to teach this approach to other teachers in my school. To teach
through CLIL without having sufficient knowledge about it, it is not easy... | believe
teachers need to work hard and develop themselves. This is a problem. (Kuanish, 14
December 2021)

The above extracts reveal that the first two participants (Sarah and Miras) did not receive
any kind of had no CLIL training at all, whereas the other two participants (Merey and Kuanish)
had 1-2 weeks of CLIL training. Surprisingly, perhaps, Miras and Sarah gave CLIL training to
other teachers in their schools. Overall, five teachers (Sarah, Miras, Kuanish, Berik, and Merey)
had training in the USTAZ organization or did not receive any training; nevertheless, they
trained other teachers on using CLIL in their classes (for more illustration, See see table 2).

The participants’ lesson plans revealed that they did not focus on the 4Cs (Cognition,
Culture, Content, Communication) framework of CLIL lesson planning. This framework is
established as an essential and practical tool to design and plan CLIL lessons. Do Coyle (2008)
designed a 4Cs framework which shows synergy between different types of learning in CLIL
classes. According to her, a CLIL lesson considers “Content” (understood as a subject taught,
topics, or cross-curricular connections), “Communication” (language), “Cognition” (thinking,

Bloom's Taxonomy), and “Culture” (awareness of “self and otherness”). The lesson plans mainly
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focused on content goals (activating previous knowledge, know/practice new topic) and
terminology (to know the topic related terminology). Regarding the content objectives, the lesson
plans included previous knowledge section, learning objectives, assessment criteria in terms of
content only. Similarly, during the classroom observation done by the researcher of this study to
her participants, teachers shared the content objectives of the lessons, but almost all of them did
not emphasize the language objectives of the lessons. Different techniques were used during the
lesson such as brainstorming and labeling. Overall, the lesson plans and observation analysis
showed that the lessons were largely teacher centered and content focused with paying scant
attention to the other three important Cs of a CLIL lesson namely.

It is worth noting that the participants used useful methods of good pedagogy to
implement only the content comprehensively. One participant (Saken) who received her CLIL
training for three months from an organization called Orleeu included language objectives in her
plans such as: functional language and terminology. However, Saken did not seem to introduce
the tasks clearly in her lesson plans in terms of how she was going to introduce the tasks and
how students will be presented with the functional language. During the researcher’s lesson
observations, Saken highlighted only content objectives. In terms of language focus in the
classroom, this participant showed an example of how to describe a graph by making students
repeat after her “ The figure below shows...”. This method is called the audio-lingual method
used for teaching foreign languages. The lesson included a variety of activities that required
students to work individually and collaboratively (i.e. group work, pair work and individual
work). Therefore, the findings reveal that only one teacher (Saken) who had her CLIL training
for 3 months by the ORLEU organization seemed to indicate language objectives such as BICS

and CALP in her lesson plans. Moreover, Saken seemed to pay sufficient attention to the
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language component during her lesson, by handing out cards, reminding students about
terminology glossaries, and taking time to introduce some functional language.

The finding also revealed that two participants (Berik and Saken) displayed a strong
sense of agency in learning the CLIL approach and new pedagogical practices to mediate their
students' learning. For example, the two participants asked from the researcher for feedback and
useful books or sources to improve and learn more about the CLIL approach. In comparison, the
other participants did not ask for feedback, and even one participant (Kuanish) indicated that she
stressed the need for self-development to implement CLIL as a problem. This point was
elucidated in Extract 5.

Extract 5

To teach through CLIL without having sufficient knowledge about it, it is not easy... I
believe teachers need to work hard and develop themselves. This is a problem. (Kuanish,
14 December 2021)

Table 2

The Participants Experience and CLIL Training Information

Name Teaching Subject Mother CLIL training Duration of
Experience tongue organization  CLIL training

Sarah 8 years Math Kazakh No training

Miras 4 years Biology Kazakh No training

Berik 25 years Chemistry Turkish “Ustaz” 2-3 months
Merey 3 years Physics Kazakh Does not 2 weeks

remember

Kuanish 4 years Chemistry Kazakh “Ustaz” A week
Saken 8 years Physics Kazakh “Orleu” 3-4 months

Lack of Awareness of the Essential Components of CLIL Lesson Plans
The participants’ answers varied to the question about their awareness of essential

components of a CLIL lesson plan. Two participants (Saken and Miras) indicated essential
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components as a terminology. Noteworthy, that Saken had a CLIL training, but Miras did not
receive any training. Nevertheless, they both indicated terminology as the only essential
component. Saken showed some hesitation when answering the question, as elucidated in Extract
6. For example:

Extract 6

Well... the main thing about CLIL is terminology, because we show how and where to

use them. Terminology, am | correct? | am not sure. (Saken, 16 December 2021)

Even though the two participants (Saken and Miras) said that terminology is an essential
component, their lesson plans included content (cross-curricular links, topic) and cognition
(thinking level). However, the communication component was included in Saken’s lesson plans
and classroom practice, but the culture component was not incorporated in the lesson plans of
both teachers. This finding shows that teachers were not quite aware of a theory of CLIL or the
essentials of CLIL lesson planning. Similarly, one participant (Berik) indicated only one
component “Topic” as an essential component of a CLIL lesson. As the topic is one of the parts
of “content” components of a CLIL lesson plan, Berik’s lesson plans and lessons were mainly
content driven. Another participant (Merey) made the following comment:

Extract 7

I do not remember. | can say myself. It is called “Updated Curriculum”. (Merey, 26
December 2021)

Notably, “Updated Curriculum " was initiated by the Ministry of Education and Science
of the Republic of Kazakhstan to update the curricula in schools (Karabassova, 2017). “Updated
Curriculum” consisted of the criteria of evaluation, modern pedagogical approaches in teaching
such as cross curricular links, meaningful learning and Bloom's taxonomy. The findings from
Merey’s lesson plan and lesson observation also revealed that this participant designed the

lesson plan based on the content only, even though the lesson plan included a language
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objectives section. However, the language objective section was not filled with any language
related goals.

As regards Kuanish, this participant received one week of CLIL training with the “Ustaz”
organization, indicating that:

Extract 8

According to the CLIL approach, when | plan a lesson, I plan it in English, but now

sometimes it is in Russian or Kazakh. (Kuanish, 14 December 2021)

Another participant (Sarah), who used the internet to learn about CLIL named two
components of the CLIL lesson plan - language and content.
Content is Prioritized

Findings from lesson observations revealed that apart from Saken, the other participants
prioritized content over language. During the observation, all teachers seemed to implement
strategies and approaches of teaching content. For example, almost all participants used the
following strategies: activation of previous knowledge, explaining new topics, practicing, and
reflection.

During the observation, all participants had teachers’ speaking and students’ reading as
an input. All teachers used presentations and books. All the materials were in English. Only
Saken and Berik used audio and video materials. Notably, group work was used only in Saken’s
lesson. Saken was more creative in supporting student's comprehension and in scaffolding
content with animation, balloon examples, videos, presentations, books, and cards. The other five
participants (Berik, Sarah, Kuanish, Miras, Merey) did not involve group work, peer mentoring
and assistance strategies, cooperative learning to cater for different abilities. The five

participants’ lessons involved teacher-student interaction, where a teacher worked individually
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with a student if he/she asked a question. All the lessons were dominantly teacher centered and
task based, where a teacher was explaining a new topic during a lesson, with giving students
little opportunities to participate or to initiate questions. However, Saken seemed to exercise her
agency more than the other participants by using different groupings and peer mentoring in the
classroom.

Overall, all the teachers performed a good, comprehensive lesson scaffolded with
different materials. Saken was the only teacher who paid attention to language (BICS) input
during lessons by giving examples such as “This graph shows...”. However, during the interview
Saken indicated that content is more important, as shown in Extract 9.

Extract 9

As a subject teacher | believe content is more important than language. (Saken, 16
December 2021)

The findings from the interviews, lesson plans, lesson observations of the rest of the
teachers reveal that content is prioritized. The following extract taken from Miras’ interview
extract highlights this point as well.

Extract 10

The main aim of a lesson is to understand Physics. If | were an English teacher, | would
require and prioritize the English language. (Miras, 18 December 2021)

Research Question 2. What are STEM Teachers’ Views on Translanguaging?
In relation to the second question, which is aimed at exploring STEM teachers’ views on
translanguaging, one main theme and three sub-themes have emerged. The theme is: STEM

teachers’ standpoint towards translanguaging. Specifically, it explored the participants’ views

about their teachers and peers’ use of their mother tongue inside the classrooms and the lesson
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design were analyzed through the lens of the theoretical framework. The data below were taken
from the interviews as well as from the analysis of the teacher’s classroom observation and

document analysis. Figure 3 represents the thematic map based on the second research question.

Figure 3

The Second Theme of data analysis: STEM teachers’ standpoint towards translanguaging

STEM teachers’ standpoint towards translanguaging

One Subject/One Language
Translanguaging for Belief

STEM Teachers’ Standpoint towards Translanguaging

According to the theoretical framework of this thesis, teachers need to develop a
philosophical stance in order to implement translanguaging practices effectively. Specifically,
translanguaging stance is about teachers' beliefs about students’ full linguistic repertoire.
Therefore, the researcher asked her participants a number of questions about their own
perspectives of the usage of students’ mother tongue in the classroom to find their standpoint
towards the translanguaging practices in the CLIL classrooms. The finding revealed that
participants' beliefs about the usage of their students’ whole linguistic repertoire were mainly:

translanguaging for scaffolding meaning, one subject/one language belief.
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Translanguaging for Scaffolding Meaning

The analysis of the interview revealed that all participants mentioned using L1 as a
scaffolding tool to help their students understand the content or a task. Moreover, the analysis of
textbooks used by participants in their CLIL classroom showed that every topic had English-
Kazakh-Russian glossaries. Interestingly, three participants (Sara, Berik, Kuanish) pointed out
that they did not only use L1 for scaffolding the content, but they also included it in their lesson
plans, considering the usage of English-Kazakh-Russian glossaries as a mediating tool.
Moreover, the three participants during researcher’s observation of their classes tended to remind
their students of the importance of checking the English-Kazakh-Russian glossaries provided in
the books before starting a new topic. The following extracts taken from the interview transcripts
of these three participants showed how they used L1 to explain terminology related to the topic
of the lesson in order to help their students understand the content:

Extract 11

If my students find difficulty in understanding the content of a specific topic because of
problems not understanding English, | remind them about the importance of checking the
English-Kazakh-Russian glossaries provided at the end of their textbooks. (Berik, 15
February, 2022)

Extract 12

We work on the terminology related to the topic before the lesson starts. Sometimes | ask
my students to read the English-Kazakh-Russian glossaries in their textbook to help them

understand the main themes relevant to the new topic. (Kuanish, 14 December, 2021)

Extract 13

When | plan my lesson, | use the English language, but during the lesson | use Kazakh or

Russian to help my students understand mathematics. (Sara, 15 December, 2021)
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The above extracts show that three participants (Berik, Kuanish, Sara) out of six used L1
to scaffold meaning. Moreover, their plans included multilingual glossaries, which means that
three participants planned usage of L1 for scaffolding meaning.

The data analysis also showed that three participants (Merey, Miras, Saken) mentioned
using their L1 — Kazakh and Russian - to help their students understand the content. However,
unlike Kuanish, Berik and Sara, they did not include multilingual glossaries, or any other
scaffolding strategies using students’ L1 in their lesson plans. Hence, the usage of students’ L1
was likely to be unplanned in the cases of Merey, Miras and Saken. Unplanned usage of
students’ L1 by the three participants was evidenced by the researcher during the classroom
observation as well. The following extracts taken from the classroom observation and interview
transcripts illustrate the unplanned scaffolding strategy by using Kazakh and Russian, the shared
languages between the teachers and their students:

Extract 14

| often explain the content or new vocabulary related to the topic of the lesson in English.
However, if I notice that some of my students do not understand what | am saying, |

resort to Kazakh or Russian languages. (Miras, 18 December, 2021)

Extract 15

As a teacher who learnt CLIL approach | focus mainly on content despite the language of
instruction. For example, I use my students’ L1 to explain terminology to enable my
students to understand the topic and facilitate their learning of mathematics. (Saken, 16
December, 2021)

Extract 16

Teacher: What is Chamber? (Teacher asked her students in English)
Student: A heart consists of 4 chambers which are separated by valves. (A student

answered in Russian)
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Teacher: Yes, it is correct. Say it in English, please. (Teacher kindly asked in English)
Students: A heart consists of 4 chambers which are separated by (An attempt to
explain what chamber is in English)

Teacher: Valves, valves. So, valves are kinanansi (Repeated in Russian)

(Miras, classroom observation, 15 December, 2021)

The above extracts showed that three participants (Miras, Saken, Merey) also mentioned
using L1 to mediate meaning. However, unlike the first three participants (Sara, Berik, Kuanish),
other three participants (Miras, Saken, Merey) did not plan the usage of L1 in their lesson plan,
but used different L1 for meaning making during the lesson observation (see extract 16).

One Subject/One Language Belief

The data analysis of the present study indicated that the participants and their students
had to deal with the Kazakhstani government’s trilingual policy stating one subject/one language
and also guarantee their students a quality knowledge by introducing good pedagogical practices.
The findings showed how participants spoke about teaching in the target language (English) only
as an ideal end goal, but had to face the reality where their students in the classroom belonged to
different language abilities with different cultural and economic backgrounds. In this regard, the
participants reported that they were required to conduct lessons in English only as it was a policy
requirement . Therefore, the participants reported that they were endeavoring to adopt certain
strategies to minimize the usage of L1 in the CLIL classroom. The following interview extracts

illustrate this issue:

Extract 18

We are required to use 100% English in the classroom. But | do not agree with it. It is

okay for me to use only English, but there are students who come from rural areas, who
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have different economic backgrounds, and those who studied or lived abroad (Saken, 16
December, 2021)

Extract 19

| have a negative attitude towards first language usage by teachers and students. All my
plans are in English, because maybe it is what we are required to do. But I think it should
be allowed to use 3-4 percent of the Kazakh or Russian if a student does not understand
you after several times. (Merey, 26 December, 2021)

Extract 20

| tell students not to use the Russian or Kazakh languages, it is prohibited. If it gets
challenging to a student, I let them use three - four percent of their mother tongue. But we
try hard not to use the first language. (Berik, 15 February, 2022)

Classroom observation also showed teachers and students attempted to use only English
in the classroom. Students also tried to speak only English. Students seemed to understand and
make meaning in English, but during the observation students’ L1 (translanguaging) seemed to
be a natural flow in the classroom interaction.

Research Question 3: How Do the Participants Implement Translanguaging in their CLIL
Classes?

In relation to the third research question, which is aimed at exploring how the participants
implemented translanguaging in their classrooms. The findings related to this research question
were analyzed through the lens of the theoretical framework adopted in this study (for more
information about the theoretical framework in this study, see Chapter 2). Figure 4 represents the

thematic map based on the third research question:

Figure 4

The Third Theme of data analysis: Lack of translanguaging design
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[ Planned Translanguaging Design ] [ Unplanned Pedagogical Practice ]

Having presented the findings related to the translanguaging stance, according to the
theoretical framework, it is also essential for teachers to plan translanguaging instruction. Design
translanguaging practices requires multimodal and multilingual instructional resources,
construction of collaborative and student-centered structures, and using translanguaging
pedagogical strategies (Garcia, Johnson & Seltzer, 2016).

Planned Translanguaging Design

The findings of this empirical study gained from lesson plans, interviews, and textbooks
revealed that translanguaging as a scaffolding tool for content meaning making was the only
noticeable example of the planned translanguaging design. Extract 21 taken from the
researcher’s notes of her observation of one of participants’ teaching session exemplifies this
point:

Extract 21

Teacher: Look at your books and find the glossary (Teacher instructed in English)
Teacher: Do you have questions?
Students: No

(Berik, classroom observation, 15 December, 2021)

The above extract echoes the classroom observations of all teachers participating in this

study. Before presenting a new topic, the participants tended to make sure that students read the
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multilingual glossaries in order to understand a new topic of a lesson. However, in some cases
the participating teachers did not remind students about the glossaries as students did it
independently because they had the multilingual glossaries in their textbooks.

Thus, extract 21 show that all teachers prepared and planned multilingual glossaries as a
scaffolding tool for meaning making. Planned multilingual glossaries were evidenced from the
lesson plans, interviews, and lesson observations.

Unplanned Pedagogical Practice

The data analysis also showed that during the classroom observation, Kuanish used
multimodal and multilingual resources so that made a space for good translanguaging design
instruction. For example, Kuanish used presentations (slide show) in the target language
(English), but she discussed questions in students’ L1. Also, another good strategy used by some
participants and appeared during the researcher’s classroom observation was the collaborative
activities. Although it did not seem a planned strategy, Saken divided students into groups where
they could speak in the language, they were more comfortable with. To maximize the
collaboration between peers Garcia, Johnson and Seltzer (2016) suggested grouping students
according to their L1s. With that said, there was one only planned translanguaging design -
scaffolding tool, but the other two above mentioned designs were less planned, but were natural
good pedagogical practices in a multilingual classroom.

Translanguaging stance, design and shifts are connected. That is, teachers and
policymakers’ translanguaging stance can motivate us to use translanguaging design
purposefully. Translanguaging shifts awareness of change of lesson plan steps in order to answer
the bilingual children's needs. The findings revealed that all of the participants pursued English

only as an ideal end goal. However, only Saken reported not supporting English only as an ideal
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end goal. The findings showed certain teachers’ switch to students’ L1 in the classroom, but lack
of translanguaging design, and teachers’ attempts to minimize L1 to contradict the definition of
translanguaging shifts. For that reason, data analysis concluded that all participants apart from
Saken did not implement; translanguaging shifts.
Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings from interviews, document analysis, and lesson
observations. Overall the results revealed that the participants conceptualize CLIL mostly as
teaching content through an additional language and “Updated curriculum” like teaching,
prioritization of content goals over language goals, lack of CLIL theoretical knowledge and its
four essential components. Also, it was revealed that in practice, teachers' CLIL lessons are
content driven in which teachers practice good methods for successful content delivery.
However, language focus seemed to be limited to multilingual glossaries. Regarding the
participating teachers’ translanguaging standpoints, it was revealed that their views are
ambiguous since the participants reported to use L1 for meaning making but pursue the goal of

one subject/one language, which contradicts the multilingual turn phenomena.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter focuses on the discussion of the findings that were presented in Chapter 4 in
relation to the conceptualization of CLIL by a group of STEM teachers in BIL schools, and
whether and how they implemented translanguaging in the CLIL classrooms. The following
research questions were addressed in the previous chapter and will be discussed in this chapter:
RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual
schools?

RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging?
RQ3. How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?

The discussion chapter reflects on the findings of the present chapter and compares them
with the findings of the previous studies pertinent to the CLIL conceptualization, and teachers’
translanguaging practice in CLIL classrooms. In order to answer the first research questions, the
present study was guided by Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs in the implementation of CLIL inside the
classroom: Content”, “Communication”, “Cognition”, and “Culture”. The researcher of this
study also adopted Baker’s (2001) principles of translanguaging in language education (for more
elaboration about the theoretical framework used in this study, see Chapter 2).

Discussion of the First Research Question: Participants’ conceptualization of the
Implementation of CLIL in multilingual schools

As described in Chapter 2, CLIL appeared in 1990 in Europe as a solution to a European
need to better prepare individuals for the linguistically and culturally diverse demands in a
mobile Europe (see Mahan, 2022). The topics related to have been researched for several
decades, however there is still a dearth of empirical studies on CLIL in most Asian contexts

(Kao, 2022). Notably, Kazakhstan — the context of the present study- is considered the first
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central Asian country that has adopted the CLIL approach as a means to implement the trilingual
education policy.

In relation to the first research question, CLIL pedagogy and classroom practice refer to
teachers’ conceptualization of the CLIL approach, and their perceptions of the CLIL design and
its actual implementation inside the classroom as well as the outcome of doing that. The findings
concerning the first research question revealed how the participants during the classroom
observation, the lesson plans and follow up interviews displayed a lack of awareness of the
essential components of CLIL lesson plans, prioritized content over the language, and received
insufficient and ineffective CLIL training.

The findings revealed that CLIL in this study was content-driven, where content goals
were perceived as the main goals of a CLIL lesson rather than language goals. That is, the
participants’ conceptualization of CLIL seemed to comply with Dalton-Puffer’ (2008) suggestion
that in a CLIL classroom “overall, language problems are not attended to with the same
likelihood as content problems” (p. 14). The findings of previous studies conducted in
Kazakhstan (e.g., Karabassova, 2018, 2019, 2020) and in some other Asian contexts (e.g.
Cammarata, 2010; Kao, 2022; Nikula, 2010) seemed to concur with the findings of this study
that teachers largely lacked awareness of the CLIL pedagogy, and they prioritized content over
the language aspect of the lesson. For example, Karabassova (2019) conducted a study in an elite
school where also investigated implantation of CLIL by five teachers who had CLIL training.
The findings of this study also revealed that the participating teachers focused on content goals
during the lesson. It was also found that in the elite NIS school teaching methods in the
classroom did not differ from those which are usually used in traditional L1 subject lessons

without any focus on language objectives of a lesson.
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Moreover, in the present research, unlike the participants’ accurate content planning of
the CLIL lesson, the language focus was not shown during the classroom observation in STEM
classrooms. Most participants focused on the language aspect in the lesson plans by indicating
only content-related terminology, but did not emphasize it during the lesson. However, only one
participant (Saken) of a STEM subject focused on the language compartment of a CLIL lesson
by correcting and giving examples of functional language to express thoughts in the target
language. However, Saken did not include it in the lesson plan nor reported in the interview
about the awareness of language integration in a CLIL lesson. This may be due to the fact that
Saken has 3 months of CLIL training that other teachers who had maximum 2 weeks of training.
Absence of language focus in CLIL lessons by STEM teachers was also reported in
Karabassova’s (2019) research. Unlike in this study, in Karabassova’s (2019) research included
teachers of social studies and STEM teachers as participants. Karabassova (2019) found that the
accidental focus on language objectives was observed only in social studies classrooms, but there
was not any focus on language in STEM classrooms.

Overall, almost all participants of this study displayed a lack of awareness about the
inclusion of the language objectives in the lesson plans, but they included a “language
objectives” section in the lesson plans which was limited to terminology glossaries.

Also, it was found out that the participants of this study showed a lack of awareness of
the essential components of CLIL lesson plans. The participants’ answers during the semi-
structured individual interviews varied to the question about their awareness of essential
components of a CLIL lesson plan. More precisely, the participants’ most common answers
about the essential elements of a CLIL lesson plan were “Terminology” and “Updated

curriculum”. Interestingly, only one participant — Sarah - who used the Internet to learn about
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CLIL indicated one of the two main components of CLIL - “language” and “content”. These
findings and conceptualization of CLIL about teachers from BIL schools were also replicated by
teachers teaching at NIS in Kazakhstan. For instance, Karabassova (2020) revealed that teachers
from NIS also related CLIL to “Updated curriculum”. The study by Karabassova (2020) used
purposive sampling by choosing STEM teachers who had in service CLIL training. The study
involved only interviews with the teachers. Similarly as in this study, there was a mention of the
relation of CLIL approach with the “Obnavlenka” (The Updated Curriculum). When a researcher
asked whether a participant is aware of CLIL pedagogy, a participant responded that CLIL
strategies are similar to “Obnavlenka” (The Updated Curriculum). The “Obnavlenka” is
implemented in Kazakhstan in primary and secondary schools to adapt to European standards of
12 years of schooling. The “Obnavlenka” is aimed to develop students’ critical thinking skills
and develop student-centered teaching approach. Also, pedagogy behind “Obnavlenka” is fully
content driven unlike CLIL.

As described in Chapter 2, this study was guided by Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs as the main
components of CLIL. These components are: “Content” (understood as a subject taught, topics,
or cross-curricular connections), “Communication” (language), “Cognition” (thinking, Bloom's
Taxonomy), and “Culture” (awareness of “self and otherness”) (for more details, see Chapter 2).
The 4Cs components of CLIL represent “a conceptual map which provides a theoretical basis
from which to start” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 42). Thus, it can be concluded that the participants of
this study even though implementing some teaching techniques of a CLIL approach seemed to
have a lack of awareness of the main components of the CLIL approach suggested by Coyle

(2008).
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The data analysis of this study showed that the participants received insufficient or
ineffective CLIL training. This finding was also replicated in almost all previous studies
conducted in Kazakhstan in relation to the improper CLIL training that teachers had received
from policymakers (see Karabassova, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020). However, unlike the previous
studies, the two participants (Sarah and Miras) did not receive any kind of CLIL training before
they started teaching through the CLIL approach. Moreover, four participants (Sarah, Miras,
Merey, Kuanish) mentioned that they provided a CLIL training to some other teachers although
they themselves had received little or no CLIL training. The evidence of insufficient CLIL
training in this study was found from interviews, lesson plans and lesson observations.
According to Coyle (2011), CLIL training for teachers by experts is fundamental, because it can
assure continued sustainability. Hence, San Isidro et al. (2020) affirm that proper CLIL lesson
planning is a key to successful implantation of a CLIL lesson.

With the above in mind, the findings regarding the first research question suggested that
all participants conceptualized CLIL as a content driven approach despite their CLIL training
background. Also, they suggested that participants received insufficient or no CLIL training
although they were asked to teach through CLIL. Interestingly, participants who received
training from “Ustaz” for 1-2 weeks did not involve group work, peer mentoring and assistance
strategies, cooperative learning to cater for different abilities, or student - centered approach in
teaching. Also, those who did not have training or had it for 1-2 weeks in “Ustaz” did not seem
to pay attention to the language aspect of a CLIL lesson. However, one participant (Saken) who
had 3 months training experience in “Orleu” organization was more creative in supporting
student's comprehension and in scaffolding content with animation, balloon examples, videos,

presentations, books, and cards. Moreover, Saken incidentally focused on language aspects of a
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CLIL lesson by providing useful functional language for presenting ideas, drilling pronunciation,
and giving cards with new expressions. Noteworthy, Saken exercised her agency more than the
other participants by learning from the Internet, asking the researcher about possible books to
learn about the CLIL approach. Teacher agency is a characteristic of “proactive agents who are
capable of thinking, wishing and acting when recognizing the significance of a specific activity
to overcome certain contextual constraints and accomplish their ultimate goals” (Hajar, 2020, p.
222).
Discussion of the Second Research Question: Participants’ Perceptions towards the use of
Translanguaging in the Classroom

Regarding the second research question, teachers’ perceptions towards translanguaging
seem ambiguous, possibly due to the governments’ multilingually oriented policy of trilingual
education - one teacher/one subject. As teachers are the agents to implement education reforms,
all participants reported that teaching through only English is the end goal, because that is what
policy required them to do. That is, it was found that participants held the view of one
subject/one language. As a result, many participants reported that they were endeavoring to
adopt certain strategies to minimize the usage of L1 in the CLIL classroom. Policy makers and
the participants using communication-oriented pedagogy in linguistically diverse CLIL
classrooms seemed to have different views towards translanguaging. On one hand the
participants had to comply with the schools and policy requirements to fulfill content goals and
curriculum demand. On the other hand, to achieve the content goals in linguistically diverse
classrooms, the participants had to call upon students’ L1. The similar findings were also
reported in several other research studies in Kazakhstani NIS schools, as well as in Honk Kong

secondary schools (Karabassova and San Isidro, 2021; Lin and He; 2017). Lin and He (2017)
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conducted study in a secondary school in a CLIL classroom in Hong Kong. According to the
ethnographic naturalistic observation, similar to this study in spite of the government's
monoglossic policy, translanguaging for meaning making was a natural flow in a multilingual
CLIL classroom.

It is noteworthy that the analysis of textbooks for teaching STEM subjects for CLIL
classrooms revealed that each topic has a multilingual glossary (English, Kazakh, and Russian)
with new terminology. Hence, that was the only one planned translanguaging strategy in the
participants’ lesson plans, which were referred to as language objectives of a CLIL lesson.
Moreover, during the interviews, almost all participants referred to a scaffolding translanguaging
strategy for meaning making when their students could not understand a topic or a word in
English. As explained in the theoretical framework of this thesis by Garcia and Kleyn, (2016),
scaffolding stance is not enough to develop a full translanguaging stance, because a scaffolding
stance is believed to be a temporary practice. Garcia and Kleyn, (2016) believed that teachers
need to have a transformative stance in order to develop translanguaging stance. Garcia and
Kleyn, (2016) explained that teachers with a transformative stance see translanguaging not only
as a way to reverse the power positions of the named languages but also as a way to shake the
dominance of the named languages and of the power of political state. It was also supported by
(Baker, 2001) and Wei and Lin (2019) that conceptualization of translanguaging is not only a
linguistic structural occurrence but a process of construction of knowledge that outstip
language(s). That is, translanguaging gives a chance to disrupt the dominance of the named
languages, “transforming both teachers and students’ attitudes towards their diverse meaning
making resources, and enabling students’ full participation in knowledge co-making” (Wei and

Lin, 2019, p. 212). In this study the participants were saying that L1 is needed as long as and
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only if students do not understand the content. This means, Garcia and Kleyn, (2016) theoretical
framework, that participants did not fully develop translanguaging stance, as the findings
revealed that participants have only a translanguaging as a scaffolding stance.
Discussion of the Third Research Question: Participants’ Ineffective Design and
Implementation of Translanguaging

The third research question, as explained in Chapter 2, seems to be one common and
planned pedagogical strategy in every observed lesson. From data analysis collected by the
researcher, two sub-themes emerged on how participants' stance towards translanguaging impact
translanguaging design: 1) Planned translanguaging design; 2) Unplanned pedagogical practice.

Almost all participants appeared to agree with the one subject/one language belief during
the interview similar to teachers in several other studies (Karabassova, 2021; Lin and He, 2017).
However, the participants supported the view that they had to call upon students L1 to explain
the content, providing that a student did not understand the content. However, they also indicated
that the usage of L1 needed to be used in the beginning of a bilingual program, but the end goal
had to be teaching only through English (one language). Echoing this point, Garcia & Kleyn,
(2016) argued that scaffolding is not enough to develop a full translanguaging stance, because it
is rather a temporary practice. Participants’ belief in 'English only as an end goal" contradicts to
the transformative stance which embodies to see translanguaging not only as a way to reverse the
power positions of the named languages but also as a way to shake the dominance of the named
languages and of the power of political state (Kao, 2022). Thus, the participants of this study did
not fully embrace the translanguaging stance, most probably due the government’s adoption of

the one subject/one language policy.
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Also, according to the theoretical framework by Garcia and Kleyn, (2016), it was
suggested that to develop pedagogical translanguaging designing and planning instruction is also
fundamentally important as well as development translanguaging stance. Planning on
translanguaging theory needs three elements:

1. Construct collaborative structures
2. Collect and apply different multilingual and multimodal instructional resources
3. Implement and use translanguaging pedagogical practices. (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016)

According to the participants' plans, scaffolding for meaning making was the only
planned translanguaging pedagogy. However, there is a little mismatch between participants'
lesson plans and the actual lesson. This was also evidenced in Karabassova and San Isidro’s
(2020) study. Lesson plans included multilingual glossaries, but during the lesson there were
other translanguaging scaffolding strategies such as peer mentoring, discourse practice. As to the
use of unplanned pedagogical strategies, there were observed the usage of multimodal and
multilingual resources so that made a space for good translanguaging design instruction. Also,
there was one more unplanned strategy - division of the students into groups where they could
speak in the language, they are more comfortable with. These unplanned translanguaging
strategies were referred to as “construction of collaborative structures” in the theoretical
framework of this. However, according to the theoretical framework, these unplanned
translanguaging strategies must be planned before the lesson. To maximize the collaboration
between peers, Garcia and Kleyn (2016) suggested grouping students according to their L1s.
This was not evidenced during the observation. With that said, there was one only planned

translanguaging design - scaffolding tool, but the other two above mentioned designs were not
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planned, but were natural good pedagogical practices in a multilingual classroom as mentioned
by Lin and He (2017).
Conclusion

This chapter discussed the findings regarding a group of secondary school STEM
teachers’ conceptualization of CLIL, their teachers’ views towards translanguaging and whether
and how they implemented translanguaging in their CLIL classrooms. The findings suggested
that all participants conceptualized CLIL as a content driven approach despite their CLIL
training background. Also, it was revealed that all participants received insufficient or no CLIL
training despite the fact that they were asked to teach through CLIL. Notably, the participants
adopted different pedagogical techniques to teach content, thus prioritizing the content over the
language aspect of the CLIL lesson. Hence, the participants seemed to lack the knowledge of the
theory of CLIL and pedagogical underpinnings behind CLIL, which was explained in detail in
Chapter 2. Regarding the views towards the translanguaging and its practice, in spite of the
multilingual turn taking place on the ground, teachers pursue English only as an end goal in their
classroom practice, thus trying to comply with the government's one subject-one language policy
for CLIL. Regarding classroom practice, scaffolding content was found to be the most common
planned design along with other unplanned translanguaging pedagogy strategies. These practices

showed that translanguaging flows in the multilingual classrooms as good pedagogical practices.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The previous chapter discussed the findings of this qualitative study based on semi-
structured individual interviews, document analysis and lesson observation of six STEM teachers
at one secondary school in Kazakhstan. The aim of this research was to analyze whether and how
translanguaging is implemented in multilingual schools in CLIL classes. It was guided by the
following research questions:

RQ1. How do a group of secondary school STEM teachers conceptualize CLIL in multilingual
schools?

RQ2. What are the participants’ views on translanguaging?

RQ3. How do the participants implement translanguaging in their CLIL classes?

This chapter overviews the major conclusions of this qualitative study. It also presents
strengths and limitations of the study. Moreover, the implications and recommendations based on
the findings of this research are discussed.

Main Conclusions of this Study

“Language Triptych” and Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs (i.e., Content, Communication, Cognition,
and Culture) framework were adopted in this study to answer the first research question about
STEM teachers’ conceptualization of the CLIL approach (for more elaboration about this
concept, see Chapter 2, Figure 1). Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs framework is perceived as a design and
base for planning a quality CLIL unit/model. Coyle et al. (2010) demonstrated as “Language
Triptych” a tool to design language aspects of CLIL lessons by dividing language into: language
of, language for, language through (Coyle et al., 2010) (see Chapter 2 for more explanation).
Based on this theoretical framework and the findings of the present study, all participants during

the classroom observation and follow up interviews displayed a lack of awareness of the
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essential components of CLIL in their lesson plans, prioritizing content over the language. This
finding was principally ascribed to the participants’ insufficient and ineffective CLIL training
(for more details about this point see chapter 4, Table 2).

Concerning the in-service training received by the participants, two participants (Sarah,
Miras ) did not receive any kind of CLIL training, while the rest received the training either by
the “Ustaz” or “Orleu” organization. It is important to indicate that the participant who had their
own training in “Orleu” for 3-4 months mainly focused on the language aspect by using different
teaching techniques to explain functional language of the lesson in the target language, and
appropriate terminology. However, the other participants who received the CLIL training for 1-2
weeks seemed to implement a good content driven, teacher-centered lesson with little focus on
the language in the classroom. Hence, during the semi-structured interview with each participant,
it was found that participants could not precisely recall the main components of the CLIL lesson
plan which are Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs. Other methodological support for a quality CLIL unit plan
are based all on Coyle’s (2008) 4Cs framework. This, in turn, implies the participants’ limited
awareness of the essential components of CLIL in their lesson plans. When speaking about
teachers’ focus on the language aspect of the lesson, all participants pointed out that content is
more important than language component. Document analysis and lesson observations evidenced
most participants’ prioritization of the content over the language aspect. Specifically,
participants’ lesson plans did not include lesson objectives, or were largely limited to
terminology multilingual glossaries.

Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer’s (2016) framework for translanguaging pedagogy was also
employed in this study to answer the second and the third research questions concerning the

implementation of translanguaging in CLIL classrooms. The authors classified instructions that
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take up translanguaging into three categories: the teacher’s stance, the teacher’s design and the
teacher’s shifts (for more elaboration about these categories, see Chapter 2). Garcia and Kleyn
(2016) postulated that teachers need to develop a philosophical stance in order to embrace

translanguaging, dividing it into two main types: scaffolding stance and transformative stance.

The second main conclusion concerning the second research question about participants’
views towards translanguaging suggested that they did not fully develop a philosophical stance.
That is, during the interviews the participants tended to uphold the view that L1 was needed only
to scaffold and clarify the meaning of less frequent vocabulary. At the same time, many
participants reported that they were endeavoring to adopt certain strategies to minimize the usage
of L1 in their CLIL classroom. Thus, teachers’ perceptions towards translanguaging seemed
ambiguous, possibly due to the governments’ multilingually oriented policy of trilingual
education - one teacher/one subject. As teachers are the main agents to implement the education
reforms, all participants reported that teaching through only English is the end goal, since this is
what the educational policy in Kazakhstan required them to do. That is, on one hand the
participants had to comply with the schools and policy requirements to fulfill content goals and
curriculum demand. On the other hand, to achieve the content goals in linguistically diverse
classrooms, the participants had to sometimes use students’ L1.

The third main conclusion concerns with translanguaging strategies which are
implemented in a CLIL classroom. According to Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer’s (2016)
framework, teachers are suggested to design and plan translanguaging instructions to implement
translanguaging strategies (for more description, see Chapter 2). Those designs are: construction
collaborative structures; collection and application of different multilingual and multimodal

instructional resources; implementation and use of translanguaging pedagogical practices.
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Having analyzed data from the lesson plans, and lesson observations, it was found that
scaffolding for meaning making was the most frequently planned and implemented strategy by
the participants.

Strength and Limitations of this Study

In conclusion with the main findings of this research study, it is fundamental to discuss
the strength and limitations of this study. One of the strengths of this study in terms of
methodology is that three research instruments - lesson observations, document analysis
(textbooks, lesson plans), and semi-structured individual interviews - were used to collect and
analyze the data. By doing this, the researcher attempted to triangulate her findings from
different resources and enhance the findings validity. Secondly, the study recruited participants
from two schools - one school for girls and the other for boys. The third strength of this study is
that this qualitative study aimed at exploring a group of teachers’ conceptualizations of CLIL and
translanguaging in a different type of high selective schools in Kazakhstan i.e. BILs. This is
because almost all previous studies on STEM teachers’ perceptions of CLIL and translanguaging
were conducted in the most common type of schools for the gifted in Kazakhstan, namely, NIS
(see Karabassova, 2021; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020) .

As regards the limitations of this study, the first limitation was that document analysis,
textbooks and lesson plans were the only allowed documents given for analysis. Other
documents such as syllabi and curriculum related documents would be helpful to see the overall
school administration conceptualization of CLIL approach. Specifically, it would help to see if a
content teacher and a language teacher work in alliance. The second limitation relates to the
duration of data collection. Apart from the consequences of COVID-19 on schools, the

researcher had to collect her data in December, when secondary school teachers were preparing
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the summative tests and doing practice for their students. For that reason, it was challenging to
recruit more teachers from other schools. A third limitation is related to the focus of this study, in
the sense that it considered only the voices of STEM teachers. Accordingly, it would be useful to
include the standpoints of students and policymakers as well, while studying the implementation
of CLIL and translanguaging inside the formal settings. By doing this, a holistic picture about the
phenomenon under investigation can be captured.

Implications and Recommendation of this Research Study

The analysis of findings and limitations of this study suggests certain implications for
further research. Firstly, due to the small sample size (6 participants) form the Central
Kazakhstan, a bigger qualitative study on conceptualization of CLIL and the multilingual turn is
needed to conduct in BIL school in other parts of Kazakhstan. By doing so, it is possible to see a
picture of translanguaging practice in CLIL classes in more linguistically diverse settings.
Secondly, it is suggested to conduct a longitudinal qualitative study on the same issues with
triangulation of data. Thirdly, in order to examine the process of CLIL training and awareness of
the main components, it is suggested to conduct a quantitative study in all BIL schools. Finally,
it would be also useful to research students’ views on translanguaging in CLIL multilingual
classes.

Based on the findings of this qualitative study, this research suggests some
recommendations for policy makers, CLIL training organizations, and teachers. First of all, as
the findings indicate that all participants lack awareness of the main components of CLIL and
pedagogical theory, it is recommended to provide a systematic and continuous quality in-service
training for all teachers in both mainstream and highly selective schools. It is also recommended

to provide or create a CLIL methodological framework for all the organizations which train
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CLIL. As the findings revealed, most teachers in this study conceptualize CLIL as
“Obnovlenka”. Accordingly, it would be helpful for policymakers in Kazakhstan and elsewhere
to raise teachers’ awareness towards the point that CLIL is an approach which has been chosen

to implement trilingual education.
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Appendix A
Interview Questions

Time of Interview:

Date:

Researcher: Talshyn llyassova

Participant: A STEM teacher from Bilim Innovation Lyceum

1. Could you please introduce yourself?

2. Could you please share your teaching experience?

What subjects do you teach? How long have you been teaching? How long have you

been teaching CLIL in particular?

3. Did you have CLIL training at university?

Where were your trained CLIL? When was the train conducted? Who organized the
training? How were you trained CLIL? How long did you train?

4. What challenges did you face during the training?

How did you cope with them?

5. Describe your overall experience of teaching CLIL in schools?

6. What is the most challenging thing in teaching through AL in CLIL for teachers, and for
students? How do you solve these issues?

7. What are the essential components of a CLIL lesson plan?

8. Do you include the usage of L1 in the lesson plans? If yes, what tasks do you use L1 for?
If not, why?

9. How long did you prepare for the lesson in the beginning of CLIL teaching practice?
Did someone (a language teacher) help you to prepare for the lessons?

10. How long does it take now to prepare for the CLIL lesson compared to the beginning of
your CLIL experience? Does someone (a language teacher) help you to plan a lesson?

11. What languages do you use when explaining a new topic of the lesson to the students?
12. Do you use other languages such as Kazakh, Russian etc. to clarify something for the
students?

13. Do your students use Kazakh, Russian (other languages) to clarify some information?
If yes, what language do you use to answer their questions?

14. What language do you use when introducing a new grammar, a new vocabulary to
students?

15. How do you feel about using Kazakh, Russian (other languages) by students?

16. How do you feel about using Kazakh, Russian (other languages) by teachers?

17. Do you make comments (not to use) when students use Russian or Kazakh (other
language) during class discussions? why/why not?

18. Is there anything you personally would like to share?
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Cyxoar IIpoTokoJibl

Cyx0art yakbITbI:

Cyxo0ar KyHi:

Cyxoar O0epymi: MnbsicoBa Tajmbin
Cyx0ar Katpicymibl: Myrajim

1.
2.
3.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.
22.

23.

O3iHi3/11 TAHBICTHIPHIT OTCEHI3?

Ci3 e31HI3/1H NeaaroruKaibiK TOKIpuOeHi30eH Oeice amachi3 6a?

Ci3 xkanmaii mouaepai okpitackiz? Kanma yaksiT cabak 6epeciz? Ciznaktsl CLIL-re
KaHIIIa yakbIT cabak oepeci3?

Ci3 yausepcurerte CLIL Garmapnamacs! OoiibIHIIA O11iM aiabIHBI3 6a?

Tpenunr etkizinren kesaecizaig CLIL TpenuHrini3 kaiaa o11i? TpeHUHTTI KiM
yiteimaacTeipabr? Ci3z CLIL-ai kanait okbiabiHb3? Ci3 KaHIIa YaKbIT KATTHIKTHIHBIZ?
OxkpITy Ke3iH/€e KaHai npobiemanapra Tan O0IIbIHbIZ?

Omapapl Kanai memriHi3?

Mexrentepae CLIL-ai OKbITYIBIH JKaIIbl TOKIpUOECIH cunarran OepiHi3imi?
Myranimaep meH cryaenttep yuria CLIL-ae KockiMIa (aFbUIIIBIHTI) apKBLUIBI
OKBITY/IBIH €H KUbIHBI Hezie? Ci3 OyJ1 Macenenepai Kanai memeciz?

. CLIL cabax >koCTiapbIHBIH HET13T1 KOMIIOHEHTTepi KaH/ai?
. Ci3 cabak >xocmapiapbiHa OipiHIi TULAI (Iepai) KoigaHyasl Kocacss 6a? Omnaii 6onca,

OipiHmI TUTI (Iepai) KaHaai TancelpMaap yiriH Koinganacez? Erep sxok Oosca, Here?
CLIL nmegarorukaiblK ToXipuOeciHiy O0ackiHa cabakKa KaHIIA yaKbIT JailblH Al IbIHbI3?
Bipey (Tin myranimi) cabakka JaibIHIATYFa KOMEKTECTI Me?

Ciznin CLIL toxipubeHni3nin 6actamybiMer canbicThipranga CLIL cabarpiHa naiibiHaamy
YIIIH Ka31p KaHIla yakeIT KaxeT? bipey (Tia MyraiiiMi) cabaKThl )kocnapiaayFra
KeMeKTecel Me?

Oxkymrputapra cabakThIH KaHa TaKbIPHIOBIH KaHal TUIIepe TyCiHipeci3?
Oxymslnapra 6ip HopceHi Tycinaipy yiniH Ci3 Ka3ak, opbIc XkoHe T. 0. e3re TUIIepAi
KOJ1/1aHackl3 6a?

Ci311iH OKYyIIbUIAPbIHBI3 aKIapaTThl HAKThUIAY YIIiH Ka3ak, OpbIC TIAEPiH (e3re
TUIAEP/1) KoiaaHa ma?

Erep conaii 6osca, oHJa ci3 oslapIbIH CypaKTapblHa Kail Tijije sxayan oepecis?

Ci3 cryaeHTTep/l *aHa rpaMMaTHKaMEH, KaHa CO3/1K KOpbIMEH Kall Tuiae
TaHBICTBIPACHI3?

CryneHTTepiH Ka3ak, OpbIC TUACPIH (03re TULAEPAl) KOJITaHybIHA KaJlail Kapaichi3?
MyranimMaepaiH Ka3ak, OpbIic TUIAEPIH (e3re TUIAepi) KOoJJAaHybIHA Kajail Kapanichi3?
OKy1mIbuIap CHIHBINTA TANKbIIAY KE31HAE OpbIC HEMece Ka3akK TUIIEPIH (e3re TIAep/al)
konnanraH ke3ne Ciz (konmanOayra) TyciHikteme Oepeci3 6e? Here, Here xoK?

Ci3 xeke 06IiCKiHI3 KeIeTiH TaFrbl 0ip Hopce O6ap ma?
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HuTepBobio [IpoTokoa
Bpems uHTEpBEIO:
Jara:
HUccnenoBarennb: NiabsacoBa Taambia
YyacTHHK: YYHuTEIb

1. He moryiu 661 Bel mpencraButhes?

2. He morau 6b1 BBl O1eUTHCS CBOMM IE€JarOTHYE€CKUM OIBITOM?

3. Kakue nnpeametsl Bol nnpenoaere? Kak gonro Bel npenogaere? Kak noaro Bel
KOHKpeTHoO npenogaere CLIL?

4. TIpoxoaunu siu Bl 00yuenue no nporpamme CLIL B yauBepcurtere?

5. I'me npoxoaui Bam tpenunr CLIL, koraa npooawics TpeHUHr? KTo oprann3oBain
tpenuHr? Kak Boi o0yuanucs CLIL? Kak nonro Bel TpenupoBanucs?

6. C xakumu nipoGiieMamu Bbl CTOJIKHYJIMCH BO BpeMst 00y4deHHs?

7. Kak Bbl ¢ HUMU CIIPaBIISLIUCH?

8. Onmmmre cBoit o6mmit onbiT mpenogaBanust CLIL B mkomax?

9. Uto siBiSIeTCS CaMbIM CJIOXHBIM B 00YUEHUU Yepe3 JOMOTHUTEIbHBIN (aHTTHICKHIT) B
CLIL nnst yuureneit u ctynentos? Kak Bbl pemiaere 3Tu npoosiembl?

10. KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE KOMIIOHEHTHI IU1aHa ypoka CLIL?

11. Bl BKIIIOYaeTe UCIOIB30BaHUE MEPBOTO si3bIKa (OB) B 11aHbl ypokoB? Eciu na, To st
KaKUX 3a/1a4 Bbl UCTIOJIb3yeTe MepBblii A3bIK (1) ? Ecnu Het, To nouemy?

12. Kak 10110 Bbl FTOTOBWJIMCH K YPOKY B Hauase negaroruueckoil npakruku CLIL?

13. KTo-T0 (yuuTens A3bIKa) MOMOTall BaM MOJATOTOBUTHCS K ypoKam?

14. CkoipKO BpeMEHHU HYXKHO ceiiyac, 9To0bI TOAroTOBUTHCS K ypoky CLIL mo cpaBHEHHIO C
Havanom Bamiero onbita CLIL? Kto-uuOynap (yuuTens s3bIka) TOMOTaeT BaM

CIUTaHUPOBATh YPOK?

15. Ha xakux si3pIkaxX Bbl OOBSICHSIETE yUEHHKAM HOBYIO TEMY ypoka?

16. Ucrionb3yeTe Jiu BBl APYTHE SI3bIKU, TAKHE KAaK Ka3aXCKUM, PyCCKUH U T. 1., YTOOBI YTO-TO
Pa3bSCHUTH yyalumcs?

17. Bamm y4eHUKH UCTIONIb3YIOT Ka3aXCKHUM, pycCKUil (ApyTue sI3bIKK) AJ1s1 YTOUHEHUs
uHpopmanun?

18. Ecnu 1a, TO Ha KaKOM SI3bIKE€ Bbl OTBEYAETE HAa UX BOIPOCHI?

19. Ha kakoMm s13bIKe Bbl 3HAKOMUTE CTYJIEHTOB C HOBOM rpaMMaTHUKOW, HOBBIM CIIOBAPHBIM
3arnacom?

20. Kak BbI OTHOCHUTECH K HCHOJIB30BAHUIO Ka3aXCKOTO, PyCCKOI0 (IPYrUX SI3bIKOB)
cryneHTamu? 21. Kak Bbl OTHOCUTECH K TOMY, YTO YUUTENS UCIOJB3YIOT Ka3aXCKUM, PyCCKUMN
(mpyrue s13b1ku)? 22. JlenaeTe T4 Bbl KOMMEHTapuu (HE UCIIOJIb30BAaTh), KOTJa yJaluecs
HCTIONB3YIOT PYCCKUM MJIM Ka3aXCKUH (IPyToH s3bIK) BO BpeMs 00CYKJIE€HHUS B Ki1acce? movyemy,
rnoyemy Het?

23. EcTp 11 4T0-HUOY B €111e, YeM BbI JINYHO XOTEIH ObI IOIETUTHCS?
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Appendix B

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and the Multilingual Turn: a
qualitative study
on translanguaging in multilingual schools in Kazakhstan

| am a second-year graduate student at Nazarbayev University, Graduate School of Education,
Master of Arts in Multilingual Education. I am conducting research on translanguaging (the
usage of L1) in multilingual schools in Kazakhstan, in Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) context to fulfill the requirement of my Masters Program at Nazarbayev
University

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in the research aiming at identifying STEM
teachers' conceptualization of CLIL in multilingual schools and teachers’ view on using L1 in
CLIL classrooms. The purpose of this research is to analyse whether and how usage of L1 is
happening in Kazakhstani multilingual schools, in CLIL context. The research will start from
analyzing documents, observation of STEM teachers classes, and individual interviews with the
STEM teachers. The researcher will analyze documents and accordingly will observe the
lessons. Also, after the observation, you will be asked to answer some questions during the
interview, and the interview will be audio-taped. Audio recordings will not be shared with the
third person and will be saved in a personal laptop and protected by password. All written and
printed documents, including consent forms, will be kept in the special secured box. When
research is done all audio recordings and transcripts will be destroyed.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: your participation will include observations of your one lesson (40-
45 minutes). After the observation, the interview will take approximately 40-50 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are very minimal, because all the
personal data of the participants and their identity will be anonymized and kept confidential in a
safe place accessible only for the researcher. The interview will not cause any psychological
discomfort or harm to the participants and will be conducted in an open and friendly manner.
The time of the interviews will be negotiated with the participants beforehand, so it doesn’t
affect the participants’ engagement at work. The observation will be held by the researcher who
will make notes and all the notes will be anonymized and kept confidential in a safe place
accessible only for the researcher.

Although there are no direct benefits of the study, the research can be beneficial to teachers who
get an opportunity to share their views and opinions, it may bring food for thought to the
practitioners and motivate them to be engaged in the scientific research. Teachers’views will
contribute to the development of the research in Kazakhstan. The results of the observation could
be used to analyse CLIL implementation in the Kazakhstani multilingual schools in order to
apply it in the future successfully. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will
not affect your employment.

PARTICIPANTS 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. You have the right to refuse to answer particular questions or refuse
to be observed. The alternative is not to participate. The results of this research study may be
presented at scientific or professional meetings or published in scientific journals.
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CONTACTS INFORMATION: if you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this
research, its procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Associate Professor Xabier San Isidro at
xabier.sanisidro@nu.edu.kz

INDEPENDENT CONTACT: if you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted,
or if you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights
as a participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee at
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

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

* [ have carefully read the information provided;

* [ have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;

* [ understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential

information will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;

* [ understand that [ am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason;

» With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in his study.

Signature:
Date:

The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep
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Axnaparrbik Kesicim Hbicanbl

ITonaik - Tinpik kipiktipiaren okpiTy (CLIL) 5k9He MybTHIAMHIBAIBABI 0€TOYpbIC:
Ka3zakcTaHHBIH KONTIJII MeKTeNTepPiHJAe TPAHCIUHIBU3M 0OMBIHILA CANIAJIBI 3ePTTEY

Men HazapOaeB YHuBEpCcHUTETIHAC KOTaphl OU1iM Oepy MEKTEO1HIH eKiHIII Kype
MarucTpaTypachlHla OKUMBIH, KONTiaai 6iiM Oepy maructpimin. Kazakcranaars KONTiiaui
MEKTenTep/ie, MOHIIK - TULMIK KipikTipiireH okbITybl (CLIL) Gap chiHbIITapa 3epTrey
xyprizeMin. by 3eprrey menin Hazap6aeB YHuUBepCHTETIHACTI MarkCTpIIiK OaraapiaMaMHBIH
TaJlanTapblH OPBIHIAY YIIIH XKYPri3uiei.

CHUITATTAMACHI: Ci3 ken tinai mexktentepaeri STEM (FbUIbIM, TEXHOIOTHS, UHXKEHEPHS
xoHe MareMaTrka) myranimzaepinid CLIL tyxeipeiMaamacsis xone CLIL cerapImTaphiaga
OipiHII TULII (Iep/ii) KONgaHy Typaibl MyFalliMIEp/IiH Ko3KapacTapblH aHbIKTayFa OaFbITTaIFaH
3epTTeyre KaThICyFa MIAaKbIPBUIBI OTHIPChI3. Ockl 3epTTeyaiH MakcaTtel CLIL apKbUIBI OKBITY
KOHTEKCTiHe OipiHIIi Tl (AepAl) KoJAaHy iCKe achipblia MA KoHE Kallall icke
aCBIPBUIATHIH/IBIFBIH TAJIAY OO TaObUIaAbL. 3epTTey KYyKaTTapas! Tanaayaad, STEM
MyFaJiMIepiHiH CHIHBINTAPBIH OakbuiaynaH skoHe STEM myraniMaepiMeH xeke cyxOaTrraHn
Oacrananpl. 3epTTEyIi KY)KaTTapabl TAAAWIBI )KOHE COUKECIHIIE cabaKThl OAKbIIAIbI.
CoHbIMeH KaTtap, cabakThl OakplIaranHaH KeliH CizeH cyx0ar ke3iH/e Keilip cypakTapra
xayar Oepy cypaiajbl )KoHe cyx0art ayano jkaz0ara ska3putaibl. Ayano jxa3oanap yiriHmi
TyJITanapra )apus eTUIMENH/ Il )KoHe kKeKe HOyTOYKTa CaKTalbII, KYIHUICO30€H KOpFalaibl .
Kemicim HpICaHAAPBIH KOCa alFaHa, OapIbIK jkaz0aia sxkoHe 0acma Ky)KaTTapbl apHaNbI
KOpFaJIFaH JKOUIIKTE CaKTalaThIH O0sajibl. 3epTTey asKTaJFaHHAH KeiliH OapIbIK ayauo xazbanap
MEH TPAHCKPHUITTEP KOUBLIAIBI.

KATBICY YAKBITBI: Ciznix KaThICybIHBI3 Ca0aKThl OaKbplIay 16l KAMTUIIBEI (40-45 MUHYT).
bakpinaynan keilin cyx6ar mamamer 40-45 MUHYTKa CO3bUIaIbI.

KAYIIITEPI MEH APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI: 3eprreyre OaitnanblcThl KayinTep MEKTeYl,
OUTKEHI KaTBICYIIBUIAP/IBIH KEKe TYJIFaJaphl KaChIPhIH 00Ia Ibl, COH/Ial-aK KaThICYIIBLIAPIBIH
OapIIbIK JKEKe IepeKTepl KyMus O0s1abl: )KeKe AepeKTep TeK 3epTTeyIli YIIIH KO XKeTiMIi
Kayirnci3 xepae caktaiaasl. Cyx0aT KaTbICyIIbUTapFa TICUXOJIOTUSUTBIK bIHFAMCHI3/IBIH HEMECe
3USH TUT130€H 11, allbIK KoHE 13T HUETT1 KapbIM-KaTblHAC TypAe oTki3iieni. Cyx0aT yaKbIThI
KaTBICYIIBIIAPABIH KYMBIC CaFaTTapblHA HEMEC ICTEepIHE dcep eTIey YIIiH KaThICYIIBUIAPMEH
anjblH-ana kenicutesi. bakpulay el xka30anap jkacailThbIH 3epTTeyILI XKYPri3el xkoHe OapIIbIK
»az0asiap JKachIpblH 00JIa/bl, TEK 3€PTTEYILI YILIIH KOJ XKEeTIMA1 KayiIici3 )Kep/ie Kynus
caKTaJa/bl.

3epTTeyaik TikeneH maimgacel 6oamaca aa, Oy 63 Ke3KapacTapbIMEH JKOHE MIKIPJIepIMEH
Oesicyre MyYMKIHIIK allaThlH MyFaJiMIep YILIiH Maigansl 00Iybl MYMKIiH, O TOXipuOemnriiepre
oiilaHyFa a3blK Oepim, oapAbl FBUIBIMU 3€pTTEyJiepre KaTbicyFa urepmeneii. Myramimaepaiy
Ke3KapacTapbl KazakcTanaarsl 3epTTeysiep/liH 1aMybIHa bIKIAN eTeai. baiikay HoTmkenepi
Oomarakra coTTi Koiaany MakcaTeiana Kazakcranapik kentinai Mmektepae CLIL enrizyai
TaJjay YUIiH naiaananbutysl MyMKiH. Ci3fiH Oy 3epTTeyre KaTbICy Typasibl HISHIIMiHI3
’KYMBICBIHBI3Fa CIIKAHAi dcep eTIeiIi.

KATBICYUIbI K¥YKBIKTAPBI: erep ci3 ocbl HbICaH/IbI OKBIII, K00aFa KaThICyTa MMM
KaObU11aral 0OJICAaHbI3, Ci3/IIH KATBICYBIHBI3 €PIKTI €KeHIH TYCIHYIHI3/1 CYpaiMbI3, KeMICIMIHI3 1
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KaWTaphblll alyFa, COHJIal-aK aibIIIYJIChI3 HEMECE apThIKIIBUIBIKTAPBIH KOFAITIIAW Ke3 KeJIreH
YaKbITTa KaThICYbl TOKTayFa KYKBIFBIHBI3 0ap. Ci3 HAKTHI cypaKTapra kayar OepyaeH Oac
TapTyra HeMece O0aykayaaH 0ac TapTyra KYKbIFBIHBI3 Oap. bamama — kateicriay. Ochl 3epTTeyTiH
HOTHKEIepi FRUTBIMUA HEMECE KociOn Ke3ecynepe YChIHBUTYBI He 60JIMaca FRUTBIMU
KypHAJIIAp/1a )KapUsITaHy bl MYMKIH.

BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATBI: erep cizze ochl 3epTTey, OHBIH NPLOELypaaaphl, KayinTepi MeH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPBI TYypaJibl CYpaKTapbIHbI3, ajaHIayIIbUIBIK HeMeca MaFbIMIapbIHBI3 00JIca,
xabier.sanisidro@nu.edu.kz mekemnxaiisl 6oiipiHma Xabier San Isidro morenrine
xa0apJIachIHbI3.

JTEPBEC BAMJIAHBICTAP: erep ci3 ochl 3epTTeyIiH Kaaii Kyprizinerinine
KaHaraTTaHOACaHbI3, 3ePTTEY MICENIeCl HEMeCe Ci3/IIH MYIIIE PETIHAET] KYKBIKTapbIHbI3Fa KaThICHI
aJTaHAYIITBUIBIK MAFBIMIAp HEMECE JKaIIbl CYpaKTap TybIHIACA,
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz snekTponsik Mekenxkaiibl Oolibiaa NUGSE 3eprrey
KOMHUTETIHE Xa0apIachIHbI3.

Erep ci3 3epTTeyre KarbiCyFra KeJIiCcCeHi3, OChl HBICAHFA KOJI KOMBIHBI3.

e MeH YCHIHBUIFaH aKMapaTThl MYKHST OKBII IIBIKTHIM;

e MaraH 3epTTeyAiH MaKcaTbl MEH TOPTiOI Typasibl TOJIBIK aKmapaT Oepii;

e MeH XHHAIFaH NEPEKTEPAIH Kalai MaiJaaHbUIaThIHBIH KOHE Ke3 KeITeH KYITUs
aKmapaTKa TeK 3epTTeyllli FaHa KOJI JKeTKi3€ aJlaThIHAbIFbIH TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH cebenTepiH TYCIHAIPMECTEH, K€3 KEJII'€H YaKbITTa OChl 3epTTEyre KaThiCyaH 6ac
TapTyFa KYKBIFBIM Oap €KeHi TYCIHEeMiH;

e Xorapeina aiTeIHFaHIAPABIH OAPIIBIFBIH TOJIBIK YCIHE OTHIPHIIN, MEH 3€pPTeire o3
epKiMMEH KaThICYFa KeJiCeMiH

Kombr:
Kyni:

KOHBI JKOHC KYHI KOHBLIFaH OCHI Kelcim HBICAHBIHBIH KOCBhIMIIIA KOI_HipMCCiH CaKTaHBbI3
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®opma Undopmuposannoro Coriacusi

IpenmetrHo-s3bik0B0Oe UHTerpupoBannoe Odyuenne (CLIL) u MyJbTHIMHTBAJIbHBIA
IMoBopoT:
Ka4eCTBEHHOE HCCJIeJ0BAHNeE 110 TPAHCIMHIBM3MY B MHOIOSI3bIYHBIX HIK0J1aX Ka3axcrana

51 ydych B MarucTpatype BTOporo Kypca Briciieii mkoisl o0pasoBanus B Hazapbaes
YHUBEpCHUTETE, MATUCTP MHOTOSI3BIYHOTO 00pa3oBaHus. S MPOBOXKY MCCIICIOBAHMS B
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX IIKOIax B Kazaxcrane, B kiaccax ¢ [IpeqmeTHO-s13bIKOBbIM VIHTErpUpOBaHHBIM
Oo6yuennem (CLIL). OTo uccnenoBanue MpoOBOUTCS JJIsl BBITIOTHEHHS TpeOOBaHU Moel
MarucTepckoi nmporpammsl B HazapbaeBe YHuBepcurere.

OIIMCAHME: Bac npuriamaroT OpUHATh y4acTUE B UCCIEA0OBAaHUH, HAIIPABIIEHHOM Ha
BbIsiBieHue koHuenuuu CLIL yuntensmu STEM (Hayka, TEXHOJIOTUHU, MHKEHEPUS U
MaTeMaTHKa) IPEIMETOB B MHOTOSI3bIUHBIX LIIKOJIaX, U B3IJISI0B YUUTENIEH HAa UCIOIb30BaHUE
niepBoro sa3bika(oB) B CLIL knaccax. Llenbro 1aHHOTO Hccae10BaHus SBISETCS aHAJIU3 TOTO,
IPOUCXOJUT JIM U KaK IPOMCXOIUT UCIOIb30BAHUE IIEPBOTO A3bIKA(OB) B KOHTEKCTE O0yUYeHHE
yepe3 CLIL. MccnenoBanue HauHETCs € aHAIU3a JOKYMEHTOB, HaOIIOICHUS 3a KJIacCaMu
yuurteneid STEM, u unauBuayanbHbix HHTEpBbIO ¢ yuntensimMu STEM. Uccnenosarens
MIpOaHAIM3UPYET JOKYMEHTHI U COOTBETCTBEHHO MPOBEET HabmoaeHne ypoka. Kpome toro,
nocse HaboeHus ypoka Bam OyzeT npeanoxkeHo OTBETUTh Ha HEKOTOPbIE BOIPOCHI BO BpeMs
WHTEPBBIO, 1 MHTEPBBIO OyIET 3aIMCaHO HAa ayAH03aliCh. AyIMO03auch He OyayT MepeaaHbl
TPEThUM JIML[aM U OyAyT COXpaHEHbl Ha JMYHOM HOYTOYKe U OyAyT 3aluineHs! napojem. Bee
MUCHMEHHBIE U NeYaTHBIC JOKYMEHTBI, BKIII04ast (POPMBI COTIIACHS, OYIyT XpaHUTHCS B
CIeMaIbHOM 3aliIleHHOM smuke. Korna uccnenoBanue OyaeT 3aBeplieHo, Bce ayIM03anucu
Y TPAHCKPUNTHI OYyT YHUUTOKEHBI.

BPEMSI YUYACTMUS: Bamie yuactue OyaeT BKiIro4aTh B cedst HabmoeHre 3a Bammm ypokom
(40-45 munyr). [Tocne HAOMIOACHUS, UHTEPBBIO OyIET JTUThCs TIPUMEpHO 40-50 MUHYT.
PUCKHU U TPEMMYIIECTBA: pucku, CBS3aHHBIE C 9TUM HCCIEN0BAHUEM, OUEHD
MUHUMAJbHbI, IOTOMY YTO JINYHOCTH YYACTHUKOB Oy/yT aHOHUMHBIMH, a BCE JIMYHbIE JaHHBIE
YUYaCTHHUKOB OyAyT KOH(HUAECHIMATbHBIMU: IMYHbIE JaHHBIE OYAyT XpaHUTHCS B O€30M1aCHOM
MeECTe, TOCTYITHOM TOJIbKO JJIsl ucciieioBarens. IHTepBbIo He TOHECET 3a co0oi
MICUXOJIOTUYECKOT0 TUCKOM(DOpTa UM Bpe/ia yYaCTHUKAM M OyJeT MPOBOIUTHCS B OTKPBITON U
noOpoxenaTenbHON MaHepe. BpeMst HHTepBbIO OyJIET COIrNIacoBaHO C yYaCTHUKaMHU 3apaHee,
4TOOBI HE OBJIMATH Ha pabouune yachl I Jiena yyacTHUKoOB. Habmoienue Oyner npoBOAUTh
UCCIeI0BaTeNb, KOTOPBINA OYJET 1enaTh 3alucy, U BCE 3aliCcH Oy TyT aHOHUMHU3UPOBAaHHBIE U
COXpaHEHBI B CEKpeTe B 0€30MaCHOM MECTe, JOCTYITHOM TOJIBKO JJISl HCCIIEI0BATENS.

XOTs IPSAMBIX BBITOJT OT UCCJIEIOBAHUS HET, OHO MOKET OBbITh MOJIE3HBIM JJIsl yUUTENEH,
KOTOpPBIE MTOJIy4at0T BO3MOXHOCTb IIOJIEIUTHCS CBOMMU B3IVISIIAMU U MHEHHUSIMH, OHO MOKET
JaTh MUILY JUIS Pa3MBIIIICHUH MPaKTUKYIOLIUM CIIeHUaIlucTaM U OO0y IUTh UX K y4aCTHIO B
HAYYHBIX UCCIIEIOBAaHMX. B3rmsaas! yunrenei OyayT criocoOCTBOBATh Pa3BUTHIO UCCIIETOBAHHMA
B Kazaxcrane. Pe3ynbraThl HabI0/1eHUS MOTYT OBITH MCIIOJIB30BAHBI JIJIsl aHAJIN3a BHEAPEHUS
CLIL B ka3aXxcTaHCKUX MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX IIKOJIAX C IIEbI0 YCHEIIHOTO MPUMEHEHUS B OyAyIIeM.
Baie permenne 06 ydactuu B 3TOM HCCIIEZIOBAHUN HUKAK He MOBIMsET Ha Bairy pabory.
ITPABA YYACTHHMKOB: eciiu Bel mpounTtanu 3Ty popMy U pelIiii y4acTBOBAaTh B ’TOM
MPOEKTE, TOXKATyICTa, MonMuUTe, 4To Baiie yyactue siisieTcs J0OpOBOJILHBIM, U BBl nmeeTe
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IIPaBO OTO3BATh CBOE COIVIACHE WM MIPEKPATUTh yyacTue B JIr00oe BpeMs 0e3 mrpada nin
norepu npeumymiects. Y Bac ecTb mpaBo 0TKa3aThCsl OTBEUaTh HA KOHKPETHBIE BOIIPOCHI HITH
OTKa3aTbCsl OT HAOM01eH!sl. AJNIbTepHATHBA - HE y4acTBOBaTh. Pe3ybTaThl 3TOr0 UCCIIE0BaHUS
MOTYT OBITh MPEJCTABICHBI HA HAYYHBIX WM MPO(PECCHOHATBHBIX BCTPEYAX UIIH OITyOJIUKOBAHbI
B HaY4HBIX JKypHaJax.

KOHTAKTHASI HTH®OOPMALUS: eciiu y Bac ectb kakue-1m60 BOIPOCHI, ONTACEHUS WIIH
aJ100bI IO OBOAY 3TOTO UCCIIEAOBAHMSI, €r0 MPOLEAYDP, PUCKOB U IPEUMYIIECTB, CBSKUTECH C
noreHToM Xabier San Isidro o aapecy xabier.sanisidro@nu.edu.kz

HE3ABUCHUMBINA KOHTAKT: eciit Bbl He yI0BICTBOPEHBI TEM, KAK IPOBOIUTCS TO
HCCIIeIOBaHKe, WK ecii y Bac ecTh kakue-1100 omaceHus, xano0bl WK 00IIKe BOIIPOCHI IO
IIOBOAY MCCiel0BaHUs Win Bamux npaB Kak y4acTHHUKA, [TOKalyiicTa, CBSKUTECH C
uccnenosarenbckuM komuteroM NUGSE 1o agpecy gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

[Moxaiyiicra, moAnuImMTe 3Ty (HOPMY COTIIACHS, €CIIH BB COTJIACHBI yYaCTBOBATh B 3TOM
UCCIICIOBAaHHH.

* 1 BHUMATEIHHO MPOYUTAI PEIOCTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIHIO;

* MHe npetocTaBiiIH MOJTHYI0 HHPOPMAIMIO O LENSX U MPOLelypax UCCIIST0BaHuUS;
* 51 moHMMaro, KaK OyayT HCIOIB30BATHCS COOpAHHBIE TAaHHBIE, U YTO JT00as
KOH(UACHIIMATbHAS

nHpopManus OyAeT BUIHA TOJIBKO MCCIeI0BATEIsIM U HUKOMY He Oy/IeT mepenaHa;

* 5] HOHMMal0, YTO MOTY OTKa3aThCs OT YYacCTHs B HCCIICIOBAaHUU B Jr000€ Bpems 0e3
0OBSICHEHUS IPUYNH;

* [ToHOCTBIO 3HAsA BCE BBILIECKAa3aHHOE, 5 IOOPOBOJIEHO COTJIACEH YYacTBOBATh B €TI0
UCCIIEJOBAaHHH.

IToanuce:
Hara:

Z[OHOJ'IHI/ITGJ'IBHYIO KOITHIO 3TOM NOANMCAaHHON U ﬂaTHPOBaHHOﬁ q)OpMLI coryraCus Bbl COXpaHUTC.
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Appendix C
Transcription Sample of Interview

INTERVIEWER: He mornu 661 Bel ipenctaBuThCS ?
INTERVIEWEE: IIpencraButs ums haMunusi.

INTERVIEWER: He moriu 651 Bel monenuTscst CBOMM I1€1aroru4eCKUM OIBITOM?
INTERVIEWEE:DMMM. . .iearoru4eckuM ombITOM, s yuuTenb ¢pu3uku. PaboTaro B qaHHO#M
IIKOJIE yoKe ToA. Jlo 3TOro nMena onbIT padoTark B 3TOU IIKOJIE, HY KaK OBl ... 0 y4eObl. bbutn
JEKPETHBIE OTITYCKH, y4eOa. M TOTOM TosrydaeTcs , [1o ucreuenuto, 5 et s BEpHYJIach B 3Ty
IIKOJTY.

INTERVIEWER: Kakue npenmets! Bol ipennonaere? Kak nonro Bel npenonaere? Kak gonro
Bs1 konkpetHo npenogaere CLIL?

INTERVIEWEE:Tonbko ¢pusuxy. ®usuky? To xe camoe 6-8 ner. [lo KJIMJIA s npenonaBana
Ha aHrauiickoM. Mel Toraa He 3Hanu uto 310 KJIMJI, mocie Toro kak 00bSBUIN O TPEXbI3bIUHUE.
[ToTom st Hac OBLIO HOBOCTBIO UTO 3TO BCE TBOE IpenoaaBanue HazbiBaetcs KIIAJL.
MunucTtepcTBO 00pa3oBaHUs BOT OHU )K€ BBENM Iporpammy 3 si3eruue. Bot Toraa Beces
OTIPABISUIA YYUTHCS, YIUTH S3bIKH. D10 0110 B 2018 rog.

INTERVIEWER: Ilpoxoauiu nu Bsl o0yuenue no nporpamme CLIL B yHuBepcurere?
INTERVIEWEE: Her. Korna s yunnace B yHHBEpe TaKOro moHsATUs He Obu1o. Ecinu BOT B3STH
M3HAYaJIbHO IIKOJIbI Kak quuei bunum MunoBanus Jluneit rae st padorato aa, paHblie OHU
Ha3piBasMCch Kazaxcko-Typeukuii auuel, rae s padotaro. [IoToM 1o HEKOTOPBIM COOOpaKEHUSM,
YTO IMOMEHIN Ha3BaHue Ha BIL, moToMy 4TO 3TH IIKOJIBI HUKAKOro OTHOWIEHU K Typuun He
UMEET, I0ATOMY B3sUTH MEPEUMEHOBAIM. JTa IIKOJIA MOJHOCThIO paboTaeT 1Mol pyKOBOJCTBO
MunuctepctBom Pecniyonuku Kazaxcran. Korja 3Tu mikossl OTKpbIBaIMCh BOOOIIE 3TO MOCTE
HezaBucumoctu 90, 91 3TH m1Kossl H3HaYaIbHO OBLIIM TaKUMU. BOT HayuHbIe IpeAMETHI BOT KaK
¢u3nKa XuMusi OMOJIOTHs, OHU U3HAYAJIbHO MPENOAaBAIMCh HA aHIIMICKOM. bputn yuuTens... To
€CTb TaKasl IporpaMmMa N3HadaiabHO, 3TO IPUMEPHO 25 sieT ToMy Haszaa. [lotom... umes BoT
TaKoM BOT O4YE€Hb XOpouInii oneIT. OueHpb xopoiue yueHuku. [lorom BoT B 10M roay
otkpsiBarch HUIlleBckue mikosbl. Y HUX TOXe ObLIa 3Ta 1eJIb 00y4yaTh 3TH MPEIMETHI Ha
anrnuiickom./lo opunmansaoro Hazsanusa KJINJI unu tpexs3pruns. B npunnumne stu
[IPENOAABAIACH, OTU IIPEAMETHI IIPEMIOIABAIMCH HA aHIVIMMCKOM UMEHHO B 3THX IIKOJIAX TO €CTh
B bunum nHHOBaLKA, TOT/Aa OHU OBUTN Ka3aXCKO TYPELKUMH JTULEIMU

INTERVIEWER: A BOT KaK TOIbKO 00BSBUIN TpeXbsi3blune, BbI I 1€ mpoxoausn Barn TpeHUHT
CLIL, otnipaBnsuin 11 Bac Ha TpeHUHTH?

INTERVIEWEE: Taxk... B To BpeMms koraa s o0yudanacs KJINJI, Torna s ve padorana 8 BUJIL. A
TOr/1a paboTalia, TOJIBKO TOTJa OTKPbUIACH IIKOJIBI 2 TO/fa CYIIECTBOBAIM HIKOJIBI. DTO IIKOJIA
Obu1a aHanoroM bunu MunoBanusa Jlumen, HO TaM eIMHCTBEHHOE OBbLJIO CMEIIaHHbIE, TO €CTh Y
Hac goryctuM gender-segregated, a TaM MHUKC CKYJI, TO €CTh MaJIbYMK JIeBOUKU oO0yyanuck. Hy..
BUJI stum oTnimuaercs kak To gender- segragated. Korga pa6orana Acrana Marmum Ckyn
TOrJa Ta MIKOJIA OTKPBLUIACh BTOPOM roJl. ITO YacTHas MIKoJa. B 3TOM 1MIKoJIe MEHs OTIPaBUIN
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obyvarbcst mo KJIWJI. [Tonyuyaercst Mbl 00y4anuch TpH WK 4yeThipe Mecsia B meHtpe Orleu. To
ectb Orleu Hac o0yy4an, u 'y Hac ecTh TO ecTh y MeHs ectb KJINJL

INTERVIEWER: NntepecHo. A kak 10110 NpoBOIWICS TPEHUHT opranu3anueit Opiuey?
INTERVIEWEE: D710 re-to Tpu Mecsia Kypcbl. Mbl Kak Obl.. TO €CTh HAaC MOJTHOCTHIO
0CBOOOJIMIIM OT CBOEH JAOJKHOCTH MBI TyZla XOJIWJIM € yTpa J10 Beuepa. S celiuac BCIIOMHIO,
ceryac CKaxy, Mbl Ha4aJld B CEHTsI0pe. BOT CeHTAOph OKTSIOph HOSIOPG.

INTERVIEWER: C xakumu npo6iaemamu Bbl CTONKHYIMCH BO BpeMst 00yueHus1?
INTERVIEWEE: Hy Bo nepBbIX, st BOT Tak CKaxy 333M. 111 MeHs BOOOIIE KaKETCS YTO
nonnManue KJINJI Boobmie nckaxxkeno B Kazaxcrane. B yem 3to npossisiercs. KJINJI on cam o
cebe Learning Integrated, Content na?. A y Hac Bcerna B mkoisax tpeoytot 100 nporeHTHO
3TOro, U Kak Obl 3T0 110 nepsbiX. M Ha ¢one 3T0r0, (hoH Takoil uyBcTBYeTcsi. COOTBETCTBEHHO
MHOTHE YUUTEIs T€, KOTOpble TaM noexanu co MHoi oOyuats KJIWJL, y HuX B npuHIune
3JIEMEHTapHO He ObLIO caMoro 6a30BOro. OTH MpernoiaBaTeny OnoJoruu GU3NKH, XUMUH,
reorpaduy, OHM B IPUHIIMIIE Y HUX OHU HE YUYW aHTJIMACKUH B IpUHIUIE B YHUBEepe. OHU
YUWIIM HeMeUKUH ¢paniy3ckuil. 3to Bropoe. Tpenep neByuika monoaas. OHa cama oueHb
Moutoz1ast. OHa HE MOKET MPEICTaBUTh peaabHOCTh Ka3 1Ko, Ha caMoM Jielie Ha pakTUKe. ITo
BO nepBbIX. 1 BO BTOPBIX cama MOJHOCThIO He moHuMana uro takoe KJIMJI. Ona ouenn
cTapanach, cnacu6o eit Oospiioe. OHa OblIa B 3TOM LEHTPE, €IMHCTBEHHBIM YEJIOBEKOM
KOTOPBIH pealbHO 4TO TO JEJIACT.



