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Abstract

Kazakhstani Pre-Service Teacher Educators’ Beliefs on Translanguaging
Teacher educators are partially responsible for the development of pre-service teachers’
beliefs towards translanguaging during university-based teacher preparation programs. There
is scarce information on whether Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators acknowledge
translanguaging as a legitimate practice and pedagogic strategy. The purpose of this study,
then, is to explore pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging as a practice and
pedagogical strategy. To achieve that goal, the following research question is posed: What are
Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging? There are also two
subquestions: 1) What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging as a general practice? 2) What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’
beliefs on the use of translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice? This
qualitative interview-based study was built on Macaro’s (2014) framework of beliefs towards
the use of languages other than English in classes, which includes the virtual, maximal, and
optimal beliefs. All 10 participants were faculty members from two higher education
pedagogical institutions in Shymkent that train students majoring in “Foreign Language: Two
Foreign Languages,” where one of the languages is English. The findings revealed that most
of the teacher educators had the maximal belief towards translanguaging. They preferred to
mainly use English, and consequently viewed translanguaging as a last resort. However,
another finding indicates that there were instances when translanguaging was indeed valued
as a pedagogical tool. The conflicted responses of the teacher educators imply that their
opinions about translanguaging are still being transformed. The implications point to a need to

heighten teacher educators’ awareness of translanguaging practices and improve their use of it
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in multilingual education. More research investigating teacher educators’ beliefs and practices
regarding translanguaging is needed given their crucial role in preparation of culturally

responsive and competent teachers.
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AHaarna
Ka3zakcTaHabIK meJarorukajibik GaKkyJbTeT OKbITYIIBIIAPbIHBIH TPAHCTIIIECY
TypaJjbl mikipJiepi

YHUBEPCUTET OKBITYIIBUIAPHI O0alIaK MyFaTiMIEpAiH TPAHCTIAECYTe JeTeH MiKipJIepiHiH
KaJIBINITaCybIHA ilTiHApA JKayanThl. AJlaiiia OJIapAblH TPAHCTUIICCYIiH KAaJIbl KOJIIaHBICHI
YKOHE TPAHCTUIECY Il MeIaroTuKabIK 9J1iC PETIHAC KOJIIaHy Typajbl MKipiHE KaThICTHI
aKnapat keTKimikci3. Coi cebenTeH Oyi1 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH MaKCaThl MeAarorHKaTbIK
MaMaHJIbIK OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH TPAHCTULICCYTE JIETeH MiKIipJIEPiH aHbIKTay. ATajFaH
MaKcaTKa eTy YIIiH KeJeci 3epTTey Cyparbl KOWbLULIbI: KazakcTaHbIK Me1arornKalIbiK
MaMaHJIbIK OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH TPAHCTUIACCYTE KAThICTHI MiKipiepi Kanaaii? CoHbIMEH KaTap
€Ki KochIMIna cypak 6omabl: 1) KasakcTaHapIK e1arorukaiblk MaMaH IbIK
OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH TPAHCTUIAECY/I1 KBl KOJIaHy Typasibl MKipi KaHman? 2)
KazakcTanapIK 1ie1arorukaiblk MaMaH IbIK OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH MEIarOrHKAIBIK SJIIC PETIHIC
TpaHCTIAECY Typajsl mKipi Kaunain? by cananbik 3eprrey Makaponsiq (2014)
arpUIIIBIHHAH 0acKa TUIJEP/Il aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH YHPETY/Ie KOJIIaHyFa KaThICThl BUPTYaJlJIbl,
MaKCHUMaJIJIbI )KOHE ONTUMAJIJIBI MIKIPJIep TEOPUSIIBIK HET131H KOJIJTaHA OTHIPBIIT JKaCasIbl.
3eprrey OaprickiHa LIIBIMKEHT KajachklHIa OpHAJIACKAH €Ki dKOFaphl OKY OpHBIHBIH “IlleT
Timi: Exi et Timi” MamManapIFsl OOMBIHINA OOJIAIIAK aFBIIIIBIH TiJ1 MYFaTIMIEPIH
JAsPIIAUTBIH OH OKBITYIIBI cyXx0aT Oepi. Cyx0at HoTHKecl OOMBIHINA KUHAKTAIIFaAH
JEPEKTEP/l Talaai Keje, OKBITYIIbIIAPABIH Ko0iCl TPAaHCTUIIEeCY KOHIHIe MaKCUMAaJIIbl
miKip/ie eKeHi, oJap b OapbIHIIA aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH KOJJAHY bl AYPHIC KOPETIHI KOHE
TPAHCTUIAECY Il COHFBI aMaJl JIeTl eCeNTeNTIHI aHbIKTaNIbI. [lereamen, kellip nepexrepre

0ailTaHBICTHI TPAHCTUIACCY TUIMII MTEIarOTUKAIIBIK TOCUT T T€ CAHAJIAThIHBI OeT1Ti OOJI/IBI.



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING ix

OKBITYIIBLIAPIBIH KapaMa-Kalibl TKipIepi oJap/IblH TPAHCTLIIECYTe IeTeH
KO3KapacTapbIHBIH dJ11 JIe TOJIBIK KAJIBINITACTIaFAaHBIH KOPCETel. 3epTTey HOTHKEICPIHIH
HET131H/1e OKBITYIIBUIAP/IBIH TPAHCTIIACCY KOHE OHBIH KOMTUII O11iM Oepy e KOJTaHbUTYbI
TypaJibl OUTIMIH JKOFapbUIATy YCBIHBULABI. Ky3bIpIIbl MyFamiMaep i JaibIHaaY IaFbl
OKBITYIIBUTAP/IBIH POJTI MAHBI3[IbI EKEHJIITIH €CKEePE OTBIPHII, OJIAPIbIH TPAHCTIIIECY
YKOHIHJIETI MKIPJIEPIH KOHE MearOruKaJIbIK MPAaKTUKAChIH aHBIKTAY YIIIH KOCBIMIIA 3€PTTEY

KYMBICTAPBI KaCallybl KaKCT.
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AHHOTANUA
Y0exneHns: Ka3axXCTaHCKHUX IpenojaBaTelieil negaroruieckux gpaxkyjaibTeToB 0
TPaHCJIUHTBU3MeE

[IpenogaBaTenu neAarornyeckux CrenualbHOCTeH YaCTHYHO OTBETCTBEHHBI 3a
(dhopmMupoBanue yOexaeHU KacaTelbHO TPAHCIMHIBU3MA Y OyAyuux yuutenen. Jlo
HACTOSAIIET0 BPEMEHU MHEHHE MpernoaBaTeneid 00 001eM UCToIb30BaHUH TPAHCIUHTBI3MA
U ero MpUMEHEHUH KaK MEeTo/ia MpernoiaBaHus He ObUIO U3ydeHo. B cBs3u ¢ 3TuM, 1aHHOE
UCCJIEIOBAaHKE HAIIEJIICHO Ha BBISIBIICHUE YOSKICHHUH Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MperoaaBareseil o
TpaHCIUHTBU3ME. [[71s1 TocTHXKeHus 3TOH 11enu ObUT chOpPMYTUPOBAH CIIECAYIOMIUNA BOIPOC:
KaxoBbl yOex1eHHs Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MPEno/iaBaTeNel meJarornyeckux CrenuanbHOCTel o
TpaHcnuHrBu3Me? Bao6aBok, OblTN ABa TOMOJHUTENBHBIX Bompoca: 1) KakoBsl yoexaeHus
Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MpernojaBaTesiell mearorndeckux CrenuanbHoCTe 06 oo1emM
UCIOJB30BaHuU TpaHcIUHrBU3Ma? 2) KakoBbl yOexk1eHusl Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MpernojaBaTesien
NeIarorn4eckux CrerualbHOCTEeH 0 TPAHCIMHIBU3ME KaK O MeToJie npenojaBanus’? B
YaCTHOCTH, B JAHHOM KauyeCTBEHHOM HCCJIEIOBaHUH ObljIa UCIOIb30BaHa TEOpETUYECKas
ocHoBa Makapo (2014), coriacHO KOTOpOi MOTYT OBITh BUPTYyAJIBHOE, MAKCUMAIHBHOE U
onTUMajbHOE yOexaeH!s 00 NCIIOIBb30BaHUU APYTUX SI3BIKOB IOMUMO aHTJIUHCKOTO B
MPEToIaBaHNK aHTIUHCKOT0. JlecsaTh mpenoaBarenel BRICIINX YIeOHBIX 3aBeICHUN
[piMKeHTa, BeylIne 3aHATUS ¢ OyAYIIUMH YUUTEISIMHU aHTJIMICKOr0, 00y4Jaromuxcst o
nporpamme «HocTpanubiii SA3bik: JIBa MHOCTpaHHBIX S3bIKay», NIPUHSAIN y4acTHE B
UHTEPBbIO. Pe3ynpTaThl HCCIIEJOBaHUS [TOKA3aIH, YTO OOJBIIMHCTBO MpernoiaBaTeiaeil UMeroT
MaKkcHUMasbHOEe yOexk/IeHre O TpaHCIUHTBU3ME. Takke ObUIO BBISIBICHO, YTO BO BPEMSI YPOKOB

OHHU MPEATIOYNTAIOT UCITIOJIB30BATh AHTJIMACKUN M CUUTAFOT TPaHCIIMHTBU3M KpaﬁHPIM
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BBIXO/IOM HECMOTPSI Ha TO, B KOHKPETHBIX CUTYaIUsIX TPAHCIMHIBU3M ObLT IPU3HAH UMU

3¢ (heKTUBHBIM METOJIOM IpernoaBaHus. [[poTuBOpedrBhIE OTBETHI MPpEenogaBaTeien
YKa3bIBalOT Ha TO, YTO UX MHEHHE O TPAHCIMHIBU3ME Bce erie hpopmupyercs. Mcxomas us
3TOr0, HEOOXOUMO YIIYUIIUThH 3HAHUS MPEroiaBaTeseil 0 TPAHCIMHTBU3ME U €r0
UCIIOJIb30BaHUU B cpepe MOMUA3BIYHOr0 oOpa3oBaHus. Tpedyercs Oobliie ucciaea0BaHui Mo
yOEKACHUSIM U TIeAarorn4eckoi MpakTHUKE MperoaBaTesieil, yauThiBasi X KIOUYEBYIO POJIb B

INOATOTOBKEC KOMIICTCHTHBLIX y‘lI/ITeHefl.
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Introduction

The theory of translanguaging has emerged to promote a viewing of multilingual
learners’ linguistic repertoire holistically and the harnessing of a set of naturally occurring
multilingual, multimodal, and multidiscursive practices (Garcia, 2009; Wei, 2011; Wei, 2018).
Translanguaging arguably facilitates multilingual learners’ acquisition of the target language
or academic content when teachers strategically integrate it into their pedagogic practices
since it mediates “mental processes in understanding, speaking, literacy, and, not least,
learning” (Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012, p. 655). In classrooms, depending on their beliefs,
teachers have the authority to capitalize on or reject translanguaging (Blackledge & Creese,
2010; Canagarajah, 2011; Wei, 2011). According to Macaro (2001), teachers may showcase
the virtual, maximal, and optimal beliefs towards multilingual practices such as
translanguaging with low, medium, and high degrees of support. Similar findings might be
observed in a number of other studies around the world (Caruso, 2018; Daryai-Hansen,
Barfod, & Schwarz, 2017; Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017; Olimnazarova, 2014; Tabaku, 2014).

The development of the above-mentioned teacher beliefs tends to happen during
university-based teacher preparation programs, especially since future teachers are likely to
adopt the beliefs and teaching approaches modelled by their educators (Darling-Hammond &
Bransford, 2005). In Coleman’s (2016) study, professors simply giving lectures to promote
multilingual learning strategies did not suffice, especially considering that they favored the
dominant English language. Instead, when educators demonstrated both positive beliefs about,
and practices of, translanguaging while teaching, the opinions of pre-service teachers
regarding these practices were optimistic (Canagarajah, 2011; Catalano & Hamann, 2011;

Makalela, 2015; Musanti & Rodriguez, 2017).
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Within the trilingual education policy framework of Kazakhstan, an efficient pre-
service teacher education is critical considering that by 2020, the share of citizens fluent in
English needs to reach 20% (MoES, 2010). In other words, teacher educators who train
English teachers in the framework of “Foreign language: two foreign languages” partially
contribute to the achievement of the policy goals. In this context, it is scarcely known whether
Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators engaged in training future English language
teachers acknowledge translanguaging as a legitimate practice and pedagogic strategy or
continue to employ it secretly (Garcia & Wei, 2014).

Problem Statement

A significant issue is that Kazakhstani teachers may deem translanguaging inefficient
due to the usage of standard languages (Kazakh, Russian, and English) in high-stakes
examinations similar to the Unified National Testing (UNT) (Carstens, 2016; Garcia & Wei,
2014; Irsaliyev et al., 2017). Given that students in Kazakhstan have limited exposure to
English, teachers who usually share multilingual repertoires with their students might
translanguage with students outside of class time. Similarities with students in linguistic
repertoire and languaging practices may or may not impact teacher educators’ beliefs for pre-
service teacher education. Moreover, unlike what Garcia (2009) says, some teachers could
think of translanguaging only as of a scaffolding method, which becomes less useful as
students achieve greater proficiency.

Although pre-service teacher education programs are changing to train linguistically
and pedagogically responsive classroom practitioners (Fimyar, Yakavets, & Bridges, 2014),
teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging remain unclear. Some Kazakhstani university

students preferred not to engage in translanguaging practices due to an overall limited
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knowledge of their naturalness, low language competence, and language ideologies of their
own and their educators’ (Belova, 2017; Ospanova, 2017). Yet it was revealed that the
students translanguage unconsciously regardless of all those factors. As the available studies
do not directly relate to teacher education, it is difficult to judge how teacher educators view
pre-service teachers’ multilingualism, a key part of which is translanguaging.

Similarly, it is not feasible to evaluate the efficiency of teacher educators in their
training of future English teachers with appropriate beliefs and practices for working with the
multilingual students of Kazakhstan. It is known that teacher educators perform two functions:
the first is educating about teaching, and the other is being role models (Hogg & Yates, 2013).
From the accessible curricula of the Bachelor program “Foreign Language: Two Foreign
Languages” of one higher education institution in Shymkent, one cannot evaluate how faculty
deliver courses such as “Bilingual education and foreign language teaching” and “Methods of
foreign language teaching.” Even less is known about whether faculty raise pre-service
teachers’ awareness of multilingual students’ language use including translanguaging
practices and model their effective use as pedagogic tools. It could be that monolingual
ideology is dominating in terms of teaching approaches and “English only” is advancing
further, which is a common occurrence in the US, too (Garcia & Kleyn, 2013).

Overall, there is a need in research to determine the beliefs of teacher educators on
translanguaging that may influence the delivery of their courses. On top of that, while
teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging have received some attention (Nuiiez & Espinoza,
2017; Yessenova, 2016), pre-service teacher educators vested with influence are yet to be

studied, both globally and in Kazakhstan.
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Purpose of the Study

Based on the aforementioned, the purpose of the study is to explore pre-service
teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging. In particular, the study attempts to reveal the
beliefs of faculty who teach the English language to Kazakhstani pre-service teachers
regarding translanguaging as a general practice and a pedagogical tool in their teaching
practice.
Research Questions

The main research question is: what are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’
beliefs on translanguaging?

Subquestions:

1. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging as a
general practice?
2. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the use of

translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice?
Significance of the Study

This one of a kind investigation of pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging may be helpful in several ways. Firstly, it might benefit teacher educators by
allowing them to reflect on their beliefs and practices during or after the interviews. Those
teacher educators who read the thesis could similarly improve their awareness of
translanguaging beliefs based on the experiences of their colleagues. Secondly, this thesis
may help raise higher education institutions’ awareness of the importance of teacher
educators’ beliefs. Specifically, they could start addressing their internal language policies

and conduct professional development workshops on multilingual practices such as
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translanguaging. Thirdly, the Ministry of Education and Science might find this project
helpful in developing the teacher education program curricula and professional development
programs for teacher educators. Last but not least, it fills a gap in educational research in the
context of Kazakhstan by illuminating the beliefs of teacher educators at large. In addition,
researchers may use my thesis as baseline research for further studies to improve pre-service
teacher education.
Outline of the Study

The first chapter overviews the background of the considered research problem,
provides the research purpose, the research questions as well as the significance of the study.
The second chapter in turn provides a review of the literature relevant to the research topic.
Specifically, the theory of translanguaging is explored, which is followed by the topic of
translanguaging in the context of Kazakhstan. Then, pre-service teacher and translanguaging
in pre-service teacher education are elaborated upon. In the final part of the second chapter,
the theoretical framework is discussed. The third chapter is dedicated to the methodology of
this study with special attention given to the research design, research site and sampling, data
collection, data collection instrument, data analysis and ethical considerations. It is followed
by the fourth chapter, where three major findings are listed: preference of English only,
translanguaging as recourse, and translanguaging as resource. The fifth chapter then focuses
on the discussion of those findings in relation to the literature reviewed in Chapter Two. The
final chapter sheds light on this study’s conclusions, recommendations, and implications for

further research.
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Literature Review

This chapter reviews the literature to better understand the relevant concepts and to
build the theoretical framework for studying the Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’
beliefs on translanguaging. First, there is elaboration of the translanguaging theory to
explicitly understand the concept, its components, categories and what is needed for it to be
practiced effectively. Second, translanguaging in Kazakhstan is also given attention in the
following subsection, which allows seeing the distinctive features of the notion in the context.
Third, pre-service teacher education in the world and in Kazakhstan is discussed. Fourth, the
role of teacher educators’ beliefs is expanded. The closing part of the literature review chapter
is dedicated to the theoretical framework, which was adopted to explore the beliefs of teacher
educators about translanguaging by integrating related empirical literature.
Translanguaging Theory

The theory of translanguaging defies hierarchical notions of standard languages and
language varieties as well as dominant and minority languages (Garcia & Wei, 2014; Wei,
2018). Instead, it promotes more holistic and inclusive views on languaging and multilingual
practices (Canagarajah, 2011). In other words, translanguaging places the same value on a
person’s entire linguistic repertoire. The very term translanguaging is Colin Baker’s
translation of trawsieithu, a Welsh bilingual teaching approach developed by Cen Williams to
work with students who speak English and Welsh (Baker, 2011). Originally, translanguaging
implied increasing students’ language proficiency by using one language for input and
another for output, i.e., English and Welsh respectively (Lewis et al., 2012). However, its
definition has been expanded to include dynamic language practices multilingual speakers

employ for meaning-making across modalities, discourses, and linguistic boundaries (Garcia,
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2009; Wei, 2011). Wei (2014) states that translanguaging further promotes the verb
languaging instead of the noun /anguage and encompasses “the full range of linguistic
performances of multilingual language users for purposes that transcend the combination of
structures, the alternation between systems” (p. 159). From that, it could be said that
translanguaging challenges conventional language norms and normalizes harnessing learners’
entire linguistic repertoire to both empower them and facilitate the learning process, provided
there is support from authorities, education institutions, and teachers (Gort & Sembiante,
2015). While the proponents of the translanguaging theory assert that components of different
standard languages are part of one whole repertoire, they do not deny that those linguistic
elements are distinguished internally (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2018). The theory of
translanguaging thus contests traditional language teaching methodologies, which have the
monoglossic ideology at their core and consequently view the languages of bilingual learners
as separate systems (Lin & He, 2017).

Translanguaging as a set of multilingual practices is also argued to go beyond, yet
include, codeswitching (shuttling between languages) and translation as well as borrowings,
coinages (newly coined words), and calques (loanwords) (Garcia & Sylvan, 2011; Nikula &
Moore, 2016). While the mentioned concepts have monoglossic ideology in the background
as they imply movement from one discrete language in the direction of another,
translanguaging suggests unmarked and flexible employment of all the linguistic resources
one has at one’s disposal. Flexibility as such, however, does not happen in an arbitrary
manner since translanguaging requires creative and critical languaging, i.e., adequate
knowledge of linguistic norms for meaningful synthesis of expressions and an ability to

analyze and evaluate language resources for proper use (Wei, 2011; 2014). It could mean that
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creativity and criticality in the languaging of each individual lead to the development of an
idiolect or one’s unique linguistic system that transcends conventional language rules but
remains linguistically logical (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015).

Although translanguaging initially meant alternating the languages of input and output,
currently scholars identify its additional categories. According to Garcia and Lin (2017), there
are two versions of translanguaging: 1) the strong version, which suggests that multilingual
individuals use their entire linguistic repertoire instead of mixing segregated languages; 2) the
weak version, which recognizes national linguistic boundaries but promotes the idea of
softening them (p. 10). While the theory of translanguaging puts forward the strong version,
the recognized boundaries of languages should also be taken into account for language users
to meet the societal expectations, such as using academic or literary languages. In contrast to
the previous categories, Makalela (2013) recognizes “external translanguaging” as the process
when words are borrowed from one language into another and “internal translanguaging” as
“the retention of the common morphological forms on newly borrowed words” (p. 121).

If the two previous sources define the subcategories of translanguaging in relation to
adherence or violation of language boundaries, Cenoz (2017) distinguishes translanguaging
on the basis of its use in or out of the classroom. First, translanguaging can be pedagogical in
the classroom. Pedagogic translanguaging refers to “planned strategies based on the use of
students’ resources from the whole linguistic repertoire” (Cenoz, 2017, p. 194) and is
intended to be teacher-controlled for optimal learning outcomes. The statement concurs with
how translanguaging was devised in Welsh education as the use of two languages in a planned
and systematic manner to enhance students’ linguistic skills and cognition (Garcia, 2009).

However, pedagogic translanguaging stipulated to be purposeful and systematic sometimes
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may not be pre-planned, and instead may happen when the teacher instinctively initiates it
(Nikula & Moore, 2016). Makalela (2015), Musanti and Rodriguez (2017), Catalano and
Hamann (2016) and Lin and He (2017) investigated the use of pedagogical translanguaging
and found its effectiveness in improving students’ academic skills and awareness of their
multilingual selves. Moreover, the New York State Initiative on Emergent Bilinguals
(NYSIEB) of The City University of New York (CUNY) has published several
translanguaging guides for educators that present the theory of translanguaging and
recommendations on how it can be used in teaching (Celic & Seltzer, 2013; Espinoza,
Ascenzi-Moreno, & Vogel, 2016). The mentioned guidelines used at the CUNY-NYSIEB
Center itself (Garcia & Wei, 2014) were among the teaching materials in the study of Carroll
and Sambolin-Morales (2016). The activities proposed in the two guidelines include
developing readings groups, where students can preview in their first language and then read
the same text in English, or read in English and discuss in any language. Another activity is
focused on writing skills by partnering multilingual students so that they can brainstorm in
any language and write in English, and work together to translate each other’s writing from
their first languages to English. This all illustrates a growing interest around the pedagogic
type of translanguaging and its spread as a teaching tool. It also implies that pedagogic
translanguaging may be incorporated into teacher education programs to train linguistically
and culturally responsive specialists.

Since the use of translanguaging has gone above pedagogy and also includes
multilingual practices outside the classroom, there is a second type of translanguaging Cenoz
(2017) recognizes. From the perspective of sociolinguistics, there is spontaneous

translanguaging for daily practices with varying contexts, including classroom practices of
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translanguaging (Cenoz, 2017; Lewis et al., 2012). This one is described as more student-
controlled and serendipitous. In other words, both types appear similar to each other in
practice as mostly pedagogic translanguaging seems to occur impromptu as well. In contrast,
Lewis et al. (2012) suggest a trilateral distinction as the meaning of the concept is anticipated
to be elaborated with more research done in cross-disciplinary contexts including
neurolinguistics. While the first two categories correspond to those of Cenoz (2017), the third
type is neurolinguistic translanguaging, a rising area of research, which examines how
activation of several languages influences cerebral activities (Lewis et al., 2012).

For the languaging practices understood as translanguaging to be capitalized upon,
both in language learning and domains outside the classroom, Hornberger (2005) insists there
should be an ideological space for implementation (as cited in Flores & Schissel, 2014). The
“translanguaging space” should emancipate multilingual individuals from monolingual bias
and allow them to language flexibly across the traditionally imposed linguistic norms to
perform their multilingual identity (Wei, 2011, p. 1222). When teachers harness the learners’
translanguaging practices in a strategic manner, the learning process may be not only more
liberating but also increasingly efficient as the content is more comprehensible (Garcia, 2009;
Wei, 2011). In case translanguaging in education is seen as recourse, i.¢., last resort, the
academic potential of students could be limited to a certain extent considering they would not
be freely employing their entire linguistic repertoire for achievement of greater results in
learning (Nikula & Moore, 2016).

Translanguaging in the Context of Kazakhstan
A substantial number of Kazakhstani citizens may consider themselves as bilinguals or

multilinguals. In addition to their first or second languages that are often Kazakh and Russian



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 11

or minority languages such as Uzbek, Ukrainian, Uyghur, Turkish, Tatar and/or Tajik, they
could be learning English (Simons & Fennig, 2018). Translanguaging, a natural linguistic
practice of multilingual individuals (Wei, 2014), is then assumed to happen both in the daily
life and learning of Kazakhstani people. However, it is worth noting that the context of
Kazakhstan differs from that of the research sites in the seminal works on translanguaging. In
the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Basque Autonomous Community, for
example, scholars talk about translanguaging as a tool for building on the whole linguistic
repertoire of the learners, including their first languages,which often happen to be minority
languages, such as Spanish, Mandarin, Cantonese, Turkish or Basque (Blackledge & Creese,
2010; Cenoz, 2017; Garcia, 2009; Musanti & Rodriguez, 2017; Wei, 2011). In Kazakhstan,
where English is a foreign language commonly learnt in schools and is not spoken by the
majority, Kazakh and Russian top the list of the most spoken languages (MoES, 2010).

Still, translanguaging is a commonplace practice among the users of the Kazakh
language. Shala Kazakh (‘“Half Kazakh” in translation from Kazakh) is a derogatory term
used in reference to the translanguaging practices on the part of those unable to speak “pure”
Kazakh (Akanova, 2017). In this instance, translanguaging often involves combining elements
of, and switching between, Kazakh and Russian in communication (Foster, 2017). The
negative connotation of the expression hints at a deep-rooted monoglossic ideology in the
society, which often condemns the use of “impure” language. It could be compared to
Spanglish (Spanish + English) or Euskanol (Basque + Spanish) (Cenoz, 2017). In the Basque
context there is a fear that translanguaging might contribute to the disappearance of the local
minority language as more and more people shift to Spanish (Jaspers, 2018). The proponents

of using pure Kazakh might also have the same concern since the use of Kazakh has been on
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decline prior to the independence of the country (Smagulova, 2008). From a monoglossic
point of view, home languages are an obstacle to the development of the additional language,
and in response to that, teachers might view the presence of home languages as problematic in
the classroom setting (Ruiz, 1984). Based on that, it can be said that most multilingual
Kazakhstani learners of Kazakh, Russian or English are expected and encouraged to use only
the target language at the expense of their home languages and naturally occurring
translanguaging practices. In the context of Kazakhstan, pre-service teacher education is the
least affected by recent educational reforms so far, but it is expected to undergo changes to
build and transform aspiring teachers’ professional knowledge and capacity (Fimyar et al.,
2014). It is then safe to say translanguaging, as a comparatively new concept in
multilingualism, has not been incorporated into the teacher education curricula of Kazakhstan.
It is shown in the methodology chapter how the absence of translanguaging policy at the
national level is implicated in institutional policy.
Pre-service Teacher Education

To distance language education from monolingual ideology and language-as-problem
orientation in teaching approaches, and to move toward an efficient use of students’ home
languages in the learning process, teachers ought to be more culturally responsive (Sclafani,
2017). Some studies show that teacher education is pivotal for pre-service teachers to develop
positive attitudes toward multilingual practices and to build on them to teach more effectively,
e.g., by adopting practices of their professors and mentors that support policies and linguistic
practices (Macaro, 2014; Nufiez & Espinoza, 2017). Garcia and Kleyn (2013) state that

teacher education must transform its curriculum to improve student teachers’ understanding of
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multilingual learners and their linguistic background, language, multilingualism, acquisition
of language as well as multilingual pedagogy (p. 3).

The pedagogic institutions in Kazakhstan do not satisfy the needs of the education
sector with the approaching wave of demand in skilled English language teachers
(Kambatyrova & Iyldyz, 2015). To be specific, McLaughlin, Yakavets, and Ayubayeva
(2017) maintain that independent Kazakhstan has retained the elements of teacher preparation
of the Soviet time that was recognized as too theoretical. Since 1991, the country has made a
series of attempts to replicate Western education and policies, which were more copied than
adapted to the local needs and capacities (McLaughlin et al., 2017). Another reason pre-
service teacher education in Kazakhstan is of low quality is that the country’s pre-service
teacher training programs provided at 86 Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have
significantly lower application requirements based on the Unified National Testing (UNT) in
comparison to other programs (OECD, 2014).

Translanguaging in Pre-service Teacher Education

Teachers are language policy agents that ultimately decide on how any particular
regulation is implemented within their classrooms (Johnson & Johnson, 2015). In some sense,
teachers are not always aware of how they play the role of language policy makers, and
teacher education is responsible for awakening them to realize that (Langman, 2014). For
them to come to harness translanguaging in instruction, they should receive appropriate
knowledge of its implications (Hornberger & Link, 2012). To make instruction culturally
responsive and empowering, preparation of teachers should be based on research and embrace
activities that in the future may be implemented in classrooms (Sclafani, 2017). In other

words, teachers in training should be using their own communicative repertoires in a way
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similar to the way their future students might do. De Mejia and Hélot (2015) emphasize that
teacher educators are key figures in “helping teachers and future teachers to understand
complex multilingual realities in their classrooms and how to implement pedagogical
strategies which will allow all their students to make full use of their bilingual and
multilingual repertoires” (p. 279). From the main claim here, it is clear that translanguaging
used by the educators themselves and the instilled ideology of such education practice
influence future pedagogy of pre-service teachers. The use of, and support for,
translanguaging may be among the means to familiarize modern teachers with language and
language acquisition, bilingualism and, in particular, the concept of dynamic bilingualism that
focuses on how bilingual practices are intertwined and complex (Garcia, 2009).

Therefore, as individuals largely responsible for the quality of future teachers, teacher
educators might influence the beliefs of the former in regard to translanguaging even if the
practice is not recognized as one (Ping, Schellings, & Beijaard, 2018). By default, teacher
educators have the authority to encourage or limit the use of translanguaging through their
taught courses. In case they view translanguaging positively and embrace its use, the
classroom becomes a translanguaging space where conventional language boundaries,
modalities, structures, and skills are crossed dynamically and creatively (Wei, 2011). Based
on the beliefs on translanguaging, teacher educators and pre-service teachers negotiate
language practices within a teacher education program, which directly impacts the way future
teachers will teach.

Although not starkly different from the experiences of school students and teachers,
pre-service teacher education has different implications. The students do not just learn

through translanguaging, they also take their practices into their future classrooms.
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Canagarajah (2011) explored the development of teacher identity and literacy awareness in
the case study of a graduate course on teaching second language writing. In his study, he
mainly assigned the half Anglo-American and half international class a literacy autobiography,
wherein the students could critically reflect on an example provided in advance while
translanguaging. From the findings, it is clear how creatively the students translanguaged:
proverbs with translations, expressions in Arabic, phrases in French, and visual symbols
(motifs). Such writing patterns are sometimes idiosyncratic and sometimes shared by other
students. By creating such a space, Canagarajah has brought in the values and codes of the
students while respecting the conventional rules of academic writing. A similar qualitative
study was conducted by Musanti and Rodriguez (2017) at a university on the Texas-Mexico
border to investigate the types of translanguaging practices the mostly Latin American
bilingual pre-service teachers enacted while engaging in academic writing. The case study’s
data have resulted in the following codes: cognates, semantic extension, coining a word,
translation, grammatical influence, confronting a translation challenge, and text-level
translanguaging. Using the materials in English, the pre-service teachers produced or faced
the mentioned uses of languages, hence created a translanguaging space where they could use
their structural and functional knowledge of both languages.

In the same vein, the mixed-method study of Makalela (2015) at the University of the
Witwatersrand illustrates how translanguaging can be an effective methodological tool to
facilitate prospective teachers’ vocabulary acquisition when learning a language. The study’s
main goal was to investigate the efficacy of a teacher training program that included a course
in which the target language (Sepedi) did not belong to the same cluster as that of the pre-

service students’ L1 (English, isiZulu, isiXhosa, etc.). Translanguaging was used extensively
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as the researcher instructed the students equipped with bilingual dictionaries (Sepedi-English)
to write multilingual blogs and to join a Facebook group, where they would flexibly use
Sepedi (their L1) and English. Likewise, there were three other methods used to cement
translanguaging as a teaching method: 1) comparing and contrasting meanings and extending
them in the other language(s) when new concepts were introduced in one language; 2)
brainstorming in group discussion in any language, writing notes in any language, and
reporting in Sepedi; 3) reading texts in L1 (Sepedi) and re-telling them in the target language.
Such practices not only enlarge the linguistic and cultural repertoire of pre-service teachers,
but also teach them to see things differently and be empathetic to their future students. Overall,
the test results showed that student-teachers best developed their vocabulary, while the
reading results were not much different from the control group’s indicators.

Teacher preparation for multilingual education also constructs the stance future
pedagogical professionals hold towards student home language practices. With the belief that
teachers teach the way they are taught, viewing language as a resource (Ruiz, 1984) and
adhering to such ideology in teacher education is of increased significance (Catalano &
Hamann, 2016). Translanguaging could be used as well for language study of teachers in
cases where they do not speak the home languages of learners (Catalano & Hamann, 2016).
Taken together, incorporation of translanguaging in the preparation of teachers not only
enhances their academic skills, but also raises their awareness of multilingual concepts such
as dynamic and flexible bilingualism (Blackledge & Creese, 2010; Garcia, 2009). These
examples also illustrate how translanguaging helps pre-service teachers reflect on what their

learners do or will experience in the class.



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 17

Theoretical framework for teacher educators’ beliefs about translanguaging

In order to answer the research questions, this study adopted the framework developed
by Macaro (2014), who defined the virtual, maximal, and optimal positions foreign language
teachers may hold toward codeswitching. Although his study uses codeswitching as its central
phenomenon, the framework is appropriate for the present thesis. Codeswitching is considered
to be part of translanguaging practices. Moreover, the three positions were previously used in
the work of Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), who investigated “Teacher’s beliefs about
translanguaging practices.” Similarly, this framework focuses on the degree of acceptance and
support of multilingual practices, which means it could be used for researching both
codeswitching and translanguaging.

The virtual position, the first type, could be displayed by teachers that support the idea
of using only the target language in their teaching so that the classroom is similar to the
environment where the learnt language is used as the first language (Macaro, 2009). Teachers
of this position are likely to view translanguaging as an unfavorable practice that inhibits the
learning process and diminishes the amount of exposure to the target language. It could be
caused by factors in the program design, and the belief that maximized exposure and use of
the target language leads to higher proficiency in the same language (Doiz & Lasagabaster,
2017; Yessenova, 2016).

The maximal position, the second type, is evident when the language instructor is
unfamiliar with translanguaging strategies, but resorts to them (Macaro, 2014). Oftentimes,
these teachers feel guilty when they have to use translanguaging in their teaching for the lack
of necessary conditions to instruct the learners exclusively in the target language

(Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017; Nadeem, 2012; Olimnazarova, 2012).
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However, scholars documented frequent cases of translanguaging practices in classrooms
based on naturally occurring situations such as explanation of the content, translation
activities, and peer and group work for gaining understanding of the content in the target
language (Coste, Moore, & Zarate, 2009). The teachers in the studies by Coste Moore and
Zarate (2009) and Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) admited the importance of translanguaging
in learning a target language, but still did not know how to strategize a flexible use of
languages in the class to reach expected learning outcomes. As a result, teachers’
unawareness of translanguaging pedagogy occasionally led to a cautious use of students’ L1
and less effective teaching (Escobar & Dillard-Paltrineri, 2015).

The optimal position, the third type, emerges among teachers who think that strategic
use of translanguaging may facilitate development of the target language (Macaro, 2014). It
implies that teachers with this kind of belief are ready to embrace learners’ entire linguistic
repertoire and judiciously incorporate translanguaging into the curriculum (Daryai-Hansen et
al., 2017; Tabaku, 2014). Language development in their classrooms could happen in the most
desirable way from the perspective of the translanguaging theory proponents. Whether it is a
content or language classroom, a teacher with the optimal belief is able to integrate
translanguaging to reach the lesson objectives in the most effective way. The same applies to
teacher educators that work with EFL pre-service teachers, who model pedagogic
translanguaging and pass on the optimal belief to their trainees.

Conclusion

The literature review chapter has broadened the understanding of the related concepts

and provided the theoretical framework needed in the current study. Particularly, the theory

of translanguaging was given elaboration, including its spontaneous and pedagogic types.
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After the discussion of Wei’s (2011) translanguaging space, translanguaging in the context of
Kazakhstan was reviewed. Later, the focus narrowed to translanguaging in pre-service teacher
education. The final part of the chapter was dedicated to the theoretical framework of this
study that is built on Macaro’s (2014) virtual, maximal, and optimal positions towards
translanguaging. The provided synthesis of literature lays the foundation of the current study’s

methodology that is discussed in the next chapter.
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Methodology

This chapter provides the methodological foundation of this study that explores
Kazakhstani pre-service teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging. The aim of this study is to
answer the research question “What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging?”. The subquestions are as follows:

1. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging as

a general practice?
2. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the use of
translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice?

For that purpose, the details of the research design are given first. This is followed by
a description and justification of the research sites and the sampling procedures. Then, the
data collection instrument and data collection procedures are thoroughly discussed.
Afterwards, the steps taken in the data analysis are described. Lastly, the ethical
considerations taken into account in the study are delineated.
Research Design

In accordance with the purpose of the study to explore Kazakhstani pre-service
teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging, a qualitative approach to the research was
selected as being the most appropriate. A qualitative approach allows the researcher to
investigate the problem and build a better understanding of the central phenomenon (Creswell,
2014). With it, more detailed insights may be gained to highlight the core interest of my study,
which is about the beliefs of pre-service teacher educators about translanguaging and its use
in pedagogical training. The richness of information presented in such a research implies that

the readers have access to an in-depth report on the explored matter (Hoepfl, 1997).
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Qualitative research enables the exploration of pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging and finding the meaning of the concept constructed through their experiences
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Another feature of the qualitative approach is that the researcher
learns from the participants while collecting data (Creswell, 2014). In this case, their words
are valuable in helping the researcher comprehend how translanguaging is understood in
teacher education. The process of exploring beliefs about translanguaging in preparation of
pedagogical professionals may be more effective if a qualitative approach is used since it
positions the researcher as a bricoleur who collects pieces of information and interprets them
(Denzen & Lincoln, 2005).

Although the research design used in this study may fit the description of case studies
in certain aspects, it still has several differences. Similar to the case study design, this study
focuses on the particular issue of beliefs on translanguaging (Creswell, 2014) by providing a
rich description and insight into the beliefs of a limited number of subjects. However, it is
notable that there were ten interviewees in this study in contrast to Duff’s (2008) claim that
having three of four participants should suffice to do an in-depth analysis in a case study.
Another overlapping point is that this study also explores cases of real individuals in authentic
situations, which enables the readers to understand the concept better (Cohen, Manion &
Morrison, 2007). To obtain more information about the research problem of interest, case
studies tend to use at least two data collection instruments, e.g., interviews and participant
observations (Duff, 2011; Cohen et al., 2007). Meanwhile, due to the narrow focus of the
present study, only interviews were used to collect data. An appropriate way of collecting data
to explore beliefs is conducting interviews (Creswell, 2014), which proved to be sufficient in

the frame of this study, too. The research questions were designed in such a way that the
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participants’ responses to the interview questions provided adequate information without the
need for additional data collection instruments. Therefore, the research design in this thesis
has elements of a case study design but also includes other features of qualitative studies to
properly respond to the research question.

Research Site

The study was conducted at two higher education institutions (HEIs) in Shymkent, a
southern city known for its multilingual and multicultural population of over a million people.
The first is a state institution that has been operating since before Kazakhstan gained
independence in 1991, while the other one is private and had been in operation since the
second half of 1990s. Both HEIs run in accordance with the state standards and follow the
regulations of the Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan. The
choice of two sites for data collection is justified by the fact that the number of faculty
members who met the selection criteria at only one HEI was limited. Such an assumption was
made based on the list of the teaching staff provided on the web portals of the respective
research sites. Although the information on the web portals might not have been up to date,
the number of faculty members was not expected to deviate drastically. For equal
representation, five participants were recruited at each research site.

In terms of teacher education program modules, one HEI in the Turkestan region
develops the proficiency of pre-service teachers in English and the second foreign language
through years 1 through 4 dedicating 143 ECTS credits for the purpose. Meanwhile, little
attention is paid to the module of 11 ECTS credits called “Foundations of teaching methods.”
It should be mentioned that the textbooks and other materials listed in the references of the

courses are outdated, with the earliest being from 1989 and the latest from 2010. There is
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little justification presented in the choice of teaching materials in accordance to Nation and
Macalister’s (2009) language curriculum design framework. Specifically, the multilingual
environment of Shymkent, the needs of students and language teaching and learning
principles are scarcely addressed in the course module documents. Moreover, none of the 14
referenced materials in the module specifically address teaching English in bilingual or
multilingual education, reducing the chances that multilingual teaching methods be
encouraged. In the second HEI, the situation is comparatively better considering that there is a
“Methods of foreign language teaching” module worth 25 ECTS credits in total, which
includes a course on “Bilingual education and foreign language teaching.” The unevenness of
pre-service foreign language teacher education programs observed from these two cases
suggests that multilingual practices are covered insufficiently in the curricula.
Sampling

The study’s target population is pre-service teacher educators from Shymkent that
teach courses on the English language and on foreign language teaching methodology to
“foreign language: two foreign languages” students. The participants were recruited by means
of purposeful homogeneous sampling as they had to belong a particular subgroup that
possesses a set of defining characteristics (Creswell, 2014). Namely, the participants had to:
(1) have more than two years of experience teaching the English language courses that are
part of “Foreign language: two foreign languages” modules; (2) possess a good command of
the pre-service teachers’ dominant language (Kazakh and/or Russian); and (3) have a
sufficient level of English language proficiency (B2 or above according to The Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages) so that the teacher educators are not

inhibited from using English to teach (Macaro, 2001). While meeting the first criterion was
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confirmed with the gatekeeper, the second and the third ones were based on the teacher
educators’ self-reported level of language command.

After receiving the contact information of the population from the gatekeepers, the
potential participants were sent a message on WhatsApp application with an invitation to
partake in the study by providing relevant recruitment information. Overall, there were no
more than five interviewees from each of the two HEIs. This specific number is suitable since
having ten participants has been sufficient for studies that had similar focuses to succeed at
collecting rich data and fulfilling the set research purposes (Ospanova, 2017; Abdrakhmanova,

2017). More information on all the participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Study Participants
Participant Higher Number of Languages spoken Self-assessed level
Education years of English (CEFR)
Institution teaching
type
Akerke Public 3 Kazakh, Russian, B2
English
Aiman Public 2 Kazakh, Russian, B2
English
Gulmira Public 16 Russian, Kazakh, Cl
English
Bike Private 14 Kazakh, Russian, Cl
English, Turkish
Bolat Public 2 Kazakh, Russian, Cl
English
Kamila Public 9 Kazakh, Russian, Cl
English
Mereke Private 15 Kazakh, Russian, B2
English, Turkish, Uzbek
Shakhnoza  Private 12 Uzbek, Kazakh, Russian, B2
English
Zhanar Private 20 Russian, Kazakh, Cl
English
Korkem Private 7 Kazakh, Russian, Cl

English
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Note. The names of the participants are pseudonyms.
Data Collection Instrument

Data were collected through a semi-structured interview, which combined asking
questions that were prepared in advance and follow-up questions that were made up on the
spot depending on the insights from the interviewees (Griffee, 2012). The prepared questions
included in this instrument are based on the relevant literature in regard to revealing teacher
educators’ beliefs on translanguaging. There were three groups of interview questions that
were targeted at revealing: (1) background information of the participants; (2) their beliefs on
translanguaging as a general practice; (3) their beliefs on the use of translanguaging in
teaching as a pedagogic tool (See Appendix A).

Cohen et al. (2007) emphasize that “the interview is a flexible tool for data collection,
enabling multi-sensory channels to be used: verbal, non-verbal, spoken and heard” (p. 349). In
other words, the researcher may keep the interview controlled and dynamic simultaneously
and make observations while taking notes to capture information on the participants’ non-
verbal communication signals, e.g., facial expressions, hesitation, body language, and posture.
The use of interviews as the sole data collection instrument might be a justified choice
considering the methodological approaches of studies with a similar focus (al-Bataineh &
Gallagher, 2018; Olimnazarova, 2012; Wang, 2016). Interviews were preferred as a tool that
reflects the experiences of the participants and enables the researcher to directly listen to their
opinions and know more about their feelings. Since interviews are the instrument that most

adequately capture participants’ beliefs, they fit the focus of the current study.
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Data Collection Procedures

Before any interview with actual study participants, the data collection instrument was
piloted with fellow students from Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education
(NUGSE). The interview questions were checked and adjusted to be as appropriate and
accurate as possible. The two research sites, HEIs in Shymkent, were contacted at least a
week before the data collection started. As the gatekeepers granted access to the sites, the
researcher visited each site to introduce the research to the potential participants. Then contact
information of the the potential participants was requested. Potential participants received a
recruitment message from the researcher with detailed information on the study. Those who
showed interest in the study were asked several questions to check whether they met the
selection criteria. All ten recruited participants were provided an electronic copy of the
consent form (See Appendix B) before interviews were scheduled according to their preferred
time and place. Specifically, face-to-face interviews were conducted at the research site or a
public place of their choice.

On the day of the interview, the procedures were as follows. A hard copy of the
consent form was given to the participants and their signatures were obtained before the
interview started. Before each interview began, the participating teacher educators were asked
to feel free to use any of the Kazakh, Russian or English language when responding to the
questions. The duration of each interview averaged approximately 20 minutes. They were
held in accordance with the interview protocol prepared in advance. With every respondent, I
conducted a semi-structured interview, which started with an introduction of the study, the
participant’s rights, and signing the consent form. The interviews started with questions about

each participant’s background and narrowed down to questions asking about particular
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translanguaging strategies. To make the interviews as clear as possible, the researcher used
simple vocabulary and avoided terms specific to multilingualism or any other field that may
be unfamiliar to the participants. For instance, the term translanguaging was simplified as
“use of first languages in teaching/learning English,” which was thought as the most
appropriate interpretation in the context of this study. Only one question was asked at a time
with probes and prompts to elicit information-rich answers. At the same time, I tried to avoid
making assumptions and asking sensitive or personal questions (Cohen et al., 2007). For the
purpose of data transcription and analysis, the interviews were recorded via a voice recording
application on the researcher’s mobile phone.

During the data collection process, the notes and generated analysis were validated
through member-checking (Creswell, 2014). The participants were asked if the researcher’s
understanding of their answers did match what they thought and said in the interviews to
maximize the accuracy of all the interpretations.

Data Analysis Procedures

Once the data were collected, the next cycle was the part where I worked with them
creatively to digest and surface patterns and determine the most salient and meaningful pieces
of data to interpret and reveal to readers (Hoepfl, 1997). The interviews were analysed
thoroughly to compare, contrast and surface recurring opinions that contribute to
understanding beliefs about translanguaging in pre-service teacher education. The interviews
conducted with those ten participants were meticulously transcribed on a website called
otranscribe.com. Then, the interview transcripts (See Appendix C) were coded, and further

parts of data analysis occurred. Although there were only ten participants, a computer-assisted
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data analysis tool called NVivo was used to streamline the coding and thematize the processes
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).

The interviews with raw and rich information were transcribed into a digital
document, where the lines of the interviewer and the interviewees were clearly indicated to
facilitate coding (Creswell, 2014). The approaches to coding might be classified as a mix
between template and editing approaches. According to Crabtree and Miller (as cited in
Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008), in the former approach key codes appear from literature, while in
the latter there are no predetermined codes as they rather have an emergent nature. In other
words, the codes were developed after several thorough examinations of the interview
transcripts based on the literature review and the researcher’s insight. The emerged initial
open codes were then collapsed into focus codes that were grouped into themes that appear in
the interviews (See Table 2). Overall, five ordinary, unexpected, hard-to-classify, major and
minor themes were accumulated over the course of coding and were used to respond to the
questions of the research (Creswell, 2014). According to the research questions, the codes
were used to interpret the teacher educators’ beliefs toward translanguaging as a general
practice as well as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice. After the answers of the
interviewees were analyzed, their beliefs were categorized as the virtual, maximal, or optimal
positions according to the theoretical framework developed by Macaro (2014).

Table 2

Thesis Codebook with Themes, Focused and Initial Codes

Code Name Description Files References
TED BELIEFS Teacher Educators’ Beliefs on 10 55
Translanguaging (The main code)
Conflicted opinion on Quotes that represent both support for 4 6
TL and rejection of translanguaging

(further referred to as TL in codes)




languages
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Disapproval of 2 2
codeswitching
Support of language 2 2
purity

English only 8 16
Assumed En Only 5 5
Policy
Disapproval of TL 4 9
English Only demanded 8 23
English Only not used English only approach to teaching is 7 16
but supported deemed as the ideal situation in the

classroom
Maximum use of 10 32
English preferred
TL as Recourse Use of translanguaging is treated as the 6 20
last resort
Multimodal 1 1
communication
Occasional TL 2 2
Surreptitious Student Students practice translanguaging 2 3
TL secretly
TL with guilt Teacher educators use translanguaging 5 8
with a bad conscience
TL as Resource Translanguaging is seen as a useful 6 13
tool
Students' TL as a tool 4 9
Support of TL as a Open support of translanguaging 9 41
pedagogical tool pedagogy
TL as scaffolding Teacher educators think that gradually 10 23
there should be less translanguaging
and more of the target language
TL for building rapport 6 6
TL for comprehension 6 17
Limited TL allowed 6 11
TL for high level Translanguaging for courses that 1 3
courses require complex language use
TL for preserving 1 1
multiculturality
TL outside the 1 1
classroom
TL supported but not Teacher educators show support for 2 3
used (certain) pedagogic translanguaging
approaches but do not use it
strategically
TL in non-dominant Languages other than En/Kz/Ru 0 0
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TL in minority L Translanguaging in (local) minority 3 5
languages, e.g. Uzbek
TL with Internation Ss ~ Translanguaging with international 3 6

students from Turkmenistan, China,
Pakistan, etc.

No TL for Int Ss Lack of translanguaging with 2 2
international students

Ethical Considerations

While the research may be a valuable contribution to understanding of an issue, it is
required to follow ethical codes, among which are regulations of the institution, and to respect
both the site and the participants (Creswell, 2014). The study as an ethical enterprise has to be
conducted in a manner that would be ethically defensible (Cohen et al., 2007). Inescapably,
there tends to be potential risks for participants that need to be managed. The potential risks in
this study may include breach of confidence and fear of retribution. To make sure the study
does not impose more than minimal risk to its participants, an ethical approval from the
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education’s Research committee was obtained on
November 6, 2018, which is over a month before the data collection started. In order to
provide anonymity and protect the confidentiality of the participants, their names were
replaced with pseudonyms during data collection and report. The recorded audio files are
stored on a mobile phone, a laptop, and an online file storage, all protected by passwords and
accessible only to the researcher. Any information that could lead to the identification of the
participants, e.g., HEI name, geographical location and people’s names, have been changed or
coded. The names of the research sites and their exact location in Shymkent are not disclosed
anywhere in this thesis. Therefore, participation in this study will not subject the interviewees

to retribution or punishment from their employer or any other party.
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Conclusion

This chapter presented the methodology of the study on Kazakhstani pre-service
teacher educators’ beliefs about translanguaging. It includes detailed descriptions and
justifications of research design, research sites, and sampling procedures, data collection
instrument, data collection procedures, and data analysis, as well as ethical considerations.
Specifically, the study adopted a qualitative case study approach conducting semi-structured
interviews to collect data. Ten participants were recruited among pre-service teacher
educators who work at two HEIs in Shymkent and teach English language or foreign
language teaching methodology. To ensure the protection of the participants’ rights and other
ethical considerations, an ethics approval was obtained from the NUGSE Research

Committee. The following chapter presents the main findings of the study.



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 32

Findings

This qualitative study was designed to shed light on the beliefs of faculty members
involved in educating future English language teachers in Shymkent. The research question
“What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging?”’ guided the
research. The subquestions were as follows:

1. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging as a
general practice?

2. What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the use of
translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice?

This chapter unveils the main findings from ten semi-structured interviews that were
based on the abovementioned research questions. From the open codes, three major themes
emerged: preference of English only, translanguaging as recourse, and translanguaging as
resource. The sections below expand on each of these themes. The presence of such diverse
themes reflects the internal conflict of the teacher educators’ beliefs toward translanguaging
since they are still reflecting on this set of multilingual practices.

Preference of English Only

One of the major themes across the interviews is the preference of the English
language, both in the general language practices in the classroom and for pedagogic purposes.
This theme includes subthemes such as maximum use of English, English only demanded,
English only supported despite its impracticality, and disapproval of translanguaging.
Insistence on teaching only in English was partially rooted in the belief of faculty that the
students of this program should be instructed in English only. For instance, Akerke stated, “In

alignment with the needs of the program, we have to conduct lessons speaking only English”
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For all your quotes from interviews or field notes you need a precise reference: exact date,
and name, unless it is mentioned before the quote as it is in this case (Akerke).

Likewise, the participating teacher educators referred to how they hold students
majoring in foreign language teaching to higher standards in terms of English language use in
the class. Correspondingly, the participants maintained that compared to students of other
mayjors, future teachers of English should study in English only. It was illustrated in the words
of Gulmira, “As we are training specialists of English language, the lessons a priori should be
in English” (exact date).

Overall, preference of English only was expressed by all ten teacher educators in one
way or another. More evidence is provided in the subcategories below.

Maximum use of English

Most of the participating teacher educators were inclined to believe that the ratio of
English to other languages should increase through the years of study of pre-service teachers.
It means that, for example, Kazakh or Russian could be present during the classes with
freshmen or sophomores but have to be very limited with juniors and seniors. Regarding the
language that should be used in the class, Akerke had to say the following:

To be honest, English should be used as much as possible. With the first and second-

year students, maybe 30% of the lesson could be in their languages. However, the

third and fourth-year students should speak only English. I also should use English
language only.
On the other hand, some said that although it depends on the type of course they are teaching,
English language is the preferred classroom language. The participants also were aware that it

is impossible to use only English because of the students’ insufficient? level of English and
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other factors. Regardless, they were determined to continue employing English to the
maximum as Aiman said, “I prefer English because I have adopted the approach of immersion
in the language environment so that students have more practice. Even though [ am not a
native speaker” (reference). Another participant, Kamila, stated the following:

Since I teach practical courses of English, I try to conduct lessons in English from the

29 ¢¢

beginning till the end. I like to do everything—from saying “stand up,” “sit down,”
“who’s present today,” and “who’s absent today,” to asking for translations of the
words in English. I use this approach and I taught my students to do the same. For
instance, when someone asks for a translation of a word, I encourage them not to use
the Kazakh or Russian translation but the definition [Original English in italics, plain
text is translation from Kazakh].
Most linked their choice of demanding English or using it to the fullest to the major of the
students. They tried to avoid translanguaging and mentioned that they also ask their students
to use primarily English in their teaching as can be seen in the quote from Bike, “I tell them to
conduct all 40 minutes of the lesson or at least 39 minutes of that duration in English”.

The teacher educators were confident that students would get used to English only
even if there could be a lack of understanding or increased learning anxiety. They believed
that if students are struggling to grasp the meaning of an utterance, the message should be
repeated or further explained in English. That may be observed in Mereke’s following
statement, “English should be the primary language in the classroom, because even if children
don’t understand when you speak only English, they will try to understand you (reference).

Based on their judgment, the study participants were inclined to choose English even

in situations where translanguaging could potentially improve the learning process.
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English only demanded

Due to the belief that teaching in English only is the best option, certain teacher
educators admitted that they force their students to use the target language. Besides asking to
use English only when giving tasks, some monitor language use in the classroom to be certain
that students are following the said rule, for example, during group discussions.

Korkem: Sometimes I try to approach them and remind them in English to use English

language [Original English in italics, plain text is translation from Kazakh]. Aiman: So,

in this case, they speak only in English, I go to the class, listen to them do they speak
in English or not. Are they using English, not Kazakh or Russian? Ne dumaite chto
ya vas ne slyshu. Da, ya hozhu po klassu i [Don’t think I don’t hear you. Yes, I walk
around the classroom and] listen to them to see if they are using English or not

[Original English in italics, plain text is translation from Kazakh, bold is Russian].

In addition, the use of English was demanded employing a unique approach by Kamila,
“Sometimes, when they ask me about something related to the lesson in their languages, |
simply do not respond. I demand asking questions in English”.

The participants demanded all the students to use exclusively English regardless of
their background. It means the rule applied to the native speakers of non-dominant languages
as well, which is illustrated in the quote below.

Akerke: No (But) when we divide students into groups for discussion, we zastavit etip

(make them), tol’ko na angliskom govorite! (speak only in English!) We give them

tasks obsuzhdat’ tol’ko na angliskom (to discuss only in English), no oni vse ravno

ispol’zuyut svoi yazyki (but they still use their own languages), be it Kazakh, Russian

or Uzbek. If it’s Turkmens, oni tozhe mogut obsuzhdat’ na turkmenskom (they also
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have discussions in Turkmen). But when we give tasks, we ask them to speak only in

English, inogda delaem zamechaniya esli oni razgovarivayut [in their language]

(we sometimes reprimand them [for speaking in their own? language]). No inodga

(But sometimes) we do that propuskaem (we ignore it), ladno (OK) and let them be.

We make them speak in English when they have to talk to the whole class [plain text

is translation from Kazakh, bold text is Russian, underlined is Kazakh and original

English is in italics].

English only supported despite its impracticality

All the interviewed faculty shared the idea that, in their perfect class, only English
would be used. The reasoning behind it was that during English lessons both instructor and
students should employ solely English. However, they also understood that it was not feasible
given the circumstances. Some attributed it to their teaching approaches, while others blamed
it on how they cannot avoid translanguaging in their teaching practice. Akerke, for example,
said, “There are teachers with great methodology that use only English in their teaching
practice, I support them. Aiman expressed a similar point of view:

I have to use English, it should be a requirement in mastering English. The instructor

should [conduct] lessons only in English... but, unfortunately, although I try my best

to use [English only], I keep going back to Russian or Kazakh, mostly, to Russian.
Another reason why it was not possible for some interviewees to use English only was related
to their students’ level of English. Gulmira said, “Ideally, it would be great to conduct lessons
only in English, but we aren’t always ready. The level of preparation of students who come
here does not always correspond to the requirements”. As was said by the participants, the

vast majority of students often come from the villages in South Kazakhstan and their English
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proficiency level is not as high as that of urban students who attend afterschool English
language courses.

Disapproval of translanguaging

The study participants also showed their preference of English only when answering
the questions regarding the pedagogic uses of translanguaging. Most were either overtly
against the very idea, or hesitant to alternate the languages of input and output driven by
various beliefs and teaching experience. While it was acknowledged that students may engage
in translanguaging practices secretly, the faculty members firmly believed in the need to use
English only.

Bolat: If the task is given in English, the work should be in English. If I assign to write

a report in English, they can’t bring it in Kazakh. They have to do it in English.

Bike: Are you saying that input is English, but output is any language they choose? No,

I am against it [Original English in italics, plain text is translated from Kazakh].
While there were positive responses to the questions about using translanguaging practices as
a pedagogical tool in teaching English, about half of the faculty were not fond of the idea.
Mostly, translanguaging in the form of alternating languages of input and output, as well as
prewriting using one’s whole linguistic repertoire and submitting the final draft of the work in
English, were not received well. Instead, all participants mentioned that they urge their
students to perform such tasks only in English. Such beliefs could be noticed in Gulmira’s
words, “At this very moment, if it is about our writing speech, it should be in English... from
the very very beginning, yes [Original English].” Zhanar also held a similar belief, “M-m

[disagrees]. Although there can be [translanguaging] in discussions despite it being prohibited,
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the final draft and the draft version all should be prepared in English [Original English in
italics, plain text is translation from Kazakh].”

Regardless of the level of English, some of the teacher educators were convinced that
only the target language should be used in assignments and in class. It was partially due to
their belief that students would get used to the use of Kazakh or Russian by the instructor,
which would ultimately hinder the target language development. Mereke demonstrated it well
saying, “Even if it takes time, they should learn to do it [in English]. They ought to learn to
produce in the language they are learning.”

Translanguaging as Recourse

The second major theme categorized as “translanguaging as recourse” unites
subthemes such as translanguaging with guilt, and surreptitious student translanguaging. With
more than half of the study participants believing that they should use English as much as
possible if not only English, translanguaging was most often treated as a last resort. Since to
them translanguaging is something they would rather avoid, the findings that carry this idea
were brought together under the theme “translanguaging as recourse.” Some statements
displayed their displeasure about unconsciously referring to their or their students’ first
languages. Although translanguaging was a useful multimodal communication tool, one
teacher educator criticized it for contributing to students’ shrinking vocabulary. Aiman
believed so saying, “Often, because they use gadgets, especially because they use emojis, it
seems that their vocabulary is getting scarcer” (reference).

Similarly, while translanguaging was used by them in teaching, they felt helpless
because their rule of using only English was not being accepted by their students. Moreover,

they could not follow that rule themselves either, as they often engaged in translanguaging
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practices later during a lesson that usually started in English. According to their responses, to
make the content more comprehensible, the participants had to translanguage despite their
unwillingness to do so. More findings that elaborate on this theme are presented further. What
is amazing to me is that they readily give into translanguaging in their interview responses,
gleefully offering a rich cocktail of all three languages.

Regardless of seeing specific translanguaging practices useful in teaching, a few
participants showed their dislike of mixing languages. It was evident in their arguments in
favor of language “purity.” Bike strongly believed, “If you are speaking, speak pure Kazakh.
If you are speaking, speak only Russian. If you are speaking, speak only English” (reference).
Bolat also said, “Generally, it’s better to speak in one language” (reference). See previous
comment.

During the interviews, the teacher educators also revealed that among their students
there are native speakers of languages that are non-dominant in the context of Shymkent.
Native speakers of Uzbek, Turkmen, Azerbaijani, Urdu, Korean, and Chinese were in a worse
situation than those whose first language was Kazakh or Russian, the dominant languages in
the city. Users of minority languages such as Uzbek were locals who reportedly had a very
good command of the dominant languages. Therefore, even though the interviewee herself
was a native speaker of Uzbek, there was little Uzbek used in the class, except for rare
occasions when students are struggling to understand something. As Shakhnoza explains, it
was for certain reasons:

[Graduates of] Uzbek schools are highly proficient in Kazakh. It’s not hard for them.

If they were from Uzbekistan, maybe it would be, but our locals, as mostly only local

students enroll in our program, learn Kazakh at the same time [with their first
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language]. Also, they take UNT [Unified National Testing] , they take it in Kazakh,

so it’s not hard for them. We teach them in Kazakh. (reference)

According to the study participants, speakers of minority languages opted for studying with
Kazakh or Russian as the medium of instruction for reasons similar to the abovementioned.
They could translanguage among themselves, but, as Akerke stated, were asked to use English
only.

In contrast to the minority language speakers, international students that identified the
remaining languages as their first oftentimes struggled with the local languages, and often
even with English at the beginning of their studies. It was true even for the students who took
year-long preparatory language courses in Kazakh or Russian. Akerke said, “When they start
studying, they often don’t know any Russian, Kazakh or English. It’s hard to communicate
with them. Inogda prihoditsya [Sometimes we have to] interact with them with the help of
their [local] groupmates [Plain text is translation from Kazakh, bold is Russian] ™ (reference).

A share of international students had some knowledge of the common languages in the
context. It was reported by Aiman and Kamila that they sometimes use Russian or English
during the lessons. Based on that, despite not being explicitly prohibited from translanguaging
or using their first languages, international students tried to use mainly the local languages or
English.

Aiman: There are Turkmens, Uzbeks, Uighurs, Tatars, Kazakhs, and Russians. When

they talk to each other or to me... ko mne obrashayutsya, oni starayutsya libo na

russkom, libo na angliskom [when they talk to me, they try to [use] either Russian or

English] [plain text is translation from Kazakh, bold is Russian].
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From the findings above, it was evident that the teacher educators did not encourage the use
of the first languages of non-dominant language speakers. This implies that speakers of
languages other than Kazakh or Russian had restricted access to their whole linguistic
repertoire when they were learning English or content in English.

Translanguaging with guilt

Mostly, I sensed that the teacher educators felt guilty about translanguaging because it
is a practice they cannot avoid and on which they have to rely in teaching. It was, as they
explained, partially because of their and their students’ level of English, which was not
sufficient to use English exclusively. Although they did not say that they felt guilty about it,
their word choice and intonation sufficed to make such an inference. Particularly, saying “you
can’t escape it” and “you have to explain... in Kazakh,” the participants expressed their
displeasure related to translanguaging (the phrases are underlined in the following quotes).
Aiman said, “For example, when explaining Present Perfect, they almost, they utterly, they
will absolutely, it is a fact, they will ask how it will be in Russian or in Kazakh. You can’t
escape it [original English is in italics, plain text is translation from Kazakh].” Meanwhile,

Korkem stated, “However, in Kazakh groups you have to explain certain concepts or

definitions of some words like “stereotype” in Kazakh when they don’t understand it in
Russian.”

They explained that in case there is no translanguaging on their part, students might
ignore or simply not understand the lesson content. Gulmira’s unenthusiastic tone and word
choice when saying “you’ll need to” may also be evidence of translanguaging, although she

would prefer not to employ it. Gulmira shared, “Well, yes, if you notice that the class isn’t
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responding or getting you and ignoring you instead, you’ll need to switch [to their first
languages], yes”.

Surreptitious student translanguaging

A few teacher educators also admitted that it is impossible to prohibit students from
translanguaging in the classroom, because they engage in such practices regardless. The
reasoning was that teacher educators have little to no control over the cognitive processes of
the students who will use their whole linguistic repertoire in spite of being urged to use only
English. Bike stated, “You can’t completely prohibit it. Even though if you instruct them to
use English, to discuss things in English, there are times when they use their mother tongues
during pair work, or during group work to some extent [Plain text is translation from Kazakh,
original English is in italics].”
Translanguaging as Resource

The third major theme that emerged from the data is named “translanguaging as
resource” and it has subthemes such as “translanguaging supported as a pedagogical tool,”

99 ¢

“translanguaging as a means of scaffolding,” “translanguaging for comprehension,”
“translanguaging for building rapport,” and “student translanguaging as a tool.” According to
the responses to the interview questions, all ten participants cited different forms of
translanguaging as a resource. Although it contrasts with their preference of English only and
deeming translanguaging as their last resort, different manifestations of translanguaging were
considered useful pedagogical strategies. This ambivalence in regard to translanguaging
shows the participants’ dynamic beliefs that are yet to be shaped. One of the most remarkable

findings is that some of the teacher educators were provoked by the interview questions to a

considerable extent. Particularly, they reflected upon their teaching practices when they were
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asked about the pedagogic uses of translanguaging. Consequently, they thought about the
need to use the ideas of pedagogic translanguaging, such as allowing students to use their
entire linguistic repertoire in writing the rough draft of an assignment, then submitting the
final version in English. Among their justifications were that it is better than not being able to
write anything at all or simply copying from the internet or elsewhere. Below are the
subcategories of this theme that similarly illustrate the ways the teacher educators expressed
their views about translanguaging as a resource.

Translanguaging supported as a pedagogical tool

Teacher educators from both HEIs explicitly showed their approval of using
translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practices, linking it to their own
linguistic background. It means that they deem translanguaging a natural practice as they
engage in it personally. For instance, Mereke said, “For example, we have learnt Russian, and
even a person who doesn’t know Russian now speaks using some Russian words. Just like
that, I don’t think there is anything wrong... with mixing Kazakh and English” (reference).

Zhanar also reflected on her own experience of translanguaging and showed how this
multilingual practice could facilitate her students’ language development:

Well, if they can’t find a word in English, they can quickly do it in Kazakh or Russian.

The same applies to me. I used to think carefully before; I used to think only in the

English language as I wanted to sound literate. Now I think that they [languages]

complete each other.
Another instance of translanguaging being supported was when the English only approach

was considered inappropriate.
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Kamila: If we kak by [kind of] pressure them to study only in English, to explain
things only in English, then they won’t be able to grasp the materials [plain text is
translation from Kazakh, bold is Russian and original English is italics].
Zhanar: English only policy? Well,... there used to be something like that in the past. I
remember I used to think that if it’s English, it should be? only English. If it’s Russian,
it should be only Russian. The same for Kazakh. Also, everything should be accurate.
But now I think slightly differently, because language is language. What is it for? To
help us express our thoughts, to be used, doesn’t matter what language it is. What
matters more is the result, communication.
The common perception was that translanguaging is a suitable teaching approach that
capitalizes on students’ first languages. In other words, according to the participating teacher
educators, students’ background knowledge as a whole can be used to build better
comprehension of the content. Bike said, “However, there are certain aspects [of language]
like pronunciation peculiarities and grammar items, where you should be using their
background knowledge [Plain text is translation from Kazakh and original English is in
italics].” Mereke also shared, “I think that since they don’t understand anything because of
their low level, we should use our language, for example, we need to use Kazakh perevodka
[for translation], for memorizing words and for explanations [Russian is bold, Kazakh is
underlined, plain text is translation from Kazakh].”
Translanguaging was seen as a means of overcoming a language barrier. In other
words, teacher educators believed that translanguaging could push students to start using
English, thus supporting its use. Gulmira stated, “If it helps overcome that barrier, I prefer

them to mix these languages.”
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Likewise, during the interviews, the teacher educators came to a realization that they
should not limit students to choosing only one language of communication and, instead, gave
them freedom of choice. Moreover, it was a way for teacher educators to preserve the
multicultural nature of the classroom. Such freedom was given to speakers of Kazakh,
Russian, and other languages present in the class. Gulmira said, “I think it’s better not to say
that there should be only one language during discussions and debates. They can use any
language, they can mix them.”

Translanguaging as a means of scaffolding

Oftentimes, teacher educators who supported the use of translanguaging viewed it as a
way of scaffolding, i.e., a teaching tool that should be used less often over time. Most of the
study participants were tolerant of translanguaging in the initial stages of learning because of
the students’ level of English. However, they saw it as a purpose to limit the presence or
eliminate the elements of students’ first languages in the class. Akerke shared the following,
“Gradually, as they study they should switch to English.” It was in part due to students’ need
of translanguaging to understand the topic well enough to start a discussion in English.
Therefore, whenever students struggled to get the grasp of the covered matter, the teacher
educators were not against translanguaging practices. Aiman said, “They start talking to each
other in Kazakh or Russian right away and after some time they switch to English. They never
choose English from the beginning”. Bike also shared the following:

You can see it in their eyes whether it is laborious for them to express their thoughts in

English or whether they get the meaning of the information. So, in such instances only

I think it is okay to refer to their first languages to provide some additional

information.



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 46

However, one teacher educator clearly stated that the complete transition to English should be
negotiated and agreed upon by both sides, meaning that students should accept this condition.
Korkem stated, “After some time when a certain level is reached, with a mutual agreement
there should be total shift to one language [English].”

Translanguaging for comprehension

More than half of the interviewed teacher educators mentioned that translanguaging
helps them deliver information accurately to the students. When content in English is not
sufficiently comprehensible to learners, Kazakh and Russian were referred to in order to
improve the situation. Mereke said, “If I speak only in English, children will understand only
half of it because they are just learning the language. That’s why I want to explain it in their
language. To deliver the message clearly to the children.” Similarly, Shakhnoza stated, “To
explain content to students accessibly, we use their mother tongue. It’s either Kazakh or
Russian.”

Translanguaging was practised for comprehension by the students, too. Specifically,
the study participants mentioned their students’ reliance on translanguaging, and showed
approval of their asking questions with the use of their first languages. It was illustrated in the
words of Bolat, “First and second year students are supposed to be at B1 level, but in reality
they aren’t. Therefore, when they ask about something and they cannot do it only in English,
they can use their first languages.”

Translanguaging was a means of increasing comprehension, especially during higher
level courses, such as English literature or foreign language methodology. The reasoning was
that when teaching about theories and complex issues, there is a need to employ the first

languages of the students for extra support. Akerke shared, “During difficult courses, for
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instance, literature ili (or) methodology, if there are parts they don’t understand, there is
perehod (switching) from English to Kazakh or Russian. Mixing. Sometimes, we speak all
three languages at the same time [plain text is translation from Kazakh, bold is Russian].”

Translanguaging for building rapport

Teacher educators also revealed that they use translanguaging for building rapport.
According to the interviewees, they and their students depend on their first languages when
communicating both in and out of the classroom. It lets them build a connection with learners
that English may sometimes not be able to provide. Students find it easier to express their
honest thoughts when they use their whole linguistic repertoire. Shakhnoza said, “Anyway,
when you talk to them in their mother tongue... it’s possibly easier for them to give their
opinions, complain, and so on.” Korkem also shared how she used translanguaging for a
similar purpose, “From time to time I use Kazakh or Russian words in our speech to brighten
up the mood of students.”

Such a trend is related to the special relationship with their mother tongue. It was
reported that teacher educators choose translanguaging for building rapport because of the
feeling of intimacy about using first language in communication. Zhanar clearly demonstrated
her support of translanguaging by saying, “One of the advantages of using first languages is
particularly about building rapport. I support it. It’s mother tongue, mother tongue [Original
English]! It’s close to their heart. So yes, it’s better [to use it].”

Student translanguaging as a tool

The pedagogic uses of translanguaging in the classroom were not limited to the
language practices of the teacher educators. The participants mentioned how they strategically

use student translanguaging in instances similar to giving instructions, group discussions, or
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when students struggle to remember words in a certain language. The choice to do so was not
random, as the faculty members had some justification for the use of translanguaging. For
instance, Gulmira relied on student translanguaging when there was a need to clarify the tasks.
Shakhnoza thought that student translanguaging helps her learn, too. Thus, both teachers and
students benefited from translanguaging when utilized for specific purposes.
Gulmira: If you are explaining something, for example, when giving tasks in English
and you see that a part of the students is already doing it, then you can stop there. You
don’t need to explain anything in Kazakh or Russian because they will explain each
other everything.
Shakhnoza: If it is a Kazakh-medium group, then we use Russian as well. It is because
there are moments when I don’t know the Kazakh translation of the words. I translate
it into Russian and they give me the Kazakh alternative.
While the teacher educators may not have known that the name of such practices is
translanguaging, they still noted that they are commonplace in the classroom environment.
Translanguaging was often used in elaborate and unprepared discussions. Gulmira said, “But
discussions are usually unprepared, that’s why they will use anyway they will use their native
language [original English].” Zhanar also shared, “They are given freedom of choosing
languages. Especially when we are watching videos... discussing something. I mean when
they talk to each other”.
Conclusion
The findings show that five teacher educators held maximal belief, three of them were

between maximal and optimal beliefs, one of them held virtual belief, and another one held
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optimal belief towards translanguaging both as a general practice and as a pedagogic tool for
teaching. The presented information could be summarized into six findings:

1. The teacher educators considered translanguaging practices as a resource based on
their multilingual background. Therefore, they were not against the use of
translanguaging, especially for building rapport or communicating with students in
and out of class.

2. The majority preferred usage of English to the maximum. It was partially because
students are exposed to their target language insufficiently outside the classroom.

3. Pre-service teachers were often required to use English only during in-class activities
or for assignments. Despite the demands from teacher educators, teachers report that
students often engaged in translanguaging.

4. Employment of translanguaging by pre-service teacher educators was treated as the
last resort. For that reason, there was a sense of guilt associated with its use. The
participants felt they had to helplessly rely on translanguaging because of their own
and their students’ inadequate English proficiency.

5. The study participants were inclined to think that the use of translanguaging should
decrease as students become more proficient in the English language. They were
tolerant to translanguaging practices during the first few years because students are
often admitted to the university with a low level of English.

6. The pedagogical use of translanguaging was supported in order to increase students’
comprehension of content, to overcome the language barrier, to preserve the
multiculturalism of the classroom, to build rapport and to facilitate students’ language

development at large.
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Discussion
Introduction

The preceding chapter covered the findings that were based on the qualitative data from
ten semi-structured interviews with teacher educators who work with future English language
teachers in Shymkent. The present chapter focuses on the discussion of those findings in
relation to the literature on the topic. The purpose of this study was to explore the beliefs of
Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators on translanguaging. Therefore, the main research
question was: What are Kazakhstani pre-service teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging? To gain
more insight into the matter, two subquestions were posed: 1) What are Kazakhstani pre-
service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging as a general practice? 2) What are
Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the use of translanguaging as a
pedagogical tool in their teaching practice? The discussion of findings is aligned with the
subquestions.

SQ1: What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging
as a general practice?

It was important to explore this subquestion to see whether teacher educators have
different beliefs toward translanguaging as a general practice compared with its use for
pedagogic purposes. To shed more light on this matter, a finding given below is discussed in
relation to the reviewed literature:

Finding 1. The teacher educators considered translanguaging practices as a resource
based on their multilingual background. Therefore, they were not against the use of
translanguaging, especially for building rapport or communicating with students in and out of

the classroom.
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This finding illustrates that the teacher educators held the optimal belief toward
translanguaging as a general practice. It is in line with the statements of scholars such as
Garcia (2009) and Wei (2011) since translanguaging is indeed a natural set of multilingual
practices present in Kazakhstan. The teacher educators who took part in my study were no
exception considering they had Kazakh, Russian, English, Turkish, Uzbek, and other
languages in their linguistic repertoire, similar to their fellow countrymen (Simons & Fennig,
2018). One of the manifestations of translanguaging was in the form of mixing languages that
was mentioned by interviewees such as Akerke. Such practices may be interpreted as Shala
Kazakh (Akanova, 2017), a term used in reference to frequently used language in Kazakhstan
with elements of Kazakh and Russian. Since teacher educators themselves engaged in
translanguaging in their daily life as multilinguals, they did not object to its use by their
trainees as a general practice for communication. In other words, bearing in mind that the
teacher educators themselves were multilingual, who engaged in translanguaging practices,
including but not limited to Shala Kazakh, they viewed translanguaging as a resource.

One could say there was a translanguaging space (Wei, 2011) where both teacher
educators and pre-service teachers freely translanguaged, most often for building rapport and
communication outside the class time. In this space, spontaneous translanguaging that is
different from pedagogic translanguaging (Cenoz, 2017) was practiced to make meaning of
the surrounding world. Through this student-controlled and serendipitous type of
translanguaging, teacher educators and pre-service teachers could build stronger bonds and
communicate more effectively. Similar to the argument by de Mejia and Hélot (2015), teacher
educators were showing pre-service teachers what is acceptable during and outside the

allotted academic hours. The teacher educators were not only allowing pre-service teachers to
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translanguage outside of class time, but also encouraging such multilingual practices when
they translanguaged in response. The created dialogue could further enforce pre-service
teachers’ belief that translanguaging is natural and accepted in education in case it is
confirmed by by further research involving interviews and observations with pre-service
teachers.

SQ2: What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the use of
translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching practice?

This subquestion was posed to identify teacher educators’ beliefs toward
translanguaging, specifically as a pedagogical tool. Five major findings provided further help
to answer this question:

Finding 2. The majority preferred usage of English to the maximum. It was partially
because students are exposed to their target language insufficiently outside the classroom.

This finding about the preference of using exclusively English leads to thinking that the
faculty members held the virtual belief. Despite the participants admitting that they
translanguage on a regular basis, they had more traditional beliefs toward language practices
in the classroom. Opposite the ideas promoted by the theory of translanguaging (Lin & He,
2017), most of the teacher educators held a monoglossic ideology, meaning that they
supported using English language only in teaching. It is similar to the findings of the study by
Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), whose participants thought that an English-only context should
be created to mirror a native-speaking environment. With similar motives, the teacher
educators in my study thought pre-service teachers should be exposed to as much English as
possible while they are in the classroom. It implies that in the view of my study participants

the home languages of the students impede the development of the target language. Their
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beliefs match with the language as problem orientation of Ruiz (1984) meaning that in the
eyes of the participants translanguaging practices pose a threat to the development of
students’ English.

Taking into account that English is not anyone’s native language in the context of
Kazakhstan (Smagulova, 2007), this idea about the need to maximize the use of English in the
class might be understood. However, by deciding to limit what happens naturally, teacher
educators are disregarding translanguaging as a means of facilitating the process of learning
the target language. The choice of English as the major or the only language of instruction
was not something that affected only the courses taught by the study participants. It was one
of the formative decisions that could also impact the teaching style of pre-service teachers in
training, as the latter adopt the teaching methods they see modelled (de Mejia & Hélot, 2015;
Sclafani, 2017).

Finding 3. Students were often required to use English only during in-class activities
or for assignments. Despite the demands from teacher educators, teachers report that students
often engaged in translanguaging.

The third finding also serves as a basis for thinking that the participants held the virtual
belief. By their requests to stop engaging in translanguaging, teacher educators were
exercising their authority to minimize the translanguaging space that was present during non-
academic hours. By depriving pre-service teachers of that space, teacher educators were
supporting language boundaries and structures and limiting dynamic and creative language
processes under the umbrella term translanguaging (Wei, 2011). It is emphasized by de Mejia
and Hélot (2015) that teacher educators play a pivotal role in equipping teachers and future

teachers with tools to teach using their students’ entire multilingual repertoires. In contrast,
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the teacher educators in this study were restricting the pre-service teachers’ freedom of choice
and right to their own linguistic resources.

In response to the mentioned restrictions, pre-service teacher educators opted for
continuing their ordinary linguistic practices that include translanguaging. The learning
process in such conditions may be described as far from being efficient and liberating, since
there was no ideological space for implementing translanguaging (Flores & Schissel, 2014;
Garcia, 2009; Wei, 2011). The mentioned attempts of the teacher educators to restrict
translanguaging spaces, but failing at doing so, shows that there is a continuing struggle
related to translanguaging practices in classrooms.

Finding 4. The use of translanguaging by pre-service teacher educators was treated as
a last resort. For that reason, there was a sense of guilt associated with its use. The
participants felt they had to helplessly rely on translanguaging because of their own and their
students’ inadequate English proficiency.

In correspondence with Macaro’s (2014) framework, teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging of this kind may be categorized as maximal. Similar to the description of that
belief, the teacher educators in my study felt that they were relying on translanguaging due to
a lack of necessary conditions to instruct learners exclusively in the target language. In cases
when translanguaging was used by the faculty that took part in the study, it was often seen as
the last option. It means that if there were a way to avoid translanguaging, the teacher
educators would do so. This sort of belief toward translanguaging may be noticed in the
works of Abdrakhmanova (2017), Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), Nadeem (2012) and
Olimnazarova (2012), where teachers felt guilty for translanguaging, and lacked the necessary

knowledge to strategically use it in their teaching practice. Little awareness of various
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pedagogic uses of translanguaging might mean that teacher educators cautiously use students’
linguistic repertoire, which leads to less effective teaching (Escobar & Dillard-Paltrineri,
2015). According to Nikula and Moore (2015), under such circumstances, students do not
fulfill their academic potential since they are unable to capitalize on their whole linguistic
repertoire while learning.

Finding 5. The study participants were inclined to think that the use of
translanguaging should decrease as students become more proficient in the English language.
They were tolerant to translanguaging practices during the first few years because students are
often admitted to the university with a low level of English.

The fifth finding demonstrates that the teacher educators’ beliefs fit the description of
the maximal belief in Macaro’s (2014) study. In contrast to guidelines that indicate how
translanguaging can be used across language levels (Celic & Seltzer, 2013; Espinoza,
Ascenzi-Moreno, & Vogel, 2016), the teacher educators in this study believed that
translanguaging should be minimized as students reach a higher level of proficiency in the
target language. Despite using translanguaging for reaching learning objectives, it was treated
as a last resort instead of an integral pedagogical tool. This finding adds a layer to the beliefs
of the participants, making them even more complex and paradoxical since the same
participants simultaneously approve using English only, and rely on translanguaging for
pedagogic purposes. In their understanding, translanguaging is a practice inherent to learners
with lower levels, although Shala Kazakh and many other forms of translanguaging are
practiced regardless of users’ degree of proficiency in the learnt language. While Cenoz
(2017) and Jaspers (2018) state that minority language proponents think translanguaging may

put their L1 (the minority language) under threat because of potential language shift, in this
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study the teacher educators have an opposite concern. They think that translanguaging limits
the development of the English language although in practice quite the reverse course of
events takes place in the example of Cenoz’s (2017) study, where speakers of Euskafiol may
be shifting towards Spanish, not Basque. It may be because, as the participants reported (See
Finding 2), English is not as strongly present outside the class in the Kazakhstani context that
local teacher educators prefer using mostly English and believe translanguaging diminishes
the efficiency of their teaching. From a monoglossic viewpoint of the teacher educators,
students’ home languages may be a problem as they slow down the process of learning the
target language (Ruiz, 1984). For similar reasons, once students reach a certain level of
English sufficient to use it as the sole language of instruction, they are discouraged to
translanguage during classes. In other words, Kazakhstani learners are expected to develop
their English with access only to a limited part of their other? linguistic resources as they go
beyond a certain level of proficiency.

Finding 6. The pedagogical use of translanguaging was supported in order to increase
students’ comprehension of content, to overcome the language barrier, to preserve the
multiculturalism of the classroom, to build rapport, and to facilitate students’ language
development at large.

On the basis of the last finding, one could say that the participants demonstrate features
of the optimal belief towards translanguaging. While they did not fully fit the description of
the optimal belief, their responses may be evidence of their moving toward it. They
strategically use translanguaging for raising students’ understanding of content, overcoming
the language barrier, and other purposes. The teacher educators that partook in this study may

not have had a fixed belief regarding all aspects of the very large concept of translanguaging,
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but they did have positive opinions about some aspects of pedagogic translanguaging. It was
in agreement with the study of Daryai-Hansen and her colleagues (2017) in Denmark whose
participants thought that using students’ entire linguistic repertoire is advantageous in
language teaching, especially for increasing comprehension. Although there are multiple ways
of using pedagogic translanguaging according to Canagarajah (2011), Garcia and Wei (2014),
Makalela (2015) and Musanti and Rodriguez (2017), not all the teacher educators were eager
to use translanguaging in developing all four linguistic skills. They more often favoured its
use in speaking due to its help in increasing student comprehension, overcoming language
barrier, and building rapport. The teacher educators’ use of translanguaging for increasing
comprehension of content is consistent with the study of Makalela (2015), where he used
three translanguaging-based teaching methods. The function of preserving multiculturalism in
employing translanguaging is similar to the findings of Canagarajah (2011), where the study
participants’ multicultural identities were empowered through assignments that let them use
their entire multilingual repertoire.

Although the participants did not believe that they use translanguaging in various ways,
the fact that some of them liked the idea of employing new methods of pedagogic
translanguaging means that they are ready to learn. Such plurality of beliefs regarding
translanguaging illustrates their internal conflict. Since the same participants gave
contradictory responses, they are in a struggle to choose a side in relation to translanguaging.
With half of them showing maximal beliefs (Macaro, 2014), this enthusiasm about learning
could imply there may be some movement in the direction of optimal belief toward

translanguaging.
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Conclusion

The purpose of the chapter was to discuss the major findings of the study. The
findings consistent with the literature demonstrated that the participants were accepting of
spontaneous translanguaging or translanguaging as a general practice in non-academic
discourses since it helps them communicate and build stronger bonds with their students. It
means that they held the optimal belief towards translanguaging as a general practice.
Nevertheless, they showed more conflicted beliefs to pedagogic translanguaging. In line with
the reviewed literature, faculty preferred English as the sole medium of instruction, yet they
relied on translanguaging for specific purposes. Overall, it shows that half of of the teacher
educators had the maximal belief toward translanguaging. However, three participants
showed that they were moving towards the optimal belief. The participants’ preparedness to
employ translanguaging in new ways could mean they can adopt the optimal belief if given
enough training. While one teacher educator (Bolat) showed his belief towards pedagogic
translanguaging is virtual, another educator (Zhanar) held the optimal belief. Most of the
participants struggled to pinpoint what they believe in relation to translanguaging, which may
serve as evidence that the educational policy currently in action does not provide clear
guidelines on the languages of instruction and methods of teaching. Most of the teacher
educators’ reflections show that they rely on their experience and intuition when they decide
whether they should translanguage and let their trainees engage in translanguaging practices.
It implies that the top-down policies should have better guidelines regarding the languaging
practices employed in teaching and learning. Additionally, both the pre-service teacher
education programs and the professional development programs for teacher educators in

Kazakhstan need to address the intricacies of multilingual education.
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Conclusion

The previous chapter covered the discussion of the major findings of this qualitative
study based on the data from ten semi-structured interviews conducted with pre-service
teacher educators of two higher education institutions in Shymkent. This chapter is dedicated
to the main conclusions drawn in this research. The purpose of this study was to explore the
beliefs of Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators toward translanguaging in accordance
with the framework proposed by Macaro (2014). To reach that purpose, the following
research question was posed: What are Kazakhstani pre-service teachers educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging? There were two subquestions to gain more insight into two types of
translanguaging: (1) What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging as a general practice? (2) What are Kazakhstani pre-service teacher
educators’ beliefs on the use of translanguaging as a pedagogical tool in their teaching
practice?

The final chapter of this study addresses the main conclusions. Next, limitations and
further implications as well as recommendations are provided.
Main Conclusions of the Study

The first conclusion of the present study is that pre-service teacher educators consider
spontaneous translanguaging to be a natural set of multilingual practices. In particular, the
participants were generally positive about the use of translanguaging for building rapport and
communication with the students outside class time. It was in part due to a form of
translanguaging known under the derogatory term Shala Kazakh which is common in
Kazakhstan. Since the faculty members engage in translanguaging themselves, they were not

against students’ use of translanguaging. Given the positive beliefs toward translanguaging, a
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translanguaging space was created that allowed pre-service teachers and teacher educators to
translanguage outside the academic hours.

However, the vast majority of the study participants were inclined to believe that
ideally translanguaging should not be used for pedagogical purposes. Instead, English was
considered to be the only preferred medium of instruction. Considering how their trainees are
exposed to the target language in a limited manner, the participants thought that the maximum
amount of English should be employed in the learning process. The monoglossic ideology of
the pre-service teacher educators was expressed in their attempt to create a native-speaking
environment. Similarly, it could be noticed in how they demanded their students to use
English only. Regardless of how impractical it could seem to restrict classroom language
practices to English, pre-service teacher educators deemed the English only environment to be
the most desired option.

As a consequence of the contextual limitations, the participants had to rely on
translanguaging. They admitted that the trainees did not always follow their instructions to not
engage in translanguaging. There were also difficulties in relation to using English only since
the English proficiency level of both teacher educators and their students did not suffice to
conduct the lessons the way they would have ideally wanted. Having a similar linguistic
background as the pre-service teachers, faculty members also reported switching to
translanguaging inadvertently. Since the envisioned English only scenario could not be
followed, they resorted to translanguaging to deliver their lessons with a sense of guilt.

At the same time, the faculty members treated certain translanguaging strategies as
useful for teaching. Their beliefs toward translanguaging were in conflict when seeing how

the same person strived for English only, yet capitalized on translanguaging for pedagogic
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purposes. In spite of their preferred teaching methods, they used translanguaging strategies for
scaffolding, increasing comprehension, and developing communication skills of their trainees.
In other words, they allowed both themselves and their students to translanguage to reach
specific pedagogic objectives in their classroom. Their positive attitude to translanguaging
was also identified through their expressed willingness to include translanguaging-based tasks
in future lessons after they were asked several questions during the interview.

In general, the study findings show that half of the participants held the maximal
position toward translanguaging. It means that despite preferring to use English only, they
nevertheless relied on translanguaging in their teaching practice. Meanwhile, the responses of
three study participants illustrated that they were moving towards the optimal belief, which
implies that they were embracing pedagogic translanguaging. As one teacher educator held
the optimal belief and another one held the virtual belief, it may be assumed that their
educational background and teaching experience played a role.

Overall, most of the faculty members that partook in this study had conflicted beliefs
toward translanguaging. While some of them did not like the idea of translanguaging in class,
they had to rely on it in their teaching. It may be related to deficient educational policy,
curriculum design, and guidelines provided to teacher educators. Paradoxical beliefs of
teacher educators are all the more alarming considering that their beliefs and practices are
passed down to their trainees. Unless more attention is paid to translanguaging in education,
the teaching of English could be done less efficiently.

Limitations and Further Implications
The limitations of the study are mainly related to the uniqueness of the research site,

participants, and accuracy of the findings. More details are provided below.
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First, given the fact that the research site and the participants of this study are unique,
it is hard to generalize the findings to Kazakhstani and foreign contexts. With only ten faculty
members from two universities involved, their beliefs cannot represent their whole
departments, institutions, or the city of Shymkent. It implies that studies with a larger
database and a broader range of sites should be conducted to more substantially register the
beliefs of teacher educators in Kazakhstan. For such a future effort, this study could be used
as a baseline research.

Secondly, the teacher educators’ beliefs toward translanguaging could be captured
inaccurately. As translanguaging is quite a broad concept, only a limited amount of its
elements and aspects were addressed in the interview questions. Moreover, it was paraphrased
into the use of L1 and mixing languages, which could affect the quality of the findings. To
improve that, triangulation could be done by means of using more data collection instruments,
such as observations. Alternatively, more expansive interviews with more meticulously
described translanguaging could be conducted.

Thirdly, the study participants could not be fully honest in their responses. They could
adjust their answers in accordance to what they believed I expected them to say. To gain more
accurate insight into teacher educators’ beliefs, more thorough interviews could be conducted
to crosscheck their answers. Similarly, observations could be carried out to see if their beliefs
and practices match each other.

Recommendations

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, several recommendations to

educational policy makers, higher education institutions and teacher educators could be

proposed.



TEACHER EDUCATORS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 63

Educational policy makers who often implement top-down policies need to take into
account the multilingual context of Kazakhstan when designing the pre-service teacher
education program’s curriculum. Based on the findings, we may conclude that the currently
taught course modules and used teaching materials do not sufficiently cover the peculiarities
of multilingual education and modern English language teaching methods. Additionally, more
comprehensive and updated professional development programs should be provided to
teacher educators to raise their awareness of the benefits of translanguaging in policy and
curricula.

Higher education institutions, in turn, could introduce several changes to improve
the quality of teacher education programs. They may find it appropriate to address their
institutional language policies more explicitly since the teacher educators specifically in this
study were not sure about them. Workshops, seminars, and other ways of professional
development could be provided to teacher educators at an institutional level.

Lastly, teacher educators personally may need to reflect on their teaching practices
more deeply and frequently. The findings illustrate that one person may have substantially
conflicted and even paradoxical beliefs toward translanguaging. It could mean that teacher
educators do not reflect on the multilingualism of their students and contexts as often as they
should. On top of these reflections, teacher educators need to do research and hone their skills
in the craft of teaching on their own as professional development is fairly dependent on
individual initiative.

Key insights
As a researcher, conducting this study let me realize a number of things in relation to

translanguaging and teacher educators’ beliefs on this practice. Considering that the concept
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of translanguaging has expanded noticeably over the past decade, it is not surprising that its
different aspects garnered reactions ranging from full disapproval to support. With the help of
clear guidelines and theoretical pieces on translanguaging, anyone new to it (e.g., emerging
scholars, teacher educators, teachers) would be able to unpack it. While interviewing the
faculty members from two institutions in Shymkent, I realized that they were doing the best
they could in dealing with multilingual practices if you take into account the design of
“Foreign Language: Two Foreign Language” program curriculum in addition to other
problems they may face in their work. The teacher educators were intuitively integrating
translanguaging into their teaching, albeit not to the extent they could in case the stakeholders
involved in teacher education worked collaboratively and capitalized on the multilingualism
of pre-service teacher trainees and teacher educators. With team effort, I believe that it is
possible to transform beliefs on translanguaging from virtual and maximal to optimal so that

multilingual students learn more effectively in an empowering environment.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol

Categories  Interview questions HHTepBBIO Bonpocsl nHTEPBBIO
CYpPaKTaphbl
Background 1. What is the main 1. Ci3gig cabak 1. Kakoit 0CHOBHO SI3BIK
language of OapbIChIHIA WHCTPYKIIMU Ha BallluX
instruction in your KOJIJTAaHATBIH HEeTi3T1 3aHATUAX?
class? TLI KaHman? Probes: s3p1k0Bas
Probes: based on Probes: Tinjik cascaT MONUTHKA
any language policy 2. CryneHTTepaiH 2. Kakue y cTyieHTOB
2. What are the first ~ Oipinmi Tingepi NIEPBBIE S3bIKU?
languages of the KaHmai?
students?
General 3. What language(s) 3. Cabakra xaHnai 3. Kakue A3bIk1 110
practice do you think should  Tinmep KonmaHbUTYbI BallleMy MHEHUIO
be used in class? KEpeK Jien OMyIaiich3?  TOJIKHBI
Probes: by you; by Probes: ci3, HCIIOJIH30BaThCS HA
students. CTYACHTTED. 3aHATHAX?
Probes: BbI, CTYEHTHI.
4. What do you think 4. AFpUTIIBIH TiTIH
of students mixing yipeHy GapbIChIHIa 4. KakoBo Bailie MHCHHE
their first language(s) cTyaeHTTEepAiH KacaTeJIbHO CMEUIECHUs
with English while OipiHI TUI(AEp)iH MIEPBOTO SA3bIKA(OB) C
learning English? aFbUIIIBIH TLTIMEH AHTJIUICKUM SI3bIKOM
apaNacThIPyhl Typallbl ~ CTYJEHTaMHU BO BPEMs
He olnaiceI3? W3Yy4EHHUs aHTJINHCKOro?
Pedagogic 5. What do you think 5. AFpUTIIBIH TUTIH 5. Yro BHI 1yMaere o
tool in of teaching English TEK arbUIIIbIHINIA IIPENoAaBaHuN
teaching only through OKBITY TypaJjsl HE AHTJINACKOTO TOJIBKO
practice English? olnaiceI3? IIOCPEACTBOM
Probes: correlation Probes: xypcka AHTJIMHACKOTO sI3bIKa?
to the taught course KaTBICHI Probes: otHOLIEHHE K
(language/methodolo  (Ti/mMeTomOMIOTHS) Kypcy
gy) (SI3BIKOBOM/METOI0JIOT S

6. What is your
belief on using
students’ first
languages in your
teaching?

7. How much do you
think students’ first
language(s) should
be used in teaching

6. CTyneHTrepaig
OipiHIIi TUTIH cabak
OepreH Ke3iHi3/1e
KOJIJIaHy Typajbl
MIKIPiHI3 KaHaai?

7. CTyneHTrepaiy
OipiHmi Ti(Iep)i
aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH
YHpETKEeHae
KaHIIAJIBIKTHI

)

6. Kakoe y Bac MHEHHE
HacyeT UCIOIb30BaHMs
MIEPBBIX S3BIKOB
CTY/ICHTOB B CBOEH
MPENOJaBaTENbCKOM
NEeATEILHOCTI?

7. HacKOJIBKO BEI
JIyMAaeTe CJICIyEeT

75
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English? Why?
Probes: for
explaining concepts;
introducing new
content; giving
instruction and
feedback; building
rapport; making
clarifications.

8. What do you think
of assigning students
to listen to/read a
piece in English and
asking them to talk
aboutitina
language(s) of their
choice (Garcia &
Wei, 2014)?

9. What is your
stance on allowing
students to use
multiple languages in
discussions but
asking to share ideas
with the class in
English (Garcia &
Wei, 2014)?

10. What do you
think of having
students pre-write
using all their
languages, then
submit the work in
English (Garcia &
Wei, 2014)?

KOJIJAaHBUTYBI KEPEK
nen ommaicez? Here?
Probes:
KOHIENTTEpAl
TYCIHIIpyTe; )KaHa
MaTepuan
TaHBICTBIPYFa;
TarcelpMa >k9He Kepi
Oaiinansic 6epyre;
KAKCHI KapbIM-
KaTbhIHAC KYPYFa;
alKpIHAAYFa.

8. Ctynentrepre
OKYFa/ThIHJayFa
Tarncelpma oepi,
ceilney OapbIChIHIA
e371epl KaaraH
Tin(ep)ai TaHaaTy
TypaJibl HE OUJIANChI3
(Garcia & Wei,
2014)?

9. Crynenrrepre
TaJKbUIay OapbIChIHA
OipHemie TiAl
KOJIJJaHyFa pyKcat
OepiIl, CHIHBINIEH
HiKipJepiH
arpUIIIBIHIIA O6Ticy i
cypay Typabl
MIKIpiHI3 KaHaai
(Garcia & Wei,
2014)?

10. Ctynentrepre
HalBIHIBIK
OaprIchIHAA Oap
O1NeTiH TUIAEPiH
KOJIJIaHA OTBIPHITT
Ka3qbIPTHIT, COHFBI
HYCKACBIH aFbUIIIBIH
TITIH/E TANCBIPTY
YKaWJIbl HE OMJIAICHI3
(Garcia & Wei,
2014)?

UCIIOJIB30BAaTh MEPBbII
A3BIK(1) CTYJCHTOB B
MpEenoilaBaHuu
anrmiickoro? [louemy?
Probes: mis 00bscHeHus
KOHIIETITOB;
O3HAaKOMJICHHsI C HOBBIM
MaTepHaloM;
WHCTPYKUUN U 00paTHOM
CBSI3U; HaJa)KUBaHUS
XOpOILKX OTHOLIEHUH;
pa3bsICHEHUH.

8. Urto BBI 1ymMaere o
TOM, YTOOBI 1aTh
3aJJaHUE CTYACHTOM TI0
ayTUpOBaHUIO/YTCHHUIO
Ha aHIJIMKACKOM U
MOTPOCHUTDH UX TOBOPUTH
Ha yI00HOM UM
s3bike(ax) (Garcia &
Wei, 2014)?

9. KakoBo Baille MHEHUE
0 TOM, YTOOBI MTO3BOJIUTH
CTyJICHTaM
UCIIOJIb30BAaTh
HCECKOJIBKO A3BIKOB B
00CyXIeHUH, HO
noTpeOoBaTh JETUTHCS
MHEHUSIMU C KJIACCOM Ha
anrnumiickom (Garcia &
Wei, 2014)?

10. Yo BBI Tymaere o
TOM, 4YTOOBI 3a7aTh
CTyJ€HTaM
HCIIOJIb30BaTh BCE CBOU
A3bIKU B HAIMCAaHUU
IIpeABaPUTEIILHON
BEpCHUH, a 3aTeM
MONPOCHUTH CAATh paboTy
Ha aHrauiickom (Garcia
& Wei, 2014)?
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Appendix B: Consent Forms

CONSENT FORM
Kazakhstani Pre-service Teacher Educators’ Beliefs on Translanguaging
DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a study that focuses on pre-service teacher
educators’ beliefs on use of students’ first language(s) in learning English in the context of
Kazakhstan. The purpose of this study is to reveal what pre-service teacher educators who
specialize in English language believe regarding first language use as: 1) a general practice; 2)
a pedagogic tool in their teaching.
Your opinions are important and valuable for this research since it will hopefully contribute to
the expansion of the research literature on the investigation of beliefs on first language use in
Kazakhstani pre-service teacher education. Participation is completely voluntary and there
will be no loss of benefits if you choose not to participate or to withdraw from this study.
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30 minutes
RISKS AND BENEFITS: This study exposes you to minimal risks that might include breach
of confidentiality and fear of retribution. To protect your anonymity and provide
confidentiality, your name will be replaced with a pseudonym and the information about you
and the institution will be coded. The interview questions were thoroughly checked to be
tactful and psychologically comfortable. Moreover, you may choose not to answer any
question or choose to withdraw from the interview. Participation or non-participation in this
study will not subject you to retribution or punishment from your employer or any other party.
You will not get direct benefits from participating in the interview. However, the collected
data will help grow the body of literature on pre-service teacher educators’ beliefs on the first
language use in Kazakhstan.
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 A. Goodman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz, +7(7172) 69-49-50
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.
e [ have carefully read the information provided,
e [ have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;
e [ understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information
will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;
e [ understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a
reason;
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e With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in
this study.

Signature: Date:
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3EPTTEY ) K¥MbICbI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI
Kazakcranapik [legarorukansik @akynsreT OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH TpaHCTIIACCY
typaisl [likipaepi

CUITATTAMA: Ci3 Ka3akcTaH/bIK Tearoruka GaxyabTeTi OKbITYIIBUTAPBIHBIH
CTYJICHTTEPiH aFbUIIIBIH TiIIH YHpeHyae OipiHII TiI(Iep)iH KONIaHyhl TypaIbl MiKipJaepiH
OlTyTe OaFbITTANFaH 3ePTTEY KYMBICHIHA KAThICYFa MIAKBIPBUIBIIT OTHIPCHI3. byl 3epTTeyaiH
MakKcaThl — aFbUTIIBIH TLUT O1TIMIH/IE MaMaHIaHFaH OKBITYIIBIIAP/IBIH KAJIIBI 1C-OPEKET
peTiHe xoHe 63 OLTiM Oepy TIKiIpUOECiHIe KOJIaHbLIATHIH 9J1iC PEeTiHIe OipiHTII TUTL
KOJIIaHY TypaJibl miKipaepiH anpikTay. Ci3iH MiKipiHi3 ®KoHE KO3KapPaChIHBI3 OCBI 3EPTTEY
YIIIiH MaHBI3/1bI, ce0eb1 OYIT )KYMBIC OOoJaIIaK MyFaliMIEp/Ii JAWbIHAAYAaFbl OlpiHIII T
KOJIJIaHyFa KaThICThI OKBITYLIBIIAPIBIH MiKipJepi OOMBIHINIA FRUIBIMU-3EPTTEY 91€0HEeTTED
KaTapblH KeHelTyre yiec Kocaasl. Cyx0aTKa KaThICy epiKTi TypJe OTKi3Ie I )KoHe erep
KaTbICyZlaH 0ac TapTKaH jKarJaiiia cizre emKkanaai 3usH TUMEH 1.

OTKI3UUIETIH YAKBITBI: Cyx6atka karbicy mamameH 30 MUHYT YaKbIThIHBI3/bI
anajpl.

3EPTTEY ) KYMbBICBIHA KATBICY/IbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI: 3eprTey >kyMbICBIHA KaTBICYBIH KayinTepi mekTeysi. Onapabiy
KaTapblHA KYMUSIIBUIBIKTHIH OY3bLTYbI )KOHE ’kKa3a/laH KOPKBIHBINI Kipyi MyMKiH. Ci3/iH
AHOHUM/ILUTITIHI3 OCH aKnapaT KyNUsUIbUIBIFBIH CaKTay YIIIH CI3/I1H aThl-)KOHIHI3 JJaKaIl aTieH
aybICTBIPBIIA/IBL, all 0ACKa KEKe aKMapaThIHbI3 OCH JKOFaphl OKY OPHBI Typaibl MATIMET
mudpieHeni. by 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH CYpaKTapbl OapbIHIIIA OPBIH/LI 00Ty YIIIH JKeTe
TekcepinreH. KUbIHIBIK TyABIPATHIH CYpaKTap KE3AECTIPreH KaFaaiiia ci3 oJlap/ibl )Kayarchi3
KaJIbIpa ajgachl3 HeMece cyx0aTka KaTbiCy1aH 0ac TapTa anachl3.

By 3epTTeyre KaThicy HeMece KaThICIay HOTHXKECIHAE Ci3 )KyMbIc Oepy1i He 6acka
TapanTtap/aH elKaHaai xayankeplIlikke HeMece yazajay iapanapblHa TapThUIMANCHI3.

Ci3 Oyt cyx0aTKa KaThICy/IaH SIIKaHAai TIKeleH maiiia anMaiichl3. Anaia sKnHaaraH
aKmapar Ka3aKCTaHJIbIK OoJalak MyFariMaep/i JaibIHIay1a OKBITYIIBUIAP IBIH O1piHII T
KOJIZIaHy TypaJibl MiKipJepiHiH Kbl KOPIHICIH KOPCETE OTHIPHII, 3€PTTEYTe YJIeC KOCIbI.

KATBICYUIbI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 6episnren oopMamMeH TaHBICHIT, 3€pTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KaThICYFa IIenniM Kabbuigacanpi3, Ci3iH KaThICybIHbI3 €PIKTI TYpJIe €KEHIH
xabapnaiMb13. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajaFaH YaKbITTa albIIIIyI TOJIEMEH KOHE CI3/IIH dJICyMETTIK
KEHULTIKTEPIHI3Te el KeCipiH TUTi30el 3epTTey KyMBIChIHA KaThICY TYpajibl KeTiCIMIHI3I1
Kepi KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3epTTey KyMbICHIHA MYJIJIEM
KaThICTIAYBIHBI3FA J1a TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHEI3 0ap. CoHnmaii-ak, KaHaaii na 0ip cypakTapra skayar
OepmeyiHi3re e 90aeH O0omaapl. by 3epTTey )KYMBICHIHBIH HOTHXKEIIEP] aKaIeMUSIIBIK
Hemece KociOu MakcarTap/a Oacrara YChIHBUTYBI HEMECE HIBIFapbUIybl MYMKIH.

BANJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

Cypaxkrap: Erep >ypri3iiin oTeIpFaH 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH MPOLIECi, KayIli MeH
apTHIKUIBUIBIKTAPBI Typalibl CYparbIHbI3 HEMEece IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00Jica, Keseci OailiaHbIc
Kypajiaapbl apKbLIbl 3epTTEYIIIMEH XabapiacybiHblzFa 0onaabl: Accuctent [Ipodeccop
bpumxut ['yaman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz, +7(7172) 69-49-50

JTEPBEC BAUJTAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3epTTey KyMBICHIHBIH
JKYPri3ulylMeH KaHaraTTaHOay HeMece cypakTap OeH marbIMaapbIiHbI3 OoJica, HazapOaes
VYuusepcurerti XKorapsl binim 6epy MektebiniH 3eprrey KomureriMeH kepceTiareH
OailtaHpIC Kypayiapbl apKbLIbl XabapiacybliHbI3Fa 0omazsl: +7 7172 70 93 59, anexTpoHIbIK
nomira gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.
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3epTTey JKYMBICBIHA KAaTbICyFa KemiCiMiHI3II OepceHi3, Oepiiren ¢opMara Ko

KOIOBIHBI3/IbI CYPaMBI3.

Men OepinreH popMaMeH MYKHSIT TaHBICTHIM;

MaraH 3epTTey KYMBICBIHBIH MAaKCaThl MEH OHBIH IPOIEAYpachl KaWbIHIA TOJBIK
akmapar oepinii,

MeH >KMHaKTaJdFaH akmapar TMeH KYMHUsS MOJIIMEeTTepre TeK 3epTTEYIIHIH ©3iHe
KOJDKETIM/I1 )KOHE MAJIIM OOJIATHIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIH;

MeH Ke3 KereH yakbITTa elIKaHJaill TYCIHIKTeMEecCi3 3epTTey >KYMbIChIHA KaThICylaH
6ac TapTybIMa OOJIATBIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

MeH >KoFapbla aTalblll ©TKEH aKMapaTThl CaHAlbl TYpAE KaOBUIAAM, OCHI 3€pTTEY
YKYMBICBIHA KAaTBICYFa 03 KelliciMimMIl OepeMiH.

Kousr: Kyni:
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®OPMA NTHOOPMALIMOHHOI'O COI'VIACUA

Yoexnenus Kazaxcranckux I[Ipenogasareneii [lenarornuecknx @akynbTeTOB O
TpanciuHrBH3ME

OIINCAHME: Byl npuriaiieHbl NPUHIATh y4aCTUE B UCCIIEI0OBAHUU 110 U3YUYEHUIO
yOeXAeHNH Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MpernoiaBaTesiel neaarornyeckoro Gaxkyaprera 0o
UCIIOJIb30BaHUU TIEPBOTO SA3bIKA(OB) B M3YUEHUU aHTIUHCKOTO s3bIKa. Llenbio qaHHoTrO
WCCJICIOBAHMUS SIBJISIETCS BBISIBIICHUE YOCKICHU MPENoiaBaTeiel, ClielnaTu3upyIOIUXCs B
AHTTUICKOM SI3BIKO3HAHHH, KacaTeIbHO UCIOIB30BaHMUS IEPBOTO S3bIKA KaK OOIIECTIPUHATON
MPaKTUKH U MOJX0/a B MIPENoiaBaHuu. Balie MHEHHE 0UYeHb BaXKHO ISl 3TOT0 UCCIIEA0BaHMUS,
MOCKOJIbKY B OyAyIIeM 9TO UCCIIeI0BaHUE MOXKET BHECTU BKJIAJ B pacIIUpEHHEe
UCCIIEIOBATEIHCKON JINTEPATYPHI TI0 UCCIISIOBAHNIO yOSKICHHI 00 UCTIONb30BaHUH IIEPBOTO
A3bIKA B [TOITOTOBKE yUMUTEJEeH B BHICHIMX yueOHbIX 3aBeieHuax Kazaxcrana. Yuactue B
MHTEPBBIO MPOUCXOANT MOJTHOCTHIO Ha T0OPOBOJILHOM OCHOBE, a TAK)Ke HE MPUHECET Bpea,
€CJIU BbI OTKQXKETECh OT YYacTHS.
BPEMS YUYHACTUS: Bame yuactue nmotpedyer okoiio 30 MUHYT.
PUCKU U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: J/lanHoe uccie1oBaHUE OABEPracT BaC MUHUMAaIbHBIM
pHUCKaM, CpeIl KOTOPBIX MOKET OBITh HapyILIeHHE KOH(PUICHINATBHOCTU U OOSI3Hb
HaKa3aHMUs.
J1Jist 321U ThI Balieil aHOHUMHOCTH ¥ KOH(PHUICHIIMAIBHOCTH Ballle UMs OyIeT 3aMCHEHO Ha
NICEBJOHUM, a IPyTHe JUYHbIC TaHHBIE U JaHHbIE O By3e OyayT 3amn(poBaHbL.
WNHTepBBIO OBUIO TIIATETHHO IPOBEPEHO, YTOOBI BCE BOMPOCHI SIBISUTACH TIOIXOISIIIHMH.
Bonee Toro, Bbl MOkeTe HE OTBEYATh Ha JIt000i1 3aTpyAHUTEIBHBINA BOMPOC, TUOO MOTHOCTHIO
OTKa3aThCs OT y4aCTHsI B UHTEPBBIO. YYaCTUE WIM HEyYacTHE B JAHHOM MCCIICJOBAaHUU HE
OyZIeT noaBepraTh Bac K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH WJIM HAKa3aHHUIO CO CTOPOHBI BAIlIErO
paboToaTeNs UM UHBIX CTOPOH.
Bbl He nonmyunTe npsiMoii MOJB3bI OT Y4acTHsl B MHTEPBbI0. OJHaKO cOOpaHHbIE JaHHbIE
BHECYT BKJIAJ B pa3BUTHE UCCIICIOBAHUS, IEMOHCTPUPYS OOIIYI0 KApTUHY YOCIKICHHIA
npernojaaBaresneil 00 UCIoIb30BaHUH MIEPBOTO SI3bIKa B MEarOrMuecKux (GaKysbTeTax
Ka3zaxcrana.
IMTPABA YUACTHMUMKOB: Eciii Bel npountanu qanuyto GopMy U pelIviv MPUHATH
y4acTHe B IaHHOM UCCJIe0BaHNM, Bbl 10KHBI TOHUMATh, 4TO Bailie yuactue sBisieTcst
JOOPOBOJIBHBIM M UTO y Bac ecTh mpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOE COIJIaCHE WM MPEKPATUThH yUacTHE B
mr000e Bpemsi 6e3 mTpadHBIX CaHKIUK U 6€3 MOTepy COMATBHOTO MakeTa, KOTopblii Bam
npenocTaBisiii. B kauecTBe anbTepHAaTHBBI MOKHO HE yU4acTBOBaTh B UCClieJOBaHUU. Takxke
Br1 nMeete npaBo He OTBeYaTh Ha Kakue-11M00 BOMPOCHL. Pe3ynbTaThl JaHHOTO UCCIIEI0BAHUS
MOTYT OBITH MIPE/ICTAaBICHBI WIIK OMMYOJIMKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX UM MPOPECCHOHANBHBIX LIETAX.
KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMAIIUS:
Bonpocei: Eciu y Bac ects Bonmpochl, 3aMeuaHust WU 5KaJIO0BI IO TIOBOJTY TAaHHOTO
UCCJIeI0BAHMS, POLEAYPHI €T0 MPOBECHHUS, PUCKOB U IPEUMYIIEeCTB, Bbl MOXeTe cBA3aThCS
C MCcleioBaTesieM, UCIIOIb3ysl clieaytonue ganHbie: AccucteHTt [Ipodeccop bpumkur
I'yaman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz, +7(7172) 69-49-50
He3aBucumblie kKOHTaKTbI: ECciu Bbl HE y10BIIE€TBOPEHBI MPOBEICHUEM JTAHHOTO
UCCIIeIOBaHMs, €Cli Yy Bac BO3HUKIIM Kakue-1100 mpoOaeMbl, xKanoObl WM BOIPOCHL, BbI
MoxkeTe cBsizathes ¢ Komuretom MccnenoBanuii Bricmeit [lkonsr O6pazoBanus Hazapbaes
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Yuusepcurera 1o tenedony +7 7172 70 93 59 wnu oTnpaBUTh NUCHMO Ha SJIEKTPOHHBIH
aapec gse researchcommittee(@nu.edu.kz
[Toxkanyiicta, moanuImuTe AaHHYI0 (GOpMy, ecii Bbl corjacHbl y4acTBOBAaTh B UCCIIEIOBAHUU.

TToanuce: MHara:

S BHUMATENBHO U3YYHII TIPEJICTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIUIO;

MHe npenocTaBuIIv NOJTHY0 HH(POPMAIUIO O IEeAX U MPOoLEeIype UCCIIeA0BaHMS;
S moHnMaro, kak OyayT UCHOIB30BaHbI COOpPAHHBIE JaHHBIE, M YTO JOCTYI K JIF000H
KOH(pUACHITMAIBHONU HHpOpManuu Oy1eT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIEI0BATENb;

51 nonumaro, 4To BIpaBe B OO0 MOMEHT OTKA3aThCs OT yYacTHs B JAHHOM
UCcleIoBaHUU 6€3 00BsCHEHUS IPUYHH;

C 10JIHBIM OCO3HaHHEM BCETO BBIIIEU3II0KEHHOI'O 5 COIVIACEH IPUHATH y4acTUE B
UCCJIETOBAaHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOH BOJIE.
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Appendix C: Transcription Sample of Interview 2
- CabaKrTa KaHgai Tiiiep KOJJIaHbLIYbI Kepek el oiJjancbi3?
- Cabakra aFpUIIIBIH TUJTI MAMAH IBIFBIHA TYCKEHIKTEH OJ1 TeK aFbLIIIBIH TITIHAC O0TybI
kepek. Tek mret TimiHae 601yl kepek. bipak epekmenikrepi 6ap, XKeprimikTi epekrernik o6ap,
CTYIEHTTEPAIH KOMYJITThUIBIFBIHBIH epeKIIeNiri 6ap, MyIbTUKYIBTYPHOCTH 1a. BOT 3TOT,
MYJIBTUMOICHUETTUTIKTI MYFaJIIM CaKTaybl KepeK, OUTKEHI Ka3ipri O13/11H CTyACHTTEePIiH
KOHTEHTeHTI TypJi yiarrap. TypkMmen 0ap, e30ek 6ap, yiiFeIp 6ap, Tatap O6ap, Ka3zakrap,
opeictap. OnapapiH Oip-0ipiMeH ceiyiecKkeHiHae, O0aMaca MaraH... KO MHE 00paIaroTcs, OHU
cTaparoTcs 100 Ha PyCCKOM, JINOO Ha aHTTIUICKOM. AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH KOJIJAHYBIM KEPEK, O
OCBI aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TOJIBIK KETIK MEHIepyre MEeHIepy/Ieri Tajlam cojail 00Iysl Kepek.
OKpITYIIBI ©31 TEK KaHA cabaKTa aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHAE... bipak, oKiHIlIKke opaii, 631M KOJIIaHyFa
THIPBICKAHMEH, 09pi0ip OphIC TiJTiHE HE Ka3aK TUTIHE MEH/Ie KoOiHece OphIC TUTIHE KETII KaJia
oepeni TimiM. CTyJIeHTTED €H/II 0JIap KOMEJIET yKacKa TOJIFaH YJIKEH agamaap, COHIBIKTaH
©3/IepiHIH MaMaHIbIKTapblHA CAHAJIBI TYPJE KEJITeH, OJap 63 MaMaH IbIFbIH KETUIIPYIe TeK
arbUILIBIHIIA CONUIIEYTE THIPHICYBI KEpPEK.
- AFBUIIIBIH TiJIIH YipeHy 0apbIChIHAA CTYAEHTTePAIH OipiHui TijI(Z1ep)iH aFbLIIIbLIH
TiJIIMEH apaJIacTbIPYbI TYPaJibl He oilJIaiichbI3?
- They try, my students try to speak in English during the classes. When they are motivated
highly, they try to just speak with each other in English during the classes, but output of the
class all the languages, all the requirements that were in the class, they just disappear.
- So, in general you don't mind them mixing the languages that they have?
- Uhm, it's I don't mind, it's not so kind of... yeah, yeah, it's a problem for students and for me,

cuz | by myself use three languages, because I feel some difficulties while speaking in
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English, only in English. It's not a secret that I can.. I cannot find some words in order to
express my opinion, so I use Russian or Kazakh, but it's my fault. And the students also
follow my way, my example, they try. If they do not know the language, they just keep
silence.

- So, you think it's a problem that you cannot keep to one language only, yeah?

- Uhm.. kind of problem. In our situation, in the classes only one language should be spoken.
- What do you think of teaching English only through English?

- I can divide to 50/50. According to the regional features, our, we have to mix the culture
while learning the language, they use they learn culture, through language they learn culture,
so while in the multicultural classes, it's allowed to speak not only in English. It should be
allowed. Through using different languages, we, they develop at first, if they use it every day,
and they use to know, to acquire, to know about each others' culture, traditions. So, in our
case, that's a fact in our classes. We have international students. bizne xanbikapaabik
crynentrep Oap roil. If we explain them the theme, when we work on something. For
example, in project work, it's not perf..., they use their languages, yeah, it's a inevitable fact
that they cannot, if they are maybe trained, they can.. without using another language, they
can cope the problem. For example, the task, handle the situation. In any case, no, maybe it's
an ideal class while just using one language. It's automatically, they use, for

example, Turkmen people, students, they use their own language. Kazakh students their own
language.

- Is it related to the taught course?

- Mostly, I teach practical English classes, so I don't have classes teaching methods.



