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Abstract

Challenges Teaching in Kazakh as L2
One of the most recent strategic developments of the country is language policy based on the
cultural project “Trinity of Languages”. In education it is implemented as trilingual policy.
The main focus of this qualitative master thesis is to explore geography teachers’ perceptions
about challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 at Russian-medium groups (RMGS).
This study can be a valuable contribution to language-in-education policy research and
practices in Kazakhstani trilingual context at micro and macro levels of trilingual policy and
planning.
The research purpose is to explore teachers’ perceptions about facing challenges in teaching
geography in Kazakh as L2 to RMGs, what practices they use to address the challenges in
their classroom practices, and how teachers’ perceive the role of pupils’ environment in
learning content in Kazakh as L2. Interviews, classroom observations and syllabi analyses
were used to explore perceptions about L2 challenges of purposefully selected four teachers
(two teachers in each selected NIS) from two parts of Kazakhstan (western and northern). The
empirical findings showed unevenly developed Kazakh L2 proficiency, low academic
vocabulary proficiency and learners’ environment perceived as major challenges. Based on the
language-in education framework within community policy perspective NIS is significant L2
and L3 even L1 enhancement platform whereas home language environment seemed as
challenge and benefits under certain circumstances. The least important issue is pronunciation
in L2 in CLIL lessons. There is one challenge related to syllabi, as it was revealed both
Kazakh and Russian medium classes use one syllabus with similar aims, outcomes, and

materials. Teachers did not consider it as a problem. Locations of schools as a challenge were

Vi
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not proved. This study helps local policy experts understand teaching challenges in Kazakh as

L2 based on the study framework.
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AHHOTaLUA

Tpyanoctu IIpenogaBanus Ha Kazaxckom fA3bike Kak Ha Bropom S3bike
OaHUM U3 OCAEAHUX CTPATErMUYECKUX HAMPABICHUN PAa3BUTHUS CTPAHBI SBIIAETCS SI3bIKOBAs
MOJINTUKA, OCHOBAaHHAs HA KyJIbTYpHOM IpoekTe « TpueanHcTBO S3b1K0BY». B 00pazoBanuun
3TOT MNPOEKT PEATU3YETCs KAK MOJUTHKA TPEXBA3BIYMS. | TaBHAs LI€Tb TOM MarucTepcKon
JccepTaluy, OCHOBAHHOW Ha KaU€CTBEHHOM aHAJIU3€, SABJISIETCS U3YYEHUE BOCIIPUSTHS
TPYAHOCTEH B MpEIoaBaHuy reorpaduu Ha Ka3axCKOM SI3bIKE, KaKk Ha BTOPOM si3bike (S12), B
PYCCKOSI3IYHOM KJIacce. DTO UCCIAEAOBAHUE MOKET CTAaTh LIEHHBIM BKJIaJIOM B IIOJIUTUKY
HCCJICIOBAHMSI U MIPAKTUKY Ka3aXCTAHCKOTO S3BIKOBOTO OOPa30BaHMsI B KOHTEKCTE
Tpexbsa3bluns. B paboTe aHanu3upyeTcs BOCIPUATHE YUUTEIIMHU MPOOIeM, BOSHUKAIOIIIX
npu 00y4eHuu reorpaduu Ha Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKE, KaK Ha BTOPOM SI3BIKE, B PYCCKOSI3bIYHOM
KJIacCe; BMECTE C TEM KaKH€ METO/bl UCIIOIb3YIOT YUUTEIIS - IPEAMETHUKH JIJISl PEILICHUS
npo0sieM B cBoei mpakTuke. Takxke aHaTU3UPYETCs KaK YUUTEeNs] BOCIPUHUMAIOT
YUYEHHUECKYIO Cpelly M €€ poJib B U3yYeHHH MPEIMETOB Ha Ka3aXxCKOM si3bIke Kak 2. B xone
UCCIIeIOBaHMsI, Ut cOopa HH(pOpMAIUH, OBLITH MPOBEACHBI MOTY(hOpMalbHbIE
WHAWBUAyallbHbIE HHTEPBBIO, HAOMIOIEHIE YPOKOB; OB MPOAHATU3UPOBAH YTBEPKACHHBIN
MpEeIMETHBIN TIIaH ISl U3y4eHHs BOCIpUATH npobieM 2. MHo0 ObLTH 1eeHanpaBIeHHO
BbIOpanbl yeTblpe yunurenss HUII nyx perrnonos Ka3axcrana (3amagHoi 1 ceBEpHOM 4acTH).
OMIIUPUYECKUE JJAHHBIEC BHISIBUIIN HEPABHOMEPHOCTH PA3BUTHI BTOPOTO SI3bIKA, HU3KHI
aKaJIEeMUYECKUI YPOBEHD BJIQJICHUS JIEKCUKOM, a YYEHUYECKas Cpe/la PyCCKOSA3bIYHBIX KIacCOB
BOCIPUHHMAETCS Kak cepbe3Has npodnema. [lonutuka o6pazoBanusi, Kak OCHOBA 3TOT0
HCCIIEA0BAaHMs, BKIIFOUAaeT HECKOJIBKO MOIUTHK coobmecTsa HUIII u aBiisieTcss OCHOBHOM
Cpenoi UM cooOIIEeCTBOM, T/ YCIentHo pa3BuBaroTcs A2, S3, a rakxe fA1. Onnako, apyras

(tomarHss) S3bIKOBAs Cpesia MOXKET ObITh PACCMOTPEHA U Kak MpoliieMa 1 Kak BhIrojJa B
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pa3BUTHU S12 B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT OTIPEICICHHBIX 00CcTOATEeNHCTB. HanMenee BaxkHOM
npo0semMoit siBsieTcst mpousHouieHue B 12 Ha ypokax CLIL. B xoxe c6opa nabopmanmu s
JAHHO# paboThI OBLIO BBISBICHO, YTO B APAILIEIIAX, U C 00yUEeHHEM Ha Ka3aXCKOM SI3BIKE U C
o0y4eHHEeM Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, HCIIOJIb3YETCsl OJTHA IPOrpaMMa ¢ OJJMHAKOBBIMHU IEJISIMH,
O)KUIaEMBIMU PE3yJIbTaTAMU U MaTepUAIaMH, YTO YUUTEISIMH Teorpapuu He
paccmaTpuBaeTcs Kak rpooinema. I'eorpaduueckoe nonoxenne HUIL kak nmpoGiiema He Oblia
noaTBepxkeHa. [IpemioxkeHHoe uccie10BaHne TTIOMOYKET MECTHBIM dKCIIepTaM 00pa30BaHHS

IMOHATH TPYAHOCTH HIPCIIOJaBAHUA HA Ka3aXCKOM A3bIKC KaK Ha BTOPOM S3bIKC.
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AHgaTna

Ka3zak Tiini Exinmi Tin peringe OkpiTy KUbIHABIKTAPBI

EnpiH COHFBI CTpATErvsUIBIK OAFBITTAPBIHBIH Oipi MoeHH x00a «Timaepain
YIITYFBIPIBIIBIFBD) HET131H e TiN casicathl. binim Gepy camackiga Oy sko0a YIITUAUTIK
casicat peTiHje )Ky3ere acslpburya. OCcbl MaruCTpIIiK JUCCEPTALUSHBIH 0ACThHl MAKCATHI
camaJibIK TaJIay apKbUIbI OPBIC CHIHBINTAPBIHA Ka3ak Timinae ekinmi Tin (T2) peringe
reorpadusi MOHIH OKBITY KHBIHABIKTApBIH 3epTTey. by 3eprrey KazakcTaHHBIH YIITIIALTIK
KOHTEKCIHJETI TUIIIK OiiM Oepy casicaThl MEH IPAKTHKACHI 3ePTTEYIIepiHe KYHIBI YIIEC KOCYBI
MYMKiH. OCBI 3epTTeyze reorpadusi OKbITYIIBIIAPBIHBIH OPbIC CBIHBINTAPBIH/IA KAa3aK TUTIHE
reorpadust MOHIH OKBITY KUBIHJIBIKTAPhI TYPaJbl, OJAp/IbIH cadaK Oepy TaxipOueciHae KaHaan
ozicTep i midjaiaHa OTBIPHIN COJI KUBIHBIKTAPIaH MIBIFY TYPasbl )KOHE KaHIIAIBIKTHI
OKYIIBUIAP IBIH OPTACKHI TUIACH 0acKa moHAepAl Ka3ak Timinae T2 perinae yipeHyaeri podi
Typajbl TYCIHIKTEpIH 3epTTel 1. MyFamiMaep/iH Ka3akK TUIl eKIHIII TUI PETIHE OKBITY
KUBIHABIKTAphl TypaJibl TYCIHIKTEp] cyx0arTacy, cabakTbl OaKplIay MeH OEKITUITEH MoH
IpOrpaMMAcChIH TaIay apKbLIbl JKHHAKTAIbI. KazakcTaHHBIH €Ki oHipiHe (0aThIC kKoHe
conrycrik)opHanackan Ha3apoaes 3usitkepiiik Mekrenrepiner (H3M) Tept noH MyraimMin
MaKCaTThl TYpPAE 1pIKTEY TOCUIIH NaiiianaHbll 3epTTeyTre KaTbICyFa IaKbIPbUIIbI.
OMIUPUKAJIBIK JepeKTep OOMBIHIIA OPBIC TUIAL CHIHBIN OKYLIBUIAPHI apachlHa €KIHII TIAIH
OipkesKi 60JIMaybl, aKaAeMHUSIIBIK JTEKCUKaHBIH TOMEH O0JIybI )KOHE OKYIIBIIAPBIH OPTAChI
HET13T1 KUBIHBIKTAp peTinae kepceTuiai. Ockl 3epTTeyIiH Heri3l O0nFaH mindix 6inim bepy
cascamul apKbUTbl SMIIMPUKAIBIK I€PEKTEp TalJaHa bl. ATajaFaH 3epTTey HeTi31H/er1
KaybIMJIaCTBIK casicaThl TypFbicbiHaH H3M yiuI Tii1i JaMbITaThIH TU1aTdopMa peTinie

KapacThIpbUIabl. Anaiia OKyIIbUIApABIH YHIET1 TUIAIK opTackl Oenriii Oip »kargainapaa
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FaHa eKIHII TUIAIH AaMybIiHA KeIepT1 HeMece MYMKIH/IIK O€peTiH OpTa peTiHe allKbIH I IbI.
Ocpnr1 3eptTey OGappichinaa CLIL Tocini apkpuIbl yipeHy/Ie eKiHII TUIAE Ke3/1eCEeTIH auThLTy
KHUBIHIBIKTAPhl MAaHBI3/IBl €MEC €KCHI aHBIKTAJJIbI. 3ePTTEY/IET] SMITUPHUKAIIBIK JCPEKTEP
HET131H/e Ka3aK yKoOHE OPBIC CHIHBINTAPBIH/A MMl IaTaHBUTIATHIH ITOH/IIK OaraapiaMa Ma3MYHBI,
cabak MakcaTTapbl MEH KYTIJICTIH HOTHXeNep Oip/ael eKeHl aHbIKTaIIbl. byt skaFaai i1 oH
MYFaTiMJIepl OKBITY KHBIHIBIKTAPhI PETIHIE KapacThipMabl. MeKTenTepaiH reorpadusuibiK
OpHaiacy MEeKeH1 TUIIK eMec MOHIep i YIpeHyae KUBbIHIBIK PETIHAE pacTaiaraH koK. by
3epTTey KEePruTiKTi O17TiM capaniibuiapbiHa Ka3akK Tl eKiHII TiJ PEeTiHAE OKBITY

KHUBIHABIKTAPBIH TYCIHYTe KOMEKTece i
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Introduction
Background to The Study

At the end of the twentieth century almost all newly independent post-Soviet states
were involved in language planning as a means to unite and strengthen their nation (Landau &
Kellner-Heinkele, 2001; Fierman, 1991, Fierman, 2009; Smagulova, 2006; Smagulova, 2016).
Kazakh as a state language was adopted on the eve of independence in 1989-1990 (Pavlenko,
2008; Schlyter, 2013, Smagulova, 2008). Kazakhstan remained as one of the Russified
countries among the Central Asian republics even after the independence (Rees & Williams,
2017; Schlyter, 2013). Exceptional diversity in some parts of Kazakhstan territory made it
difficult to raise the status of Kazakh (Schlyter, 2013; Suleimenova, Shaimerdenova &
Akanova, 2008; Smagulova, 2016). Thus, in regaining the status of Kazakh, geographical
locations, urban and rural environments considered as one of the issues in language policy
planning (Schlyter, 2013; Smagulova, 2016).

The 1995 Kazakh Constitution states that “the Kazakh language is the sole state
language in Kazakhstan”, a policy was aptly referred as a ‘kazakhization’ (Matuszkiewicz,
2010). But right after that, Kazakhstan adopted a multilingual / bilingual language policy by
assigning the status of Russian as an official language of interethnic communication which can
be used on par with the state language in Kazakhstan (Concept as cited in Yakavets, 2014, p.
15). Such misbalance of the state language use forced government agencies (less than 40% of
the population was Russians) to release a new Law on Languages in 1997 (Yakavets, 2014,
p.15; Schlyter, 2013). After the adoption of the Law on Languages a series of programs and
cultural project “Trinity of Languages” was suggested to strengthen the status of the state
language in all social domains of the state (Office of the President, 2013; State Programme for

Development and Functioning of Languages for 2001-2010, 2001; State Programme for
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Development and Functioning of Languages for 2010-2020, 2011); In the following years, the
President of the country in his annual addresses to the nation set new goals for increasing
economic competitiveness of the country which were geared toward the promotion and
elevation of Kazakh (Nazarbayev, 2012). It is aimed that Kazakh will take a leading role in all
spheres of society with increasing share of Kazakh users to 95% by 2020, and proficiency in
Russian will reach to 90%. In addition, English speaking citizens are expected to constitute at
least 20% (Government of Kazakhstan as cited in Mehisto et. al., 2014).

In Kazakhstani education that cultural project is being realized as trilingual policy
(Goodman & Karabassova, under review; lyldyz, 2017). From sociolinguistic perspective
current situation toward the state language is improving due to educational reform
(Smagulova, 2016). The role of education reform as Smagulova (2016) stated becomes an
“instrumental in re-acquisition of Kazakh by the younger generation” (p. 102). Her
sociolinguistic research revealed positive attitudes among young urban and rural generation to
the state language use.

Statement of The Problem

Today, implementation of trilingual education in secondary school system is one of the
most urgent tasks in Kazakhstan. Pre requisites of the policy, schools are now expected to
provide education in three languages, Kazakh, Russian and English by 2019 (Information
Analytic Center, 2017). In this regard, trilingual policy has been implemented in Nazarbayev
Intellectual Schools (NIS) in Kazakhstani context since 2008 (Mehisto, 2015). Today there are
20 NIS schools which are working in all regions of Kazakhstan. Based on these goals, NIS
support and implement trilingual education model where all Kazakh, Russian and English are
taught as subjects and are used as language of instruction, i.e. (Nazarbayev Intellectual

Schools, 2017).
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Key trilingual implementation tools within NIS are team-teaching practices for both
language and non-language classrooms, CLIL approach for teaching content subjects in L2
and in L3, and language immersion policy for language subjects (AEO NIS, 2013). Without
considering NIS learners’ first language (L1) 10% of subjects are taught in the second
language (L2) either in Kazakh or in Russian from the 7" -till 9" grade (Goodman &
Karabassova, under review; Information Analytic Center, 2017; Mehisto et al., 2014; Mehisto,
2015; Shamshidinova et al., 2014) except two NIS where learners attend from kindergarten
age (Kokshetau & Taldykorgan) (Information Analytic Center, 2017). Moreover, as was
mentioned above NIS located in different parts of Kazakhstan therefore, from historical
sociolinguistic perspective locations can influence on learning subjects’ in Kazakh as L2 or in
Russian as L2.

This research refers to secondary school content teachers’ perceptions of challenges in
teaching subject in Kazakh as L2 within trilingual policy implementation. The study literature
review found out a few past studies which focused on trilingual policy and planning issues in
classroom teaching and learning (Khamidulina, 2016; lyldiz, 2017; Mehisto et al., 2014;
Shegenova, 2016) and more detailed analyses are in Chapter 2. In this vein, Information
Analytic Center (2017) reported necessity of all teachers who are involved in trilingual
implementing process to attain purposefully three languages; to learn, improve and use
regularly teaching methods for conducting academic subjects in L2 or in L3 embracing
Content Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and for education coordinators Information
Analytic Center (2017) recommended to compile separate subject plans and course
plans/syllabi for learners’ who study one subject in the same language, for example, “separate
programs for History of Kazakhstan for groups with Kazakh and Russian languages of

instruction” (p. 172) . All past studies revealed insufficient Kazakh language level to study
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content subjects in L2 or in L3. Hence, such recommendations state that there are many
challenges in trilingual education policy and planning processes which should be reflected and
researched in a regular base to understand and to help both for teachers and learners in
promoting their competences in three languages.
Significance of The Study

While there are many studies on teaching content subjects in L2 in secondary school in
the world practice, there is a little attention have paid on interaction in teaching subjects in L2
using CLIL approach (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols as cited in Mayo & Basterrechea, 2017).
Nikula, Dalton-Puffer and Llinares (2013) echoed the same sentiment that there is not much
research on how language and content “issues are learnt and used in an integrated way” in
constructing knowledge in L2 (p. 86). In Kazakhstani context there is a very little research
about variability of learners’ environment and its role in teaching content subjects in Kazakh
as L2 within trilingual policy implementation except Information Analytic Center report
recommendations (2017). So, this study explores Geography teachers’ perceptions of
challenges in teaching in Kazakh as L2 in CLIL condition at RMGs contributing to the above
mentioned past studies within NIS trilingual classroom. In addition, this study can explain
influence of each related language-in education policy domains for better understanding
teaching issue of non-language subjects in Kazakh as L2 settings.
Purpose of The Study

The purpose of this study is to examine Geography teachers’ challenges in teaching in
Kazakh as L2 in RMGs in Grade 8 and Grade 9 in two NIS. They are located in different parts
of Kazakhstan (northern and western) and based on the third research question it is significant

to identify learners’ environment role in learning subjects in Kazakh as L2 from teachers’
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perspective. This study can be significant for local experts and policy makers and teachers
who are involved in trilingual policy and planning.
Research Questions
To understand teaching challenges in Kazakh as L2 this study seeks to address the following
research questions:
1 .What kind of challenges do geography teachers face teaching in Kazakh to Russian medium
groups (RMGs)?
Sub-questions: i. What are teachers’ perceptions of students’ Kazakh as L2 proficiency level?
ii. What are teachers’ perceptions of teaching materials?

2. What practices do teachers use to address these challenges?
3. How do they perceive the role of students’ environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as
L2?
These questions identify specific L2 challenges, availability degree of teaching materials and
their relevance for learners’ proficiency level, preparation time and spending energy for
creating materials. Moreover, this study can indicate what practices Geography teachers
implement to deal with facing challenges in teaching in Kazakh as L2. Finally, whether
geographical locations of NIS reveal various perceptions of learners’ environment and its role
in learning subjects in Kazakh as L2

The aim of this study is not to generalize the findings to all secondary schools or to all
NIS; it is rather focused on a particular subject teachers from two NIS (more information
about NIS is provided in Chapter 2). The samples of this study are four Geography teachers
(two from each NIS) who teach geography in Russian-medium groups. The compiled study

questions are explored through semi-structured interviews, classroom observations and syllabi
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analyses (more detailed information about the study methodology and instruments are in
Chapter 3).
Outline of The Study

In the introduction chapter, | explained the reasons of my research choice, presenting
background to this study explaining problems, significance, purpose and questions of the
study. Chapter 2 overviewed language policy and language planning definitions underlying the
official language functions based on international and national contexts examining historical
and current sociolinguistic situations. Teachers’ role in improving new education reform was
reviewed from language-in-education perspective. NIS as trilingual policy planning platform
has been reviewed.in the scope of this study framework language role in CLIL and CLIL as
content subject teaching method had been analyzed. At the end of Chapter 2 the conceptual
framework of this study is explained and analyzed. Its focus was five language in-education
policies and embedded two more frameworks which help to understand perceptions of
teaching challenges in Kazakh as L2. Chapter 3 presents outline of methodology of qualitative
research design and the rational of sample and site selection decisions and chosen instruments
referring to the research questions. The last section describes ethical considerations,
researcher’s positionality, trustworthiness issues and limits which can be significant for this
study. Chapter 4 compiles the research findings of Geography teachers’ perceptions of
teaching challenges in Kazakh as L2 in (Grades 8 and 9) Russian-medium groups. Chapter 5
synthesizes the previous chapter findings. Chapter 6 offers recommendations and implications

for teaching practice and for local policy experts, and for future research.
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Chapter2: Literature Review

Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative study is to explore teachers’ perceptions of challenges
in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium groups (RMGs ) based on the
following research questions: 1. What kind of challenges do geography teachers face teaching
in Kazakh as L2 in Russian medium groups (RMGs)?
Sub-questions: i. what are teachers’ perceptions of students’ Kazakh as L2 proficiency level?

ii. What are teachers’ perceptions of teaching materials?
2. What practices do teachers use to address these challenges?
3. How do they perceive the role of students’ environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as
L2?
In keeping the focus of the study primarily on examining challenges in teaching geography in
Kazakh as L2 as part of trilingual policy process, it is important to highlight that literature
review will provide components of macro planning where policy decisions within micro level
practices are realized. In light of the study purpose, seven major interconnected areas of
literature were critically reviewed: (1) overview of language policy and planning: a definition,
(2) official language functions and weakness of language policy and planning examples, (3)
language-in-education policy and planning (LIEPP), (4) classroom practitioners as language
policy-makers and/or agents, (5) Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools: a new language-in-
education policy and planning platform, (6) CLIL approach in teaching content subjects in L2,
(7) the roles of language in CLIL. In the final part of this chapter | present my conceptual
framework.

Overview of language policy and planning: a definition
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Planning and implementation concepts of decision processes at different levels and
domains around language have been termed in different ways and used interchangeably-
language planning (Cooper, 1989; Ferguson, 2006; Haugen as cited in Johnson, 2013; Kaplan
& Baldauf, 1997); language policy (Ricento, 1996; Shohamy, 2006; Spolsky, 2004) language
policy and planning (LPP) (Fettes, 1997; Hornberger, 2006; Hornberger & Ricento, 1996;)
and language planning and language policy (Liddicoat, 2013).

Language policy is set of either deliberate bottom up, overt, explicit, de jure choices or
top down, covert, implicit, de facto choices made up to establish “relationship between
language and social life” (Djite, 1994; p. 64 see also Johnson, 2013). Language planning or
language implementation usually emerges as result of language policy (Johnson, 2013; see
also Cooper, 1989; Djite, 1994; Ferguson, 2006).

Education area is tended to be one of the significant instruments for “the attainment of
wider status planning goals” (Ferguson, 2006, p. 34; see also Cooper, 1989) which
disseminates national standard language increasing quantity of language users. Language
policy and language planning for learning have been separated and called by Cooper (1989)
“Acquisition planning”, or “Language-in-education policy and planning” (Kaplan & Baldauf,
1997). According to Fishman (2006) education focused on young people and it can be
operated as a “very useful and highly irreversible language-shift mechanism” (p.320). In other
words, the role of education has been acknowledged in the language planning process.
However, education / school is not the only realm where language learning policies occurred.
Some studies established that (Hornberger; 2006; see also Ricento, 1996) literature, religion,
mass media and work as additional areas where implementation of literacy development,
maintenance programs and acquisition of additional languages can be introduced (Baldauf,

2006; Ferguson, 2006; Johnson, 2013; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; Liddicoat, 2013).
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Hence, language policy is a kind of intention to achieve national, social cohesion;
language planning accomplishing the planned tasks to deal with the revealed language
problems. This study avoids detailed discussions of corpus planning, status planning and
prestige planning though they are parts of the whole language policy and planning theory and
practice models.

Official Language Functions and Weakness of Language Policy and Planning Examples

Language policy and planning is (LPP) a powerful mechanism which can build a
cohesive community, facilitating to raise the status of the official language. The official
language status based on social functions can have three types as Stewart (as cited in Cooper,
1989, p.99) defined: official, working and symbolic. In some countries the official language
status cannot be evenly spread among the community as a result, the official language cannot
function equally in certain domains of the society (Cooper, 1989). It depends on many LPP
factors and time but some factors can be beyond LPP, for instance, the case Quechua in Peru
would explicitly demonstrate language policy and planning limitation or weakness (Ferguson,
2006). Quechua in 1976 was accepted as co-official language with Spanish in Peru however,
dominance of Spanish speakers impeded meaningful implementation of Quechua (Ferguson,
2006, p.12). In other words, Quechua could not actively be functioned as official or working
language that time.

In other case, for successful implementation of LPP goals needed time, Spolsky (2004)
reported that Canadian city of Montreal where early 1960s it was noticed imbalance use of
English and French. Nevertheless, forty years later French language could function as working
language extending its use in some public domains. Behind that achievements there were

many explicit policy and planning interventions at governmental level which were enforced
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by law (p.5).

The third case can be Kazakh as the official language of Kazakhstan which is not
actively used in some parts of Kazakhstan after dissolution of the Soviet era. Though, many
reform initiatives and legal documents are being issued to strengthen the state language status
through all dimensions of society (Fimyar, Yakavets & Bridges, 2014; Yakavets & Dzhadrina,
2014; Yakavets, 2014). In early periods of independence majority of urban population spoke
Russian and most Russian and Slavic settlers lived in northern, central and eastern parts of
Kazakhstan (Schlyter, 2013, p.876 see also Pavlenko, 2008). One of the historical reasons was
Agrarian Reform when Slavic and Russian population had to move to certain territories of
Kazakhstan (Mehisto, et. al., 2014, p. 153). This administrative map of Kazakhstan (KZ) can
be helpful to visualize in what parts of Kazakhstan have been more Russified than others. It

was retrieved from Wikipedia and was adapted (January, 2017).
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Figure 1. Administrative map of Kazakhstan (Retrieved from Wikipedia and adapted)
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In other parts of Kazakhstan there was bilingual Kazakh speaking population. But rural ones
interacted mainly in Kazakh. This situation was named as “a segregated language community”
(Schlyter, 2013, p. 876). That time Russians clearly outweighed in the number than the titular
language posers (Landau and Kellner—Heinkele, 2001) but by 2009 Kazakhs became majority
constituting 63.1% of the whole Kazakhstan population (Mehisto, 2015).

Moreover, there are additional empirical studies related to Kazakhstan’s language
policy and planning issues which focused on the aspects of nation-building, state building and
national identity (Dave, 2007; Fierman, 1998; Kellner-Henkele & Landau, 2001); language
use from sociolinguistic perspective (Smagulova, 2008; 2016; Suleimenova, 2009); historical
records and examination of language policy development (Kuzhabekova, 2009); ethnic power
ties (Matuszkeiwicz, 2010; Smagulova, 2006). From sociolinguistic perspective Smagulova
(2016) based on mixed-methods study revealed that Kazakh is gaining social prestige among
urban and rural young generation and becoming “a must-know language” (p.102) and it is
perceived as language for further social promotion and mobility in Kazakhstani content.

Overall, any modifications in language and in language policy can have “correlated
effect and causes” (Spolsky, 2004, p. 6) to other contexts of society. Still locations may
influence in learning subjects in Kazakh as L2 though, sociolinguistic study data positively
interpret urban and rural learners’ attitude to acquire Kazakh as the official language. The
following paragraph will selectively describe and analyze language-in-education policies

(Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997) which are pertinent to this study.
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Language-in-Education Policy and Planning

In education sphere Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) defined six major dimensions within
language-in-education policies: “Curriculum Policy, Personnel Policy, Materials and Policy,
Community Policy, and Evaluation Policy” (p. 124; see also Baldauf, 2006). Liddicoat (2013)
calls them “the mechanics of providing languages in schooling” (p.7) within the education
system which support language acquisition: Johnson (2013) echoed the same sentiment calling
them as “key implementation procedures for language policy and planning” (p.53). In the
following paragraphs of the study the above mentioned language-in-education implementation
areas will be examined in detail except evaluation policy area, because this study does not
focus on holistic evaluation of NIS trilingual policy implementation processes. As Kaplan and
Baldauf (1997) defined, Evaluation Policy examines curriculum as “teacher and learner
success/ interest, cost effectiveness, societal change and basic policy” (p.124).

Curriculum policy is centralized and mandated by “educationists, educational linguists,
or curriculum experts as policy makers” (Baldauf, Li & Zhao, 2010, p. 239); what subjects
will be taught, how many hours with clear objectives, should all achieve the same proficiency
level and specific assessment tools (Liddicoat, 2013). According to Kaplan and Baldauf
(1997) the first issue is to identify how much time needed for language instruction and second
issue is when to begin language instructions (p.128). Language instruction can be varied from
one education system to another in the world. For instance, in late immersion programs
learners start learning content subjects in the second/ foreign language beginning secondary
school (Willis, 2010 see also Johnson & Swain, 1994). Curriculum policy sets realistic class
size for learners and overall instruction hours (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997) as they admitted if
communication enhances language learning ability then reduced class size can be valued.

Sometimes, some subjects are required to be taught in that target language, though “it requires
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specialized teachers and teaching materials” (p. 129). In addition, if the organization or policy
makers are interested in getting better results they are to think about programs that are used
out of class (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p. 129), for example, summer schools at NIS (Board of
AEO NIS, 2015). And they added that if such additional summer vacation schools will be
introduced at “high/ junior level (Grades 7, 8, and 9)” learners can become more proficient in
the target language communication. In high school learners (10/11 grade) just improve their
reading and writing skills (p.130). The next paragraph reviews personnel policy area.

Personnel policy embraces recruitment of teaching staff; identification of sort of
education necessary to prepare teachers for new education policy and how to meet standards
through professional learning (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; see also Liddicoat, 2004; 2013).
According to Baldauf, Li and Zhao (2010) personnel policy can be different from one country
to another (p. 238) and from one educational organization to another. The main issue within
this policy is to organize pre-service trainings for meeting with policy and planning needs
which can be recommended further in-service training courses or programs (Baldauf, Li &
Zhao, 2010 see also Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997).

Materials Policy considers what methodology and materials can be prescribed for
language study (Liddicoat, 2013). For instance, CLIL is one of the recommended
methodological approaches which promote trilingual implementation process where content
subjects are taught in L2 or in L3 (AEO NIS, 2013). Liddicoat (2004) argued that methods
explicitly discussed “when there is a perception that existing teaching approaches are
problematic” (p.154); for example, the learners’ low results of language tests were perceived
as a result of implemented grammar-oriented methodology in China context and it was
replaced by communicative language teaching approach (Hu as cited in Liddicoat, 2004; Liao

as cited in Liddicoat, 2004). However, teaching practice should be treated as multifaceted
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problem with other impactful factors (Liddicoat, 2004). Liddicoat argues that from language
teaching perspective in policy level there is still lack of attention to innovations in method in
this turn Markee (as cited in Liddicoat, 2004) characterized teacher as part of this change in

language teaching as follows:

level of language proficiency and level of professional learning and cultural
dimensions such as expected learning and teaching styles, learners and teacher roles,
expected outcomes of language learning and patterns of classroom interaction may all

influence the practical impact of method change at the policy level. (p. 155)

In other words, within language-in-education policy new approaches cannot be accepted or
may fail if policy ignore or give little attention to the context where teaching is happening.
Thus, language-in-education planning provides appropriate methods which are consonant with
authentic teaching materials and relevant with teachers’ expectations.

Community policy considers various approaches toward “parental attitudes, funding
sources, recruiting teachers/ students” (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p. 124). NIS creates summer
school courses to enhance learners’ L2 and L3 and L1 competencies (Board of AEO NIS,
2015). Overall, the main mission of this policy area is to create approaches which can
convince learners, and adults that “language education” (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p.135) and
learning are as valuable as other activities in children’s lives.

Overall, initially the reviewed Kaplan and Baldauf’s framework is very important to
understand formal classroom teaching and learning issues from language- in-education policy
and planning perspectives.

Classroom Practitioners as Language Policy-Makers and/or Agents
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This study examines teachers’ perceptions of challenges in teaching geography in
Kazakh as L2 at secondary classroom from language-in-education policy and planning
perspective. Baldauf (as cited in Baldauf, 2006; see also Nguyen & Bui, 2015) is one of the
first researchers who defined the valuable contribution of teachers in language implementation
practice and they are regarded as important variables in the epicenter of language planning
processes (Throop, 2007). The centrality of teachers in language planning development at
classroom level is proposed by Ricento and Hornberger (1996; see also Skilton-Sylvester,
2003). Before them, Cooper, (1989) highlights the importance of formal teaching for
promotion of language policy at society level. However, from historical perspective Johnson
(2013) claims that other studies did not explicitly mention educators’ role or their role can be
“undertheorized” (Johnson, 2013; see also Baldauf, 2006; Menken & Garcia, 2010; Nguyen &
Bui, 2015; Priestley, Edwards, Priestly & Miller, 2012). According to Nguyen and Bui (2015)
teachers are “critical actors” in implementing language policy (p.89) because educational
reform and changes as Fullan (as cited in Nguyen & Bui, 2015) argued depend on “what
teachers do and think™ (p.129). In this regard, Stritikus (as cited in Throop, 2007) based on
California teacher’s reaction to English Only policies argued that teacher beliefs, identity, and
learning largely had impact on the implementation of language policy. Throop (2007)
extended Stritikus’ argument that those teacher factors can help to “create more equitable
circumstances for their” learners (p.50). Nevertheless, Throop (2007) recommended that
teachers are necessary to be aware about production and their role within language policy and
planning. Moreover, the attainment of language policy and planning knowledge and teacher’s
role within language policy and planning will lead to the comprehension of how one’s own
teaching practice can create language policy (Throop, 2007, p.50). Overall, teachers need to

see own contribution and policy makers should value teachers role in implementing language
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policy. In the next paragraph the study describes NIS as trilingual implementation platform
reviewing trilingual policy implementation studies from teaching and learning perspectives.
Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools: A New Language-in-Education Policy and Planning
Platform

Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS) has been established by the Autonomous
Educational Organization Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (AEO NIS) in 2008 (Mehisto,
2015); see also Mehisto et. al., 2014). As a result, NIS created own curriculum, own
professional development courses and assessment system (Law of the RK No. 394-1V 2011).
In addition, there are other sub-agencies which promote and support NIS, for instance, Center
for Educational Programs (CEP) which prepares curriculum and organizes teacher training
pre-service courses for NIS and for all Kazakhstani schools distributing the best NIS practices
across the comprehensive schools of Kazakhstan. The Center creates own professional
development courses in corporation with international experts; for more detailed information
there are recommended literature (Mehisto, 2015 see also Shamshidinova et al., 2014).

NIS set a few primary goals: (1) creation of NIS in each regions of Kazakhstan which
become innovative platforms distributing innovative educational programs from pre-school to
high school (Mehisto, 2015 see also Shamshidinova et al., 2014); (2) preparation of intelligent
young generation who would be elite of the country who maintain and promote widely in the
world Kazakh traditions and values (Mehisto, 2015; Nazarbayev, 2009); (3) cultivation of
fluency in three languages (Kazakh , Russian and English) (Mehisto, 2015). The above
mentioned goals would facilitate social cohesion and stability building “a common Kazakh
sense of identity” (Mehisto, 2015, p. 115) and integrate Kazakhstani young generation to be

the part of the world. Consequently, last five years there were a good few studies in trilingual



Challenges Teaching in Kazakh as L2 17

policy implementation in Kazakhstan secondary school context and the following paragraphs
will review those past papers.

Currently there are some officially published past studies directly related to NIS
trilingual policy implementation in NIS context (Khamidulina, 2016; Shegenova, 2016). These
past studies have been conducted by local policy makers or experts who wanted to reveal
trilingual policy benefits or challenges at classroom level. Both research findings used survey,
face to face interviews, and group interviews. Shegenova’s participants were history teachers
who teach history of Kazakhstan from grade 7 in Kazakh for Russian-medium groups whereas
Khamidulina’s participants were local content and language teachers; international teachers
and learners of grades 10 and 12. These past studies revealed that the main impediment in
teaching in L2 is learners’ low proficiency of Kazakh as L2; insufficient experience of
academic subject teachers in Kazakh as L2 and in use of CLIL prior NIS. As a result in both
studies most CLIL teachers wanted CLIL support or are recommended to attend CLIL
seminars. Khamidulina (2016) revealed that learners’ environment is Russian despite of the
learners’ L1 based on survey results. Shegenova recommended to review assessment
requirements and to reduce content of units in History syllabus for Grade 7 or suggested to
move some materials to grades 8 and 9 for Russian medium groups who study history of
Kazakhstan in Kazakh as L2. Khamidulina recommended developing additional supporting
tools or approaches or activities for learners’ with low Kazakh as L2 and raise learners’
motivation to learn Kazakh as L2. Overall, both studies at NIS content revealed that major
issues were learners’ inappropriate L2 levels for content subjects and insufficient CLIL
teaching experiences proposing to make some changes in the content of the syllabus. The

same sentiment or recommendation was echoed by Information Analytic Center (2017).
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Another study reports local educators’ understanding and attitudes toward trilingual
policy implementation; Mehisto et. al. (2014) argued that local education authorities reflected
about cultivation and promotion of trilingual language of instructions as challenging in their
current levels. The educators expressed a big concern about content teachers who can conduct
in English. Besides, researchers found out that there were lack of high quality Kazakh and
English resources and English content resources (p.173); but the main issue was lack of
knowledge and understanding about best international and national trilingual policy practices
among their research participants (p.173). In short, those educators’ resistance to reform
resulted poor and inconsistent understanding of trilingual policy and planning procedures even
though that time NIS had five years’ experience at national level in implementing trilingual
policy.

The latest past study related to trilingual policy and planning is unpublished doctoral
thesis of lyldyz (2017). This qualitative doctoral thesis examined piloting trilingual school
teachers’ understanding and beliefs in interpreting and in appropriating trilingual education
policy in Kazakhstani context. The findings were obtained through interviews and classroom
observations. The major findings were that all ten participants of content subjects accepted
their roles as trilingual education implementers despite the revealed challenges as follows:
insufficient appropriated textbooks, lack of proficiency, limited L2 trainings in methodology
though, they found out ways to deal with them. Her study proposed significance of
recognizing teacher as policy makers in Kazakhstan. Hence, lyldyz defined that teachers of
content subjects need professional pre-service trainings within trilingual policy
implementation processes and recognition of teachers as central in language policy and

planning based on her research framework.
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Overall, NIS is a conduit of trilingual knowledge in Kazakhstan which is being
implemented through various teaching approaches at classroom settings and one of such
approaches will be discussed in the next theme.

CLIL Approach in Teaching Content Subjects in L2

Content Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) concept, term or approach in its short
implementation time tended to be interpreted variously. CLIL term was coined in 1990s in
Europe with two main goals: development of multilingual citizenship and development of
multicultural environment and improvement of foreign language teaching methodology
(Morton & Llinares, 2017, p 1). Cenoz, Genesee and Gorter (2014), Nikula, Dalton-Puffer and
Llinares (2013) (see also Llinares, 2015) defined CLIL as educational approach in which
second or foreign language is used as a medium of instruction for both learning and teaching
academic content and language. As for NIS CLIL is one of the program and method or
approach which is mandated for teaching content subjects (AEO NIS, 2013) and CLIL syllabi
content had been built based on Coyle’s four guiding principles or it is called 4Cs framework

(2005):

Content- is the subject or project theme; Communication-language is a conduit for
communication and for learning, interaction, language using to learn; Cognition-
engagement: thinking and understanding. Bloom’s Taxonomy services as an excellent

checklist; Culture- self and other awareness/ citizenship; (p. 5)

Put it another way, every NIS academic subject syllabus is designed based on the above
mentioned principles making the emphasis on content as central including other components

or principles of CLIL for teaching content subjects.
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Despite of the fact that Coyle’s 4Cs are the basis for NIS CLIL syllabus design and
lesson planning; The CLIL-Pyramid (Meyer, 2010) is the second framework which is
embedded into Materials Policy area of the major language-in-education policy planning
framework of the current study (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). In each corner of the CLIL-
Pyramid base there are core components of CLIL 4Cs and the fifth corner of the pyramid is
the top which connects all corners of pyramid. Meyer’s (see also Sepesiova, 2015) CLIL-

Pyramid is useful to understand lessons and material planning

Working with the Clil-Pyramid

4. Clil-Workout

3. Task-Design:
- Cognition + Communication
- Output-Scaffolding

2. Choice of Media:
- Study Skills +
- Input-Scaffolding

1. Topic Selection

Figure 2.The CLIL-Pyramid (Meyer, 2010, p.24)
in the current study.

There are four layers of The CLIL-Pyramid. The first layer is Topic selection. In other
words, teacher planning aims, learning outcomes and academic subject necessary features. The
second layer contains “study skills” and “input —scaffolding” (Meyer, 2010). In this layer
CLIL teacher should be aware of learning styles and levels of learners’ skills and such

background knowledge is evenly kept throughout the lesson plan. Input scaffolding means that
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teachers based on learners’ background knowledge can implement various visual and audio
aids bearing in mind importance of content development. Here teachers should decide how
many and what kind of input scaffolding can be applicable to learners. In terms of scaffolding,
Meyer (2010) proposed three reasons of necessity of scaffolding in CLIL classroom. It helps
“to reduce the cognitive and linguistic load of content/input; supportive structures enable
students accomplish a given task and” “scaffolding also supports language production
(=pushed output)” (p. 15) through introducing key subject or content specific vocabularies and
collocations help the learners to produce content relates thoughts. “...scaffolding done right
will boost student’s cognitive academic language proficiency” (p.15). In other words,
scaffolding makes learners and teachers to succeed in leaning and teaching geography content

in L2.

The third layer of the pyramid is task-design which has two principles: teacher should
design higher order thinking tasks or develop students’ higher order thinking skills organizing

communication and collaboration among students (see also Sepesiova, 2015).

The fourth layer is CLIL workout is explained as final work of learners in the form of
poster, presentation or debate. On the other hand the CLIL workout defines “how much and
what kind of output scaffolding is necessary” (Meyer, 2010, p. 24; see also SepeSiova, 2015).
Finally, CLIL is part of teaching which is used to conduct some subjects in L2 or in L3 within
NIS materials policy dimension. The next theme describes and examines language role in
teaching subjects in L2 to understand perceptions of challenges of geography teaches in this

study.

Language Role in CLIL
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As was mentioned above CLIL approach is mandated as one of the trilingual policy
implementation tool in teaching non-linguistic subjects in Kazakh as L2 in NIS context since
their foundation 2008 (AEO NIS, 2013; Mehisto, 2015). CLIL classroom-based research
emphasized the significance of focusing on both language and content to explore “inherited
connectedness” of form/language and meaning /content (Nikula et. al., 2013, p.75). In this
regard, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) as one of the CLIL research areas became more
valuable in investigating CLIL classroom discourse (Nikula et. al, 2013 more information will
be presented in the following paragraphs). For this research aim it is significant to examine
language role within content in CLIL approach to analyze and interpret perceptions of
geography teachers’ challenges in teaching in Kazakh as L2 in RMGs.

There are “four major strands” in CLIL research studies based on the sustained
theoretical models: “cognitive second language acquisition theories; sociolinguistic models;
classroom discourse models and systemic-functional linguistics” (Llinares, 2015, p. 61). As it
was pointed above CLIL was modelled to develop students’ foreign language proficiency,
therefore many studies were focused on second language acquisition (SLA) which examined
learners’ second language competence and advantages of CLIL from cognitive aspect (see
Ruiz de Zarobe & Jiménez Catalan, 2009 see also Llinares, 2015). A second main area
examined perceptions of “social actors” (teachers, learners & parents) who are involved in
CLIL program implementation and their attitudes toward the suggested new program in
learning and teaching second language and content disciplines (Llinares, 2015, p. 61). As a
result, two CLIL research fields were emerged: one investigated students’ motivation (Doiz,
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2014; see also Llinares, 2015). Another field explored identities and

beliefs of teachers and students (Llinares, 2015; Hiittner, Dalton-Puffer, Smit, 2013).
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The last two strands in CLIL are interrelated and they have proved the significance of
classroom discourse analysis in CLIL to understand how content and language integration lead
to the best teaching and learning (Cenoz et. al., 2014; Llinares, Morton, & Whittaker, 2012;
Vollmer as cited in Llinares, 2015). CLIL at classroom level was examined from sociocultural,
pragmatics (Nikula et. al., 2013) and from systemic functional linguistics perspectives
(Llinares, 2015;Llinares et. al., 2012). Due to the study focus the last strand, Llinares et. al.’s
framework will be further detailed in the following paragraphs. Nevertheless, this study does
not focus on classroom discourse analysis whereas it is valuable to understand and
differentiate when and where L2 should be used in teaching content subjects in the second
language; it helps me to investigate perceptions of challenges in teaching geography in
Kazakh as L2.

CLIL classroom learners are actively encouraged to participate in various interactions
using foreign language (Coyle as cited in Devos, 2016). Interaction process before CLIL has
been investigated within Interaction Hypothesis theory in SLA area (Larsen-Freeman & Long,
1991 see also Mayo & Basterrechea, 2017; Spada, 1985). In addition, Pica (2008) argues that
“interaction, input”, output and modification” or “correction” (p.2)become one of the forefront
of SLA environment theory and research. However, content and language researchers who
explore classroom discourse features in CLIL lessons (Mayo & Basterrechea, 2017) contend
that they know little about negotiated interaction, feedback and development of language
forms in CLIL. Significance of language role in CLIL is well analyzed and presented in
Llinares et al.’s (2012) three- part framework where language role in CLIL considers language
development, classroom interaction and subject literacy areas (see also Nikula et. al., 2013).

For further information on this subject, refer to Table 1 and analyses below.
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Table 1

A three-part framework for understanding the roles of language in CLIL

SUBJECT CLSSROOM INTERACTION LANGUAGE
LITERACIES DEVELOPMENT
GENRE Instructional and regulative Expressing ideational
= registers (focus) = meanings (key concepts and
pd pd X
L i understandings)
= =
REGISTER &3 Communication systems &3 Expressing interpersonal
7] (approach) o meanings (social
< &£ relationships, attitudes)

Interaction patterns and ] ]
(moving from more spoken

to written forms of language)

According to Llinares et. al. (2012) the term subject literacy means spoken and written
language (considers content subject texts) in CLIL classrooms (p.14). Past classroom
interaction and comparative research on CLIL and L1 classrooms concluded that “some
academic language features might require special attention while others might be learnt and
developed through mere participation in classroom activities ” (Nikula et. al., 2013, p.88). In
short, CLIL teachers should understand and choose content specific genre and register features
to construct learners’ subject literacy in L2. Moreover, if they want to assess their learners’
subject knowledge progress in the second language (Llinares et. al., 2012, p. 14).In CLIL
condition term genre considers those purposefully chosen varied content/subject texts that are
understood and produced by CLIL classroom learners whereas term register deals with
grammar and lexis of those written texts. The second component of the framework is
classroom language interaction. This part consists of three leveled interactions which are
based on Mortimer and Scott’s (as cited in Nikula, 2013) sociocultural model for science

classrooms. CLIL teachers can explain and highlight (focus) necessary register and genre
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features and negotiate meanings to establish meaningful communication using all possible
communicative language skills to demonstrate knowledge about complex content phenomena
(approach) (Llinares et. al., 2012).

Communication as an approach and CLIL teachers tend to organize content related
communications. Meaningful content related dialogic interaction is important mechanism to
display language role in CLIL (Llinares et. al., 2012). In CLIL condition Nikula et. al., (2013)
stated that negotiating meaning leads to co-construction of content (p. 76). In addition,
scaffolding as part of classroom interaction component is explained as “specific intervention”
for acquisition of content knowledge and necessary parts of language and literacy skills and
“the variety of ways” to support CLIL learners “to express meanings in the classroom”
(Llinares et. al., 2012, p.17)

The third component of the framework is language development which occurs in three
areas. First, learners develop or acquire necessary subject related lexis and grammar structures
which are functioned in specific contexts. The second is promotion of linguistic resources in
classroom interaction if it is regarded as a social space where learners should meet social
needs. Within this framework interpersonal meaning is defined as articulation of different
attitudes and judgements relating to the obtained content knowledge. And the third is moving
from spontaneous speech to more academic speech learning written forms of language as part
of learners’ “linguistic capital” (Bourdieu as cited in Llinares et. al., 2012 ).

Assessment is seen as important instrument which is appeared in every part of teaching
process. During all teaching stages it is required determination of content goals and then
assessment tasks or “language and literacy (genres and registers)” (Llinares et. al., 2012, p.18)

to attain planned goals. In CLIL context assessment for learning or as they call “dynamic
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assessment” (p. 18) is important or can be fruitful for CLIL because learners can get feedback
after each performance checking them whether learners are on right way or not.

Overall, it is seen that within CLIL approach language plays crucial role and it is
inseparable part of any teaching and learning contexts and those subject teachers should be
able to recognize language features inside any teaching content.

Conceptual Framework

I reviewed interconnected above mentioned themes based on LPP and LiEPP based on
the overarching research questions. Major points of language-in-education policy and planning
in this study considered Curriculum Policy, Personnel Policy, Materials Policy, and
Community Policy. Each LIEPP policy dimension is crucial to explore challenges in teaching
geography in Kazakh as L2. As a rule, each language-in education policy and planning has
own curriculum policy features and NIS is not exception; within trilingual policy content
teachers are obliged to use CLIL in teaching subjects in Kazakh as L2. Consequently, CLIL as
part of language-in-education policies it was reviewed separately defining its teaching
components based on Meyer’s (2010) framework. The CLIL-Pyramid framework is embedded
into Materials Policy. Finally, to have an objective framework for understanding language
challenges in teaching in Kazakh as L2 in CLIL condition the study reviewed and interpreted
language role in CLIL. As was mentioned above language cannot exist without content
therefore, the third framework-language role in CLIL exists in each layer of the CLIL-
Pyramid. Overall, all reviewed materials and past studies helped to construct the study
framework and to answer the posited research questions from language-in-education policy

and planning perspective.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

Introduction

This chapter presents the study’s qualitative methodology part. The chapter contains
research design and justification of the selection, selection and sampling procedure, data
collection procedure and data analyses to answer the following research questions:
1. What kind of challenges do geography teachers face teaching in Kazakh as L2 in Russian
medium groups (RMGs)?
Sub-questilons: i. what are teachers’ perceptions of students’ Kazakh as L2 proficiency level?

ii. What are teachers’ perceptions of teaching materials?
2. What practices do teachers use to address these challenges?
3. How do they perceive the role of students’ environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as
L2?
The following section describes current study’s ethical considerations, and in the last section |
describe how | positioned myself as a researcher in the sites, limitations during data collection
processes.
Research Design

To investigate L2 teaching challenges the study utilizes a qualitative research design
approach, which is frequently described “as a naturalistic, interpretative approach, concerned
with exploring phenomena” (Ormston, Spencer, Barnard and Snape, 2014, p. 3). Put it another
way, within qualitative research design it is explored “real-world settings and the researcher
does not attempt to manipulate the phenomenon of interest (e.g., a group, event, program,
community, relationship, or interaction)” (Patton, 2001, p. 39).

There were three data generation instruments: one was face to face interviews and the

second was non-participant observations and the third is document analysis. The qualitative
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approach to the study is justified as the goal is to explore and to understand (Creswell, 2014)
L2 teaching challenges presenting ‘behaviors and actions that lie beneath the surface ‘(Cohen,
Manion & Morrison, 2003, p.219). In short, if I interview | can generate detailed information
which lies beneath comparing to classroom observations where you can see only stages of
lessons without realizing teaching issues because teachers do not present their teaching or
planning difficulties in classroom settings.

There was one the first studies about trilingual education policy and implementation
processes in Kazakhstani context. Qualitative empirical data at Ministry of Education and
Science level was conducted which was titled Development of Strategic directions for
education:Reforms in Kazakhstan for 2015-2020 project (‘Roadmap Project’ as cited in
Mehisto et. al., 2014) the main purpose of the Road map Project was to find out trilingual
education implementation difficulties at local settings. At the same time, Mehisto et. al.,
(2014) carried out qualitative case study research using qualitative face-to face and group
interviews in six schools within three different regions. Another large-scale mixed methods
research was utilized at Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools last year (Shegenova, 2016 ): NIS
project examined advantages and disadvantages in teaching “History of Kazakhstan” in the
second Language (Kazakh L2)’ with quantitative survey, qualitative interviews and classroom
observations. In addition, in higher education system, at governmental level there was a
research project which was implemented at Graduate School of Education at Nazarbayev
University in partnership with the University of Cambridge Faculty of Education examining
challenges of pre-service teacher training utilizing qualitative interview-based research design
(Kambatyrova & lyldyz, 2015). Thus, the current study will add information “to describe”

perceptions of teaching challenges in Kazakh as L2 ‘in detail’ (Ashley, 2012, p.102) as part of
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trilingual education which becomes the cornerstone of the newly emerging research field in
Kazakhstani context.

However, implementing qualitative research design where the researcher actively
participates and enters to “the worlds of the interacting individuals” (Denzin, 1978a as cited in
Patton, 2001, p. 48) may affect to objective evaluation. Consequently, if a researcher is even-
tempered, impartial it is presumed to lessen bias. Without introspective analysis of other
people’s feelings the researcher cannot fully understand viewpoints of respondents and their
teaching behavior in L2 in this study nevertheless. Qualitative research design allowed me to
understand and to discern challenges teaching in Kazakh as L2 from how “others think, act,
and feel” (Patton, 2001, p. 49).

Site and Sampling

In this section | will describe the research sites, the population and the sampling
procedure of the study. Also, detailed background information of interviewing participants and
some information about the observing class participants.

Research site. | selected two Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools from northern and western part
of Kazakhstan. There are four Nazarbayev Intellectual schools in the western part of
Kazakhstan and six NIS in the northern territories of the country in each city centers of
oblasts. | selected NIS as they implement trilingual education initiative. And the second reason
of my choice was that | could explore the role of language environment in teaching and
learning subjects in Kazakh as L2 or variability of the state language status in various parts of
Kazakhstan studying people in their environment. From historical perspective northern
territory was more Russified than the western part of the country as a result of Soviet language
policy (Grenoble, 2003). As Creswell (2014) stated “one objective of qualitative research is to

present the complexity of a site” (p. 231). Richness of sites could provide in-depth information
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for the study (Patton as cited in Creswell, 2014). The first NIS site | labelled NIS 1 and the
second one | called NIS 2.

Research sample. | used multiple samples within the study because they present
different stakeholders “with a distinctive locus in relation to” (Ritchie et al, 2014, p. 118) the
inquiry questions. Purposeful sampling was used to gain access to “knowledgeable people”
(Ball, as cited in Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2003). To attain understanding of teachers’
perception of challenges inteaching geography in Kazakh as L2 study participants were
selected from northern and western parts (for more detailed information refer to Tables 2 & 3
of this Chapter).

For interviews | selected middle secondary class (7™, 8", and 9™ grade) teachers at
those NIS sites students enroll from Grade 7. | could compare what challenges L2 teachers
come across within two NIS sites; what teaching approaches implement to deal with
challenges and how learners’ environment role can influence for learning subjects in Kazakh
as L2 in northern and western parts of Kazakhstan. Participants teaching experiences prior NIS
was not focus of this study, however, some participants compared NIS and past teaching styles
in the interviewing process.

As for classroom observation initially | planned to observe only Grade 7 but teachers
of both sites did not want me to observe their Grade 7. Consequently, | observed Grades 8 in
NIS 1 and Grade 9 in NIS 2 (information about learners are provided in Table 3 in this
Chapter). Through observing learners’ L2 language environment the study could discern what
practices teachers used in teaching geography in L2 and the role of students’ environment in
learning geography in L2.

Gaining access procedure. The main part of data collection procedure is gaining

access to the sites and individuals. Prior to the data collection process | sent two information
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letters for two NIS principals. They contained several pieces of information (1) the study
purpose, (2) the necessity of sites and data collection dates (3) how the collected data would
make enduring contribution in trilingual education into the Kazakhstani education system (4)
and the study would be conducted keeping in mind research ethics principles. Recruiting
procedures of the participants were similar for both sites where | spent a week per site. After
getting permission to the sites, | met with head of departments to get a list of all L2 subject
teachers and to explain the purpose of the study. Then I sent several letters inviting the
potential participants for the study. Then | selected two geography teachers based on the
study’s purpose who taught geography in the middle secondary grades (at 7th, 8th and 9th).
The following day | met with each teacher individually where | presented and explained the
purpose of the study guaranteeing confidentiality, “withholding participants’ real names and

other identifying characteristics” (Bogdan & Biklen as cited in Cohen et. al., 2003, p. 228).

Informed consent forms were signed by both sides: signed copies of the documents were given

to the participants (see Appendix A).

Before the classroom observation | met with participants and explained the purpose of
the study and the importance of the study considering research confidentiality: they were
given parental informed consent forms to sign; then the appointed day students returned back
parental informed consent forms to me and | returned back one copy of the signed document
for each student. (see Appendix B Consent Forms).

Information on the study participants. As mentioned above, teachers’ background
experiences were not so important; nonetheless there were some differences in their teaching
experiences. In NIS 1, Aigul had 20 year of teaching experiences. Before NIS she taught
geography only in Kazakh-medium groups. Tamara had more than 25 years of experience and

she also taught geography in Kazakh medium groups before she was recruited teaching
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geography in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium groups. In NIS 2, Sara had 15 years of past
experience in teaching geography in Kazakh medium groups. The second teacher from NIS 2,
Aizhan, had no teaching experience before NIS.

Table 2

Information on the Study Interviewees

Site Pseudonyms General Years of Teaching Grades at
Experience NIS

NIS 1 Aigul 20 years 7,10,11

NIS 1 Tamara more than 25 years 7,8, 10

NIS 2 Aizhan no experience before 7, 8, 10
NIS

NIS 2 Sara 15 years 7,8,9

As stated above | observed four times two Russian medium groups within the two sites. In
chosen NIS sites learners enroll from the 7" grade. Consequently, in both sites Russian-
medium groups start learning geography in Kazakh as L2 from the Grade 7. Initially | planned
to observe Grade 7 in both sites but teachers from both NIS did not wish to be observed and
they just described those beginning challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 from
retrospective perspectives. In NIS 1there were 12 students, four of them representatives of
other ethnicities and Kazakh language can be their L3 but as I did not examine learners it
cannot possible to evaluate to what extent Kazakh is their L2 or L3. In NIS 2, there were 9
students in the 9" grade. The table below presents some background information about the

interviewed and observed participants of the study.
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Table 3

Information on the Observed Participants

33

Site Grade Learning in L2 RMGs Size Ethnicity
NIS 1 8 from NIS 12 4 of them non-
ethnic Kazakhs
NIS 2 9 from NIS 9 all are ethnic
Kazakhs

Data Collection Instruments and Procedures

The study used several data collection instruments as follows: semi-structured
interviews, observations and document analysis.

Data collection started in two different periods which lasted for one week for each site.
In NIS 1 I interviewed two teachers from November 24, 2016 then one of them was chosen for
two classroom observations’ during that week. After those classroom observations |
interviewed the observed teacher. The same procedures were followed in NIS 2 beginning
December 10, 2016.

In total, | interviewed six times and observed four times within two sites. Having
collected the data, | transcribed all six interviews and four observations and proceeded to
analyze them. The next sections present data collection instruments and procedures which
were used in the study.

Interviews. The first instrument to collect the data was interview, Patton (2001) points
out the main idea of the interview is “to allow us to enter into the other person’s perspective”
(p. 341). In addition to understand how teachers organized lesson plans and attached activities
in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 | used semi-structured interviews as it gave me the

opportunity to ask additional questions for clarification or for additional information in
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specifying the previously mentioned statements. According to Patton (2002) semi-structured
interview is called as “interview guide approach” (as cited in Braun & Clarke, 2013, p. 78). In
this respect Patton (2001) highlights relative advantages of semi- structured interview:

the interview guide provides topics or subject areas within which the interviewer is

free to explore, probe, and ask questions that will elucidate and illuminate that

particular subject. (p. 343)

| designed 15 questions for all (two teachers from each NIS) geography teachers for the first
semi-structured interviews and during follow-ups after two classroom observations at the same
grade in a site | asked questions about the observed lessons (see Appendix C).

Piloting interviews. Two weeks before the data collection | piloted my interview
questions three times; the first time | interviewed my peer student in research class after
getting valuable feedback from the peer Master student, and second time | was recorded by
academic English instructors and got valuable feedback for improvements. Two piloting
interviews were in English but my actual interviewees L1 were Kazakh: that is why; | tested
my interview questions with Kazakh language teacher who taught me last fall term. | could
handle to finish my interviewing on time (30 minutes); however, she recommended me to
hone and refine some question wording and to omit too detailed questions about the
participants’ background information as that information did not answer my research
questions. During the piloting semi-structured interview | realized the power of this instrument
as | asked probing questions which provided more detailed answers, as Braun and Clarke
(2013) stated “ In addition to your main questions, prompts and probes encourage participants
to open up, expand on their answers and provide more detail” (p.84). In short, probing
questions can help understand my participants’ viewpoints more clearly and find more strong

pieces of evidence to the study research questions.
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Interview procedures. Having polished the interviewed questions on the planned day
| interviewed the research participants. The purpose of the interviews were to gather
information from two NIS geography teachers who work at secondary middle level about their
perceptions of geography teaching challenges in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium groups. In
follow-up interviews | could ask questions related to the observed lessons to clarify and to
understand their teaching experiences or perceptions about challenges. All interviews were
and classroom observations were recorded with the participants’ consent.

The first interview lasted 30 minutes. There were some specific challenges in each site.
The most apparent challenge was finding safe place for interviewing. All four teachers were at
work during the interviewing time and we could not leave the sites. As a result first four
interviews were rescheduled for afternoon time. Another challenge was that when I visited
NIS 2 it was the end of the semester and the participants were much overloaded with other
things except teaching, for example Aizhan was asked to organize one part time event for
coming Independence Day. Sara also participated in that event, conducted lessons and printed
hundred piles of summative papers. Consequently, | had to wait for Sara till the end of the
working day for interview and Aizhan asked to reschedule the interview to another day. All
participants were very open and some participants told more information during probing
questions nevertheless.

The second follow-up interviewing cycle lasted for 15 minutes in each site. After four
classroom observations I interviewed Tamara and Sara. Initially, the follow-up interviews
focused on L2 learning and teaching challenges, and what activities or strategies the teachers
used addressing the content and language challenges in Kazakh as L2. During the interviewing
process | asked teachers to share with me their syllabi to get more understanding of L2

teaching features and those documents could provide comprehensive synthesis and valid
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analysis on L2 teaching challenges within the study. As they promised a week later they sent
me geography syllabi of 8" and 9" grades. That time | understood why geography teachers did
not prepare for Russian and Kazakh medium groups separately, both mediums are taught with
one syllabus. It is important to highlight that at data collection periods in the follow up
interviews previously observed two teachers became friendlier and felt themselves more
comfortable reflecting and analyzing L2 teaching challenges more openly I think, previously
established trust, rapport and respect had great positive impact on them.
Observation: Description of Protocols

The second instrument was classroom observation. Flick argues that “observation
enables the researcher to find out how something factually works or occurs” (p.222 as cited in
Ritchie et al, 2014, p.255). As my presence might influence learners’ behaviors or interaction
patterns I decided to observe one grade twice per site to reduce the researcher’s observation
influence (Ritchie et.al, 2014). But in the reality, | observed all grades one day twice and this
aspect is described in limitation part of this chapter. | selected a complete observer position, as
it helped me to understand how teachers addressed L2 teaching challenges and to what extent
learners’ L2 proficiency level was problem in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. | observed
the “interactional setting” and the “program setting” (see Appendix D) (Ritchie et.al, 2014, p.
254). In interactional setting | focused on formal and informal interaction patterns between
teacher and students and student with student patterns. The latter setting allowed me to
examine how learners and teachers cope with L2 issues in practice. Based on the research
questions it was clear what should be observed to collect relevant information to the study.

Observation procedures. | used classroom observation technique to “validate and
crosscheck findings” (Patton, 2001, p.306) in other words for triangulation process. After

identifying L2 teaching perceptions and theories | observed Tamara’s and Sara’s lessons
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twice. The main idea of classroom observations were to understand and discern real teaching
challenges in L2 and to what extent Russian medium students learning environment help them
to address those L2 learning challenges in practice. In both sites in the first observation |
focused on physical setting, students’ behavior and relationship with each other; whether their
learning atmosphere was friendly, comfortable, and supportive. It lasted for 15-20 minutes. In
NIS 1 and in NIS 2 in the second classroom observation | focused on the interactional setting
and the program setting (see Appendix D). Those two settings were intertwined together as
interaction happened when the teacher asked question or when students were given various
tasks in pairs and in groups. As | was non-participant observer, | could see theoretical and
practical intersections in teaching and in learning in L2 and some difficulties.
Document / Syllabi Analysis

Approach and procedures. The third instrument of the study is document analysis.
As | mentioned before, for document analysis | used 8™ and 9" grade syllabi which were given
by the participants. Examining the given documents | found out that there are many teaching
activities with useful resources. I checked some of the suggested links as resources and |
revealed that some of them opened but some of them did not open. There are certain learning
objectives for each chapter and the subthemes which can help teachers in planning lessons and
in preparing tasks with assessment criteria. Indeed, L2 teachers get various supports to address
challenges in teaching subject in Kazakh as L2 further and sample syllabi layout can be seen
in Appendix F.

Combined multiple data, from interviews, observations and documents have been
sought to answer the research questions and to achieve the purpose of the study. In the
following section of the study explains how the stored data was analyzed with coincident

research approaches.
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Data Analysis Approach

In this part of the section I describe how | managed and examined the generated data. After |
saved taped data from interviews with primary consent of the participants all gathered data
were stored in the special folder on my laptop, protected with the unique password. In the
second step | transcribed 6 interviews and typed four observation field notes. As Lofland (as
cited in Patton, 2001, p. 306) notes “for the actual writing of the notes may take as long or
longer than did the observation”, really, I wrote detailed field notes a few days. Both
transcription of interviews and writing field notes took much time than | expected. The
duration of the interviews and observations ranged from 15 to 40 minutes. Having transcribed
interviews and written notes, | started reading and examining each interview in a meticulous
way to comprehend for the next data analysis stage. In the following stage, | used NVivo
software program for Windows PC to code and to categorize the data into themes. At that
stage | created major 4 themes (Appendix E) which related to the major research questions
such as (1) Educational experience, (2) L2 challenges in teaching, (3) addressing L2 teaching
challenges during preparation for class and (4) teaching innovations in L2 classroom |
included the last category as during interviews | was told that NIS implements Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) as new teaching program and method for teaching some
subjects in Kazakh as L2. This study’s second (Mayer, 2010) and third framework (Llinares
et. al.) could help understand challenges teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. Through second
layer of the Pyramid I could examine what input and scaffolding strategies are implemented
and what teaching materials are needed in L2 whereas third framework could delineate main
language usage areas and how language development is happening in CLIL class. Moreover, |
could explore within third framework what geography teacher do to address to those faced L2

teaching challenges.
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Ethical Considerations

This section describes research ethics of the study. I will describe how | was given
permission and how the participants and the delivered data anonymity and confidentiality were
protected.

During the NUGSE Ethics form preparation | briefly explained the study purpose, the
research questions, the research design, sampling and instruments. Additionally, | described
how I protect confidentiality and anonymity of the participants and the sites in the approval
form. The study was approved on the 4™ of November, 2016 by NUGSE Research Committee.

One of the requirements of the ethics review was to prepare the research Consent
Forms for multiple categories of the participants. The study Informed Consent forms
comprised (1) purpose of the study, (2)time allocated for each instrument, (3) risks and
benefits of the study with guaranteeing confidentiality and anonymity of the participants and
the gathered data, (4) NUGSE Research Committee contact number and my Thesis
Supervisor’s e-mail address. The written Consent Forms helped me when | went to the sites. It
took me not so much time to convince the potential participants that there were not apparent
risks in taking part in the study. Also | explained that all gathered data would be stored in the
special folder on my laptop, protected with the unique password. No one except the researcher
(me) and my Thesis Supervisor would have an access to the information. And after the
analysing the data all the stored information would be deleted from all folders and laptops.
Thus, | can say that | followed all the research ethics rules providing anonymity and
confidentiality of the research participants. | will delete all the information after the successful
thesis submission.

How I Position Myself in The Study
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Before the data collection process | knew my position as a teacher who worked with
university students and NIS students and as Kazakh speaker. | spent much time teaching and
interacting with colleagues and with students. Every time | supported all students without
selecting them as “lubimchik/ i”’(favorites ).

In data collection period I positioned myself as an emergent researcher, as the
participants’ colleagues and even as friend who can professionally support with necessary
sources or who can show understanding as a professional friend. For example, during data
collection periods | was asked to recommend some IELTS books for better preparation
whereas in another case | had to reschedule my interviews from morning to afternoon time as
that day the study participants were asked to help by head of department.

Limitations

Limitations of the study are related classroom observations. Initially | had to observe
two different days one classroom. But | attended double lessons of each class during data
collection weeks in two sites. | noticed when | stayed for the second time at the same day the
students started interacting with each other only in Kazakh in one of the sites. According to
Matthews and Ross (2010) when people know that they are observed their behaviours can
change. They refer to the Hawthorone effect, for example, in 1933 Mayo presented overt
observation research findings where he analysed “working conditions effect on employees'
performance” between 1927 and 1932 (p.259). He summarized the main findings as follows:
“employees work harder and are more productive when they know they are being observed”
(p.260). In other words, when | observed one day twice the same class | noticed that learners
tried to speak in Kazakh in the second lesson when they addressed to each other in team or
pair work in preparation stage. It demonstrates that sometimes a researcher can influence

therefore the obtained results cannot show the reality.
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Perceptions of teachers in this study cannot be generalized to all NIS as the size of
participants is small in this study.
Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to explain and discuss how | collected data, answering
the research questions. In addition, | gave the rationale of using the methods. As it was
required, | wrote the rationale of using the specific research design, and then described the
research participants recruiting process, and the research instruments. Then | wrote how |
analysed data and in final stage | depicted research ethics of the study. The above examined
aspects of the study will be a baseline to discuss the next chapters of the study Findings and

Discussion.
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Chapter 4: Findings
Introduction

This chapter presents findings related to the study. Based on the study goal was
explored geography teachers’ perception of challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2
at Russian-medium groups. The data analyzed and revealed five themes which were pertinent
to the following research questions: What kind of challenges do geography teachers face
teaching in Kazakh as L2 to Russian medium groups (RMGs)?

Sub-questions: i. what are teachers’ perceptions of students’ Kazakh as L2 proficiency level?
ii. What are teachers’ perceptions of teaching materials?

2. What practices do teachers use to address these challenges?

3. How do they perceive the role of students’ environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as

L2?

They are as follows (1) learners’ community: unevenly developed L2 proficiency as challenge

in Kazakh as L2; (2) perceptions of materials; (3) trainings of teachers pool and various

leveled collaboration to address challenge in teaching geography in L2; (4) CLIL as a tool to

deal with challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 practice; and (5) teachers’

perception about the role of communities in learning subjects in L2. This chapter is organized

according to these themes.

In this chapter, to maintain the anonymity and confidentiality of the study subjects, all
participants of the research will be referred by pseudonyms (Aigul, NIS 1; Tamara, NIS 1;
Aizhan, NIS 2; Sara, NIS 2). NIS 1 is located in the northern and NIS 2 is in the western parts
of Kazakhstan.

Learners’ Community: Unevenly Developed L2 Proficiency as Challenge
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This theme discusses the findings pertaining to the Research Question 1 of the study,
what kind of challenges do geography teachers face teaching in Kazakh as L2 for Russian-
medium groups? The participants were asked to share what issues they encounter when
planning and delivering lessons.

Finding #1: Students’ heterogenic proficiency in Kazakh. The overriding finding of
the study about challenges in teaching L2 learners was varied and unevenly developed L2
skills personally and within one grade. All geography teachers who participated in this study
expressed the same sentiment:

...each learner’s L2 skills developed variously. Some of them are good at
speaking and listening, others are good at reading and writing in teaching and learning
geography in Kazakh as L2. Before NIS they attended different schools and were
taught Kazakh as L2 subject and, that time they had already developed some skills
better than others and this is the one of the reasons of their heterogenic L2 proficiency.
Here, the Kazakh language as subject is being taught too in Russian-medium groups.”
(Aigul, NIS 1)

Finding #2: Lack of spoken proficiency/pronunciation geography in L2. All
teachers described the pronunciation of learners in L2 at geography lessons as follows. For
example, “when students interpret the reading texts orally their accents cause difficulty for
other learners who have low level of Kazakh to comprehend their peers’ delivery at the
lesson” (Aigul, NIS 2). One of the participants from NIS 1 echoed this statement with “L2
challenging moments in pronouncing... scholarly terms” (Tamara, NIS 1).

The classroom observations revealed that some learners pronounced with great effort
L2 terms during group presentations. But for some learners pronunciation of the key terms in

L2 did not seem a challenge. It meant that in each group the learners’ Kazakh- -as-L2 levels
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are various from person to person; that is why based on findings it can be appropriate to claim
that only a few learners were struggling in pronouncing specific geographical key terms.
During the follow-up interviewing Sara highlighted that “...at presentation stage some of them
could not pronounce properly some terms and I echoed the correct pronunciations ... they do
not pronounce and use those terms in their everyday interactions in L2” (NIS 2). For instance,
in both schools students struggled with expressing their thoughts and present their subject
material with appropriate vocabulary. They frequently misspoke and used wrong words. When
they hesitated for a longer period of time, their teachers stepped in and filled in the silence
with their own input on the given topic. By doing so, they sometimes contributed to the
presentation more than learners. Thus, only some students can have challenges in speaking
and in pronouncing words in L2.

Finding #3: Unevenly developed L2 writing and speaking skills. Findings from the
classroom observations and interviews revealed that a few learners who were actively engaged
in speaking struggled in producing variety of sentences in written tasks in L2. For instance, in
NIS 1 in classroom observations, the learners were asked to write mini-essay style answers to
various questions and after seven minutes four learners out of 12 had read their written
sentences. One learner who did not participate actively in speaking task could compose variety
of meaningful sentences with complex, compound structures in comparison with the rest
learners who read aloud. In CLIL condition students’ dialogic interactions were different than
language classes. In geography classes learners dialogic interactions focused on content
information than every day dialogic conversations as in language classes.

I did not understand during classroom observations why a girl resisted speaking in L2.
But, in the follow up interview Tamara commented on the collected mini essays’ responses

and described each of the learner’s written paragraphs. She added that that girl who produced
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well written sentences in L2 has improved her writing but she did not want to speak in L2 in
front of the class. As | found out she came from another NIS recently. According to Tamara’s
claim and my classroom observations the study revealed that only a few of the learners could
use L2 sentences with various structures. Simultaneously Tamara also claimed that “their
writing is poor because of low L2 proficiency level. ...a huge amount of time is required to
create a piece of writing for the classes, however, their speaking are rather good and
meaningful as they use key vocabularies of a topic and develop their sentence around them in
L2 ” (Tamara, NIS1). Also, such thought was stated by Aizhan: “a few learners need much
time in writing in Kazakh as L2 in my class | noticed when they are given much time their
written works are rather good than those written ones under pressure, but in oral presentations
they are leaders”(NIS 2).

Finding #4: Lack of academic vocabulary proficiency in teaching geography in
L2. All participants acknowledge that the learners had difficulty in understand the meanings of
content related academic words and phrases. Some participants (Sara, NIS 2; Tamara, NIS 1)
were concerned that when modifying the language to suit the level of the learners, geography-
specific scientific terminology in Kazakh is jeopardized: for instance, “we use simple Kazakh
as L2.... the most dangerous thing is that ...we are losing the scientific character of geography
in Russian-medium groups” (Tamara, NIS 1). Thus, inadequate academic vocabulary
proficiency in L2 can cause challenge in doing connected assignments or activities based on
the written or listening texts in L2, it can impede the learners’ comprehension process and
demand much time for task completion in L2. Nevertheless participants firmly believe that the
situation in the nearest future will be improved and the status of Kazakh will be more valued
among Russian medium learners as a result of studying some subjects in Kazakh as one of

media of instruction within trilingual education policy in Kazakhstani context.



Challenges Teaching in Kazakh as L2

Perceptions of Materials

In the following paragraphs | will describe two more themes within the obtained data
that address the second subquestion of the first research question about materials. | will focus
on L2 resources in teaching geography in L2, and the syllabi and their function in planning
lessons.

Finding #5: Necessities of alternative resources. For the vast majority of
participants, resources and teaching materials seemed enough in teaching geography in
Kazakh as L2. They were very satisfied telling that they retrieve online materials from Twig-
Bilim site or from suggested syllabi links. Nevertheless, only one of the participants from NIS
1 commented that:

...resources in Kazakh are very limited and difficult to find especially composed texts

for L2 learners and scientifically content related illustrations. Sometimes I find such

resources for my lessons but their access are limited it means that | should pay for

further usage. (Tamara, NIS 1)

The essence of her argument is that Tamara spends some amount of time in finding more
appropriate e-resources during lesson planning stage. Moreover, she added that website “Twig
Bilim™” has many educational illustrative resources in Kazakh as L2 for geography lessons.
She wished more variety of resources for each topic where Geography teachers would have
choice. The next theme identifies the syllabi role in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 in

RMGs and L1 in KMGs.

Twig Bilim is a website where NIS teachers have free access to educational videos with
question tasks whose length ranges from 3 to 5 minutes.
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Finding # 6: Syllabi and their function in planning geography lessons in Kazakh
as L2 and L1. All teachers admitted the role of syllabi as significant in terms of planning.
During interviews | revealed that all participants conduct in both Kazakh and Russian medium
groups and it t was described as follows:

All theoretical materials, learning objectives and assessment requirements are similar

for both mediums...I plan lessons based on syllabi learning objectives for both Kazakh

and Russian grades; during teaching | can cover all materials what I planned for

Kazakh medium groups. But for Russian medium groups | need more time and they lag

behind... of course we should not compare L1 and L2 learners’ language capacities.

(Sara, NIS 2).

Yet Sara feels that learners who are from RMGs have quite different Kazakh proficiency, she
did not claim that having the same syllabi with the same learning objectives and assessment
rubrics are challenging in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. As well as the rest participants
who did not consider the same syllabi as challenge. They just described the fact that they
search for another resources in planning Russian medium lessons. For more understanding of
NIS syllabi structure the study suggests a brief description of it in the following passage.

In the main body of the syllabi, there are five columned contents in it. The first
column include general geography chapter titles; in the second teaching aims and objectives,
in the third column there are teaching activities and techniques; the fourth column embraces
teaching instructions which are connected with the previous column activities and in the final
column there are suggested teaching and learning resources for each separate teaching aims
(general course plan for 8th and 9th grades) (see Appendix F). In sum, participants valued all

kinds of pre-service trainings organized by NIS or CEP calling them as valuable professional
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assets and the ways to address faced L2 teaching challenges. However, the syllabi role for
Kazakh medium planning and teaching were significant with all suggested resources and
activities as Kazakh is their L1 in this context: whereas the same syllabi for Russian medium
groups did not help much in planning or in addressing the teaching challenges because
instruction language, Kazakh is L2 in this context.
Training of Teacher Pool and Various Leveled Collaborations to Address Challenges in
Teaching Geography in L2

The third theme of this chapter is about how NIS supported L2 teachers to tackle the
challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. Various trainings at CEP, teachers’
collaborations, and NIS syllabi were crucial for geography teachers because none of the study
participants taught geography in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium groups before NIS,
especially on CLIL. According to Sara (NIS 2) “CLIL is specially designed approach for
teaching subjects in L2”. Aigul from NIS 1 also defined CLIL as “content and language
integrated teaching”. CLIL for Tamara (NIS 1) is an approach “integrated content and L2
tasks with simple and complex questions”. Similarly, as for Aizhan (NIS 2) CLIL means a set
of activities where content and L2 will be developed”. Overall, the study participants
indicated that CLIL’s main idea is the development of content with L2 using various activities.
The first paragraph will describe how geography teachers attended trainings and professional
development courses. In the further findings the study will state about lesson planning

preparation with the rest colleagues within a department.
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Finding #7 Trainings for Implementation of CLIL Approach in NIS System.
Evaluating their experiences as L2 geography teachers, participants articulated local NIS
trainings and professional development seminars organized by Center for Educational
Programs’ [CEP] as significant foundation that impacted on their teaching trajectory.
Basically, participant Tamara from NIS 1 highlighted trainings and professional supports as
important assets in addressing practical challenges in L2 teaching:

I participated in CLIL seminar ...for three days. There were shown various practical

activities; I still implement them in my lessons to address L2 teaching challenges...

close or open questions, information gap activity in CLIL, critical thinking questions or
open and close questions based on Bloom’s Taxonomy and other communicative

activities for L2 teaching. (Tamara, NIS 1)

In other words, it is seen that the attended seminars contributed to the teaching experience on
the process of becoming L2 teacher in her classroom teaching. Similarly, another participant
summed the attended seminars as follows: “those CLIL strategies from seminars are very
useful... I can say that with CLIL strategies.... pupils learn unconsciously key words of the
topic” (Aigul, NIS 1). Participants of this study who teach at NIS 2 also attended these
seminars and highlighted their significance. In fact, all participants celebrated the fact that
those seminars equipped participants with techniques to address challenges in teaching

geography in Kazakh as L2.

2 CEP — it is a part of NIS organization which designs NIS syllabi and invites NIS
teachers for professional development seminars.
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Moreover, in the classroom observations it was seen that CLIL strategies permeated
every part of the lesson. For instance, teachers from both sites implemented scaffolding
strategies to activate the learners’ previous knowledge and to introduce new topic tasks or
other assignments using relevant videos, matching activities, working with various maps,
mini-essay writings or oral presentations as a group work. Tamara, participant from NIS 1
during classroom observations, used pictures to introduce flora of particular geographical
zones, maps, and matching exercise where the learners compared each zone’s different
characteristics of within various continents. In other words, various teaching modalities such
as maps, pictures, and specially prepared matching activities with key terms were used to help
the learners to get the right meaning of the key words or to understand other sequencing
assignments correctly in L2. In addition, in both sites the learners were suggested to watch the
educational videos in L2 for 3 minutes to comprehend the topic better.

As Sara from NIS 2 claimed, “Since I started working at NIS, I attended many
different seminars relating to teaching geography also teaching it in Kazakh as L2,
approximately 2-3 times. Last five years CLIL related seminars were very significant for
teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 (Sara, NIS 2). Hence, the professional development
trainings were valuable macro level decisions at CEP and at NIS levels which could support
micro level agents in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. The next paragraph will describe
about staff collaboration and local CLIL workshops as assets in lesson planning and useful
activities to address the teaching challenges.

Finding #8: The role of staff collaboration and local CLIL workshops. All
participants described sharing and collaboration with other geography teachers as helpful

process in addressing challenges, designing lesson plans, and choosing more efficient
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strategies to explain new concepts or topics in geography in Kazakh as L2. On this,
Geography teacher Aigul from NIS 1 commented that:
...at department meetings we share and plan lessons for both Kazakh and Russian
groups...For example, what strategies I will use in my lessons I will explain to my
colleagues...and vice-versa, discuss with each other what activities or strategies we
implemented successfully and which ones we can put for the beginning, middle for the
final parts of the lessons. In sharing processes we also discuss techniques to develop
speaking, reading and writing skills in L2. (Aigul, NIS 1)
This kind of professional support from Aigul’s perspective is valuable as she was excited in
describing the sharing process with the rest of the staff. The importance of exchanging lesson
planning decisions with the colleagues was commented by another participant in the same
way: “...we always discuss what and how implement activities to reach any lesson objectives
...” (Sara, NIS 1). Moreover, teachers from NIS 2 stated the importance of initially organized
CLIL workshops where teachers from various subjects present CLIL experience theory and
practice: “those teachers who have attended CLIL seminars in CEP after arrival they organize
CLIL workshops. If I think that those demonstrated CLIL activities will help to develop my
students’ language and content knowledge then | borrow for my teaching” (Aizhan, NIS 2).
Thus, NIS participants are sure that such professional interactions and local staff
collaborations gave them confidence in settling L2 challenges.
CLIL as a Tool to Deal with Challenges in Teaching Geography in Kazakh as L2
Practice
When it comes to teaching practice, there are some common teaching approaches and
activities which are used in any classroom practices regardless of medium of instruction

whereas some of them can practically be significant in CLIL approach dealing with teaching
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issues in L2 classroom. They are: slowed down L2 speech flow in teaching for beginners,
classroom materials in teaching geography in L2, vocabulary acquisition in L2 content
balanced learner and teacher-directed activities, adapting readings for learning geography in
L2. In the following paragraphs below the above defined CLIL activities will be explained in
depth.

Finding # 9: L2 pace of speaking for beginners. Many of the participants
emphasized that they slowed down Kazakh as L2 for the 7™ grades because learners are
accepted at NIS from grade 7 and they experience learning geography in Kazakh as L2 for the
first time. One of the participants explained that situation as follows:

Now they are at the 10™ grade but when I started teaching them at the 7 grade |

slowed down my Kazakh speech... today I do not slow down my speech in Kazakh

because they understand my Kazakh in its natural pace. (Aigul, NIS 2)

The essence of her argument is that as time passes they do not necessarily implement that
language technique in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 groups.

So, as it was explained above slowing down L2 teaching speech for the 7" graders is
regarded as a temporary challenge in L2 teaching practice.

Finding # 10: Implementation of rich input and pushed output in CLIL in
teaching geography in L2. All participants (4 out of 4) stated that in geography lessons maps,
educational videos from “Twig Bilim” web site and pictures are the major visual aids in
addressing the teaching challenges in L2. All interviewees claimed that in the beginning of the
lessons they can show relevant pictures of nature without directly saying a new content of a
lesson. As it is understood the learners are prepared to communicate negotiated key concepts

and meanings. Expressing own interpersonal attitudes through deducing the meaning of new
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content from the presented pictures learners move from spoken to written forms of language.
Tamara’s comment about maps can be a case in point:

one of the valuable sources are maps and atlas maps, we do not need words there are

standardized signs in maps...the learners explore and work with maps to answer the

given questions or create their own questions to other peers or for me. (NIS 1)

Hence, teachers used maps to explain and to highlight specific the topic related genre and
register or to make the learners visualize the presented information in Kazakh as L2.

In NIS 2, during classroom observations Sara used an atlas of the world when she
discussed Australia’s flora and fauna. Also the learners watched a video about Australia. After
watching the video, in the second stage of the task learners express textual meanings in written
form after watching the video which helped to develop L2 skills; students had to fill in a table
about Australian flora, fauna, and its agriculture and inhabitants’ specific trade based on its
zones using atlas for further group presentation.

Similarly, in the first NIS, at every part of the lesson during classroom observations
Tamara used maps and videos from “Twig Bilim” and the topic related pictures to make the
learners to understand the information rapidly in L2. In short, Tamara has chosen various
multi-media developing L2 skills. Simultaneously the learners used maps to present two
countries which are situated at various geographical zones referring to the various maps as
they examined climate, flora and fauna and agricultural aspects of the countries, in this
respect, the teacher develop the learners’ L2 through meaningful communication using all
possible resources. In sum, the research found that all possible resources or modalities are
considered and implemented in developing students’ geography knowledge in Kazakh as L.2.
In the following paragraph participants discuss how they address vocabulary teaching

challenge in L2.
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Finding #11: Vocabulary acquisitions in L2 content. All participants (4 out of 4)
claimed that L 2 learners had difficulties in understanding key terms because key words are
not used in everyday lexicon. Sara from NIS 2 stated that

...as learners do not use key terms in their everyday lives they had difficulties in

understanding in L2 so | translate them into L1 or even into L3 into English as it is a

part of the trilingual education policy objectives. Also every learner has vocabulary

copybooks where they write L1 definitions in parallel with L2 definitions. After getting
the meanings in L 1 they can work with L2 terms within the L2 contexts well. (Sara,

NIS 2)

In other words, the geography teachers used all possible opportunities to explain rarely used
geographical terms as easy as possible through matching activities, supporting the terms with
pictures and translating them into three languages as they believe that knowledge of key terms
in three languages is part of trilingual education policy in NIS context.

Another Geography teacher shared with her own experience how she tackles the
difficulties in introducing the key terms in Kazakh as L2: “all key terms are related to nature
so | use relevant pictures or video excerpts of nature which help my learners to understand
better their meanings in L2” (' Aizhan, NIS 2). The third Geography teacher echoed the
previous participant idea in working with content vocabulary: “key terms of geography are

related to nature and | can use pictures where that or this natural phenomenon described or |
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can use appropriate short videos...” (Tamara, NIS 1). According to Aigul CLIL? is the best
strategy in introducing new terms of a lesson:
CLIL strategy is especially designed approach for L2 teaching where teacher has to
integrate content and L2 for learners to explain the subject content. | can say one of the
CLIL strategies where the learners come across the terms three times unconsciously.
First time when they write what they remember from the board through running
dictation activity; second time in the given context where the learners fill in gap with
those words from the board then in the third time | gave the learners the previous
readings but in separate sentences and they are to reconstruct that previous seen texts.
Each time after each activity | gave for each group my own feedback and comment or
explain some words if the learners ask me or sometimes | ask them to evaluate the
learning process; to what extent they can infer the right meanings of words within the
given texts. (Aigul, NIS 1)
Aigul highlighted that she purposefully selects content specific texts with key words
developing learners’ academic L2 and giving opportunity to communicate meaningfully
expressing own thoughts during putting written information in correct order. As they
expressed the balanced integrated language and content knowledge can reduce learning and
teaching challenges.
In classroom observations teachers of both NIS translated some key terms into the

learners’ L1 in checking their responses and in both sites learners are suggested matching

3 As | started collecting the data at the end of the term I did not see such vocabulary
learning activities with CLIL method during classroom observations.
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exercises and they also used those words in their presentation stage. In this regard, from CLIL
condition teachers’ implemented scaffolding strategy supporting and giving confidence for
further meaningful L2 negotiation of content information. Thus, all geography teachers
implement various CLIL approaches and L2 teaching scaffolding approaches which can be the
most appropriate for a particular grade in introducing key terms in L2 based on Meyer ‘s
(2010) framework.

Finding #12: Adapting reading for learning geography in L2. From the given
syllabi the study participants pointed out that they do some elaborative modifications to the
texts in Kazakh as L2. All participants described that they adapt and shorten the length of
Kazakh geographical texts, keeping the only major ideas with key vocabularies: “I prepare the
same lesson plan for both Russian and Kazakh mediums but for Russian-medium groups |
shorten and use graded Kazakh texts ” (Aizhan, NIS 2). In other words, participants made
conscious adjustment as part of scaffolding strategy in CLIL setting. Using one syllabus for
different mediums was not considered positively or negatively. All participants were very
neutral in describing the same syllabi.

Teachers’ Perceptions about The Role of Communities in Learning Subjects in L2

The last theme of this chapter relates to the third research question about the role of
learners’ environment in learning geography in L2. The obtained data from both sites revealed
similar findings related to learners’ environment and its role in learning subjects in L2.
Though, initially | expected to reveal differences from northern and from western parts of
Kazakhstan from historical perspective about learners’ environment and its function in
learning subjects in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium groups.

Finding #13: Learners’ classroom informal interactions. All participants claimed

that learners’ environment are Russified and it can be perceived as challenge. | revealed that
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participants from two perspectives referred to learners’ environment. The first perspective is
when learners interact around the classroom in and during breaks and when teachers hear their
informal peer interactions. Secondly, home or parental environment was perceived as positive
or negative environment in acquisition of Kazakh. Participants inferred such statement based
on parental meetings where they talked with their learners’ parents.

Classroom observations and interviews revealed that “Learners tended to address in
Russian in clarifying or asking something from each other in classroom setting and during the
break time” (Aizhan, NIS 2). Moreover, in classroom observations I also noticed that in most
cases learners ask and answer each other’s questions in their L1. But teachers hope that in the
nearest future this tendency would be visa-versa; “...language environment of the learners can
be changed from L1 into L2 if they see that they will use Kazakh in their future lives” (
Tamara, NIS 1). Overall, all teacher from both sites claimed that learners readily interact in
Russian when they are not controlled and during the breaks and it perceived as challenge in
learning subjects in Kazakh as L2.

Finding #14: Home language environment and parental influence. Parental
community and parents attitudes were perceived as challenge if parents are not involved in
learners’ success in overcoming L2 barriers in learning content subjects. Sara echoed the
above mentioned statement as follows:

“We can see whose language environment is L1 or mixed L1 and L2 at home. When

parents came to the meetings during our conversations | see that those students whose

Kazakh as L2 are good consequently their parents or grandparents mostly speak in

Kazakh than in Russian vice versa those students whose Kazakh as L2 were very low

or poor their parents speak in Russian and sometimes with difficulty can say some
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Kazakh words during the parental NIS meetings” But some parents claim that they

purposefully use Kazakh at home. (NIS 2)

In short, parental language and internal attitudes can be perceived as influential factors if they
purposefully continue speaking in Kazakh and it is an asset for development of learners’
environment in Kazakh as L2. So, parents’ language and their attitudes can be significant in
developing learners’ environment in Kazakh as L2.

Finding # 15: NIS as L2 language environment for L2 learners. As a result of
trilingual policy in NIS other subjects besides geography are taught in Kazakh as L2
consequently, such process have great positive impact on Russian —medium learners’ language
environment because several other subjects are taught in Kazakh as well for Russian-medium
learners creating opportunities to acquire Kazakh as second language as soon as possible. One
of the participants commented NIS as Kazakh exposure:

| had one student who is now at the 11" grade, he is not ethnic Kazakh and his living

environment was Russian but at present his Kazakh as L2 is perfect he speaks freely in

Kazakh and | can say that it is due to NIS knowledge and its natural language

environment [which] helped him achieve such phenomenal results as all students spend

here all day long. (Sara, NIS 2)

In other words, she believes that NIS as language environment and natural Kazakh exposure
can support and improve learning geography in Kazakh as L2. Additionally, NIS learners’
language environment can be considered as a significant factor in the academic achievement
of those learners who want to improve Kazakh as L2 level. Moreover, the learning
environment is supported externally through many other extra-curricular events in Kazakh in
whole academic year as reported by the participants. They have “weeks of languages” where

three language teachers , Kazakh, Russian and English organize at local level various activities
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and competitions involving NIS learners. Also, learners are involved in summer project which
is titled “One week in a village”; they are given an opportunity to spend one week in Kazakh
speaking villages in summer holidays with their curators. After the arrival students are to
present about their experiences to their peers in Kazakh. Thus, NIS Kazakh language
environment has great impact on Russian speaking learners’ linguistic environment letting the
learners to immerse the Kazakh speaking environment naturally.
Conclusion

The overriding findings revealed that learners’ who study geography in Kazakh as .2
had various L2 skills and it follows other language related issues challenging teachers of
geography in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium classrooms. Moreover, learner’s individual
environments can be regarded as challenge or help in learning subjects in L2 in both sites.
However, in both sites’ teachers’ perceived NIS as a crucial environment condition for
promoting L1, L2 or L3. Neither NIS 1 nor NIS 2 considers teaching resources and subject
syllabus as challenges.

CEP and NIS trainings, staff collaborations and local workshops were significant to
plan geography lessons in Kazakh as L2 and to cope with teaching challenges in everyday
teaching practices. During classroom observations participants utilized various activities in
CLIL condition to overcome challenges in practice. Participants implemented various
scaffolding strategies and supplied rich input (Meyer, 2010) to address faced challenges in

teaching and in learning geography content in L2.
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Chapter 5: Discussion of the Findings

Introduction

In the previous chapter the study described the research findings. This chapter aim is to
present discussion of the findings. The major categories of classroom challenges and ways of
addressing challenges were coded, analyzed and organized. Categories and subcategories were
created, guided by the following research questions:

1. What kind of challenges do geography teachers face teaching in Kazakh as L2 to
Russian medium groups (RMGs)?
Sub-questions: i. what are teachers’ perceptions of students’ Kazakh as L2 proficiency level?

ii. What are teachers’ perceptions of teaching materials?

2. What practices do teachers use to address these challenges?
3. How do they perceive the role of students’ environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as
L2?
The finding and analyses were driven by the conceptual framework, as described in Chapter 2
which is based on three theoretical frameworks; the first is language-in- education planning
framework (Kaplan & Baladauf, 1997), the second is Meyer’s (2010)CLIL-Pyramid
framework which is embedded into the methods part of Kaplan and Baldauf’s model and the
third framework is Llinares, Morton and Whittaker’s (2012) framework which demonstrates
the second language role in CLIL within the CLIL-Pyramid layers.
Chapter Outline
This chapter has four main sections: Learners’ L2 proficiency gap which speaks to Findings
from 1 till 4 (1); Materials are not challenging factor examines Finding 5(2); NIS Curriculum
Policy role in teaching content subjects speaks to Finding 6 (3); Pre-service teacher training

Policy to overcome teaching and planning issues considers Findings 7 and 8 (4); CLIL as
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policy implementation method in classroom practice to cope with barriers speaks Findings 9
and 12 (5); Community Policy and learners’ environment role in learning geography in
Kazakh as L2 speaks Findings from 13 till 15 (6).

Learners’ L2 Proficiency Gap

In reflecting teachers’ perceptions of challenges in teaching in Kazakh as L2 in
Russian-medium groups at NIS 1 and at NIS 2, both sites denoted learners’ non-
homogenously developed Kazakh as L2 challenge. This pattern was explained from second
language acquisition perspective that learner cannot acquire “receptive-productive” skills
homogeneously “because different facets of development proceed at different paces” (Larsen-
Freeman, 2014, p.10). Moreover, pronunciation was not regarded as a major issue in CLIL
condition by CLIL scholars (Dalton-Puffer, 2008; Llinares et. al., 2012).

There is additional explanation of such challenge that CLIL teachers should understand
and recognize genre and register features of content texts for further supporting with necessary
grammar and lexis of those written texts (Llinares et. al., 2012). Classroom observations
revealed that participants implemented different kinds of audio-visual aids in the first level of
classroom instruction focusing on instructional and regulative registers preparing to
communication where students are involved in production of meaningful output where L2 is
“a resource for meaning” which embraces “multiple systems” (Coffin, 2017, p.94). As a
result, learners provide three “different types of meanings” (Coffin, 2017, p.94) — ideational
meanings; interpersonal meanings; and textual meanings (Llinares et. al., 2012), However, |
did not observe teachers’ explanation of necessary academic sentence patterns and “cohesive
devices” (Coffin, 2017, p. 96) which enable learners’ to understand the significance of L2 in
“construing the world (the content of our lives) — both the real world (i.e. material phenomena)

and the more theorized, virtual world of academia (i.e., conceptual, abstract phenomena)”
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(Coffin, 2017, p. 96) In addition, Mehisto, Marsh and Frigols (as cited in Mayo &
Basterrechea, 2017) argue that a distinctive feature of CLIL is dialogic model. In other words,
meaningful turn-taking interactions between learners and teachers in CLIL classrooms are
important component to attain complex content related phenomena (Llinares et. al., 2012). In
addition, negotiation of meaning during interactions and communication in CLIL lessons will
help to “co-construct the complex content meanings” in the second language (Nikula et. al.,
2013, p. 89).

As for the academic vocabulary proficiency in both sites there were some students who
did not understand vocabulary in Kazakh as L2. In such cases teachers suggested L1or L3
translations though most learners started learning Kazakh as a subject from the primary
schooling years in Kazakhstani context. Johnson and Swain (1994) contend that learners attain
more conversational proficiency when learning second language as subject than academic
proficiency. Tsui (2010) echoed the same sentiment that without reaching a threshold level
(see also Cummins, 2005), students cannot achieve academic progress in learning content
subjects in L2 as media of instruction that is why most learners in learning geography in
Kazakh as L2 faced with difficulty. Also, Llinares et. al.’s third component focused on
development of L2 in CLIL examining key words and supporting understanding of those
words, then giving opportunity to express the learners’ and in the last level learners’ learn to
express the previous information in written form. In this term, Afitska (2015) argues that
learning a subject in second language needs more language support activities if learners skills
are not fluent in second language consequently, it will slow and make less effective attainment
of content knowledge in L2. The main idea of her proposed approach enables learners and
teachers “to divert attention away from the new language and towards the new concepts”

(Afitska, 2015, p. 77).
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Another common challenge within this category was that some students experienced
difficulty in processing information in the beginning in learning geography in L2 at the
beginning of grade 7. And the above pointed challenge was consistent with past research, for
instance, Johnson & Swain (1994 see also Pica, 2008) claim that some students who are
engaged in late learning subjects in L2 can experience difficulty in comprehending stream of
data in L2 at the beginning of few weeks or even a month. Thus, it is significant to understand
learners L2 levels of comprehension at the beginning of learning when they are involved in
studying subjects in Kazakh as L2 in the mid of their schooling age.

Materials are Not Challenging Factor

Materials is one of the segments in implementation of language-in-education policy as
through materials teachers can develop lesson plans meeting with implementation processes.
All participants stated that they could upload materials from the subject suggested syllabi
content and adapt them for further L2 teaching. They also retrieved video materials from Twig
Bilim website where there are many subject related videos with compiled higher order
thinking questions. Relevancy and availability of diverse teaching and learning materials can
support teachers for further successful classroom teaching (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997,
Liddicoat, 2004).

Curriculum Policy Role in Teaching Content Subjects in L2

Neither teachers from NIS 1 nor teachers from NIS 2 considered syllabi as challenge in
teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 in RMGs, however, participants used the same syllabi for
both mediums (Kazakh and Russian) with similar aims, assessment tasks and resources with
the same expected outcomes. However, Information Analytic Center (2017) and Shegenova
(2016) recommend changing syllabi for Russian-medium groups who study History of

Kazakhstan in Kazakh as L2. Moreover, | can argue that the study participants could not
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understand and realize consciously CLIL syllabi as a problem. However, as Liddicoat (2014b)
defined “the change in language has significant pedagogical consequences pedagogical
practices in educating students in their first language are substantively different from those
required for educating students in a language they do not speak” (p.126).

As it was known all study participants had a few year experiences in teaching subjects
in Kazakh L2 and this can be another reason that they could not professionally evaluate the
differences of teaching in L1 and in L2. They needed consistent pre-service trainings as was
recommended by Information Analytic Center, (2017), Khamidulina (2016), and Shegenova
(2016) to better understand differences in teaching subjects in L1 or in L2. Such approach in
late immersion program was defined as “false hope” because late immersion students’ L2
proficiency is not as in L1 proficiency (Johnson & Swain, 1994, p.224).Also, based on
different locations of education organizations syllabus or course plan or curriculum content in
trilingual policy should be adjusted as recommended by Information Analytic Center (2017).
Curriculum is important asset in language-in education policy (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997)
which reflects what teachers will do at classroom level.

Pre-Service Teacher Training Policy to Overcome Teaching and Planning Issues

The data revealed that all participants prior to NIS did not teach geography in Kazakh
as L2. That is why any kinds of pre-service CLIL teacher trainings, workshops and peer
collaborations were perceived as one of the ways to address the faced challenges in classroom
settings in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. Consideration of teaching pool and nature of
pre-service preparation are the aspects of Personnel Policy within language-in-education
policy and planning (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997).

As stated in the previous research “teachers are the agents of change, and success of an

innovation in teaching is to a large extent determined by their acceptance and ownership of the
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innovation” (Carless, 2001; Markee, 1997; Nunan as cited in Ellili-Cherif, 2014, p. 214;
Throop, 2007). As for collaboration, Mourshed et al. (2010) argued that collaborative practices
is one of the significant component of the most improved school systems in the world that
professional collaborative practices “hardwires” hidden teachers values and beliefs
accumulating them into “a form manifest in day-to-day teaching practice” (p.74). Moreover,
Ruby & McLaughlin (2014) who reviewed past forty years of reforms in education sphere
suggested that “a model of collegiality and a community of professional practice” can be one
of the basic strategies to transfer to or to accept reform.

Another revealed approach in the findings against the challenges in teaching
geography in Kazakh as L2 is reflective sharing in the staff level with peer teachers. Ayubaeva
valued of reflective practice of teachers and its implication for teacher learning (as cited in
McLaughlin et al, 2014). Her unpublished doctoral study reported that some degree of peer
collaboration can strengthen teachers’ self-confidence, guide to student-centered teaching and
can help to identify and overcome with teaching challenges (p.240). Overall, pre-service
trainings, professional reflective interactions are important policy stage in implementation of
language-in education policy and planning which can and should provide successful teaching
practice of school subjects in any language of media at classroom settings.

CLIL as Policy Implementation Method in Classroom Practice to Cope with Barriers

As for teaching process teachers implemented CLIL activities to overcome classroom
teaching barriers in conducting geography in Kazakh as L2 in RMGs. Within NIS CLIL is
mandated implementation planning component for teaching academic subjects in L2 or in L3
(AEO NIS, 2013) and CLIL programs and course plans are created based on Coyle’s (2005)
4Cs. However, CLIL lesson procedures in this study will be analyzed through Meyer’s (2010)

CLIL-Pyramid layers (2010) highlighting the role of language in CLIL (Llinares et. al., 2012).
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Findings revealed that all participants in this study implemented as Meyer (2010)
defined rich input and scaffolding strategies in explaining materials: pictures, maps, online
videos from Twig-Bilim website, graded readings, As for vocabulary translations here,
geography teachers help to develop second language learners’ proficiency expressing
ideational meanings in L1 and in L3 giving opportunity to understand key concepts for further
content knowledge attainment (Llinares et. al., 2012) ; from Meyer’s (2010) framework it
called as scaffolding process which entails learners to understand further the target language
information. Moreover, from third language learning and teaching perspective Tarnopolsky &
Goodman (2014) shed light on the importance of using limited L1 to understand “the target
language structure and communication in it” and other social aspects of the target language “if
not overused” (p.395).

In classroom observations it was revealed that teachers prepared various tasks to
develop learners’ content skills. For example, comparison of zones, ecosystems, watching
educational short videos and asking higher order questions which were seen on the board.
From Meyer’s CLIL-Pyramid all those tasks were purposefully designed to develop learners
skills; it is very important stage when teachers bring various designed tasks to develop learners
higher order thinking skills triggering to further meaningful communication in L2 (Meyer,
2010).

Finally, in most stages of the lesson learners worked in teams or in pairs during
completing the given task. All learners interacted in their first language and in the second
language to understand that or this meaning basis on the task. In this regard, Llinares et. al.’
(2012) classroom interaction component can be excellent example to understand language role
in teaching and learning content. As for team or pair work in output stage which is titled as

“Workout” (Meyer, 2010) Sepesiova (2015) described that such interactive and collaborative
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patterns can help to “achieve language, content and learning outcomes” (p.131). Indeed,
various group or pair work help learners to gain confidence and it creates less stressful
situation from being failed raising learners’ motivation.

Overall, in CLIL condition it is significant to bind input and scaffolding strategies
bearing in mind learners’ heterogenic L2 levels in teaching subjects in Kazakh as L2.
Community Policy and Learners’ Environment Role in Learning Geography in Kazakh
as L2.

Learners’ “informal environment” (Spada. 1985) was described as more of a challenge
than formal language environment, as participants reported. In other words, informal
environment of learners was perceived their break time and home environment whereas formal
was explained from teachers’ perspective learners’ in class environment during the lesson.

Scholars writing about the formal environment of late immersion pedagogy state that
L1 interaction let learners to save time preventing from misunderstanding of L2 information
and frustration (Johnson & Swain, 1994, p. 216). As was mentioned above meaningful limited
use of L1 will facilitate to better understand and perceive quicker the given L 2 information.
Moreover, a language develops through social interaction when learners’ exchange
information “in supportive interactive environment” (Vigotsky as cited in Lightbown &
Spada, 2013, p. 25).

As for home language environment, Schmid (2014) pointed if two learners grow up in
a similar condition under the same home language environment they will not have the same
command of parents’ language/s or languages of that environment (p. 388). In other words,
home language environment should not be regarded as an issue in learning subjects in Kazakh
as L2 because second language acquisition is mostly dependent on personal characteristics of

an individual and less dependent on parents’ language proficiency that preferred speaking in
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Russian in L1 than in Kazakh as L2 at NIS parental meetings. Nevertheless, when learner
acquires second language several people’s attitudes to the learner can be (Larsen-Freeman &
Long, 1991, p. 175) crucial, for instance, the attitudes of his or her parents, peers, teachers,
ethnicity (Larsen- Freeman & Long, 1991, p. 178; Smagulova, 2016). Thus, main target of
Community policy is to find and accommodate approaches and attract parents, learners and
other community members to support learners’ in learning subjects in second or in third
languages.

Another environment in this study finding is NIS which organizes extra-curricular
events as Summer School, “one week in the village” or other meaningful exciting events
which facilitate development of L1, L2 and L3. Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) mentioned that
beyond the classroom, educators and students live in the community. Consequently, there are
different concerns and attitudes related to educational system in the living community. And
the task of this language —in-education planning area is like general language policy planning
to achieve certain change in community behavior mediating the challenges in the frame of
proposed change. This finding is consistent with language —in education policy and planning
theory studies (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; Liddicoat, 2013). On the other hand from second
language acquisition view “informal contact” can lead to successful improvement of language
proficiency under stage if it is planned and “real and sustained use situations” (p. 44) are
occurred (Krashen as cited in Spada, 1985). In short, learners improve and develop their L2
through natural interactions (Ortega, 2009). As Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) mentioned that
creation of various approaches toward community attitudes is important aspect in language-in-
education policy and planning for successful implementation through different part time
activities which nurture and enhance learners’ L1, L2 or L3 environments.

Conclusion
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This chapter’s purpose was to discuss the previous chapter findings based on the
reviewed literature. All revealed findings of the past chapter have been deeply analyzed and
discussed. Learners’ L2 proficiency gap as non-homogenous is natural SLA phenomenon. If it
is not sufficiently developed then teachers have to pay attention on L2 development strategies
bearing in mind learners’ proficiency. Moreover, implementing CLIL scaffolding strategies
and conscious adjustments of content materials will give opportunity to reduce learners’ L2
challenges. Participants did not consider L2 materials as challenge. In addition teachers did
not perceive the syllabi as challenge; however, past studies claimed and recommended to
change the content of the syllabi for those who study subjects in L2 in Kazakh or in Russian
and make syllabi adjustments based on locations of NIS in trilingual policy. Preservice
trainings are important in language-in-education policy and the right prepared teachers are the
key in successful policy implementation. CLIL is very important tool and program to address
to teaching and learning challenges in NIS context. Based on the learners’ environment
according to teachers learners’ environment did not seem so big challenges as it was stated in
findings, but purposefully organized NIS extra-curricular events can enhance L1, L2 and L3
proficiency levels giving opportunity to acquire the languages in free condition without

pressure.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore with a sample of geography teachers
their perceptions of challenges in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 in Russian-medium
groups. The conclusion from this study follows the research questions and the findings
therefore address three areas: (1) what kind of challenges geography teachers face in teaching
in Kazakh as L2 to RMGs; (2) what practices teachers use to address these challenges; (3) how
teachers’ perceive students environment in learning subjects in Kazakh as L2. Following is the
discussion of the main findings which are pertinent to the study frameworks and conclusion
drawn from this research.it is followed the recommendations and a final reflection on this
study.
What kind of challenges geography teachers face in teaching in Kazakh as L1 to RMGs

The first major finding of this study research is that the majority of participants in this
study indicated that the learners’ heterogenic developed L2 skills challenged geography
teaching in Kazakh as L2 to Russian-medium groups. A conclusion to be drawn from this
finding is that it is normal challenge from SLA perspective. Moreover, pronunciation in CLIL
was not seen as a challenge based on past studies. However, from teachers’ perceptions
teaching materials were not an issue in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 to RMGs. In
addition, geography syllabi which were used in both mediums were not perceived as
challenges. In this regard, it can be also concluded that the same geography syllabi could not
regarded as a challenge because those CLIL teachers had a few year teaching practices in
Kazakh as L2 context. International and local past studies have proved the necessity of
separation of syllabi content, teaching and learning objectives for different mediums referring
to various learners’ natural development capacities based on L1 and L2 in accordance with

past studies.
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What Practices Teachers Use to Address These Challenges

The second major finding was that all participants reported that NIS and CEP pre-
service trainings and initial staff subject teachers’ collaborative reflections with each other
were the most valuable assets in teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 to RMGs. All
participants celebrated that those seminars helped them to overcome teaching challenges
where they were introduced CLIL method for teaching geography in Kazakh as L2. A
conclusion that can be drawn from this finding is that all above mentioned findings were in
agreement with past studies proving that new successful educational reform with highly
qualified teaching staff requires such changes. CLIL as part of trilingual policy
implementation in secondary school enabled subject teachers to deal with L2 teaching issues
implementing rich input and scaffolding where learners presented meaningful comprehensible
output through interaction developing L2 for further attainment of contextual complex
information.
How Teachers’ Perceive Students’ Environment in Learning Subjects in Kazakh as L2

The third research question related findings revealed similar results for both NIS
highlighting learners environment as challenge in certain cases; moreover, NIS as environment
was perceived as important environment with extra-curricular events which led students to
enhance their three language proficiency. The primary conclusion that can be drawn from this
is that home and informal environment were not seen as big issue in learning subjects in
Kazakh because from retrospective future teachers hope that learners’ environment can be
changed from L1 into L2 if they understand consciously usefulness of Kazakh in their social

lives.
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Recommendations
| offer recommendations based on the findings, discussions and conclusions of this study. The
recommendations that follow are for (1) recommendations for subject teachers; (2)
recommendations for local policy- experts; and (3) recommendations for further research.

Recommendations for subject teachers. Content teachers have to work with
language teachers, attend CLIL seminars and conduct action research. Teacher of content
subject who teach some subjects in Kazakh or in Russian as L2 should take sufficient time to
find out as much about not only content in planning lessons implementing CLIL, but, equally
as important, development of second language content related register and genre features
based on this study’s third framework which is focused on examination of CLIL
communication or interaction aspect. Attendance of various school or other seminars and
professional development courses can push to understand CLIL’s rich input and scaffolding
integrating literacy development through classroom interaction components which will
develop learners L2 skills creating opportunities for learners to acquire content knowledge
easily with provide feedback for further improvements. And thirdly I recommend to conduct
action research studies because it is very important part of professional development which
enables teachers to cope with teaching challenges and in this regard, professional reflections
and analysis of own teaching based on past studies will strengthen CLIL teaching practice; as
it is a new teaching strand within trilingual policy in Kazakhstani context. Overall, teachers
are key trilingual policy implementers who should develop purposefully own professional
qualifications within new education reform.

Recommendations for local / NIS trilingual policy experts. Local policy-experts are
people who prepare foundations for successful implementation planning or issues various

legal documents and supporting or organizing implementation processes within any formal
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language-in-education policies. Therefore as was found out it is important to develop constant
CLIL trainings and to revise syllabi content. Firstly, it is recommended to organize online
formal training programs in CLIL for content teachers to support those teachers who have a
few years of experiences in teaching subjects. It is known that 20 NIS are located in various
parts of Kazakhstan and every month content teachers or local experts physically cannot
organize face to face meetings. Secondly, local experts are recommended to revise and
improve Syllabi content based on past studies findings and considering RMGs L2
development levels in certain grades. As was recommended in one of the previous studies it
would be more welcomed if local experts bear in mind the status of the official language from
sociolinguistics perspective in each part of Kazakhstan in appropriating syllabi content for
each L2 class.

Recommendations for further research: The researchers are recommended further
studies be conducted to develop larger database of information to get more comprehensive
understanding of challenges in teaching in Kazakh or in Russian as L2. Such large data base
can reveal holistic patterns peculiar for NIS as organization; future obtained data can show
general patterns of challenges, ways of addressing or understand more explicitly common
learners’ environments and their roles in learning subjects in L2. Or future researchers can
make comparative studies of classes where one subject are taught or learnt in both mediums in
Kazakh but for Kazakh-mediums Kazakh is L1whilist for Russian-mediums Kazakh is L2. |
suppose that such comparative studies will define where and how content and language
scaffolding strategies are necessary to cope with teaching challenges in L2 classes. In addition,
the real experts in learners’ environment can be learners themselves and their parents. That is
why within this study learners’ environment role data can be considered as superficial and for

the following similar study I would include learners and parents as a future study participants.
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Limitations

There are several limitations of this study first, it cannot be generalized to whole NIS
geography teachers’ because of the participants size and humber of sites therefore this study
cannot reveal general patterns of challenges of geography teachers in teaching geography in
Kazakh as L2 within NIS organization; secondly, learners’ environment role was investigated
from teachers’ perceptions without examining learners or their parents perceptions. And
thirdly, in each site | could not observe one class in a separate day because of the end of the
term and the following week all learners had not classes in NIS context.

Conclusion

As | come to the close of the study it is important to highlight that | examined and reviewed
many studies to answer my research questions, design the research instruments and create the
study frameworks. This study has been a sign of collaborative efforts of participants who
found time and showed willingness to share with their experiences which enhanced the study
itself. At the same time, looking back for all processes | believe that this study can be one of
the first and tiny contributions to language-in-education policy and planning which can be

continued in Kazakhstani context.

As a final point, I consider that this study will be useful not only for geography
teachers but for all other teachers who practice or implement teaching content subjects in L2
or in L3. I hope that the local policy-makers can see from language-in-education policies
where teachers need improvements in teaching content subjects in Kazakh or in Russian as L2

in further accommodation of syllabi to RMGs. Overall, I conclude with the words of Wharton
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“there are two ways of spreading light: to be candle or the mirror that reflects it” (Bloomberg

& Volpe, p. 211).
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Appendix A: Informed Consent Form
Informed Consent Form for Geography Teachers at Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools
(NIS)
Challenges teaching in Kazakh as L2

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on “Challenges teaching in Kazakh as L2”.
The purpose of the study is to explore geography teachers’ perceptions towards teaching geography challenges in
Kazakh as L2 at Russian-medium groups. You will be asked to participate in at least one-on-one interview. You
may also be asked to participate in a classroom observation and a followup interview. All observations and
interviews will be audiotaped only with your primary consent. Upon your approval, names or other identifying
information will be kept anonymous by using pseudonyms. All gathered data will be stored in the special folder
on the researcher’s laptop, protected with the unique password. No one except the researcher (me) and (My) the
Thesis Supervisor will have an access to the information.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: The interview will last approximately at first stage 30 minutes.
If asked to participate, the first classroom observation will last approximately 20 minutes. The second classroom
observation will last approximately 40 minutes. The second interview will last nearly 20 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal. Your identity will be concealed and
the given information will not be discussed with other parties (NIS administration, teachers or students). The

benefits which may reasonably be expected from this study are teachers’ views formally in academic

level can lead to further policy recommendation or high decision-making stages. Basing on your
experience, stakeholders of macro and micro levels may amend trilingual education reform strategies, improving
the quality of learning and teaching.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its procedures, risks and
benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work, Assistant Professor, Bridget Goodman,
bridget.goodman@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 to speak to someone independent of the research team at +7 7172 709359. You

can also write an email to the NUGSE Research Committee at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
Please sign this consent from if you agree to participate in this study.

» | have carefully read the information provided;

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

» |l understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information will be seen only
by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;

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

«  With full knowledge of all foregoing, | agree, of my own free will, to participate in this study.

Signature: Date:
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Appendix B Consent Forms

PARENTAL INFORMED CONSENT FORM
FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING CHILDREN

Challenges teaching in Kazakh as L2

DESCRIPTION: Your child is invited to participate in a research study on “Challenges
teaching in Kazakh as L2”. The purpose of the study is to explore geography teachers’
perceptions towards teaching geography challenges in Kazakh as L2 at Russian-medium
groups. Your child will be asked to participate in two phased classroom observations, which
will be audiotaped / video-taped only with your primary consent. Upon your approval, names
or other identifying information will be kept anonymous by using pseudonyms. All gathered
data will be stored in the special folder on the researcher’s laptop, protected with the unique
password. No one except the researcher (me) and (My) the Thesis Supervisor will have an
access to the information.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: This study has no known risks. The benefits which may
reasonably be expected to result from this study are not directed towards your child; however,
stakeholders of macro and micro levels may amend trilingual education reform strategies,
improving the quality of learning and teaching. Your decision whether or not to allow your
child to participate in this study will not affect your child's grades or participation in school.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: First classroom observation will last approximately 20 minutes.
The second classroom observation will last approximately 40
minutes.

SUBJECT'S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to allow your
child/student to participate in this study, please understand your child’s participation is
voluntary and your child has the right to withdraw his/her consent or discontinue participation
at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which he/she is otherwise entitled. Your
child’s individual privacy will be maintained in all published and written data resulting from
the study.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, you should ask the Master’s thesis Supervisor, (Assistant
Professor, Bridget Goodman, bridget.goodman@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
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participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to speak to someone independent
of the research team at +7 7172 709359. You can also write an email to the NUGSE Research
Committee at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

I (we) have read the information above and hereby consent to have my (our) child participate
in this study by signing below.

Signature(s) of Parent(s) or Guardian Date

®OPMA UH®OPMALIMOHHOI'O COTJIACHUS
POJUTEJIE /151 MPUBJEYEHUS JETEN K UICCJIEJOBAHUIO

Tpynnoctu npenogaBanns Ha Ka3axckoMm si3bike Kak BTOPOH SI3BIK

OIMUCAHME: Bam peGeHOK MpUTIAIIeH MPUHITh y4acTUE B UCCIEAOBAHUU 110 U3YYCHHIO
TPYAHOCTEH MpernojaBaHus reorpaguu Ha Ka3aXCKOM S3bIKe KaK BTOPOM S3bIK B
PYCCKOSI3BIYHOM Kilacce. Bamemy peOeHKy OyaeT MpeyiokeHO IPUHATh Y4acTHE B IBYX
HaOJIOICHUX KJlacca MCcCieIoBaTeieM, KOTopble Oy IyT 3anicanbl Wiin coTorpadgupoBaHbl
JUIsL UCCIIEIOBaHMsI HEMIOCPECTBEHHO ¢ Baiero paspemieHus. AHOHUMHOCTb JIMUHOCTEH U
MMEH BO BpeMs aHaiiu3a 0yayT oOecredeHbl, UCI0b3Yysl ICEBIOHUMBI. Bce naHHbIe
HaOroieHus OylyT XpaHUTHCS B 3AIIMIIEHHON KOJIOM IMANKe B IEPCOHATILHOM KOMIIbIOTEpE Y
uccienosarens. Jloctyn k coOpaHHbIM HHGOpMausaM OyAyT y uccienoBarens (MeHs) U y
HaY4YHOTO PYKOBOJAUTEIIS (MOETO0).

BPEMS YUYACTHUSA: TlepBoe HabmroaeHMe Kilacca ¢ yyactueM Bamero pebenka Oyaer
JUTUTbCS 0K0JIO 20 MUHYT.
Bropoe naOmronenue kiacca ¢ yyactuem Bamero peGenka Oyner
JiTbes 40 MUHYT.

PUCKU U IPEUMYIIECTBA:

OnpeneneHHbIe PUCKH, CBA3aHHBIE C UCCIIEAOBaHUEM He HabmonatoTcs. OT pe3ynbpTara
uccnenoBanus Bamn peObeHok He OyeT UMeTh HUKaKuX npeumyiiectB. OHaKo, pe3ynbTaThl
3TOTr0 UCCIIEOBAHUS MOTYT YIYYUTh CTPATETHUIO BHEIPEHUS peOPMBI TPEXBA3BIYHOIO
00pa30BaHUs Ha BCEX YPOBHAX, KOTOPBIN NMPUBEIET KAUECTBEHHOMY O0YUYEHHUIO U
npenojaBaHuio. Barie pemenue o corsiacuu 1100 oTKase B yuacTuu Bamero peOenka
HUKAaKUM 00pa3oM He MOBJIMSAIOT Ha ero yuyeOy U OLIEHKHU B ILIKOJIE.

ITPABA YYACTHUKOB: Ecnu Bsl npounTanu nanHyio ¢Gopmy U Ty pa3pelieHue
Bamemy peOeHKy IpHUHATH yyacTHe B JaHHOM HUCCIIeI0BaHUH, Bbl JOKHBI MIOHUMATh, YTO
yuactue Bariero pebenka sBisieTcst J0OpOoBOJIbHBIM: U Yy Baiero pebeHka ectb mpaBo
0TO3BaTh CBOE COTJIaCHe WJIM IPEKPATUTh yyacTHe B Jt000e Bpems 0e3 ITpaHbIX CAaHKIIHUHA
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1 0e3 oTepH COIMaIbHOTO MaKeTa, KoTopbiii Bam npenocrasisiiu. B kauectBe
AJIBTCPHATHUBBI MOJXHO HC Y4aCTBOBATL B UCCIICAOBAHWH. Pe3y.]IbTaTbI JaHHOTI'O
UCCJIEIOBAHMSI, MOTYT OBbITh NMPEACTABICHBI WM OMYOJIUKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX HIIN
HpO(beCCI/IOHaJIBHbIX oeJsx, COXpaHiasd aHOHUMHOCTD YYaCTHHUKOB HUCCIICAOBAHMA.

KOHTAKTHASA UH®OPMALUSA:

Bonpocsi: Eciin y Bac ects BOnpochkl, 3aMeuaHust WIIH KaJl0ObI 1O TOBOAY JAaHHOTO
UCCIIE0BAHMS, IPOLEAYPhI €r0 MPOBEIECHNS, PUCKOB U IPEUMYILECTB, Bpl MOXkeTe CBA3aThCSA
C Hay4YHBIM PYKOBOJUTEJIEM UCCIIEI0BATENES, UCIIOb3YS CIEAYIOINE JaHHbIE: Accucmenm
npogheccop, Bpuooicum I'yoman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz

He3aBucumblie KOHTaKThI: Eciii BBl HE yA0BIETBOPEHBI IPOBEACHUEM JAHHOIO
UCCIIeIOBaHMsI, eciii y Bac BO3HUKIIN Kakue-1100 nmpoOeMbl, kaja00bl WU BONIPOCHI, Bl
MoskeTe cBsizathesi ¢ Komurerom MccnenoBanunii Beicirelt [konsr O0pazoBanus Hazap6aes
Yuusepcurera 1o tenedony +7 7172 70 93 59 unu oTnpaBuTh NHUCHMO Ha SJIEKTPOHHBIN
azgpec gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

[TokanyiicTa, MOAMUIIKUTE NaHHYIO GOpMYy, eciiid Bl cOrIacHbI y4acTBOBaTh B UCCIICIOBAHHH.

* S BHUMATEIBbHO U3YYHII IIPEJICTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIHIO;,

*  MHe npenocTaBuIv NOJHYO HH()OPMAIUIO O TIEIISX U MPOLIEIYPe UCCIIETOBAHMS,

* 1 moHmmaro, Kak OyIyT HCIIOJIb30BaHBI COOpPaHHBIC JaHHBIC, U YTO JOCTYI K JIOOOH
KOH(HICHIIHATBHON HHOpMAIK OYAEeT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIEI0BATEb;

hd a1 IIOHUMAarw, 4YTO BnpaBe B J'IIO6OI>'I MOMCHT OTKa3aTbCAa OT y‘-IaCTI/IH B OAHHOM
UCCIIeIOBaHUH 03 00BSCHEHHS TPUYHH;

e C MOJHBIM OCO3HAaHHMEM BCETO BBIIICH3IOKEHHOTO S COTJIACeH NPHHSATH y4acTHE B
HCCIIEA0BAHUN IO COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

IMToamuce. Jara:
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Appendix C: Interview Questions

How long have you been teaching geography?

How long have you been teaching geography at NIS ?

When did you start teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 at Russian medium groups at
NIS?

What support were you offered from school /other organizations /from your NIS
colleagues when you were offered teaching geography in Kazakh as L2 to RMGs?
What kind of challenges do you meet in teach geography in Kazakh as L2?

What issues do you pay more attention during lesson planning stage?

How do select materials?

How much time do you need to prepare materials for L2 lessons?

How do you design your teaching materials for teaching geography in Kazakh as L2?
How do you gauge the relevance of materials to your L2 learners’ language level?

Can you describe specific activities or approaches which you began implementing in class
after attending the above mentioned professional development seminars, sessions?

How do you address L2 content and language teaching challenge in practice?

How do your students’ cope with L2 assignments in practice?

What additional support do your students get to overcome L2 learning challenges?

Can you tell me about the role of students’ language environment in learning subjects in

Kazakh as L2

Follow up interview questions after two classroom observations

1. Please, describe those stages of the first and the second lesson? (Teacher Interview

Protocol, n.d.) ?
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2. What was the most challenging point for you as a teacher? (Probing: say some
words about language in teaching the material or in explaining the activity?

3. What challenges did you perceive from learners’ side and when?
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Appendix D: Classroom observation field notes’ protocols

First observation:

Description of students and facilities Reflective notes

Students’ behavior

Teacher- learner/ learner- learner
relationships

Learning environment

Classroom facilities

Second Observation:

Program Setting

Reflective notes

Procedure & Interaction Reflective Notes
Time al Setting
description of
interaction
(formal &

informal )

Activities, tasks;
Organized
resources;
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Appendix E: Data Analyses Approach
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1Q

Transcript

Codes

How long have you been
teaching geography? How
long have you been teaching
geography at NIS? When did
you start teaching geography
in Kazakh as L2 at Russian
medium groups at NIS?

My teaching experience is 20
years. | taught geography only in
Kazakh-mediums before NIS. In
2012-2013 | started working at
NIS and at the beginning of the
academic year | taught geography
only in Kazakh-mediums. The
following year for the first time
geography was taught in Russian-
medium groups in Kazakh as L2.
And for the first time | begin
teaching geography in Russian-
medium groups in Kazakh as L2.

Code 1. Educational
experience. (years of
teaching geography in
Kazakhas L2)

What kind of challenges do
you meet in teach geography
in Kazakh as L2?

The most visible challenge is
learners’ non-homogenously

developed L2and from this causes
other challenges, for example low

learners’ academic L2 level,
pronunciation issues. “...at
presentation stage.... some of
them could not pronounce
properly some terms... they do
not pronounce and use those
terms in their everyday
interactions in L2

Code 2. L2 challenges in

teaching

How do you address L2
content and language
teaching challenges in
practice?

...one of the valuable sources are
maps and atlas,...there are
standardized signs in maps...the
learners explore and work with
maps...as learners do not use key
terms in their everyday lives... |
translate them into L1 and ...the
learners write definitions of
words in theirL1.

Code 3. Addressing L2
teaching challenges
during preparation for
class and

What support were you
offered from school /other
organizations /from your NIS
colleagues when you were
offered teaching geography in

| participated in CLIL seminar
which was organized by CEP
There were shown various
practical activities; I still
implement them in my lessons to

Code 4. Teaching
innovations in L2
classroom
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Kazakh as L2 to RMGs?

address L2 teaching
challenges...close or open
questions, information gap
activity in CLIL
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Appendix F: Syllabi Layout

Note: this a general outline of NIS geography syllabi for the 8" and the 9" grades.
According to the research ethics I could not supply with real geography content, however, in
brackets | put my own comments related to the syllabi content.

Medium term plan

1. Unit title

Recommended prior knowledge

Context

Language objectives of “Geography” within This Unit

A sample language objectives with related academic language for learners is provided below

Subject Learning Language Learning Subject-Specific Useful Set(s) of

Objectives Objectives Vocabulary and Phrases for Dialogue /
Terminology Writing

(there are ('general unit

approximately specific terms)

eight or ten

general subject
objectives for a
unit)

To create other language objectives, and for additional guidance on language teaching
objectives that apply to the teaching and learning of academic language, see “Introduction to
language objectives” above.

Outline

(a short review of the given unit with three or four sentences )
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Subject program  Learning objectives
reference

Suggested teaching
activities

Teaching Learning

notes

resources

(general title of a
unit and subtopic
of the unit

which were placed
under each term
in “Subject
program/ Long
term plan” section
before the
“Medium term
plan” section )




