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Abstract

Exploring the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of
Translanguaging in Rural Areas of Kazakhstan

The complexity of the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices was broadly
recognized in previous studies highlighting how due to teachers’ monoglossic ideologies,
they were inclined to limit the use of translanguaging. Notwithstanding, teachers tended to
apply translanguaging unintentionally and occasionally in their EFL classes. As a result, this
created a discrepancy between EFL teachers’ stated monoglossic ideologies and their
heteroglossic practices. While there is some evidence of this happening, little is known about
rural EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging and how their relationship is
built in the system of internal and external factors. This study aims to understand and
examine what supports and hinders teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in a
rural area of Kazakhstan based on Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) framework of translanguaging
pedagogy and Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework of external and internal factors. Thus,
employing a collective case study design and involving semi-structured interviews and
classroom observations, with 5 teachers from 5 rural schools, this study found that teachers
mainly held positive beliefs toward translanguaging. In addition, the study findings revealed
the major and substantial district-specific factor, the school’s location, which was found to
have a powerful effect on teachers’ perceptions and actual use of translanguaging, as this
factor activated other school-related and classroom-related factors, which also affected
teachers’ belief-practice consistency and inconsistency. The findings of this study carry
essential implications for the field of language education, such as reconsidering pre-service
EFL teachers’ curriculum and parental involvement in students’ language learning. The
inquiry also adds evidence about EFL teachers’ teaching conditions in rural areas and

provides an understanding of variations of schools located in one rural region.
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AnjgaTna

Ka3zakcranaarsl AybuIbIK AliMakTapaarsl ArbLimbiH Tini Myranimaepinin
Tpauncringecy TypaJuabl Cenimaepi men To:xipuoOesiepinin apacbinaarsl Kapbim-
Kartbinactsl 3eprrey

MyraniMaepain ceHiMaepi MeH TakipuOesnepi apachiHAaFbl OAMIaHBICTBIH KYPASTLUTIT
AJJIBIHFBI 3epTTEYJIepe KeHIHCH TaHBUIBIN, MYFATIMACPIiH OIPTUIILIIK UISOJIOTHsIIapFa
0ailTaHBICTHI TPAHCTUIACCYAIH KOJJAHBICHIH MIEKTeyre OeliM eKeHi aTtanbin oTTi. OChiFaH
KapamacTaH, MyFaJIiMIep aFbUIIIBIH TiT cabaKkTapblHaa Oalikaychi3ia )KoHe Keroip
XKaFaiiapaa TpaHCTIIeCy TOKIpUOECiH KOTaHyFa OeifiM OOJIaThIHBI J1a aHBIKTAIIFaH
6omateiH. HoTmokecinae, Oy1 aFbUIIIBIH TiJi MyFaTiMIIEPiHiH aliTKaH OIpTUNILTIK ceHiMmaepi
MEH OJIapJIbIH KOITIII TOKIpUOEC apachlHIa COMKECCI3IIK TYABIPBL. OUTCE /1€, OChIH Al
JKaFairap by O0JIFaHBI KAkl KeHOip gonenaemenep O0FaHbIMEH, aybUIIBIK
aliMaKTaparbl aFbUIIIBIH TLTI MYFaJIIMJEPiHIH CEHIMAEP1 MEH TpaHCTUAecyre OailllaHbICTHI
ToXipuOEci, COHAN-aK 0JIapIbIH apaChIHIAFbl KAPBIM-KATBIHACKI 1K1 )KOHE CHIPTKBI
(dakTopnap xKyHeciHae Kanail KypbUIFaHbl Typajibl MatiMerTep aii ae a3. Con cebenTti Oy
3epTTey Ka3akcTaHHBIH ayblIIbIK aiiMaKTapbIHAaFbl MYFAIIMICPIiH TPAHCTUIAECYTE JIereH
CeHIM/Iepl MEH TaXKIprOeCciH KOJITalThIH KoHEe/HeMece KeJepri KeNTIpeTiH (haKkTopaap bl
TYCIHYT€ JKoHE 3epTTeyre OarbITTanrad. byl MakcaTka )KeTy YIIiH €Kl TEOPUSUIBIK HEeT13
nangananeuiabl: ['apcua men Knelinnig (2016) TpaHcTinaecy nenarorukacblHbIH
TYXbIpbIMaaMackl xoHe brosnb MeH bektig (2015) chIpTKBI skoHE 1K1 hakTOpIap
TYXbIpbIMAaMachl. Ocbuiaiiina, 6ec ayblUIAbIK MEKTENTIH O0ec MyFalliMiMEeH KapThliail
KYPBUIBIMJIBIK, CYX0AaT TIeH CHIHBINTAFbI OaKblTayTapabl KAMTATBIH Y)KBIMIBIK KeHC-CTaIH
3epTTeyiH Maiaiana OTHIPHIT, OYJI 3epTTey MyFaliMIEPAIH TPAHCTUIIECYTe KaThICTHI OH
CEHIM/I1 YCTaHAThIHBIH aHBIKTa/1bl. COHBIMEH KaTap, 3epTTey HOTHXKeNepl ayJaHFa TOH HET13r1
YKOHE MaHBI3/IbI (PAKTOP — MEKTENTIH OpHAJIACKaH Xepi, MyFaTIMACP/IIH TPAHCTIIAECYTe

KATbICTBI CEHIM/IEP] MEH HAKThI KOJIJIaHBLUTYbIHA ayKbIMIbI 9CEpPIH TUT13€TIHIH KepceTTi. by
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(bakTOp MEKTEI MEH ChIHBINKA OaliIaHbICThI 0acka J1a GpakTopiaap/sl OeICeHJIpeTiHAIKTEH, O
MYFaJIiIMICPAIH CEHIMIEPl MEH Taxipudenepi apachIHAAFbl JOUEKTIIIK MeH COMKEeCCI3NIKTIH
naiina 6osrybIHa J1a ©3 9CepiH TUTI3ETiHI aHBIKTAIbl. byl 3epTTeyaiH HaTHXenepi TUIK
Oinmim Oepy canachIHa, aTarn alTKaH/1a, aFbUILIBIH TUTi OKBITYIIBUIAPBIHBIH JKOFaphl OKY
OpBIHAAPBIHAAFBI OKY OaF/apiaMachlH KaiiTa KapacThIpyFa )KOHE aTa-aHalap/Ibl
OKYIIBUIAP/IBIH T1J1 YHPEHYIHE KaThICYbIHA KATBICTBI MACEIEIep/Al HIeITy i€ MaHbI3bI 30P.
Conpnaii-ak, 3epTTey HOTIKEJIEPl aFbUILIBIH TUTI MYFaTIMIEPIHIH aybUIIBIK KEPAE OKBITY
[IapTTaphl )KalJIbl 3ePTTEY CallaChIHA JEPEKTEPl KOCHII, Oip aybUIIBIK allMaKTa OpHAIACKaH

OpPTYPIIi MEKTENTEPIiH albIPMAIIBUIBIKTAPBI TYPAIIbl IMIIMPUKAIIBIK TYCIHIK Oeperi.

Tyiiin ce3aep: TpaHCTiIIECY, MYFATIMACPAIH CCHIMIEP1, MyFaIMACPIIH TOKIpHUOECi, CeHIM

MEH TIKIPpUOCHIH YIIECIMIUTIT, aybUIIBIK ailMaKTap, 1Ki ¢akropiap, CBIPTKhI (pakTopiap.
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AHHOTaNus

HN3ydenue Bzanmocssizu mexay Yoexaenusavu u [lpakrukoit Tpancaursusma
Yunreaeit Aurimiickoro f3pika B Ceabcknx MectHocTsix Kaszaxcrana
CH0XHOCTb B3aMMOCBSI3U MEXAY YOEKACHUAMU U IPAKTUKOHN ydnuTesIel aHIIIMHCKOTO S3bIKa

ObuIa IMPOKO NMPU3HAHA B MPEABIAYILUX UCCIIEAOBAHUAX, B KOTOPBIX IMOAYEPKUBAIOCH, KaK
13-3a OJJHOSA3BIYHOM UAEOJIOTUH, YUUTENs ObUTU CKIIOHHBI OTPaHUYMBAThH UCIIOJIb30BaHUE
TpaHCcIUHIBU3Ma. HecMOTps Ha 3TO, yUUTENs HENPEIHAMEPEHHO IPUMEHSIN PAKTUKY
TPaHCIMHIBU3Ma HA CBOUX 3aHATHX [0 aHIIMICKOMY SI3bIKY Ha IIEpUOAMYECKOI ocHOBE. B
pe3yJibTaTe, 3TO CO3aJI0 HECOOTBETCTBUE MEXK/1Y 3as1BJIEHHON IIpenojaBaTessiMu
AHIIMMCKOTO SA3bIKA OJHOSI3BIYHON MJICOJIOTMEN U UX PA3HOSA3BIYHOMN MPAKTUKOM.
HezaBucumo ot cylecTBOBaHMs B IMTEPATYPE HEKOTOPBIX CBUAETEILCTB TAKUX CIIY4aeB,
MaJio 4TO U3BECTHO 00 YOEKIEHUSIX U IPAKTUKE CEIBCKUX YUUTENEH aHIIIHICKOTO A3bIKa 110
TPAHCIMHIBU3MY, & TAKXKE O TOM, KaK CTPOATCS UX B3AaUMOOTHOILIEHUS B CUCTEME
BHYTPEHHUX U BHEIIHUX (akTopoB. [1o 3Toi nmpuunHe naHHOE MCCieJOBaHNE HAIIPABICHO HA
TO, YTOOBI MOHATH U U3YYUTh (PAKTOPHI, KOTOPBIE MOIEPKUBAIOT /UM MPEMSATCTBYIOT
yOEXKACHUSM U MTPaKTUKE TPAHCIMHTBU3MA YUHUTeNel B celbckol MecTHOCTH KazaxcraHa.
JIis noCTHKEHUS! TaHHOW LM ObLTM MCIOJIb30BaHbl ABE TEOPETUUECKUE OCHOBBI:
KOHLEMNIMS nenaroruku Tpanciauarsnsma ['apeun u Kieiina (2016) v koHUenus BHEITHUX U
BHyTpeHHUX (axtopoB bromns u beka (2015). Takum o6pa3om, UCTIOTB3YSI MHOKECTBEHHOE
TEMaTU4ECKOE UCCIIEJOBaHKE, BKJIIOYAIOLEe MOIYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHbIE HHTEPBHIO U
HaOJII0/IeHNUs B KJIaCCe C yYaCTHEM ISITEPBIX yUUTENEH U3 MATH CeNbCKUX KO, TAaHHOE
UCCIIeIOBaHKE MM0Ka3a0, YTO YYUTEIS, B OCHOBHOM, MPUACPKUBAIOTCS MOJIOKUTEIbHBIX
yOeXAeHHI B OTHOLLIEHUH NMPAKTUKK TpaHCIUHTBU3Ma. Kpome Toro, pe3yapTaTsl
WCCIIETOBaHMS BBISIBUJIM OCHOBHOM (aKTOp, XapaKTepHBIH JIs1 MECTHOCTH —
MECTOIIOJIOKEHHE LIKOJIbI, KOTOPOE, KaK ObUIO YCTaHOBJIEHO, OKa3bIBA€T CHIIBHOE BIMSIHUE Ha

BOCIIpHUATUE U (baKTI/I‘—IeCKOG HCIIOJIB30BAHUEC YYUTCIIAMU TPAHCIIMHIBU3MaA. HOCKOHBKy 9TOT
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(bakTop aKTUBHUPYET Apyrue GaKTOpbl, CBA3aHHBIE CO IIKOJION U KJIACCOM, TaKXKe OBLIIO
BBISIBIICHO, YTO OHM BIIHMSIIOT HA IOCIIEA0BATEILHOCTh M HECOOTBETCTBUE B YOCKICHUSAX U
MPAKTHUKE yuuTeel. Pe3ynpTaTel TaHHOTO MCCIEI0OBAHNS UMEIOT B)KHOE 3HAUCHHE IS
S3BIKOBOTO 00pa30BaHUs, TaK Kak CIOCOOCTBYIOT IEPECMOTPY YU€OHOM MPOrpaMmbl
MperoiaBaTeNeil aHTTUICKOTO S3bIKa B BHICIIUX YUCOHBIX 3aBEICHUSAX U BOBICUCHUIO
poauTeneil B u3ydeHue s3blka yyamumucs. bonee Toro, naHHOE ncciae0BaHue
MPEJOCTABIISACT SMIUPUUYECKHE JJOKA3aTEIbCTBA 00 YCIOBHIX IPENOJaBaHHs yUUTeNnei
AHTJIMKCKOTO SI3bIKA B CEITCKOM MECTHOCTH, & TAKXKE O Pa3IMYMIX IIKOJ, PACIIOJIOKECHHBIX B
OJTHOM CEJIbCKOM PETHOHE.

KiroueBble cji0Ba: TPAaHCIMHTBU3M, YOSKIACHUS YUUTEIICH, TPAKTUKA yUUTEIICH,
COTJIACOBAHHOCTh YOKACHUHN U MIPAKTHUKH, CEIbCKUE MECTHOCTH, BHYTPEHHHE (PaKTOPHI,

BHEIIHUE (PaKTOPBHI.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background Information

In recent years, the term “translanguaging” has gained significance in various
educational and non-educational contexts in the world (Cenoz & Gorter, 2022). As one of the
new methods of language learning, translanguaging can be defined as an important part of
“making meaning, shaping experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the
use of two languages” (Baker, 2011, p. 288). Translanguaging includes all modes of
communication and emphasizes not only the spoken language but also written and other
forms of language; thus, it becomes an act of engaging multilingual practices across
modalities (Garcia, 2009). In the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom,
translanguaging practices can take multiple shapes, depending on contextual factors,
students’ language proficiency, and their linguistic background (Nagy, 2018). Accordingly,
teachers’ practices of translanguaging have two main approaches to instruction: monoglossic
and heteroglossic (Kaipnazarova, 2020). If teachers’ monoglossic practices treat languages as
separate entities, heteroglossic practices allow for the integration of languages (Garcia, 2009).
In this vein, the role of the teachers in classroom practices is considered influential (OECD,
2005) since teachers have the power, through instruction, to enhance students’ learning
outcomes and diverse capabilities in and through multiple languages (Cummins et al., 2011).
Furthermore, by remaining “a powerful agent of change in the classroom”, teachers’
particular or general choices and decisions about their classroom practices can and do alter
their students’ lives significantly (Cummins et al., 2011, p. 153).

Teachers’ beliefs are one of the key features of effective classroom practices, as
teachers make substantial decisions about teaching instructions considering the theoretical
beliefs they hold (Kuzborska, 2011). Similarly, Richards and Rodgers (2001) stated that
teachers possess beliefs about their teaching and learning experiences that further build a

basis for their classroom practices. In order to make relevant decisions, teachers should be
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aware of various ways in which students’ knowledge can be developed, no matter their
learning differences, language, and cultural impacts (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005).
However, as Borg (2017) stated, the central issue is that “situational constraints often prevent
teachers from putting their beliefs into practice” (p. 86). In this vein, Buehl and Beck (2015)
proposed a framework for the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in a system
of internal and external supports and hindrances. According to their framework, internal
factors are mainly related to teachers’ own belief systems and include other beliefs,
knowledge, experience, and teachers’ levels of self-reflection and awareness (Buehl & Beck,
2015). External factors, in contrast, are identified as potential facilitators or challenges to
teachers “enacting their beliefs in practice” and include classroom-context factors, school-
context factors, and national-, state-, and district-level factors (Buehl & Beck, 2015, p. 76).
Cenoz and Gorter (2017, 2020a) also claimed that the main challenges in implementing
translanguaging in education are related to teachers’ perceptions, pedagogical practices, and
different contextual situations.

Hence, teachers’ beliefs play an indispensable role in understanding the complexity of
challenges in teaching and learning through translanguaging (Amaniyazova, 2020).
Additionally, teachers’ practices of translanguaging are usually closely connected to how
they believe teaching should be conducted and what teaching methods they have
implemented throughout their careers (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2016). Teachers’ unawareness
of their own beliefs and practices may lead to negative consequences, such as in the case of
Batyrova’s (2021) study, in which rural school students portrayed their teachers as
incompetent and reflected teachers’ practices as “monotonous” and ineffective within the
“overuse of the mother tongue” (p. 73). Therefore, the study of teachers’ beliefs and practices
regarding translanguaging is essential to have a deeper knowledge of language teaching and

to perceive linguistic differences and use of other languages in the EFL classroom as ““a base
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of linguistic information to talk about, use, and build from” rather than “a symptom of
inability” to learn and teach (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005, p. 35).

Problem Statement

Previous research on Kazakhstani EFL teachers has revealed that teachers tend to
prioritize target language-only instruction in their classrooms and hold monoglossic i.e.
target-language-only beliefs regarding translanguaging (Amaniyazova, 2020; Kuandykov,
2021). Nevertheless, within the existence of various hindrances and factors, such as low
English proficiency caused by “insufficient” hours dedicated to teaching English and
“ineffective” textbooks designated by the Central Authority, teachers cannot rely on
monolingual instruction; therefore, they modify their teaching practices and use heteroglossic
approaches (Kaipnazarova, 2020).

While there is some evidence of EFL teachers’ monoglossic beliefs and heteroglossic
practices, little is known about teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in the
context of external factors, such as how teachers in rural areas actually enact their
translanguaging beliefs in practice and what supports and hindrances either facilitate or
impede the relationship between them. McLaughlin et al. (2021) also claimed that school-
context factors are significant constraints in implementing new content or techniques in
classrooms. This can be reflected in urban-rural disparity, such as geographical isolation and
shortage of social, educational, and cultural facilities in rural schools (e.g., Agaidarova, 2019;
Irsaliyev et al., 2017; Umbetaliyeva et al., 2016). In addition, rural schools are not offering
the appropriate educational and professional support for EFL teachers (Agaidarova, 2019;
Batyrova, 2021: Irsaliyev et al., 2017). For instance, there are low indicators of professional
development courses provided for rural schoolteachers (SPESD, 2016-2019), which increases
the alarming urgency for the ongoing courses within the development and implementation of
new approaches to teaching for teachers. In the same vein, Batyrova (2021) underlined the

importance of classroom-context factors because teachers’ practices and their classroom
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decisions regarding the use of students’ L1 were reported by students to be one of the
influential factors that have led most students to face difficulties in EFL classrooms.

As can be seen, most of the studies in rural regions were focused on the general
comparison of education and conditions of Kazakhstani teachers in urban and rural areas
(Agaidarova, 2019; Irsaliyev et al., 2017; McLaughlin et al., 2021; Umbetaliyeva et al.,
2016). However, rural EFL teachers and their beliefs and practices of translanguaging have
not yet been explored. Since teachers are deemed to develop not only students’ linguistic
knowledge but also to be responsible for creating competent English speakers and preparing
them for today’s global world (Agaidarova, 2019), it is crucial to study and fill the existing
gaps in EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in rural areas.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

This study explores EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in the
Kazakhstani teaching context in rural areas. The study also attempts to understand and
analyze how internal and external factors impede or/and support the relationship between
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging.

In this regard, the following research questions are posed:
RQ1: What are EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the use of translanguaging in
rural schools?
Sub-questions:

a) What are the rural EFL teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging in the classroom?

b) How do rural EFL teachers use translanguaging in the classroom?

c) What internal and external factors influence EFL teachers’ practices and beliefs about

translanguaging?

RQ2: What is the relationship between EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of
translanguaging in rural areas?

Sub-questions:
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a) How do the rural EFL teachers’ stated beliefs differ from their actual practices?
b) How do internal and external factors impede or support the relationship between EFL
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging?

Significance of the Study

This study can be of a certain value to different educational stakeholders, namely,
EFL teachers, school administrators, policymakers, parents, and researchers. The insights into
teachers’ beliefs and practices may help Kazakhstani teachers to rethink their teaching
approaches and make them more effective for students’ learning outcomes. School
administrators may find the findings from this study helpful when designing their school
curricula and creating dialogues between schools and parents. In the same vein, policymakers
may find study findings useful for developing policy documents on language use and
teaching practices in EFL classrooms, as well as for designing and adapting pre-service EFL
teachers’ curricula to the local bi/multilingual context. Understanding beliefs that lead
teachers’ decision-making and behavior in their classrooms could also facilitate policymakers
in providing better-directed feedback to support teachers’ professional growth throughout
their careers.

Lastly, this study will be one of the first works that explores the relationship between
EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in the Kazakhstani context based on
classroom observations in rural schools; thus, this study is expected to contribute to the
research adding evidence from different mainstream schools located in the rural area.

Outline of the Study

This study consists of six chapters. The first chapter has provided insight into the
topic by obtaining the background information, problem statement, the purpose of the study,
the research questions, and sub-questions, followed by the significance of the study within
the potential benefits for educational stakeholders. The next chapter, the literature review,

presents several sections devoted to the conceptualization of translanguaging and its
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application in education. The chapter also introduces the two frameworks for translanguaging
pedagogy and the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in a system of external
and internal supports and hindrances. Following this, the chapter describes previous studies
on teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging and what factors facilitate or impede the
relationship between them. The third chapter focuses on the methodology of the research,
which includes discussions around the following areas: (a) the research approach, (b) the
research design, (c) the research site and participants, (d) data collection instruments, (e) data
collection procedures, (f) data analysis, and (g) ethical considerations. The fourth chapter
provides the research findings collected from the semi-structured individual interviews and
classroom observations. The following chapter includes a discussion of the study’s major
findings with reference to the frameworks and literature review. Lastly, the sixth chapter
concludes the study with its assets, limitations, and implications and finalizes within the

recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter provides an overview of the existing studies on the concept of
translanguaging and English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging, as well as the main internal and external factors that shape and develop EFL
teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging as a facilitating tool in the English language
classrooms. The chapter consists of seven sections: first, it starts with conceptualizing
translanguaging. The following section focuses on the role of translanguaging in education
and its application as a pedagogical tool in classrooms. Furthermore, in accordance with the
study’s purpose, the two theoretical frameworks are presented. Thus, considering the EFL
teachers’ beliefs and practices within the three aspects of translanguaging pedagogy (Garcia
& Kleyn, 2016), this part examines the major supports and impediments of the relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and practices based on the framework proposed by Buehl and Beck
(2015). Following this, an overview of empirical studies on factors influencing teachers’
beliefs and practices of translanguaging is provided. After that, the literature on the nature of
the complex relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices of using
translanguaging is presented. The section after that analyzes and explains the study
phenomena in the Kazakhstani context. The chapter ends by providing the outline and major
conclusion of what has been discussed in the literature review chapter.

The Concept of Translanguaging

Originally, translanguaging was first used in education in the 1980s, in particular by
Cen Williams (Lewis et al., 2012a) and broadly familiarized after Baker’s (2001, 2006, 2011)
and Garcia’s (2009) studies on bilingualism and bilingual education. Translanguaging
originally refers to a systematic and planned instructional approach that assists teachers in
leveraging input and output in two different languages, such as reading the text in one
language and discussing it in another one (Cummins, 2021; Mazzaferro, 2018). Following

this, translanguaging concerns “effective communication, function rather than form, cognitive
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activity, and language production” (Lewis et al., 2012a, p. 641). The expanded concept of
translanguaging incorporates multilingual individuals’ dynamic heteroglossic linguistic
practices and values the legitimacy of bilingual education that integrates rather than
segregates languages (Garcia, 2009). Based on this, translanguaging can be described as
“multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals engage to make sense of their bilingual
worlds” (Garcia, 2009, p.45). Hence, translanguaging means using one’s repertoire, that is,
one’s whole integrated linguistic attributes that the speaker acquires and utilizes through
social interactions (Mazzaferro, 2018; Pennycook, 2017).

It is worth mentioning that “a proper understanding of translanguaging requires a
return to the well-known but often forgotten idea that named languages are social, not
linguistic, objects” (Otheguy et al., 2015, p. 281). Accordingly, a significant issue in
understanding the concept of translanguaging emerges in defining the sophisticated matter of
what counts as a ‘language’ (Mazzaferro, 2018). From the translanguaging perspective,
languages are not a conceptual system of unchangeable and fixed entities; languages are
constantly shaped and developed by the practice and actions of individuals in “reflexive,
relational and dialogical ways” (Mazzaferro, 2018, p. 1). Therefore, “languaging” is viewed
as an integrated process in which people use language to express themselves, gain knowledge
and experience, and communicate with each other (Li & Zhu, 2013), while the prefix “trans-”

demonstrates the forms that multilingual people utilize beyond standard language practices

(Vogel & Garcia, 2017).

Translanguaging in Education: What is Translanguaging in Classroom Settings?

When it comes to education, teachers are mainly confronted with the issue of
choosing appropriate teaching strategies and approaches that would meet the needs of a
particular classroom. Traditionally, separating languages and considering a monolingual

approach as the key to effective teaching in foreign language classrooms was conventional
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(Lewis et al., 2012a; Nagy, 2018). However, with the growing relevance of multilingualism
and educational practices that started to be conducted in bi/multilingual settings, traditional
methods required reconsideration and modification to meet the learners’ needs (Nagy, 2018).
Since the classroom includes students with various linguistic skills and competencies, new
strategies for teaching languages are needed to take into account learners’ diverse
backgrounds (Iversen, 2019). Nevertheless, considering the difficulty of implementing new
approaches to teaching due to the different factors, such as lack of resources or curriculum
that should be followed (Byrnes, 2020), teachers are still supposed to “implement a learner-
centered mindset that considers the specific individual needs of the language learner” in order
to successfully implement translanguaging (Nagy, 2018, p. 42).

In this vein, translanguaging, as a new progressive term in the educational field,
encourages the use of other languages to reinforce the development of the target language and
can be activated in all kinds of classroom activities (Cenoz, 2017). Thus, another broader
concept of translanguaging was developed by Cenoz and Gorter (2017), who distinguished
between spontaneous and pedagogical translanguaging. If pedagogical translanguaging has a
more intentional and systematic character within planned instructional strategies of
integrating two or more languages, spontaneous translanguaging mainly occurs naturally
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2017). Accordingly, in educational contexts, translanguaging can be seen
as a new pedagogy that deals with understanding the concept of languages (Creese &
Blackledge, 2015; Garcia & Wei, 2014). Translanguaging in education employs a
heteroglossic approach to teaching that supports the use of multiple language practices
(Nagy, 2018). According to Garcia and Wei (2014), teachers need to use translanguaging in
their pedagogy as it not only provides student engagement in the learning process and in-
depth comprehension but also helps teachers to develop their students’ knowledge in

cognitive, social, and creative ways. Notably, translanguaging also empowers teacher-student
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relations as it creates a social space for multilinguals (Wei, 2018), bringing the dissemination
of information and “the representation of values, identities, and relationship” (Wei, 2011, p.
1222). Moreover, translanguaging goes beyond traditional language teaching practices as it
involves other languages which are not traditionally utilized in language instruction;
accordingly, it develops teachers’ experiences and, eventually, learners’ learning processes
and outcomes (Wei, 2018).

In classroom settings, teachers view translanguaging as a tool for expanding their
learners’ cross-linguistic resources and providing better classroom language and content
learning stability (Cenoz & Santos, 2020). Teachers and students also use translanguaging as
a scaffolding strategy to enhance classroom interactions and teacher-student relationships
(Allard, 2017; Sahib, 2019; Wang, 2019). At this rate, Iversen (2019) described five
pedagogical perspectives for implementing translanguaging in the classroom: (1) understand
the linguistic variety, (2) provide support/respect to linguistic differences, (3) maintain
linguistic heterogeneity, (4) facilitate multilingual literacy, (5) apply all linguistic repertoires
to study by understanding one language through another. Thus, translanguaging and its
application in classrooms can take various shapes depending on diversified factors and
contexts.

The Theoretical Framework of Translanguaging

In order to investigate EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging, Garcia
and Kleyn’s (2016) translanguaging pedagogy will be used. Based on the expanded definition
of translanguaging in instruction identified by Garcia et al. (2017), Garcia and Kleyn (2016)
further developed three interconnected dimensions of translanguaging pedagogy: stance,
design, and shifts. At this rate, translanguaging involves a transformation for teachers as it
implies using students’ whole linguistic repertoire, including L1, which is traditionally not

adopted in the EFL context (Yuzlu & Dikilitas, 2022). This change requires (1) adopting
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‘stance’, (2) ‘design’, and (3) ‘shift’, (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 27). Each of these will be
explored in more detail in the sections below.
Stance

A stance characterizes the “philosophical, ideological, or belief system” from which
teachers draw to facilitate their pedagogical foundation (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 12). Teachers
adopting a translanguaging stance support using different languages in their classrooms as
fundamental resources, even if it requires teachers to challenge the monolingual ideologies
traditionally ingrained in school language practices (Deroo & Ponzio, 2019). Therefore, to
implement translanguaging in their practices: (1) teachers need to develop a stance that
bilingualism can serve as a resource and develop language classrooms in two or more
languages; (2) teachers’ stance must reflect their students’ needs and languages, not external
forces, such as language policy standards and regulations; and (3) teachers should firmly
believe that translanguaging supports their students to perform more creatively and critically
(Wei, 2011).
Design

In order to possess a stance that facilitates translanguaging practice, teachers should
design and plan translanguaging instruction within three core elements: (1) constructing
collaborative/cooperative structures; (2) collecting various multilingual and multimodal
instructional sources; (3) using translanguaging pedagogical practices (Garcia et al., 2017).
Classroom instruction involving translanguaging is based on the theory of joint and student-
centered approaches; correspondingly, teachers’ teaching practices are designed to emphasize
student interaction (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016). Translanguaging design also capitalizes on
integrating a variety of resources that are both “multilingual and multimodal” (Kleyn &
Garcia, 2019, p. 73). This leverages students with diverse entry prospects for meaning-

making of the new language features. In other words, multimodality activates all modes of
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communication “assembled contribute to how multimodality affects different rhetorical
situations, or opportunities for increasing an audience’s reception of an idea or concept”
(Wei, 2018, p. 22). That is, the design of lesson plans and assessment procedures are
thoroughly informed and operated by learners’ language practices and knowledge to ensure
that learners have sufficient acquaintance with the language features necessary for
completing academic tasks (Vogel & Garcia, 2017).
Shift

Even though teachers design and systematize translanguaging instruction, it is also
essential for teachers to be acquainted with translanguaging corriente provided by bilingual
students’ language practices; that is, teachers should also be prepared to adjust to meet
students’ whole linguistic repertoires (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016). The translanguaging theory
arises “from an understanding of language from the speaker up, and not from the named
language down” (p. 23). Otheguy et al. (2015) highlighted that there is an existence of
“idiolects”, which is about speakers’ internal perspective of his/her whole repertoire.
Everyone’s idiolect is incomparable and idiosyncratic as it emerges in interaction with other
speakers. No matter how teachers embrace intended and strategic planning for lessons,
classroom interactions and students’ use of languages are unpredictable and different.
Therefore, translanguaging shifts refer to the “moment-by-moment decisions that teachers
make all the time” (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 13) which teachers must be prepared to and be
flexible enough to do (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Kleyn & Garcia, 2019). The shifts are closely
linked to the stance, as teachers’ beliefs and willingness are the core elements of addressing
students’ needs and facilitating meaning-making and instruction at the center of classroom
practices (Garcia et al., 2017). To sum up, it is crucial to negotiate the instructional design
while confronting spontaneous changes to effectively support students’ comprehension and

learning outcomes (Kleyn & Garcia, 2019).
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The Framework of Internal and External Factors that Influence Beliefs and Practices

The potential of translanguaging is expansive, especially in facilitating students’ input
and the significance of rapport among all participants in EFL classrooms; however,
reconsidering language learning practices, promoting organized translanguaging approaches,
and improving flexible teacher-student interactions still need to be recognized and developed
across contexts. Furthermore, the classroom is filled with different contextual constraints and
factors influencing teachers’ instruction. This suggests that there might be a connection
between translanguaging stance, design, and shifts and internal and external factors. Since the
translanguaging shifts are related to the teachers’ competence to be prepared for the different
contextual situations during the lessons, there might also be factors that either facilitate or
impede the congruence and incongruence between teachers’ beliefs and practices (Buehl &
Beck, 2015). The complexity of implementing teachers’ beliefs into their practice is primarily
apparent in investigating external and internal challenges and supports (Ashton, 2015).
Therefore, Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework of external and internal factors will be used
to investigate and analyze the factors that develop or affect teachers’ beliefs and practices and
support or impede their relationships. Based on this framework, internal factors were:

- other beliefs: teachers’ own belief system, such as their responsibility, belief in students’
capability, and teachers’ self-efficacy and capability.

- knowledge: teachers’ content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and pedagogical
content knowledge to implement instructional practices that would align with their
beliefs.

- self-awareness and self-reflection: teachers need to be aware and reflect on the
consistency and inconsistency of their beliefs and practices.

External factors included:

- classroom-context factors: students’ needs, attitudes, and overall behaviors.
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- school-context factors: administration, colleagues, parental support, school resources, and
availability.

- national-, state-, and district-level factors: education policies, curricular standards,
language policies, and state laws.

Thus, the next section of the literature review will consider these factors separately to
understand their nature and how they are connected to teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging. Since most of the studies on teachers’ beliefs and practices did not indicate
or define revealed factors as internal and external, | will categorize them based on features of
factors identified in Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework. Therefore, internal and external
factors revealed in the empirical studies on teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging
will be extensively discussed in accordance with the framework.

The Empirical Studies on Effects of Internal and External Factors on Teachers’ Beliefs
and Practices of Translanguaging

This section examined internal and external factors that were identified in previous
empirical studies on teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in accordance with
Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework. Accordingly, when it comes to the factors that affect
teachers’ beliefs, Creese and Blackledge (2010) stated that “the local ecologies of schools and
classrooms” may define teachers’ translanguaging practices (p. 107). As Yuan and Yang
(2020) further claimed, teachers’ perceptions about translanguaging might influence how
translanguaging practices were implemented in the classroom and how different factors
affected the intentional or unintentional use of translanguaging. In other words, even though
teachers articulate L1 as a barrier to learning the target language, their language decisions are
tightly linked to their cognitive comprehension of language learning and the affective

contextual realities (Copland & Neokleous, 2011). Generally, beliefs are considered
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contextually and irregularly stable integrations that are likely to change only if there is a
consistent and solid interference in various social practices (Skott, 2014).

Internal Factors. As Pajares (1992) pointed out, teachers hold beliefs about many
various topics, and these beliefs live in a “multidimensional system” in which some views
may be more fundamental than others (Buehl & Beck, 2015, p. 75), and teachers may have
even contradictory beliefs (Cross, 2009). Accordingly, internal beliefs refer to teachers’ own
belief systems, including other beliefs, knowledge, experience, and levels of self-reflection
and awareness (Buehl & Beck, 2015). All these factors will be considered particularly below.

Other Beliefs. The features of teachers’ own belief systems may either support or
hinder their teaching and, eventually, influence their classroom decisions, students’ learning
outcomes, and opportunities to learn (Levin, 2014). Therefore, teachers’ self-efficacy and
capability were pointed out as potential mediators and moderators influencing teachers’ own
belief systems (Buehl & Beck, 2015). Tang et al. (2012) highlighted that teachers are more
likely to implement new content and various approaches to teaching English as a second
language when they believe in their own capability and confidence to do so. Galante (2020)
noted that due to the teachers’ hesitation in implementing this approach and fear of negative
perceptions from their students, teachers primarily avoided its use in their classrooms.

Knowledge and Experience. In some cases, teachers cannot act on their beliefs due to
the lack of content knowledge or, in other cases, when teachers lack the pedagogical
knowledge to implement the instructional practices (Buehl & Beck, 2015). At this rate, Fives
and Buehl (2008) defined knowledge as “anything the individual holds that helps him or her
fulfill the role of the teacher” (p.137). Accordingly, it is crucial to consider teachers’ content
knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge to understand
teachers’ beliefs about classroom instruction developed throughout the years of professional

development experience (Chong et al., 2005; Fives & Buehl, 2008; Mouza, 2009). For
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instance, Borg (2015) emphasized the influence of schooling (early language learning
experiences at school) on teachers’ beliefs. Based on some study outcomes (Lortie, 1975;
Moodie, 2015), teachers may inherit some teaching approaches and manners of their previous
teachers or, in some cases, reject teaching methods that teachers’ former instructors used.
These findings indicate that teachers’ early language learning experiences related to
translanguaging may also be seen as unfavorable, leading to teachers’ avoidance of
translanguaging in their classrooms. As Burkhalter (2013) claimed, Kazakhstani EFL
teachers generally resist adopting new pedagogical strategies due to their received Soviet
education and the perceptions that old methods, such as monolingual approaches in teaching
EFL, are the most appropriate. The study by Tastanbek (2019) about pre-service teacher
educators’ translanguaging beliefs has also revealed that teachers are likely to restrict their
students’ freedom and right to use all their linguistic resources. The author found that teacher
educators might believe that translanguaging could decrease the pre-service teachers’ English
language proficiency development as first-year students have a low level of English, and it is
necessary to use a monolingual approach to strengthen students’ language proficiency. It is
possible that the pre-service teacher’s formal educators’ practices were shaped by their early
language learning experiences, which in turn may shape their students’ classroom practices.

Some studies showed that teachers’ monolingual beliefs could be formed within their
professional development and coursework (Borg, 2011; Kang, 2013), while other studies
found that teachers’ beliefs about languages changed to a more heteroglossic view by the end
of coursework (Gorter & Arocena, 2020). Hence, it can be suggested that the teachers’ beliefs
are changeable, dependent on the pedagogical impact, and need external interference to
change teachers’ internal standpoints (Gorter & Arocena, 2020).

Self-Awareness and Self-Reflection. According to Buehl and Beck (2015), teachers’

lack of self-awareness and reflection affects the beliefs they hold; as a result, the lack of self-
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awareness and reflection might lead teachers to enact practices that vary from their beliefs.
To prevent this belief-practice inconsistency, teachers need to critically inspect their beliefs
and identify what is best for their classroom practices. However, the empirical studies on
translanguaging did not explicitly reveal how teachers’ self-awareness and reflection
influenced their beliefs and classroom instruction. There were two studies conducted by
Korkmaz (2021) and Copland and Neokleous (2011) that highlighted the role of teachers’
awareness of their own beliefs; yet, their study outcomes mainly showed how contextual and
classroom-context constraints (e.g., students’ linguistic difficulties and classroom needs) that
emerged spontaneously created a discrepancy between teachers’ reported beliefs and actual
practices as the teachers may not always know about their own beliefs that cannot be
harmonized with their actual practices (Copland & Neokleous, 2011; Korkmaz, 2021).

External Factors. Since teachers’ beliefs alone would be weak and insufficient to
change traditional teaching practices, external factors and influences should also be addressed
(Lim & Chati, 2008). Teachers’ beliefs and practices cannot be modified only in terms of
narrow contexts, such as teachers’ own belief systems; to change teachers’ belief-practice
inconsistency, it is crucial to consider broader contexts, such as external interference of
surrounding culture and policies. At this rate, Buehl and Beck (2015) emphasized the
significance of external constraints in studying teachers’ beliefs and practices as challenges
built by various external factors primarily determine their levels.

Classroom-Context Factors. Several classroom-level factors, such as students’ needs,
attitudes, and overall behaviors, affect teachers’ beliefs and practices to various degrees
(Buehl & Beck, 2015). One of these factors can be found in Galante’s (2020) study, in which
students’ positive attitudes toward teachers’ practice of translanguaging and how it affected
students’ language development changed teachers’ beliefs regarding translanguaging.

Another factor, proficiency, was illustrated in Raja et al.’s (2022) study, in which teachers
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admitted that an English-only classroom would mean leaving lower language-level students
without support for learning and meaningful classroom interaction (see also Sobkowiak,
2022).

School-Context Factors. According to Buehl and Beck (2015), school administration,
parental support, colleagues, and available school resources can represent school-context-
level factors. When teachers lack the appropriate resources they “needed to feel successful”,
such as prepared activities, professional development, and guidance, their practices do not
reflect their beliefs (p. 77). As a result, teachers’ perceptions of potential barriers to
instruction may develop negatively (Bullock, 2010). For instance, one teacher in Chant’s
(2002) study was not able to put her stated beliefs into practice due to a challenging, not
supportive, or collaborative context and lacked appropriate resources.

In this regard, it should be noted that rural areas in Kazakhstan may also lack
resources, administrative support, and access to various new approaches to teaching and
learning. Teachers from small regions often confront sociocultural barriers, such as the
“Stavka” system (management of teachers’ pay and workload) and “bureaucratic
accountability” mechanisms (subordinate is tightly controlled by a superior within an
organization) that also hinder the implementation of new practices. Some teachers in rural
areas are unwilling to adopt new approaches to teaching as they are close to retirement, but
schools retain them as there are no available replacements (Afzal Tajik et al., 2022;
McLaughlin et al., 2021; Tastanbekova, 2020). As Jima (2018) claimed, poor levels of
organization and support in both more and less industrialized areas were found to be a
substantial reason for qualified teachers’ unwillingness to take a position or willingness to
leave their workplaces. Teachers lacking facilities and professional isolation are especially

vulnerable to various hindrances and forces (Jima, 2018).



EFL TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF TRANSLANGUAGING 19

Research studies have shown that teachers’ use of translanguaging practices is also
dependent on school contextual factors (Amaniyazova, 2020; Johnson, 2000). According to
Anderson and Lightfoot (2018), urban and semi-urban schoolteachers used translanguaging
occasionally as a facilitating tool, while for rural schoolteachers, using other languages was
seen as an inevitable and regular practice. The research conducted by Yuvapayan (2019)
revealed that although teachers are willing to implement new strategies for language learning,
actual classroom practices are highly dependent on the monolingual approach approved by
the educational institution and teachers’ colleagues, thus creating a discrepancy between
teachers’ beliefs and practices. Therefore, teachers were found to change their beliefs to
address the school’s necessary conditions; consequently, they tend to limit their
translanguaging practices.

National-, State-, and District-Level Factors. Education policies, curriculum,
schools’ language policies, and state laws may also present some challenges for teachers in
their teaching practice. Yet, the impact of these external factors is dependent on “the type of
policy, the teachers’ role in the political context, and teachers’ individual perceptions” (Buehl
& Beck, 2015, p.78). Teachers’ positive or negative reactions to the policy and curriculum
standards ultimately transmit into their classroom practices; thus, teachers primarily reflect
belief-practice conflict when teachers are required or prescribed to teach in ways that are
ineffective and not in line with their beliefs, and they may reject those policies in favor of
practices that are aligned with their beliefs (Buehl & Beck, 2015). For instance, Cincotta-Segi
(2011) explored how one teacher from a rural area in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic
(LPDR) leveraged L1 use despite the mandated law on using only the Lao language at all
educational levels. The teacher used the students’ mother tongue to develop effective
teaching and learning, which did not meet the requirements of language instruction at the

national level.
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In Kazakhstan, the studies at this level of factors have mainly been conducted to
examine the implementation of trilingual policy within Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) and English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) contexts (e.g., Karabassova,
2018; 2021; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020). However, all these studies were mostly
focused on subject teachers’ perceptions and practices of the new reforms rather than EFL
teachers. Hence, this is arguably a fruitful area for further research on EFL teachers’ beliefs
and practices in a system of national -, state-, and district-level factors, especially since
empirical research into translanguaging in rural areas is still limited, and EFL teachers have
received comparatively less attention than CLIL and EMI teachers in the Kazakhstani
national-level context.

Incongruence or Congruence of Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices

Although teachers’ teaching practices and beliefs do not always match, their
relationship is recognized as a complex one (Basturkmen, 2012). Beliefs are dynamic and
permeable constructions yielding to change within the experience (Muijs & Reynolds, 2002).
Likewise, beliefs significantly impact one’s practice since teachers’ beliefs serve as “a guide
to thought and behavior” (Borg, 2001, p. 186). Fives and Buehl (2012) also argued that
teachers’ beliefs about relevant teaching instructions or the source of knowledge could
function as filters applied to assess the information cognitively, affecting how teachers
interpret perceived information and how it is enacted into their practice. This echoes Fives
and Gill (2015), highlighting the challenging feature of the relationship between beliefs and
practices. The belief-practice consistency is not an unsophisticated “one-way relationship
from belief to practice, but a dynamic two-way relationship in which beliefs are influenced
by practical experience” (Thompson, 1992, as cited in Muijs & Reynolds, 2002, p. 4). Since
there are various factors affecting the congruence and incongruence between teachers’ beliefs

and practices (e.g., Borg, 2011, 2015, 2017; Buehl & Beck, 2015; Fives & Buehl, 2008,
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2012), it is essential to consider this complex relationship in a system of the particular context
and examine “some understanding of person-in-practice” (Skott, 2014, p. 26).

Studies on this aspect of teachers’ perceptions and use of translanguaging reveal that
the beliefs can have a considerable and strong effect on the actual practices (Zhang & Liu,
2014). However, in most cases, the teachers’ beliefs regarding translanguaging have some
contradictions regarding their self-reported practices (e.g., Amaniyazova, 2020; Doiz &
Lasagabaster, 2016; Korkmaz, 2021; Rahman et al., 2015; Yuvapayan, 2019). Teachers are
likely to unintentionally use translanguaging during their teaching practices despite their
beliefs and monoglossic ideologies (Akhmetova, 2021; Amaniyazova, 2020; Doiz &
Lasagabaster, 2016); consequently, limiting their translanguaging patterns. For instance, a
qualitative study by Copland and Neokleous (2011) revealed inconsistencies between
teachers’ reported beliefs and actual practices. The authors explained that the discrepancy is
related to multiple constraints appearing spontaneously or occasionally. For instance,
cognitively, teachers’ practice was in line with their beliefs as they provided input in the L2.
Yet, due to the learners’ linguistic difficulties, teachers implement heteroglossic practices to
meet the classroom’s needs. In the same vein, Rahman et al.’s (2015) quantitative study
indicated that 78% of teachers articulated monoglossic views on using students’ L1 in L2
classes; however, only 31% of teachers actually enacted their beliefs into practice; that is,
teaching the target language without involving L1 in their classes.

Multiple research studies have revealed that using students’ first language(s) in EFL
classrooms makes some teachers feel guilty or insufficiently proficient in English (Copland &
Neokleous, 2011; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Manan et al., 2022; Olmez & Kirkgdz, 2021).
Accordingly, the feeling of guilt or lack of awareness of teachers’ own beliefs (Korkmaz,
2021) might explain this contradiction because teachers struggle to harmonize their personal

language learning and teaching philosophies with contextual factors. As discussed above,
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internal and external factors either facilitate or impede the congruence and incongruence
between teachers’ beliefs and practices (Buehl & Beck, 2015). Therefore, there is a need to
study the factors and features of the mismatch between two constituents of teachers’
translanguaging identities, as it might help to reflect on teachers’ own practices and the use of
translanguaging in a more rational way.

Understanding Kazakhstani EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of Translanguaging

The previous and recent research on teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging
has revealed various findings depending on the study’s context and conceptualization
(Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Amaniyazova, 2020; Kuandykov, 2021; Tuskeyeva, 2022; Yakshi,
2022). Abdrakhmanova (2017) investigated CLIL and EFL teachers from Bilim Innovation
Lyceum (BIL) and secondary school students. The purpose was to explore teachers’ and
students’ beliefs of L1 in English and Science classes. It was revealed that the teachers hold
varying views about translanguaging, differing from positive to negative. Similarly, the
qualitative research conducted by Yakshi (2022) in one of the BIL schools highlighted the
diversity of beliefs depending on the purposes and functions of translanguaging. Both studies
found that BIL teachers primarily relied on translanguaging when presenting complex
academic materials to ensure students’ comprehension, enhance students’ engagement and
motivation, and create a friendly environment in the classroom.

The study outcomes of Kazakhstani teachers’ beliefs of translanguaging were mainly
constructed on Macaro’s (2001) framework (e.g., Amaniyazova, 2020; Tuskeyeva, 2022;
Yakshi, 2022), which includes three categories of teachers’ beliefs about using students’
mother tongue: virtual position, maximal and optimal positions. Accordingly, Kazakhstani
teachers were mainly found to have monoglossic beliefs, employing English-only instruction
to facilitate learners to learn the target language more effectively (Amaniyazova, 2020;
Yakshi, 2022). Nevertheless, participants used translanguaging as its practice emerged

unconsciously and unintentionally; therefore, teachers were shown to use L1 and could not
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eliminate its practice in English classes (Yakshi, 2022). These findings resonate with
Macaro’s (2001) maximal position, indicating L1 use due to the various constraints and
circumstances. Other study results demonstrated that most teachers were against using L1,
articulating its ineffectiveness and perceiving its use as a hindrance in enhancing students’
learning outcomes (Amaniyazova, 2020; Tuskeyeva, 2022), which means they held the
virtual position proposed by Macaro (2001). Nonetheless, one participant from Yakshi’s
(2022) study was found to maintain an optimal position as she believed that using L1 can and
might be beneficial as a pedagogical approach; therefore, teachers with this position are likely
to be more tolerant towards translanguaging.

When it comes to the factors influencing and shaping teachers’ beliefs, Kuandykov’s
(2021) study can give some evidence of how various hindrances and supports affected
Kazakhstani EFL teachers’ views of translanguaging pedagogy. According to the two
frameworks, Kuandykov (2021) initiated an investigation considering EFL teachers at BIL.
The first framework was used to understand teachers’ beliefs of translanguaging as a
pedagogical approach. Even though teachers were found to hold monoglossic ideologies
towards translanguaging, respondents’ English-only beliefs differed in their “degrees of
strength” and various factors that impacted teachers’ beliefs (Kuandykov, 2021, p. 57).
Therefore, the second framework was based on Borg’s (2015) teacher cognition, consisting of
three factors: schooling, professional development, and contextual factors. The study
outcomes demonstrated that schooling (teachers’ early language learning experiences) might
strongly influence their current beliefs. The findings also revealed a moderate impact of
professional coursework and a substantial effect of contextual factors on teachers’ beliefs of
translanguaging. In Kuandykov’s (2021) study case, the school’s language policy
significantly impacted teachers’ monoglossic beliefs as the school required teachers to teach

the target language without engaging other languages. The study participants explained the
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school’s language policy by exemplifying its context given to teachers, such as abroad
experience and various mandated monolingual approaches to teaching.

Although the research on Kazakhstani EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging did not extensively classify study findings as internal and external factors,
several indicators of factors were found in this overview. For instance, teachers’ early
language experiences (Kuandykov, 2021) can be applied in this study to add some evidence on
internal factors, such as teachers’ knowledge and experience. Similarly, external factors, such as
the school’s language policy and teachers’ work experience (Kuandykov, 2021), students’
language proficiency, and classroom-level and school-level factors (Abdrakhmanova, 2017;
Amaniyazova, 2020; Tuskeyeva, 2022; Yakshi, 2022) can complement my study to varying
degrees.

Conclusion

This chapter reviewed existing literature on translanguaging. The literature review
demonstrated the historical background and conceptualization of translanguaging and its
diversified use in EFL classrooms. Following this, the chapter presented Garcia and Kleyn’s
(2016) theoretical framework intending to understand teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging. In addition, the chapter included discussions around Buehl and Beck’s
(2015) framework of the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in a system of
internal and external supports and hindrances to analyze various affecting factors. Based on
the empirical studies on factors, there appeared to be several influential external factors that
are pivotal in understanding teachers’ beliefs and practices, such as students’ language
proficiency, availability of resources and provision of better educational conditions, and
professional development coursework. The chapter also included a subsection attempting to
understand the congruence and incongruence between teachers’ beliefs and practices. For
instance, it was identified that multiple contextual constraints hinder teachers to enact their

beliefs into their actual instruction.
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Concluding, the chapter involves a part devoted to the research on translanguaging in
Kazakhstan, narrowing the study’s scope to a particular EFL context. Based on the overview
of previous research in Kazakhstan, there appeared to be more advocates of monoglossic
approaches to language teaching. Furthermore, some studies also demonstrated the existence
and influence of internal and external factors, such as teachers’ schooling experiences,
school’s language policy, and students’ language proficiency. However, the literature review
indicated a research gap since no detailed studies emphasize EFL teachers’ beliefs and
practices in rural areas. Therefore, this study aims to fill this gap by interpreting and
investigating belief-practice consistency within the two theoretical frameworks and

international and local studies on translanguaging.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The previous chapter discussed and analyzed existing studies on teachers’ beliefs and
practices of translanguaging and various factors that influence the enactment of teachers’
beliefs into their practices. The present chapter intends to introduce the methodological
components of the current study, clarify the research design, justify the research approach
and the choice of the research site and participants, describe data collection instruments, data
collection procedures, data analysis approach, as well as the ethical considerations of the
study. This study aimed to explore the relationship between EFL teachers’ beliefs and
practices of translanguaging in rural areas and what internal and external factors affect
teachers’ belief-practice consistencies. Therefore, this study attempts to answer the following
research questions, each having several sub-questions:

RQ1: What are EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the use of translanguaging in

rural schools?

Sub-questions:

a) What are the rural EFL teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging in the classroom?

b) How do rural EFL teachers use translanguaging in the classroom?

c) What internal and external factors influence EFL teachers’ practices and beliefs about
translanguaging?

RQ2: What is the relationship between EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of

translanguaging in rural areas?

Sub-questions:

a) How do the rural EFL teachers’ stated beliefs differ from their actual practices?

b) How do internal and external factors impede or support the relationship between EFL

teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging?

Thus, this chapter explains the reasoning of the methodology used to answer the
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research questions and rationalizes each methodological component separately. The
conclusion and final thoughts on methodology are drawn at the end of the chapter.

Research Design

This study aimed to explore participants’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging and
how both of these components interact and impact their belief-practice consistencies in
several secondary schools located in rural areas. Therefore, adopting qualitative research was
deemed relevant as “qualitative research allows researchers to get at the inner experience of
participants, to determine how meanings are formed through and in culture” (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008, p. 12). Qualitative research allows researchers to identify and understand the
issues from the perspective of the study participants and understand the collected data and
information through interpretations that they give to the meanings, behavior, experiences, or
objects (Hennink et al., 2020). Accordingly, qualitative research appears appropriate for
understanding the “messy construct” (Fives & Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992), which is teachers’
beliefs and their connection to their classroom practices. Therefore, the qualitative research
approach was employed to explore teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging through
“detailed interviewing, participant observations, and rich descriptions of the social world”
(Hallberg, 2009, p. 141).

The research design chosen for the qualitative study was a collective case study
(Stake, 1995) since it covers “multiple bounded systems (cases) through detailed, in-depth
data collection involving multiple sources of information” (Creswell, 2013, p. 97). The
collective case study is also called a multiple case study (Yin, 2017) and a comparative case
study (Hamilton & Corbett-Whittier, 2013). Multiple case study helps researchers to identify
and understand the commonalities and differences between the cases (Gustafsson, 2017). In
this particular study, each teacher was considered as a case since the case is unique, complex,
active, and operating (Stake, 1995). As Shkedi (2005) noted, one of the significant

peculiarities of the collective case study is that, even if it deals with multiple case narratives
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and presents them all together, each particular case is demonstrated within its context and
characteristics. Accordingly, multiple case study was the most appropriate method to study
various teachers’ perspectives and practices of translanguaging in a more rigorous way as the
“qualitative case researcher tries to preserve the multiple realities, the different and even
contradictory views of what is happening” (Stake, 1995, p.12).

Research Site

The research sites selected for this study were mainstream schools in rural areas, more
precisely, secondary schools in Zhambyl Region, South-Eastern Kazakhstan. To the
researcher’s personal knowledge, there might be only one or two EFL teachers per school in
rural areas, which increases the potential risk of revealing teachers’ personal information due
to the small capacity of schools; therefore, this research considered several teachers from
different rural schools to ensure participants’ confidentiality. The rationale for choosing
mainstream schools (state secondary schools) was based on the fact that they implement the
official state curriculum and follow mandatory educational standards appointed by the
government (Tuskeyeva, 2022). Moreover, most of the studies were focused on the general
comparison of education and Kazakhstani teachers’ conditions in urban and rural areas
(Agaidarova, 2019; Irsaliyev et al., 2017; McLaughlin et al., 2021; Umbetaliyeva et al.,
2016), while the number of studies based on the emphasis of rural EFL teachers, and their
beliefs and practices of translanguaging in the system of internal and external supports and
hindrances (Buehl & Beck, 2015) is still limited.

Sampling

As this study seeks to “discover, understand, and gain insight” into teachers’
perceptions and practices of translanguaging, purposeful sampling was employed to represent
the population of this study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015, p. 96). Thus, the study recruited five
EFL teachers from different rural schools. As purposeful sampling requires particular criteria

for choosing the study participants, the teachers of this study were selected according to the
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following characteristics: 1) teaching experience at schools for one year and more; 2)
teachers at secondary schools located in rural areas; 3) the EFL teachers with proficiency or
L1 in the Kazakh language or the Russian language.

This study recruited both less and more experienced teachers from various schools as
based on previous literature on teachers’ beliefs and practices, teachers’ working experience
was found as one of the influential predictors of what kind of beliefs and practices teachers
reflected in their classrooms (e.g., Korkmaz, 2021; Kuandykov, 2021; Utami, 2016). The
language criterion was reasoned in terms of convenience and a better understanding of
participants’ answers for the researcher as the interviews were carried out in one of the three
languages or all three languages (e.g., Kazakh, Russian, English), which would be more
comfortable for the research participants. The information about teacher participants is
provided in the table below.

Table 1

Demographic Data of the Participants

Pseudonyms Teachers’ L1 Languages Years of School
teaching
experience
Aina Kazakh Kazakh, Russian, 15 years School A is
English located near the
district center of
the Zhambyl
region
Nazerke Kazakh Kazakh, Russian, Around 7 years School B is
English, German located in the
district center of
the Zhambyl
region
Saniya Kazakh Kazakh, Russian, Around 3 years School C is
English located far from
the district

center of the
Zhambyl region
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Zarina Kazakh Kazakh, Russian, 20 years School D is
English, German located far from
the district

center of the
Zhambyl region

Rima Kyrgyz Kyrgyz, Russian, 35 years School E is
English, Kazakh, located near the
German district center of
the Zhambyl
region

Note. All schools were in the Zhambyl region, where one village is considered the district
center of that region which is bigger and more populated than other villages.

Data Collection Instruments

The study was carried out using two distinct types of data collection to attain data
triangulation. Denzin (2009) described triangulation as “the combination of methodologies in
the study of the same phenomena” (p. 297). As Kuandykov (2021) noted, “beliefs are best
learned when the data collection includes at least two tools, for example, interviews and
observations” (p.68). Therefore, semi-structured interviews and classroom observations were
conducted to collect qualitative data for this study.

According to Dornyei (2007), the semi-structured one-on-one interview allows
researchers to collect data through open-ended questions, flexible follow-up ideas, and probes
that will expand answers to the main research questions. Hence, to fully answer the research
questions, one-on-one interviews were employed since it was deemed a relevant tool for
retrieving pure data about “what was inside of teachers’ heads” (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 351).
The format of the interview varied depending on the participant’s preferences. The interview
protocol consisted of 12 open-ended questions and suggested probes translated into the
Kazakh and Russian languages because of convenience for the teachers (see Appendix A).

Abd-el-Khalick and Lederman (2000) pointed out that adopting a more interpretive
stance and using qualitative interviews to generate more “faithful representations” of the

participants’ views are recommended (p. 674). However, as Kagan (1992) noted, teachers
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may not be aware of or articulate a language to define their own beliefs. In this case, Skott
(2014) suggests that the researcher needs to rely on different types of data, mainly classroom
observations, as verbal accounts elaborate on, fulfill, and specify the image of teachers’
beliefs within their practices. Thus, after collecting data from interviews, two classroom
observations per teacher were conducted to investigate EFL teachers’ actual practices of
translanguaging. As Muijs (2011) claimed, observations are advantageous when we “want to
find out what actually happens in a setting rather than what is reported to us by participants”
(p. 52). In this study, classroom observations were beneficial to understanding how teachers
use translanguaging in different situations and how their self-reported beliefs relate to their
actual practices. The rationale for conducting two classroom observations per teacher was
deemed relevant in getting a broader understanding of teachers’ practices. Thus, the initial
observation portrayed a descriptive and general overview of the study phenomena (Arthur et
al., 2012). The following observation was considered a “focusing phase” (Arthur et al., 2012,
p. 167) for recognizing particular patterns in the teachers’ classroom practices of
translanguaging. The researcher’s role was a “nonparticipant observational role” for the sake
of comfort for participants and gatekeepers at a research site (Creswell, 2014, p. 215). In
order to record the data from observations, the researcher used descriptive and reflective field
notes. If the descriptive field notes could characterize what happened during observations, the
reflective field notes could articulate the researcher’s personal interpretations, insights, and
thoughts about the site, people, and various situations (Creswell, 2014).

Data Collection Procedures

The data collection period lasted between the 7" and 26™ of December 2022. After
gaining approval from NUGSE Research Committee, the data collection process began with
contacting the potential schools and gatekeepers to request permission to conduct a study at
the research site. The gatekeeper was a school principal at the research site. Thus, the

gatekeeper assisted the researcher in gaining access to schools and providing contact
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information about research participants. Since there were only one or two EFL teachers per
school in rural areas, it was essential to ensure their confidentiality, as their identities might
be revealed by the school principals. Therefore, after obtaining permission from the
gatekeepers to access the research site, the researcher asked for the contact information of all
subject teachers at the school. Then, after gaining the contact information of all
schoolteachers, invitation letters (see Appendix B) to participate in the study were sent to
only EFL teachers, who also were provided with necessary recruitment details via emails
or/and messages on the WhatsApp application. The teachers also were informed in advance
that their participation was voluntary. Afterward, for those teachers who were willing to
participate in this study, the researcher sent an informed consent form (see Appendix C) with
research details and further information concerning the individual face-to-face interviews and
two classroom observations per teacher during the common educational settings. After
receiving signed informed consent forms, the individual interviews were conducted according
to the teachers’ preferred time, place, and format. In addition, participants were offered to
choose a comfortable language for the interview, which can be either Kazakh, Russian, or
English. The teacher respondents were also encouraged to mix languages to share their
answers more easily and efficiently. It is noteworthy to point out that before starting the data
collection, the researcher piloted the interview questions with two graduate students to test
the research instrument so that arrangement of the questions would be well-structured to
address the research purpose and questions.

Nonetheless, there was a challenge in explaining the concept of my study and why |
was conducting this study to teacher participants in rural areas. Teachers were afraid and did
not understand my rationale for choosing rural schools and even suggested choosing teachers
from urban areas. Although teachers were informed about study details and signed consent

forms prior to the interviews, it took several days to explain to study participants the purpose
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of my study via WhatsApp application; however, when we met face-to-face, | could clarify
some points, and teachers were relieved when they realized that | am not a commission from
the Ministry of Education as they thought that | am a researcher from the ministry and that |
was sent to check the quality of their work. Thus, after solving some misunderstandings,
individual interviews and two classroom observations were conducted with each teacher from
five different schools located in the rural area.

Depending on the participant’s answers, the length of each interview was about 20-40
minutes. With the permission of each interviewee, their answers to interview questions were
recorded on the audio recorder application on the smartphone and then transcribed for the
data analysis. After the interviews, the teachers were also asked to participate in two
observations during the English language classes. The observed lessons were recorded by the
field notes and used only for research purposes.

Data Analysis

Once the data were collected through semi-structured interviews and two classroom
observations per teacher, the next stage was to “manage, organize, and make sense of all the
separate pieces of accumulated information” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2018, p. 374). Therefore,
six steps suggested by Creswell (2014) were followed to “generate or develop analytical
categories and theoretical explanations” for the raw data (Pope et al., 2000, p. 114). The
initial step for the researcher was familiarizing herself with the data, which started with
transcribing the answers of the study participants recorded by the mobile application on a
smartphone (see Appendix D for a sample of transcription). The five interviews were
conducted in Kazakh and Russian. Since the researcher must know the data thoroughly, the
one way to be immersed in and become acquainted with the collected data is to transcribe
interviews yourself (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2018). Therefore, all the interviews were
transcribed by hand and later carefully translated into English. Following this, the next phase

of familiarization was reading the data as data (Clarke & Braun, 2013). The stage of “reading
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data as data” helped in reading the words “actively, analytically and critically”; thus,
analyzing “what the data mean” (p. 205). As for guaranteeing the accuracy of transcriptions
and translations, the data were checked several times within the audio recordings, including
participants’ answers in the original language (Said, 2021). Since the observation data was
documented in English with some teachers’ quotations in Kazakh and Russian, the
translations for the observation field notes were applied only to several notes.

After transcribing and translating the data collected from the interviews, the next step
was to code interview transcripts and observation notes, as coding assists in organizing the
data that will expand the study phenomena to broad themes (Creswell, 2014). In order to code
the data from interviews and classroom observations, inductive and deductive orientations
were employed to assist the researcher in making decisions about how to “go about using our
data” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2018, p. 377). While the inductive approach was a data-driven
analysis utilized to build a coding scheme by reducing the information to significant text
segments and themes, the deductive approach was applied to define the data through the
context of theory and study (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2018). Hence, the hybrid use of both
orientations to coding helped in applying a bottom-up strategy to recognize the themes
without the theoretical assumptions (inductive orientation) and to identify patterns from the
raw data within the study’s two theoretical frameworks (deductive orientation) (Braun et al.,
2019). Thus, the coding procedure helped in dividing the collected data “into text segments,
label the segments with codes, examine codes for overlap and redundancy, and collapse these
codes into broad themes” (Creswell, 2014, p. 243). The samples of analysis from codes to
themes are provided below (See tables 2 and 3).

Table 2

Sample of coding based on Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) framework of translanguaging
pedagogy
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Interview transcripts
(What teachers say)

Themes based on
codes

Inductive codes

Main themes

“Since it is an English
language class, more
attention should be paid
to English. In terms of
importance, it also
should be given to that
language”.

“I will definitely use
other languages as it is

challenging to teach only

in English. If the student
does not understand
anything in English, he
has to translate
everything into Kazakh
or Russian. For
comparison and better
understanding, | give
examples from the
Russian and Kazakh
languages so that they
can understand the
subject better”.

“...of course, we plan;
we have a calendar plan,
a lesson plan where
everything in
English...we try to work
according to the plans
and textbooks. However,
we mainly read,
translate, retell texts, and
learn grammar along the
way, and it is inevitable
not to use other
languages in such cases.
Sometimes we write
plans, but sometimes we
don’t even look at these

Monoglossic
beliefs towards
translanguaging

The preference for
an English-only
approach

Heteroglossic Challenges of

teaching English-only
practices teaching for children
Using The application of

translanguaging translanguaging as a
as a comparative scaffolding approach
approach

The use of
translanguaging
despite the planned
classroom activities

Changing plans
to meet the
classroom needs

Adjusting Teacher’s readiness
classroom to change the
practices prepared lessons to

meet students’
linguistic repertoire

Translanguaging
stance

Translanguaging

stance

Translanguaging
design

Translanguaging
design and shifts
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plans because we already
know everything; we
already apply it on the go
as there are some
unexpected situations”.

Table 3

Sample of coding based on Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework of internal and external
factors

Interview transcripts  Inductive codes  Themes based on Main themes
(What teachers say) codes
“... 1t is good if our Effects of The dependence of External factors
English teachers speak contextual teachers’
only English in their factors translanguaging
classes. But it all practices on the
depends on the level of context and parents’
the village and the education
parents’ knowledge”.
“Although we try to The Effects of students’  Classroom-context

conduct the lesson in factors

English, it is already
good if the child
understands 50 % of the
lesson in English. The
children do not accept
the lesson if it is taught
only in English; that is
why we always connect
the Russian and Kazakh
languages to our
lessons”.

language proficiency
on teachers’
translanguaging
practices

unfeasibility of
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surrounding community -
everything is connected”.

After identifying codes and categories, the next step based on Creswell’s (2014)
analysis of qualitative data was to represent the findings and interpretations of teachers’
beliefs and practices of translanguaging and what internal and external factors either facilitate
or hinder the relationship between them. The findings were explained in accordance with the
research questions and were interpreted by examining previous literature on the topic (see
Findings chapter). As for the final stage of the six steps, which involves validating the
accuracy of findings (Creswell, 2014), the researcher triangulated among various data
collection tools, such as observational fieldnotes and interviews. Thus, the researcher ensured
the accuracy of study outcomes based on multiple data sources by examining each
information resource and finding evidence to facilitate a theme.

Ethical Considerations

In gathering data for a qualitative study, a researcher attempts to explore an in-depth
description of a phenomenon (Creswell, 2014). Accordingly, participants might be asked to
share their personal experiences and details of their teaching practices with the researcher,
which might make them feel frustrated as multiple research studies have revealed that using
students’ first language(s) in EFL classrooms makes some teachers feel guilty or
insufficiently proficient in English (e.g., Copland & Neokleous, 2011; Creese & Blackledge,
2010: Olmez & Kirkgoz, 2021). It might also be suggested that teachers would not share their
true beliefs about using languages other than English in EFL classrooms due to the
institutional language policies that emphasize the role of monolingual approaches to language
teaching (Yuvapayan, 2019). Hence, teachers might change their answers to meet the
school’s policy requirements, curriculum objectives, and even the researcher’s expectations

about the study outcomes (Amaniyazova, 2020). Moreover, teachers might be afraid of
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sharing information regarding their actual classroom practices due to the fear of involving
any punishment from their employers or harming their reputation.

In respect of minimizing these risks, the researcher thoroughly dealt with the
confidential information about teachers’ classroom practices and beliefs of translanguaging.
The teachers’ personal data, such as their real names and any details about their workplaces
were carefully changed by pseudonyms and coded; thus, any personal information or details
of participants’ workplaces did not involve any punishment from their employers or harm
their reputations. Furthermore, teachers were informed about their rights as research
participants, such as their right to refuse to answer some questions that they find sensitive or
inappropriate. Their answers were not disclosed to their supervisors or affected their
professional lives.

All the data collected from interviews and lesson observations were accessible to the
researcher and only the researcher during all stages of the study. The interviews recorded on
the smartphone voice recorder were completely deleted after uploading them into the online
cloud storage.

Conclusion

This chapter has provided a detailed description of all methodological components
involved in this study by justifying the research method, design, sampling strategies, research
instruments, data collection and analysis procedures, and addressed the potential research
risks within the principles of ethical considerations. Particularly, the current qualitative
inquiry employed a collective case study design, including semi-structured individual
interviews and two classroom observations per teacher in different secondary schools in the

particular rural region.
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Chapter 4: Findings

This qualitative case study intended to explore rural EFL teachers’ beliefs and actual
practices of translanguaging and how both components interact and impact their belief-
practice consistencies in five different secondary schools in rural areas. To achieve this
purpose and to answer the research questions, semi-structured individual interviews and
classroom observations were conducted. This chapter presents the findings of the study
derived from the analysis of obtained data. Each finding is organized individually with
appropriate quotations from the teachers’ responses and the researcher’s observation notes.
Since the current inquiry is based on two theoretical frameworks, the thematic classification
of each finding is categorized according to their main concepts. In addition, the findings are
managed by the following research questions:
RQ1: What are EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the use of translanguaging in
rural schools?
Sub-questions:
a) What are the rural EFL teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging in the classroom?
b) How do rural EFL teachers use translanguaging in the classroom?
c) What internal and external factors influence EFL teachers’ practices and beliefs about

translanguaging?

RQ2: What is the relationship between EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of
translanguaging in rural areas?
Sub-questions:
a) How do the rural EFL teachers’ stated beliefs differ from their actual practices?
b) How do internal and external factors impede or support the relationship between EFL

teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging?
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The findings are generally organized around four major themes with subsequent
subthemes. First, rural EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding translanguaging are presented in
relation to the theoretical framework of Garcia and Kleyn (2016) and its first strand,
“translanguaging stance”. This is followed by a presentation of findings on the teachers’ use
of translanguaging in EFL classrooms with the reference to the remaining strands of the
framework, “design” and “shifts”. The third section discusses various internal and external
factors that influence teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in rural areas based
on Buehl and Beck’s (2015) framework of various supports and hindrances. Then, the final
major theme draws upon how internal and external factors either support or hinder the
relationship between EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of using translanguaging.

EFL Teachers’ Beliefs towards Translanguaging Pedagogy

This findings section discusses rural EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding translanguaging
pedagogy. The first major theme is based on the theoretical framework of Garcia and Kleyn
(2016) and its first strand, “translanguaging stance”.

Translanguaging Stance

This subtheme provides findings according to the teachers’ answers about using
different languages in their EFL classrooms as essential resources for teaching. The data
analysis indicated that the respondents’ beliefs about the application of their students’ mother
tongue or other languages vary from positive views of translanguaging to English-only. In
addition, the analysis identified that teachers hold the belief that translanguaging is inevitable.
Accordingly, participants’ beliefs are categorized into two general subthemes, one which
consists of teachers’ positive and negative perceptions of translanguaging and the other which
focuses on its inevitable nature.

Teachers’ Positive and Limited Views of Translanguaging. \When asked about
their views on using students’ L1 and other languages in EFL classes, study participants

provided much insight into this topic. Most participants (n=4) expressed their positive
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perceptions, noting that translanguaging facilitates comprehension when students face
complex assignments or grammar. Moreover, these teachers did not express any concern that
using students’ L1 would somehow negatively affect the target language development; in
contrast, they responded that the use of translanguaging was convenient for them as it is
easier for children to understand new information when there is a familiar word in their L1.
As one participant commented:

Let them know the translation of that English sentence in Russian, if not in Kazakh,
and conversely, in Kazakh, if not in Russian. | think taking all three languages

together in English lessons is better (Aina, School A, December 7, 2022).

Another interviewee, Zarina, added that using translanguaging beneficially impacts
comparing the grammar features of the target language with other languages; thus,
translanguaging may serve as one of the approaches to teaching English. This was also
supported by Rima and Saniya, who noted that the previous knowledge of students’ L1
reinforces the development of new knowledge in the target language.

However, while most of the teachers had positive attitudes toward using students’ L1,
one teacher believed that translanguaging might negatively impact students’ language
development. When the participants were asked to rate the importance of using other
languages in the classroom on a scale of 1-5, Nazerke, the teacher from school B, gave only
two points. She explained this by saying that in in EFL classrooms more attention and
importance should be given to the target language. This can be illustrated in the following
extract: “I prefer my classes to be only in English. I don’t think it will be effective for
children to explain something in Kazakh or Russian.”

Although Nazerke shared that she insists that students use only English, she was
aware that some contextual factors did not allow her to apply a monolingual approach to
teaching. First when students demonstrated their eagerness to learn the language and they did

not use translanguaging as a tool to cover their “laziness”. She also shared that she sometimes
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accepts students’ wrong answers and mixing English with Kazakh and Russian languages.
She commented: “...at least learners are active and participate in the classroom interaction by
trying their best to learn English through other languages.”

The second exception to using students’ L1 was its beneficial aspect of better
comprehension of a new topic when students were confronted with difficulties understanding
the tasks. However, Nazerke was inclined to utilize translanguaging only when other methods
do not work for instructional purposes, which means using learners’ L1 as a last option:
“Even in the 9" and 10" grades, I don’t translate complex texts. I try to explain what the text
is about by asking questions. ... however, in some cases, it doesn’t work, so [ use
translations”. She also pointed out that the excessive use of other languages is what needs to
be avoided in EFL classrooms, claiming its negative effect on target language development.

Translanguaging as Inevitable Practice.While teachers’ beliefs of translanguaging
varied from positive to negative ones, the analysis of data from interviews also identified that
most participants perceive learners’ L1 as an unavoidable practice. If the interviewees’
positive beliefs were related to the effectiveness of translanguaging in EFL classes and not
completely but partially viewed its pedagogical value, the inevitability of using students’ L1
was seen more as unwilling practice forced by contextual circumstances. The respondents
were inclined to believe that they cannot disconnect translanguaging from their teaching
instruction, stating that it is already ingrained into the current educational system. One
interviewee noted: “I try to carry all three languages because the current educational system
demands children to know all three languages” (Aina, School A, December 7, 2022). Another
comment: “I think it is absolutely impossible not to use Kazakh or Russian in English
lessons. ... because not all of the students can read or understand the target language.”
(Zarina, School D, December 12, 2022). Thus, teachers mainly had two different responses

that explained and aligned with the fixed nature of translanguaging in their instruction.
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In addition, when respondents were asked to comment on whether they restrict or
completely do not allow their students to use translanguaging in some instances, almost all
teachers answered that it is unattainable and unavoidable even when students have summative
and formative assessment tasks. Interviewees mentioned that they should employ learners’ L1
continuously so that assignments would be more understandable and learners would not feel
left without teachers’ support.

The common view among interviewees was that learners’ needs are a priority;
accordingly, when students need explanations and clarifications in their mother tongue,
teachers cannot ignore these demands. Aina commented: “Even if you don’t want to say it in
Kazakh, you can’t. It is impossible to avoid translations and provide English-only lessons.”
Other respondents shared the same belief, indicating that using students’ L1 is inevitable
while conducting monolingual lessons is what they aspire to reach.

In general, all these specific examples illustrate the complexity of knowledge in
teachers’ personalized belief systems that shape their instructional approaches and decisions.
Although one teacher mentioned that translanguaging is less beneficial for teaching English,
all agreed that translanguaging provides student engagement in the learning process and in-
depth comprehension. Nonetheless, if summarized, only Nazerke had more monoglossic
beliefs than heteroglossic beliefs as compared to other teachers. This shows that the
participant does not believe in the pedagogical value of translanguaging, viewing its
advantageous features only when different approaches to teaching do not provide effective
student learning outcomes. Despite the shared understanding and awareness of contextual
impediments, compared to other participants, Nazerke viewed translanguaging only as a last
resort, applying it in practice only in the two cases.

Translanguaging Design and Shifts

The second major theme includes the remaining strands from Garcia and Kleyn’s

(2016) framework, “translanguaging design” and “shifts.” In this section, teachers’ practice



EFL TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF TRANSLANGUAGING 44

of using students’ L1 and other languages in EFL classrooms is reported based on data
analysis from individual interviews and classroom observations.
The Minimal Application of Translanguaging Design

The analysis of interview data identified teachers’ minimal design of their
heteroglossic practices. In most cases, respondents were found to be using students’ L1
unintentionally without planning or applying multimodalities. When interviewees were asked
to share their approaches to teaching English, the majority mentioned monolingual methods,
with some exceptional cases when multilingual instructional strategies were designed.
Teachers purposefully developed a comparative approach to teaching grammar to students to
improve comprehension of complex grammatical structures of the target language. Therefore,
participants used translanguaging to compare the grammatical peculiarities of English with
Kazakh and Russian languages.

However, although all teachers mentioned the use of translanguaging as a comparative
approach, they did not specify how and in what ways they implement it in their practice.
Rima and Aina gave general examples of translanguaging design, which can be illustrated in
the following interview extract: “I explain grammar to secondary school learners first in
Kazakh, ask them to consider the features of that grammar in Kazakh, and then give
examples in English and explain by comparing these two languages” (Aina, School A,
December 7, 2022). Rima added:

...when I explain grammar, I also speak three languages...for example, I explain that
in the English language, the verb comes in second place [in the sentence]; in the
Kazakh language, the verb comes in third place. Then we give a sentence in Russian,

translate it into Kazakh and English, and compare these sentences.
The data obtained from classroom observations, where teachers demonstrated their

actual pedagogical practices, confirmed teachers’ approaches to teaching grammar by using
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translanguaging. The study participants introduced a new grammar structure in English and
then used students’ L1 as a scaffolding approach to compare the grammar in both languages.
During the observations, it was noted that only one teacher (Rima) used multilingual and
multimodal materials to facilitate students’ usage of full linguistic repertoire. As compared to
other participants who rarely involved multimodalities of heteroglossic nature, Rima actively
and beneficially leveraged students’ L1 by using different bilingual cards, worksheets, and
semiotic resources.

The Minimal Translanguaging Shifts

Even though four of the five participants reported their positive views on using
students’ L1, the majority did not demonstrate translanguaging shifts during their English
classes and in their responses when asked more detailed questions. It was found that teachers
mainly relied on the spontaneous use of the student’s mother tongue, involving either
minimal pedagogical application or the absence of translanguaging design. Therefore, the
data analysis did not reveal the explicit form of translanguaging shifts, as participants’
practices had more natural changes rather than systematic or instructional intentions to
respond to learners’ linguistic needs.

Notwithstanding the absence of translanguaging shifts among the majority of
teachers, there was one teacher, Rima, who showed the core elements of shifts by meeting
students’ whole linguistic repertoire and expanding instruction at the center of classroom
practices. In addition, while observing her classroom practices, she demonstrated a
considerable practice of translanguaging within its pedagogical approaches to teaching. Thus,
Rima facilitated students’ comprehension and learning outcomes by changing her classroom
practices based on the learners’ needs. Although the learners were from the Russian group,
Rima, from time to time, used Kazakh for quick clarifications, such as “mypeic ma?” [durys

pa? - is it correct]; thus, checking if students are following the teacher or participating in the
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classroom interaction. Accordingly, teachers’ translanguaging shifts eventually resulted in
learners’ high engagement and active contribution to the effective application of
translanguaging pedagogy. Nevertheless, during the classroom observations, there appeared
to be some obstructive consequences of the teacher’s quick changes in applying various
methods, which are discussed and expanded when answering the third sub-question of the
first research question.

Factors Influencing Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of Translanguaging

This section of the chapter presents the findings about internal and external factors
that facilitate or/and hinder teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging and its
application in EFL classrooms. All the themes are categorized based on the study’s second
theoretical framework proposed by Buehl and Beck (2015).

Internal Factors

Internal factors are defined as teachers’ inner perspectives and their personal
peculiarities, such as their own belief system, skills in a particular field, self-efficacy, and
teachers’ overall beliefs in their students’ performance or capability. For that reason, to
identify internal factors that influence teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging, the
researcher asked participants about their work experience, schooling, and inner beliefs about
using students’ L1.

The Influence of Previous Experience and Knowledge. This section of the chapter
presents respondents’ given information on their early language learning experiences
(schooling) and their overall knowledge and work experience. When the participants were
asked whether their schooling in some way impacted their current teaching practices and
general beliefs about language teaching, responses varied depending on the context of their

previous experiences.
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For example, Aina said that she learned to read by using Kazakh letters for English
words during her school years; that is, she learned to read through Kazakh transliteration of
English words. As a result, this practice created difficulties in reading and spelling English
words correctly. Therefore, now, Aina did not allow her students to use this approach to read
and memorize the pronunciation of words in her classroom instruction. On the other hand,
Aina reflected that during her schooling, teachers primarily translated English words into
Russian as it was easier to work with Russian translations rather than Kazakh ones; as a
result, in her current practice, she also applies this method as Kazakh translations are not
always comprehensible or equivalent to the original versions in English. Zarina supported
this view, sharing that her university teachers shaped her current teaching practices. She
commented: “... we basically follow the same Soviet method; I think it is already deep-
rooted into my teaching manner”. However, Zarina did not mention detailed features of her
schooling, stating only her neutral view toward using the Soviet method and its similarity to
the methods referred to by Aina.

Two other participants, Rima and Nazerke, were also inclined to believe that their
prior language learning experiences, one way or another, influenced their current pedagogical
instruction. For instance, Rima highlighted how her English teacher’s classroom practice
showed what methods and approaches should not be applied in EFL classes. Consequently,
the unfavorable effects of schooling led Rima to use a different approach. This can be
exemplified in the following interview extract:

During my school years, we had English once a week. And what can you learn from a
lesson only once a week? Then we just knew simple sentences and words in English,
and we spoke and used grammar randomly by guessing. There were not any proper
instructions for learning the grammatical features of English. And now, | demand
grammar from students; | always require grammar. | prepare grammar tests for

students so that I will know if they have understood the grammatical structures or not.
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Nazerke, in contrast, articulated how she ultimately inherited her university educators’
teaching manners and how they shaped her monoglossic beliefs. According to Nazerke, her
schooling was accompanied by the strict requirements of using English and only English in
teaching a foreign language at school. Nazerke stated that her previous educators adhered to
the rule of applying all methods in the target language, which eventually translated into her
instructional views and practices. This was also one of the reasons why Nazerke held English-
only beliefs and was resistant to using translanguaging in her EFL lessons. However,
interestingly, her firmer monoglossic beliefs were changed to a moderate level due to some
personal factors. Nazerke commented:

At the beginning of my teaching experience, like my previous teachers from the
university, | taught only in English without involving other languages in my classes.
But after marriage, since there was a break in my teaching career, there emerged a

barrier in English; therefore, | started to use other languages in particular cases.

Compared to other teachers, who were self-assured about the moderate or high
impact of their schooling, Saniya expressed some hesitancies regarding the influence of her
former educators’ teaching methods on her classroom practices and decisions. She answered:
“There wasn’t a memorable or excellent method I can recall now. But they taught grammar
differently, and sometimes, they used Russian so that we could understand complex
subjects”. Even though Saniya was unsure about the impacts of schooling, at the same time,
she did not deny that her university educators used translanguaging in their teaching
practices. At this rate, it can be concluded that teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging are not necessarily encouraged or influenced by their prior language learning
experiences.

Regarding the influence of work experience on the teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging, the data analysis revealed the complexity of differences between less and

more experienced teachers. For instance, the more experienced teachers (Aina, Zarina, Rima)
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had positive perceptions of using translanguaging involving minimal and moderate
translanguaging design and shifts in their classrooms. However, contrary to expectations,
Saniya, who had three years of teaching experience, was also found to have positive views
toward translanguaging, while Nazerke, with seven years of work experience, held more
monoglossic beliefs and limited translanguaging in her classroom. Therefore, it can be
supposed that teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging are not necessarily
influenced or driven by the number of working years.

The Influence of Monolingual Professional Development Courses. Professional
coursework refers to the process through which teachers’ skills, knowledge, and attitudes will
be developed and improved for a better quality of work. Aiming to understand if the
developmental programs influence rural EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging, the participants were asked to share their experiences and outcomes of
professional courses on language instruction. Four of the five teachers indicated that
professional training courses primarily had a favorable effect on their teaching practices by
increasing the effectiveness of contemporary instructional methods. The participants also
expressed the substantial significance of evolving courses in their daily practice, thus,
underlying how EFL teachers need to enhance their knowledge and update their approaches
to teaching. Nazerke noted: “Teachers should be well prepared, develop themselves, and
increase their vocabulary. Teachers are lifelong learners; therefore, they need to increase their
knowledge and attend courses”. However, most interviewees reported that all the courses
they attended had a prevalent emphasis on English-only methods. That is, professional
courses predominantly translated how to apply monolingual methods and techniques in EFL
classes without involving any pedagogical value or implications for using translanguaging.

Although these courses, in some ways, improved teachers’ instructional practices, they did
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not change or reshape teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging in a negative or
positive way.

Furthermore, Aina shared her opinion about the disadvantages of monolingual
professional courses, stating that they do not always facilitate learners’ efficient learning
outcomes. The following example can explain her point:

Those courses were held only in English. The methods were taught and shown only in
English. Of course, all the participants in such courses are mainly English language
teachers, and they will understand English-only methods and find them helpful,

however, all students are not that proficient. They need a different approach.

As it is evident from the extract above, professional training courses have their own
cause-effect factors. While some participants found those courses helpful in developing their
instructional practices and internalized some features into their beliefs, one respondent
expressed the unfavorable impacts of monolingual courses, highlighting the necessity of
space for translanguaging within its pedagogical value. Therefore, it can be suggested that
professional coursework influences teachers’ teaching practices to some extent; yet, not
conclusively, as teachers’ translanguaging beliefs do not seem to be affected by monolingual
developmental courses.

External Factors

This section intends to give more information regarding external factors related to the
interference of surrounding culture and contexts on teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging. Based on the study findings, several external factors were identified and
categorized into three domains: (1) classroom context, (2) school context, and (3) district-
level factors.

Classroom-Context Factors. The data obtained from classroom observations and

individual interviews revealed several classroom-level factors, such as students’ language
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proficiency, students’ classroom needs, and the misalignment between English textbooks and
learners’ language learning levels.

The Influence of Students’ Language Proficiency on Teachers’ Beliefs and
Practices. According to the data analysis, teachers primarily used students’ L1/L2 to scaffold
and support their students with low language proficiency. Since learners have difficulties
understanding and expressing their thoughts in English, the majority of teachers use
translations and try to create a space for translanguaging so that students will understand at
least 50% of the lesson. During the classroom observations, one participant (Aina)
demonstrated how she applies scaffolding in situations when students did not understand the
task. First, she asked about charity organizations and since the students did not fully
understand, Aina translated the question into Kazakh and additionally connected the topic to
the country’s context: “Kaszakcranma KaHaai KailbIpbIMIBLIBIK Kopitapel 0ap?”’ [What charity
organizations are there in Kazakhstan?].

Teachers also shared that they want their lessons to be in English only; however, due
to the student’s language proficiency, they have to use translanguaging. That kind of
unwilling use of students’ L1 was expressed by two interviewees, who considered learners’
low language level as a hindrance. Saniya commented: “Students’ English proficiency is a
big obstacle and the main reason for using other languages. It would be better not to use other
languages in English classes, but the children will not understand”. Another participant,
Zarina, added: “There are some very weak classes. In such classes, | almost have to conduct
the lesson in Kazakh”. As is evident from these extracts, two participants were more inclined
to perceive students’ language proficiency adversely; however, Saniya and Zarina also
connected this to the school’s context, stating that the students from villages are not ready to
learn the target language fully in English.

When the participants were asked whether the use of translanguaging differs between
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secondary and upper-secondary grades, the majority of teachers reported there are no
substantial differences as it is still challenging for all learners to study only in monolingual
settings. Furthermore, some participants expressed the belief that the main thing in their
classes is students’ understanding. That is, two other interviewees, Aina and Rima, reported
that no matter what ways and methods are applied in their EFL classrooms, priority is given
to students’ classroom needs and small achievements. Aina commented: “We are happy even
if the learner makes 4-5 sentences during the lesson”. And Rima added:

Let them speak Kazakh, let them speak Russian, let them speak English; the main
thing is that they understand the topic. Let them understand this topic, even if they say
it in Russian. But the main thing is that the topic is understandable to children. ... In
any case, we should help children. These are our children; we are trying for their

future.

In addition, Aina and Rima were aware that students would not accept the
monolingual lesson as they need more time to learn the foreign language. Aina shared some
factors that have more contextual character, such as the lesson’s duration and class size,
which in turn, also influences students’ language development. She said: “We have 45
minutes for the lesson. We have divided groups of children, and even if there are 12 children
in one class, it is impossible to explain everything to each child individually”.

Interestingly, two teachers mentioned the importance of facilitating students with high
language proficiency. Since students with a better linguistic performance complete the tasks
faster than other learners, Aina responded that she encourages them to help students with
lower language levels, thus, reinforcing peer scaffolding in her EFL classes through
translanguaging. In contrast, Nazerke stated that she tends to limit translanguaging to meet
the needs of students with high English proficiency. The following extract can exemplify her
point:

There are different situations because children have different language levels and all

study in the same class. In comparison with students with low language proficiency,
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there are also talented students who say, “please speak English to me; | want to

improve my language skills”. ...In such cases, I do not use other languages as there

are students who want to study only in English.

Although participants had different views and practices regarding the classroom
context factors, all teachers held the same belief in their students’ capability, which was
related to their inner perspectives on translanguaging. Most of the interviewees responded
that over time, students will be able to gradually improve their linguistic capabilities.
Accordingly, they also mentioned various school-context factors that play an important role
in students’ language development, which will be discussed in another section.

The Misalignment between English Textbooks and Students’ Language Learning
Levels. Two participants highlighted that EFL textbooks do not match the students’ language
level as they have rigorous tasks. This is especially evident in higher grades where the level
of rigor in the texts is significantly higher than students’ actual language level. For instance,
one participant (Zarina) commented: ““... compared to Russian language textbooks for
Kazakh group students, English textbooks are generally not suitable and challenging to teach.
... They need to be reviewed, or teachers need to be trained to teach lessons effectively”.

Thus, while Zarina indicated that textbook programs are not suitable and complicated
for learners connecting it to the use of translanguaging, the other participant, Saniya, believed
that due to the students’ low language proficiency, they cannot understand the materials from
English textbooks resulting in the unfeasibility of applying English-only approaches to
teaching.

School-Context Factors. The data analysis revealed several school-related factors,
including the school’s language policy, school-parent interaction and parental involvement,
availability of school resources, the EFL teachers’ turnover, the disparity of rural-urban
schools, and teachers’ collaboration. All these school-related factors are discussed in more

detail in the following section.
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School Language Policy. When the participants were asked if their school has a
policy regarding languages or mandated methods for teaching, most participants noted the
absence of the school language teaching policy. Interviewees highlighted that there is no
mandated school language policy requiring teachers to use an English-only approach or
restricting translanguaging in EFL classrooms. Three of five participants reported that their
classroom interaction is managed by their own skills, methods, and approaches to teaching
languages. As one of the participants commented: “You search for yourself and your
students. ... Teachers set their own rules. There is no demand from the school to use one
certain language or fixed method” (Aina, personal communication, December 7, 2022). This
is similar to another participant’s comment: “There is no such an authorized policy. Each
teacher conducts lessons according to their level and competencies” (Nazerke, personal
communication, December 9, 2022).

Other participants also commented that although there are no specific regulations or
requirements, school administration, to a certain extent, encourages teachers to use English
more in their EFL classes. As one participant (Zarina) commented: “...they say that it is
desirable to conduct a lesson in English if possible”. Similar comment from another
participant:

They require that in English lessons, of course, there should be 60-70% of spoken
language in English. ...but no one scolds students or teachers for using other
languages. The main thing is that students speak and learn something; that’s it (Rima,
School E, December 8, 2022).

As it is evident from the extracts above, the schools seem not to pressure teachers into
using particular approaches to teaching languages or impeding the use of translanguaging in
EFL instruction. On the contrary, schools consider following monolingual paradigms as a

desirable rather than demanding and fixed policy.
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Availability of Resources. The current study revealed that the lack of school resources
and a conducive environment have unfavorable effects on teachers’ beliefs regarding their
instructional practices. Overall, almost all participants reported the significance of school
resources as they perceived that the effectiveness of their classes depended on such resources
as teaching materials, availability of the Internet, and classroom facilities. The participants
agreed that these resources help the teacher create an engaging and interesting classroom
environment.

However, four participants indicated that they experienced a deficiency of school
resources. For instance, Aina responded that additional resources in the English language are
available only in the school library, while in the classroom settings, the available resources
are those prepared by herself. Other participants shared the same view, noting that they
prepare supplementary resources by themselves as creating better conditions for effective
learning outcomes is their responsibility. The respondents highlighted that the effectiveness
of language teaching depends on the school’s resources, additional electives, and courses
with an emphasis on target language development. As Saniya commented:

...as you can see, there is no Internet. We don’t even have enough books for the

students in the classroom. Ten children are in one classroom, and only three books are

given to the whole class. In most cases, children come with the excuse that they don’t
have a textbook and lose their interest in learning.

During the observations, it was evident that students were not provided with a
sufficient number of English textbooks and had to take pictures of the textbook to work in
class on their assignments. Furthermore, it was also observed that, as a consequence, students
ignored the teacher’s instruction and used the insufficient number of textbooks as an excuse
to use Kazakh in classroom interaction.

In contrast with other participants, only one participant was satisfied with the

available resources at her school. Nazerke shared that their school has special multimedia
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classrooms, foreign literature in the library, and access to the Internet, which facilitates
learners’ better exposure to language learning. In addition, the availability of resources was
helpful in using English-only approaches to teaching as all school facilities help the teacher to
create engaging and interesting classroom interactions with students.

The Disparity between Urban and Rural Schools. During the interviews, most
participants agreed that it is difficult not to compare rural and urban schools; accordingly,
some interviewees’ responses were accompanied by a comparison of rural and urban EFL
teachers, students, and the environment. For instance, teachers believed that urban school
students are more competent in English than rural students who prefer speaking Kazakh in
EFL classes. Therefore, teachers in urban areas can conduct English-only lessons and apply
monolingual approaches to classroom instruction.

Further, the interviewed teachers shared the common view that there is a lack of
communicative environment for language learners, noting the absence of opportunities for
real-life communication in English in rural areas. As one participant stated: “Children have
radio, television, acquaintances, and friends who speak in Kazakh or Russian. They have a
communication environment in these languages. But we do not have a social environment in
English” (Rima, School E, December 8, 2022). Another participant, Aina, supported this
viewpoint, suggesting that it would be good to attract proficient English speakers and native
speakers from urban regions to their schools to provide additional courses for rural students,
as it would increase their motivation and interest to learn the English language. She
commented:

Hocurenb si3bIka — 3TO K€ HOCHTEINb s3bIKa [a Native speaker is a native speaker]. ...
Although we are English teachers, we are not native speakers. The children always
perceive us as Kazakhs, and | wonder if the situation would be improved if the native

speaker visited our school. ...They make a small thing look different.
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Aina also supposed that translanguaging may not be applied in urban schools;
however, many teachers in rural areas use other languages in EFL classes, which is
unavoidable. She added that her students sometimes even have difficulties understanding a
small sentence, no matter how the teacher uses pictures, facial expressions, gestures, and
overall semiotic resources. At this point, Rima also agreed that it is challenging for rural
school students to learn English. She noted: “English is a complex subject for learners, here,
in our village”. Thus, the participants were inclined to believe that the contrast between
urban and rural contexts also affects their use of languages in terms of differences in
conditions, environment, and students’ language proficiency.

School-Parent Interaction and Parental Involvement. The analysis of interview data
identified that school-parent interaction and parental involvement were considered indicators
of developing students’ language skills. Two participants linked the students’ low language
proficiency to the absence of parental supervision at home. According to the information
provided by Aina and Zarina, EFL teachers’ practice of translanguaging depends not only on
the level of the village but also on the parents’ interest in their children’s studies. The
following extract can exemplify this: “But parents do not care about their children’s
education. School education should not be limited only to teachers. ... Parents, teachers,
school, and surrounding community - everything is connected” (Aina, December 7, 2022).
Aina also commented: “A child who studies will do his homework, but a child who does not
study will return to school without completing his homework”, thus, highlighting the role of
parents in working with low-level students as they need additional support in completing the
assignments at home.

Zarina supported this view, noting that although teachers teach at school, students are

left without parental attention, and everything learned during the lesson is not revised at
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home. She suggested that the reason might be the parents’ absence of English proficiency,
raising the issue of the necessity of opening language courses for parents at schools.

Teacher Turnover. When respondents were asked to suggest other factors that impede
their classroom practices, a variety of perspectives expressed the impermanence of EFL
teachers in rural schools. Based on the data analysis, there were two reasons teachers quit
their jobs or worked in different schools, which eventually influenced their practices of
translanguaging. If the first reason was related to teachers’ maternity leave, the second case
included the new changes in the Stavka system (management of teachers’ pay and workload).

Zarina explained the first factor, reporting that when one EFL teacher went on
maternity leave, the classes under that teacher’s instruction switched to another EFL teacher
(to Zarina). Saniya shared the same view with Zarina, highlighting that since children get
used to the methodology of one teacher, they have a hard time getting used to another
teacher. Zarina experienced this case by herself and added that compared to the class where
she has been teaching for a while, the newly assigned class was weaker. As a result, Zarina
was found to use students’ L1 excessively in new classes, while in other classrooms, she
tended to use translanguaging only for 30%. This case was also evident while observing two
classes, one of which was Zarina’s new class and another was her permanent class which she
has been teaching for six years. There were considerable differences in learners’
participation, language proficiency, and attitude towards the teacher mentioned by Zarina.

Another response involving the changes in the school’s Stavka system was mentioned
by Saniya, who gave in-depth information about teachers’ challenges which eventually
translated into their classroom practices. She commented:

Many teachers’ working hours have been reduced due to the Stavka system. It was
made to give teachers more time to prepare better lessons, but teachers cannot get
more than 16 hours, so teachers often wander around looking for other additional

work. The salary with this workload is insufficient; therefore, teachers are working in
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2-3 places without being able to prepare for their lessons properly. Sometimes they
even quit teaching and get another lucrative job.

Saniya also shared her own experience of working in two workplaces because of the
Stavka system and compared how the use of translanguaging varied depending on the
duration of work with students.

District-Level Factors. Contrary to expectations, the study findings did not reveal
any national- or state-level factors. However, there appeared to be one factor at the district
level, which was categorized as the school’s beneficial location.

School’s Location. While asking questions regarding the influence of teacher
collaboration meetings, which did not give significant data about the use of translanguaging
in EFL classrooms, some teachers revealed other finding related to the district-level factors.
According to the interviewees’ responses, most of the teachers” methodological advice
meetings, gatherings, seminars, and open classes are likely to be conducted in the district
center. Although all five different schools were in the Zhambyl region, there was one village
considered the district center of that region which is bigger and more populated than other
villages. Accordingly, most teachers suggested that the educational conditions and resources
were better in the schools located in or closer to the district center. The following extract can
exemplify this:

Many methodological meetings and seminars are held there [in the district center].
Since we are further away, we don’t have much. In fact, the closer you are to that
district, the better it will be for your school, as conditions in those schools are better.
However, it is not always possible to attend those meetings as it is challenging to get
there (Saniya, School C, December 15, 2022)

In contrast, Nazerke, who was a teacher at school B, shared that she regularly
participates in open classes, teacher collaborations, and gatherings that are held not only at

her school but also in other schools in the district center. She noted that these methodological
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advice meetings beneficially influenced her teaching practice and increased the effectiveness
of her instructional approaches, while Aina and Zarina expressed the need for participating in
such gatherings. However, the difference between school locations not only limited teachers
from cooperative work and teacher development meetings but also created disparity among
schools located in rural areas.

Congruence and Incongruence between Rural EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Actual
Practices of Translanguaging

Since the previous section discussed how internal and external factors impact
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging, this section presents the findings regarding
teachers’ belief-practice consistency. To understand the contradiction or consistency of this
relationship, teachers’ stated beliefs from individual interviews and their observed actual
classroom practices were analyzed and compared. Accordingly, there appeared to be minimal
incongruences and moderate congruences between teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging.

According to the participants’ responses about their perceptions of translanguaging,
the majority of teachers articulated the use of students’ L1 in a positive vein with some
exceptions, such as not allowing its excessive use; that is, the use of languages in EFL classes
should be balanced between 70% for the target language and the remaining 30% for other
languages. In addition, there were moderate monoglossic beliefs, such as using
translanguaging as a last option. However, during the observations of English classes, it was
evident that there are both some consistencies and inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs
and practices. For instance, Nazerke believed that using students’ L1 should be avoided as it
is counterproductive for teaching English effectively. This belief was reinforced by Nazerke’s
schooling as her former university educators taught only monolingual approaches and

required English-only classes. Accordingly, Nazerke’s instructional practices in relation to L1
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usage were considered to match her articulated beliefs during the two observed classes. She
primarily conducted her lessons in English, with some exceptional cases when students did
not understand the task despite teachers’ attempts to explain it in English.

Nevertheless, there was evidence of contradiction in how Nazerke reacted to students’
usage of L1 in EFL classes. The observational data from Nazerke’s lessons indicated that
students often used their L1 among themselves when they had group discussions. Although
Nazerke stated that she does not allow her students to use their L1/L2 in discussions for the
sake of developing students’ speaking skills, her reactions to it proved the opposite. Some of
Nazerke’s students often resorted to their L1 or L2 while doing pair or group work; however,
she did not make any interventions to caution students or restrict the usage of students’
mother tongue in these activities. Furthermore, in most classroom interactions, students spoke
English when Nazerke asked them; yet, if she did not require learners to use the target
language instead of Kazakh, they continued using L1 while the teacher used an English-only
approach in her instruction.

Since other teachers mainly displayed positive perceptions of translanguaging, their
classes were observed to understand how and in what ways their instruction connected to
their beliefs. Compared to Nazerke, most participants considered using students’ L1 as a
supportive strategy in enhancing learners’ learning outcomes; yet they believed that the
acceptable use of translanguaging should not exceed 30%. However, observational data
demonstrated that the use of students’ L1 is more than teachers expected and planned, as
most instruction during the lesson was in L1. In most cases, teachers used translanguaging in
classroom interactions, translations of the texts, making corrections in students’ answers, and
explaining or clarifying the given task. It can be suggested that the result stems from
students’ low language proficiency, which affects teachers’ translanguaging without

involving its pedagogical features; however, it is more likely that participants’ application of
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students’ L1 has a spontaneous character. Accordingly, due to the various classroom
situations and unintentional use of translanguaging, teachers’ stated beliefs cannot be
espoused in their practice.

Furthermore, all respondents reported in pre-observation interviews that during their
EFL classes, they utilize various methods and additional materials and plan their lessons to be
conducted only in English. However, observational data revealed that only three of five
participants enacted their articulated statements in their actual classroom practices. The only
prevailing method was the Grammar Translation Method which involved many translations
from English into Kazakh and Russian. As discussed in the previous section, the explanation
for this discrepancy might be school-context and classroom-context factors that hinder
teachers from enacting their beliefs into practice. Therefore, it can be concluded that
teachers’ belief-practice congruence depends on other internal and external factors that
influence not only teachers’ beliefs and practices but also the relationship between them by
creating a contradiction in the enactment of teachers’ stated beliefs into their actual classroom
practices.

Conclusion

This chapter illustrated the major findings related to the rural EFL teachers’ beliefs
and practices of translanguaging and factors that impede or support the relationship between
them. The results indicated that teachers have positive and moderate monoglossic beliefs
about using students’ L1 in EFL classrooms. The respondents also held mixed perceptions of
translanguaging, which was the result of its inevitable nature; accordingly, due to the
unavoidable and spontaneous use of translanguaging, teachers’ beliefs were between the
effective and unwilling practice of translanguaging. Further, the data analysis identified
various internal and external factors that were pivotal in understanding teachers’ beliefs and
practices of translanguaging and the relationship between them. For instance, teachers are

likely to have more monoglossic beliefs in schools in the district center, where they have
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better conditions and a conducive environment for teaching languages. In addition, the EFL
teacher turnover in rural areas also seems to be affecting teachers’ use of languages in their
classes, as the data showed the dependence of teachers’ translanguaging on the duration of
work with the class. Furthermore, the study results demonstrated that several external factors,
such as parental involvement, the impact of rural context, and the availability of school
resources, influence teachers’ beliefs and classroom practices. It is also important to note that
all internal and external factors were found to be interdependent and interrelated; therefore,
they create complexity in understanding the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and actual
practices of translanguaging. The next chapter will discuss all these findings in relation to the

previous research on the topic.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The previous chapter presented the main findings of this study obtained from semi-
structured interviews of five rural EFL teachers and classroom observations of their practices.
The present chapter discusses some significant aspects of those findings and their
interpretation in relation to the existing theoretical knowledge on the topic. In light of the
study’s aim, which was to explore EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging
with the analysis of internal and external factors that either facilitate or impede their
relationship, this chapter goes within the research questions and sub-questions that guided
this study:

RQ1: What are EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the use of translanguaging in
rural schools?
Sub-questions:
a) What are the rural EFL teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging in the classroom?
b) How do rural EFL teachers use translanguaging in the classroom?
c) What internal and external factors influence EFL teachers’ practices and beliefs about
translanguaging?
RQ2: What is the relationship between EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of
translanguaging in rural areas?
Sub-questions:
a) How do the rural EFL teachers’ stated beliefs differ from their actual practices?
b) How do internal and external factors impede or support the relationship between EFL
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging?
RQ: What are EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices Regarding the Use of
Translanguaging in Rural Schools?
This research question aimed to explore rural EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of

translanguaging in classroom settings. Based on the study findings, four of five teachers were
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found to hold positive views toward using students’ L1. This is in contrast with previous
studies on Kazakhstani teachers’ monoglossic beliefs (Abdrakhmanova, 2017; Amaniyazova,
2020; Kuandykov, 2021).

Rather teachers viewed translanguaging as an important and necessary tool in their
EFL classrooms that enhances the process of teaching and learning. This finding is consistent
with the previous research by Liu and Fang (2020), who revealed that most teachers in their
study perceived using students’ L1 as an essential asset for achieving teaching purposes in
classes with lower-level language students. Moreover, the current study found that
participants viewed translanguaging as a tool for facilitating students’ receptive and
productive skills and enhancing classroom interactions. This resonates with the studies by
Cenoz and Santos (2020) and Wang (2019), who found that teachers use other languages as a
scaffolding strategy to leverage input and output in different languages.

Furthermore, similar to previous studies in the Kazakhstani context (Abdrakhmanova,
2017; Yakshi, 2022), teachers in this present inquiry applied translanguaging practices to
increase students’ engagement and meaning-making skills and to present complex academic
materials, except for one teacher, Nazerke, who held a more monoglossic stance and
considered using students’ L1 as a last resort. Significantly, she had a mixture of perceptions,
demonstrating the contradiction between positive and negative perceptions of
translanguaging due to the various factors that require using other languages to meet external
constraints.

In general, Nazerke’s perceptions of translanguaging recalled Escobar and Dillard-
Paltrineri’s (2015) study, in which teacher participants’ beliefs about translanguaging in EFL
classrooms had three overlapping perspectives: (1) the research participants considered
translanguaging as an ineffective approach to EFL classrooms; (2) they stated that the use of

L1 would create a “habit of laziness, deadening both conscious and subconscious processes
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of learning” (p.312); and (3) L1 use in EFL classroom was seen among participants as
Grammar-Translation Method that hinders communicative language teaching. Nevertheless,
although Nazerke tended to limit translanguaging in her classroom and articulated its
ineffectiveness, similar to the previous study results (Amaniyazova, 2020; Tuskeyeva, 2022),
she could not completely disconnect students’ L1 from her instruction. This echoes Yakshi
(2022), who found that although teachers support the monolingual teaching approaches and
believe in the adverse effects of translanguaging on students’ language development, they
used it in particular cases to ensure students’ comprehension and facilitate lower-level
learners.

Further, it was identified that EFL teachers do not design and plan their
translanguaging practices systematically, integrating different multilingual and multimodal
resources in EFL classrooms to a limited extent (Garcia et al., 2017). This contrasts with
Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) framework of translanguaging pedagogy, which states that
teachers holding a translanguaging stance should purposefully and systematically plan their
lessons to create student-centered approaches. In addition, teachers shared that
translanguaging has an inevitable and natural character; therefore, they rely on its use
unintentionally. This is concurrent with Canagarajah’s (2011) and Rahman et al.’s (2016)
findings which indicated that translanguaging happens naturally in instruction, and mainly
teachers use it without involving premeditated pedagogical practices.

Another finding related to Garcia and Kleyn’s (2016) translanguaging shifts was in
line with Kuandykov’s (2021) study results, indicating the absence of the “moment-by-
moment decisions that teachers make all the time” (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 13) as participants’
instruction had changes that were more of natural and spontaneous character rather than

systematic or planned intentions to meet students’ language differences and needs.
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Yet, one participant, Rima, was found to apply explicit translanguaging design and
shifts in her instructional pedagogy, including various multilingual and multimodal resources,
and effectively leveraged different languages in her classroom practices while confronting
spontaneous changes to effectively support students’ comprehension and learning outcomes
(Kleyn & Garcia, 2019). This participant reconsidered and modified her instructional
methods to meet the learners’ needs in bi/multilingual settings and ensured that learners have
appropriate acquaintance with the language features necessary for completing academic tasks
(Nagy, 2018; Vogel & Garcia, 2017).

The Influence of Internal and External Factors on EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices
of Translanguaging

This section discusses the internal and external factors associated primarily with
schooling, classroom settings, school context, and students’ language proficiency and their
impact on the participants’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging.

Internal Factors and Schooling

The study findings revealed that teachers’ schooling experience shaped their current
teaching practices and their perceptions of using students’ L1 in EFL classrooms in two
ways; that is, teachers either wish to continue to follow teaching approaches used by their
prior teachers or they wish to reject translanguaging that they previously experienced in the
classroom. This supports Chong et al.’s (2005) theory about the three sources of teachers’
beliefs, which consisted of their personal experience, schooling and instruction, and formal
education — both school and pedagogical education. It is also important to note that beliefs
shaped at early stages in teachers’ lives considerably impact how new experiences will be
interpreted and internalized into their overall belief system (Chong et al., 2005).

Similarly, the findings showed that two teachers’ (Nazerke and Zarina) classroom

decisions were influenced by their previous language learning experiences, eventually
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impacting their beliefs. In Nazerke’s case, her former educators’ English-only approach and
instruction shaped her monoglossic beliefs about translanguaging; however, due to the
influence of external factors, such as maternity leave, a break in her career, and difference in
students’ language proficiency, her firmer monoglossic beliefs changed to the moderate level.
At this rate, Johnson (1994) argued that novice teachers mainly teach in the same way as their
former educators as they do not have any experience and need time to get themselves out of
that previous teaching model. Therefore, it can be suggested that Nazerke’s beliefs and
classroom practices changed not only due to the limited teaching experience but also because
of the external hindrances. In contrast, Zarina’s teaching pedagogy was similar to the
teaching pedagogies of her previous teachers, and she followed the “Soviet” Grammar-
Translation method, which is deeply rooted in her practice. This resonates with Burkhalter’s
(2013) study outcomes, indicating that Kazakhstani EFL teachers mainly resist adopting new
pedagogical strategies due to their received Soviet education.

Other findings from this study related to schooling demonstrated that teachers
developed an “anti-apprenticeship of observation” (Moodie, 2015, p. 260) that influenced
their beliefs and practices. Instead of following former educators’ teaching methods, two
participants (Aina and Rima) considered their schooling experience as examples of what
should be avoided as EFL teachers. That is, they tried not to involve in their pedagogical
approaches to learning English what their previous teachers used, such as Kazakh
transliteration of English words (Aina) and randomly applying grammatical rules (Rima).
These findings echo Kuandykov’s (2021) study when one participant’s monoglossic beliefs
about translanguaging were formed due to her former educator’s application of grammar-
based methods and excessive use of mother tongue in EFL classrooms; therefore, she

believed that the use of translanguaging is an ineffective way of teaching English. Thus,
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lacking positive models of effective translanguaging pedagogy during schooling may also
lead to the formation of more monolingual teaching manners in teachers’ careers.
Monolingual Professional Development Courses and Work Experience

To enact their beliefs into teaching practice, teachers need the necessary knowledge
that helps them to accomplish the role of the teacher (Fives & Buehl, 2008). Accordingly,
various sources of knowledge and learning opportunities can facilitate teachers’ further
professional growth and development throughout their teaching careers (Buehl & Beck,
2015). Thus, another finding related to the internal factors, the impact of professional
coursework, revealed that those courses were primarily based on monolingual teaching
approaches; therefore, they did not involve any pedagogical value or implications for using
translanguaging. Compared to other studies in which teachers’ monoglossic beliefs were
shaped by their professional development (e.g., Borg, 2011; Kang, 2013) and changed to a
more heteroglossic view by the end of coursework (Gorter & Arocena, 2020), the present
research did not find substantial effects of professional development courses on teachers’
negative or positive perceptions of translanguaging. Although Skott (2014) noted that beliefs
are considered contextually and irregularly stable integrations that are likely to change only if
there is a consistent and solid interference in various social practices, the study’s participants’
translanguaging beliefs do not seem to be affected by regular monolingual developmental
Ccourses.

The present research study found contrasting findings to previous study outcomes
(e.g., Korkmaz, 2021; Kuandykov, 2021; Utami, 2016), which revealed that more
experienced teachers are more likely to be tolerant towards using translanguaging. In the
present study, one of the less experienced teachers, Saniya, held more positive views toward

translanguaging and partially had the same classroom translanguaging practices as the more
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experienced teachers. Therefore, it is difficult to consider work experience as an influential
factor that determines teachers’ monoglossic or heteroglossic beliefs and practices.
External Factors, Classroom-Context, and School-Context Factors

Although teachers’ beliefs and practices were predominantly monoglossic due to the
schooling, external factors move teachers’ practice differently, thus, encouraging them to do
translanguaging in their EFL classes. One of the key external factors that affects teachers’
beliefs and language use in EFL classrooms is students’ language proficiency. For that
reason, participants applied translanguaging in their practices to support lower language-level
students and create meaningful classroom interaction. This is consistent with Sobkowiak
(2022) and Allard (2017), who found that teachers especially refer to translanguaging when
learners have low English language proficiency, as it assists in increasing students’ inclusion
and involvement in classroom activities.

Although respondents of this study allowed lower-level students to use their L1, they
still consider this factor as the main hindrance to implementing English-only instruction. In
addition, when teachers provided classes only in English, students became less active and
bored; accordingly, to create a positive classroom environment, teachers had to apply
translanguaging practices in EFL classrooms (Sahib, 2019). This echoes Kaipnazarova (2020)
and Tuskeyeva (2022), who revealed the same findings regarding Kazakhstani teachers’ view
of students’ language level as the obstacle that impedes applying monolingual approaches;
therefore, the exclusive use of English was teachers’ end goal and what they aspire to reach.

In contrast with Batyrova’s (2021) study among Kazakhstani rural school students, in
which she found how they negatively perceived their teachers’ excessive use of students’ L1,
the current investigation demonstrated this finding from teachers’ perspectives. The students
in Batyrova’s (2021) study connected the ineffectiveness of English lessons to teachers’

language use in EFL classrooms, sharing that 80% of the lesson was conducted in Kazakh
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and only 20% was devoted to English; therefore, they adversely perceived teachers’
overusing translanguaging. However, the present study findings revealed explanations of why
rural EFL teachers excessively use students’ L1, illustrating some particular factors, one of
which was students’ low language proficiency, which in turn, was the result of school-context
and classroom-context factors. Moreover, teachers were more than open to supporting
students with higher language proficiency, and one participant, Nazerke, was inclined to limit
translanguaging to meet those students’ needs. At the same time, Aina encouraged students
with developed English levels to help lower-level students: thus, facilitating peer-scaffolding
(Wang, 2019) in her classes.

In addition, respondents mentioned other external factors that influence students’
language proficiency, such as the mismatch between English textbooks and students’
language levels. In the vein of Kaipnazarova’s (2020) study, in which teachers viewed
learners’ low English proficiency as a cause-effect of ineffective textbooks and connected it
to the unfeasibility of conducting monolingual lessons, this inquiry’s participants shared the
same belief, stating that textbook programs unsuitable and challenging for language learners.
As a result, teachers used translanguaging to make teaching materials more comprehensible
and meet students’ language needs.

Further, the study participants connected students’ low English proficiency with other
school-context factors that also affect their language use in their classes. For instance,
respondents highlighted the role of academic environments in reinforcing students’ language
learning outcomes and implementing new approaches to teaching. Only one teacher was
satisfied with the provision of resources at her school, while four other teachers shared that
they have a deficiency of facilities and additional materials, which could increase students’
engagement and interest in their EFL classrooms. This finding is concurrent with previous

study outcomes (e.g., Afzal Tajik et al., 2022; Agaidarova, 2019; Jima, 2018; McLaughlin et
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al., 2021), in which it was pointed out that most rural schools were confronted with
challenges due to the limited availability of resources, such as new technologies, textbooks,
poor Internet connectivity, and other educational materials.

Moreover, similar to Goodman and Abdimanapova’s (2020) study findings, this
research revealed the problem of an insufficient supply of textbooks for students. For
instance, Saniya shared how students even lack elementary classroom supplies, such as
English textbooks, not to mention other additional materials and resources. The classroom
observations also confirmed that the issue of the insufficient number of textbooks resulted in
students’ low levels of academic achievement and low engagement. Students used an
inadequate number of materials as an excuse to use excessive L1 in EFL classrooms. This
recalls Johnson’s (2000) study, which found how two schools with contrasting provisions of
facilities differed in students’ language learning outcomes. Compared to the well-equipped
school with enhanced instruction for students, the other one reflected a deficit in school
infrastructure, resulting in low levels of English proficiency, motivation, readiness, and an
unwelcoming academic environment (Johnson, 2000). Therefore, the issue of limited access
to all necessary facilities creates a gap between rural and urban schools, making it difficult to
provide students with the same level of knowledge as those in more urbanized areas (Afzal
Tajik et al., 2022). The participants of the current study repeatedly mentioned the disparity
between rural and urban schools, which was related to the differences in school infrastructure
and stimulating environment that influenced the development of students’ language
proficiency. Subsequently, rural EFL teachers were found to use translanguaging regularly in
their classrooms due to the surrounding culture (Anderson & Lightfoot, 2018). However, it is
worth mentioning that some teachers viewed the shortage of supplementary resources as an
opportunity to be creative and resourceful in their teaching methods as they prepared all the

hands-on activities and interactive approaches by themselves.
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Another factor the findings show to have an impact on shaping students’ language
skills, and ultimately, teachers’ use of translanguaging, is parental involvement. Two
participants (Aina and Zarina) stated that the significance of the interaction between schools
and parents should not be understated, meaning how the academic and home environments
are bounded together. These teachers indicated the absence of parental supervision at home,
which further affects how students do their home assignments, especially lower-level
learners, as they need extra support in completing and working on the tasks. This point was
also mentioned in McLaughlin et al.’s (2021) study, which consistently demonstrated that
parental involvement in education is positively associated with students’ academic
achievement. Therefore, since resources are limited in rural areas, parents’ involvement is
critical in providing students with the support and resources that are more challenging to find
than in urban areas (Afzal Tajik et al., 2022; Amankulova, 2017).

Contrary to prior studies that revealed how teachers held monoglossic beliefs and
tended to limit their translanguaging practices due to the school’s language policy
(Kuandykov, 2021; Yuvapayan, 2019) and curriculum (Amaniyazova, 2020; Byrnes, 2020),
the present research demonstrated the absence of school language teaching policy. Although
some schools encouraged and articulated the use of monolingual paradigms as a desirable
approach, they did not pressure or mandate teachers to apply particular teaching methods or
restrict the use of translanguaging in EFL classrooms. Therefore, it can be supposed that the
schools located in rural areas, to some extent, are aware of the contextual constraints that do
not allow teachers to integrate monolingual teaching instruction in English lessons fully.

Participants also indicated the impermanence of rural EFL teachers’ jobs as an
impediment that affects their excessive use of translanguaging. Two participants (Zarina and
Saniya) shared several cases which resulted in teacher turnover. In the first case, one EFL

teacher was replaced by another due to maternity leave. Accordingly, students who got used
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to the previous teacher’s instruction and methodology faced difficulties adapting to a new
one. It was found that teachers tended to use translanguaging more in newly assigned classes
in comparison with those where they have been teaching for a while.

The second case was similar; however, this also entailed a change in teaching hours.
That is, due to the limited teaching hours, most teachers had to work part-time in other
schools or even look for other jobs. This is consistent with McLaughlin et al. (2021) and
Tastanbekova (2020), who argued that schoolteachers face sociocultural barriers due to low
salaries and high workloads in the form of the Stavka system. While these studies discuss
only the sociocultural aspects, the current inquiry revealed its detrimental effects on teachers’
language use. This recalls Chant (2002), who stated that the teachers’ pedagogical practices
change based on their experiences as beginner teachers in a new context.
District-Level Factors and School’s Location

Although the study findings did not identify national- or state-related factors, there
appeared to be one unanticipated district-level factor, which was revealed while asking
teachers about the influence of professional coursework and teacher collaboration meetings.
School location created a disparity among five different schools. Despite the fact that all five
schools were in the Zhambyl region, there was one village considered the district center of
that region. Most teachers who worked in schools far from that village believed that
educational conditions and infrastructure were better in schools located in or closer to the
district center, as most teacher collaborations and gatherings were held in the district center.
Accordingly, teachers whose schools are closer to that district center had more opportunities
to increase their professional development and effectiveness of their pedagogical practices by
participating in those methodological advice meetings. At the same time, other teachers
working far from the district center felt isolated from these gatherings due to the school’s

location and transportation issues. Thus, the study identified not only the disparity between
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rural and urban schools but also identified the influence of such factors as the school’s
location within one rural region. This finding also demonstrates the interrelation and
interdependence of various factors. In other words, the school’s location as a context-specific
factor, in turn, influences external factors, such as the availability of resources, which impacts
classroom-context factors, such as students’ language proficiency, which further affects
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging. This ultimately brings other internal and
external factors that create a set of supports and hindrances, which, in turn, influences
teachers’ beliefs and practices, as well as the relationship between them.

RQ2: What is the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Perceptions and Practices of
Translanguaging in Rural Areas?

This question was intended to explore to what extent study participants enact their
classroom practices based on their beliefs. In order to understand how teachers’ views differ
from their practices and what internal and external factors impede or support their
relationship, the study examined interview data in relation to reported and observed
participants’ practices. The findings indicated that rural EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging impact one another (Richardson, 1996; Thompson, 1992), and the strength of
their congruence or incongruence vary across individuals and contexts.

Contrary to previous studies that revealed some contradictions regarding the teachers’
beliefs and their self-reported practices (e.g., Amaniyazova, 2020; Doiz & Lasagabaster,
2016; Korkmaz, 2021; Rahman et al., 2015; Yuvapayan, 2019), this inquiry did not find
substantial inconsistencies; instead, there appeared to be moderate consistencies between
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging.

In contrast with prior research in the Kazakhstani context, which demonstrated the
gap between teachers” monoglossic beliefs and heteroglossic practices (Akhmetova, 2021;

Amaniyazova, 2020), this study found that four of five participants held positive views
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towards translanguaging; therefore, their stated beliefs were consistent with their actual
practices as they used students’ L1 as a supportive and beneficial tool in their teaching
pedagogy. However, there emerged a minimal discrepancy between teachers’ articulated
acceptable use of translanguaging, which should not exceed 30%, and what was observed in
their EFL classrooms. Although teachers reported that the lesson should be conducted 70% in
English, in most cases, teachers were consistently using translanguaging, such as translating
instances into Kazakh and Russian, providing explanations, clarifications, and classroom
interaction in L1; that is, teachers used translanguaging more than they expected and intended
to do. This indicates that the teachers’ perceptions of their ideal use and distribution of the
target language and other languages contrast with what actually happens in EFL classes. This
finding concurs with Copland and Neokleous (2011), who revealed that the teachers’ belief-
practice inconsistencies often result from multiple constraints that appear spontaneously or
occasionally. At this rate, as Amaniyazova (2020) stated, such inconsistencies might be the
outcome of schools’ provided conditions and resources that impact teachers’ beliefs, which
could further shape their practices.

One example of this is Nazerke’s case, as she demonstrated belief-practice
consistency, while the other four participants had some differences between their stated
beliefs and actual practices. That is, Nazerke’s pedagogical instruction in relation to L1 usage
was considered in line with her moderate monoglossic beliefs, as she primarily conducted
lessons in English, with some exceptional cases when other approaches to teaching did not
work or students had difficulties in comprehending the task. Accordingly, as a teacher, she
performed English-only but left space for students to use L1. This finding contrasts with
previous study outcomes, in which 78% of teachers articulated monoglossic views on using
students’ L1 in L2 classes; however, only 31% of teachers actually enacted their beliefs into

practice; that is, teaching the target language without involving L1 in their classes (Rahman
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et al., 2015). Notably, Nazerke was the only teacher satisfied with provided school’s
resources, while other teachers indicated their deficiency. Therefore, her belief-practice
consistency might have been reinforced by adequate resources and the school’s location in
the district center, which ultimately positively influenced students’ language proficiency and
allowed her to conduct more monolingual EFL classes. This implies that the teachers’
perceptions of the context and the context itself mediate rural EFL teachers’ belief-practice
consistency and inconsistency.

Conclusion

This discussion chapter provided detailed information about the study’s major
findings in relation to the research questions, the previous literature on the topic, and Garcia
and Kleyn’s (2016) and Buehl and Beck’s (2015) theoretical frameworks. The findings
demonstrate the intricate, interdependent, and multidimensional features of teachers’ beliefs
and practices of translanguaging. The findings revealed one unanticipated factor, district-
specific factor in the form of the school’s location, which created a set of interrelated internal
and external factors that considerably influence teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging. The findings also showed that teachers’ beliefs could be shaped by their
schooling in two ways: teachers either reject translanguaging from their schooling
experiences or continue to follow monoglossic beliefs shaped by their prior language
education. However, most importantly, although the teachers’ beliefs and practices were
primarily monoglossic due to the schooling, external factors, such as the availability of
resources, students’ language proficiency, teacher turnover, and the school’s location, let
them do translanguaging in their EFL classes. Thus, the current inquiry revealed that internal
and external factors affect teachers’ beliefs and practices, as well as their relationships, not
only in an isolated way but also altogether; thus, creating an interdependent system of all
their interactions. The next chapter summarizes the major findings, outlines the study’s

limitations, and its implications for further research and practice.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

This study aimed to explore Kazakhstani EFL teachers’ beliefs and actual practices of
translanguaging in different schools located in rural areas. The research also attempted to
identify and analyze how internal and external factors support or impede the relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and practices of using translanguaging. In light of these aims, a
qualitative collective case study was conducted where five EFL teachers participated in semi-
structured individual interviews and two classroom observations each.

This chapter consists of three parts that will draw upon the main conclusions of this
inquiry. The first part presents a summary of the major study findings. Following this, the
second part discusses the limitations of the study with regard to the methodology used. The
last part provides the implications of this study and offers some recommendations to
educational stakeholders, namely, school administrators, EFL teachers, policymakers, and
parents. Finally, some implications for future research are also discussed.

Main Findings of the Study

Contrary to previous studies, this study found that four of five participants viewed the
use of students’ L1 positively, considering its application in EFL classrooms as an essential
and facilitating tool for achieving teaching and learning purposes. However, although the
teachers articulated the effectiveness of translanguaging, they did not design and plan its use
purposefully; accordingly, there was no explicit and systematic integration of multilingual
and multimodal resources in teachers’ teaching practices. The deliberate design of
heteroglossic instruction and translanguaging shifts appeared to be used only by one teacher,
Rima, indicating that purposeful pedagogical use of students’ L1 varies depending on the
particular teacher’s competency and personal classroom decisions, as each teacher was found
to use those teaching methods and approaches that would meet their students’ classroom

needs.
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Furthermore, the study demonstrated that internal and external factors influence
teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging. Yet, the impact of each factor was stated to
be different for each teacher’s case and teaching context. For instance, the study showed that
schooling experience as an internal factor shapes teachers’ beliefs and practices in two ways.
If some teachers might follow their previous educators’ instructional manners, such as
holding monoglossic views and limiting the use of students’ L1 in EFL classes or use
translanguaging practices to some extent, other teachers, in contrast, can reject and avoid
translanguaging teaching approaches their former teachers applied during their prior language
learning experiences.

Although schooling was found to be important in shaping teachers’ beliefs about not
using translanguaging, external factors led them to view translanguaging positively. For
instance, the school’s location as a district-specific factor seemed to have a powerful impact
on teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging, as this factor involves all other school-
related and classroom-related factors, such as students’ language proficiency, availability of
resources, and teacher collaboration opportunities and meetings. Moreover, it was found that
the school’s location also creates a disparity among five different schools located in one rural
area. Since one more populated and urbanized village was considered the district center of
that rural region, the schools located near or in that area were believed to provide better
conditions for students’ language development and teachers’ professional growth. However,
other schools located far from the district center were isolated from methodological advice
gatherings and had limited resources due to the school’s location and transportation issues.

Since students play a crucial role in teachers’ classroom decisions regarding the
approaches to teaching, classroom-context factors, such as students’ language proficiency,
were found to support translanguaging and override schooling. In addition, an inadequate

number of textbooks in schools farther from the district center led students to use excessive
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L1, which indicates how the availability or deficiency of resources affects students’ academic
achievement, language proficiency, and engagement in EFL classes. Thus, district-specific
factors induced school-related factors, which in turn, activated classroom-context factors;
consequently, all these external factors influenced students’ language learning outcomes and
language development, which eventually reflected in teachers’ beliefs and practices of
translanguaging.

Further, the study findings demonstrated that parental involvement in language
learning is crucial for addressing lower-level students’ language proficiency, as students
mainly need additional help completing home assignments. Accordingly, this finding
demonstrates how language education is not limited to only teachers and school but also the
home environment and support from family members.

Although this inquiry did not reveal notable findings related to the school’s language
policy, the study found another school-related factor, such as teacher turnover. This
impermanence of rural EFL teachers was recognized as a hindrance to conducting
monolingual lessons due to the changes in assigned classes, leading them to use students’ L1
excessively. Teacher turnover, in turn, emanated from other factors, such as teachers’
maternity leave and the Stavka system, which created difficulties for language learners as
they got used to their previous teacher’s pedagogy and were confronted with challenges in
adapting to a new one. Likewise, due to the Stavka system (management of teachers’
workload), most teachers had to look for another lucrative job or work part-time in other
schools as they had limited teaching hours. Thus, this finding shows that schoolteachers face
not only sociocultural barriers due to low salaries or high workload caused by the Stavka
system but also experience its adverse effects on language teaching.

Contrary to prior research that found some inconsistencies between teachers’ reported

beliefs and their actual practices of translanguaging, the present study did not reveal
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substantial discrepancies; instead, there appeared to exist moderate consistency, and teachers
could enact their stated beliefs into their teaching instruction. Notwithstanding, considering
the complexity of understanding the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices due
to various internal and external factors, it is challenging to evaluate to what extent teachers’
beliefs and practices of translanguaging influence one another. For example, in this study,
teachers’ major belief-practice inconsistencies were the outcome of the school’s provided
resources and appropriate facilities for teaching. Yet, as Buehl and Beck (2015) highlighted,
although the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices can be strong, “there was
never a perfect correspondence between beliefs and practices, nor a complete lack of
relationship” (p. 71). With this in mind, it can be concluded that “the complex and embedded
nature of the supports and hindrances” (Buehl & Beck, 2015, p. 80) underlines the need to
consider a variety of factors and examine specific ways of their influence when exploring the
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices.

Limitations

The present study has several limitations that need to be highlighted. Although the
study explored five different schools, all the participants come from one region; therefore, the
findings should not be generalized to all teachers. The next limitation is the number and
choice of data collection instruments. Even though semi-structured interviews and two
classroom observations per teacher were employed to obtain data, it would be more insightful
to conduct interviews before and after the observations to understand the relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and practices of translanguaging. The pre-observation interviews
would allow the researcher to identify teachers’ pre-existing beliefs, while post-observation
interviews would help in constructing more relevant interview questions and recognizing
patterns of how teachers’ beliefs and practices changed after their short reflection in the

previous interview.
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Recommendations

There are some recommendations for different educational stakeholders, namely,
policymakers, school administrators, parents, and EFL teachers. The insights and findings of
this study could benefit EFL teachers in reflecting on their own beliefs and understanding
how to effectively incorporate translanguaging into their teaching practices to help language
learners build confidence, promote language development, and improve language learning
outcomes. Moreover, the knowledge about existing internal and external factors could be a
good source for teachers to purposefully design multilingual and multimodal resources and be
prepared for translanguaging shifts initiated by various supports and hindrances identified in
this study.

Since the study found how schooling might have adverse effects on teachers’ beliefs
and practices, policymakers could be recommended to reconsider pre-service EFL teachers’
curriculum and focus on more flexible and heteroglossic teaching methodologies that will
help future and novice EFL teachers to be prepared for translanguaging shifts and effectively
support students’ needs in EFL settings. This could be achieved by adding specific courses
with an emphasis on multilingual education, such as “Foundations to Multilingual
Education,” “Multilingual School,” and “Multilingual Curriculum Development and
Assessment.” In addition, policymakers could initiate collaboration with local and
international universities that would have shared their experiences in providing multilingual
education courses. For instance, Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education might
be asked to provide guidance in developing curricula for pre-service EFL teachers for teacher
training universities in Kazakhstan. Furthermore, policymakers should consider the
educational context in rural schools and provide more resources and conducive conditions so
that learners and teachers have an opportunity to give and gain equal knowledge as in more

urbanized areas and within variations of schools in one rural region. In addition, it can be
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proposed that English textbooks need to be designed by utilizing a differentiation approach to
minimize the mismatch between students’ language proficiency and English textbooks.

Further, school administrators could be recommended to engage in more dialogues
with parents so that they understand the importance of parental involvement in language
learning. Parents, in turn, are suggested to reflect on their engagement with language
education and adjust appropriately. The responsibility for students’ academic achievements
and learning outcomes should not be limited to teachers only, but also parents.

Future Research Directions

The following suggestions and implications can be drawn from the present study for
further research. First and foremost, the research on translanguaging from rural EFL teachers’
perceptions and practices in the system of internal and external factors is still in its infancy.
Therefore, it is necessary to conduct more and preferably larger-scale studies to explore if
other EFL teachers from various rural schools share the same beliefs and approaches to
language teaching and what factors affect their belief-practice congruence. In addition, since
multiple facets were dependent on the school’s location, it can be suggested to find two EFL
teachers from one rural school to see if the identified classroom-related and school-related
factors impact in the same way. This might also reveal if the school’s location is really that
powerful.

Although the present inquiry initially planned to compare urban and rural schools’
EFL teachers’ beliefs, the study was conducted only in rural schools due to time constraints.
Therefore, it would be useful to conduct a comparative study to see how EFL teachers’ use of
translanguaging and understanding of factors differ in two contrasting settings - urban and
rural schools. This research might also be valuable for understanding the ways of minimizing
the disparities between urban and rural schools in terms of language education, school
infrastructure, availability of resources, teachers’ professional development and for gaining

insights from diverse teaching experiences.
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Moreover, there appeared to be some explanations for teachers’ undesirable use of
translanguaging from the lesson observations of this current study. Students actively spoke in
L1 during the English classes even if teachers encouraged them to speak in English.
Similarly, one teacher’s requirements regarding the language were ignored, as students kept
answering in Kazakh. Therefore, it can be suggested that some classroom-context factors
cannot be measured only from the teachers’ perspective. Considering how teachers prioritize
students’ needs in their teaching instruction, it could be recommended to conduct studies
emphasizing both students’ and teachers’ perceptions of translanguaging. This research
would open space for students’ voices and evaluate the emerging issues in language learning
and teaching from both sides, which further might provide insight into the strategies that lead
to effective student outcomes and high-quality teaching practices.

Final Reflection

This study is full of various concepts, and each of them plays an essential role in
understanding the complexity of the belief system and how it further caters to the actual use
of languages in real life. Before conducting this study, | had contradictory views regarding
using translanguaging in my daily life. Although I believed that mixing languages made me
incompetent and unable to express my thoughts in one language, | continued to use Kazakh,
Russian, and English languages simultaneously in my speech.

Thus, the first belief-practice inconsistency emerged before this study, which was
tightly linked to my personal experiences. Nonetheless, while working on this thesis for more
than one year, | came to the conclusion that using different languages is not a symptom of
inability; instead, it is what makes me “me” and what makes me unique. I can share my
thoughts, express my feelings, develop my knowledge, and learn something new; it all
happens through my everyday use of translanguaging.

If I had not done this study, | might also hold monoglossic beliefs and still

translanguage, which would also result in “guilty multilingualism” (Manan et al., 2022, p.
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535). However, understanding teachers’ translanguaging in the system of internal and
external factors helped me to see implicit language ideologies and practices that are primarily
invisible and beyond people’s perceptions, thus, being one step forward in reaching
“celebratory multilingualism” (Manan et al., 2022, p. 538). Therefore, I thought, rather than
being silent and afraid of using my whole linguistic repertoire and surfing on the sea of
monolingualism, why can | not dive into the ocean of multilingualism and use

translanguaging as a base for developing my multilingual self?
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Appendix A Interview Protocol

Exploring the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of
Translanguaging in Rural Areas of Kazakhstan

Interviewer: Aizat Arystanbek

Interviewee: Teacher 1

Position of Interviewee: An EFL teacher

Duration of the interview: 30 — 40 minutes

The purpose of the study is to explore the relationship between English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) teachers’ beliefs and practices of using learners’ first language or other
languages in their English classes at schools in the context of Kazakhstan. This study also
seeks to identify external and internal factors that affect teachers’ beliefs and practices of
using learners’ first language or other languages in their English classes and how these
factors impede or support the relationship between them.

Questions Framework

1. Could you tell me a little bit about your teaching experience? How long have you been
teaching English?
2. How did you learn English? Can you share your personal experience of learning English?
Have your own English language learning experiences affected your current teaching practices
at school?
3. Moving to your current teaching practices, how do you usually introduce new material to
the students? What teaching approaches and methods help you in facilitating students’
understanding?
4. What is your opinion about using multiple languages in teaching? How do students’ first
language (L1) or second language (L2) (e.g., Kazakh and Russian) support the teaching
process?
5. Do you plan to use only English in your classes?
6. Do you use other languages unintentionally in the classroom?
4.1 If yes, can you give examples or cases when you used other languages without
planning?
4.2 1f no, how do you plan and design your teaching approaches using languages other
than English?
7. Is there a difference between what you plan to use in your teaching and what happens in
everyday English lessons?
8. Do you use other languages in the classroom due to the students’ low level of English? Are
there any positive or negative effects of using students’ mother tongue in English lessons?
9. Are there cases when you do not allow your students to use other languages in the
classroom?
10. Does the school have a policy about the language of the classroom instruction in English
classes? If yes, how does this policy impact your teaching practices?
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11. From your point of view, what are the key factors to successful language learning and
effective language teaching? Similarly, how would you describe the main hindrances in your
teaching practices?

12. Is there anything you would like to comment on or add?

Suggested probes:

Q4: Do you use Kazakh or Russian languages to expand the learners’ comprehension while
explaining and clarifying new information or grammar to students? On a scale of 1-5, how
would you rate the importance of using other languages?

Q5: What about classroom situations? Are there any cases when you changed your plans and
used other languages in English classes?

Q6: Are there any prepared materials or resources that help you in teaching? If yes, in what
classroom situations are these materials used?

Q7: For example, we have two cases. On the one hand, you have a planned English lesson,
that is, a calendar plan which is a theory. On the other hand, you have a lesson that is actually
happening, which is practice. What is the difference or similarity between these two
situations?

Q8: Do you think that teachers need to support students with low English proficiency by
using their first language? Why/Why not?

Q10: Does your school curriculum require you to use a definite English language teaching
approach?

Q11: Have you ever participated in professional development courses intended to increase
your knowledge and develop your teaching skills? If yes, how has this kind of training
influenced your teaching practices? Did any of these courses mention the strategies or
pedagogical implications of using languages other than the target language in English
classrooms?

Q11: Do EFL teachers collaborate to share any strategies and experiences regarding English
language teaching? If yes, how do these collaborative works help your teaching practices? To
what extent does collaboration with other EFL teachers enhance or impact your teaching
skills?
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Cyx0aT xarTamacsl
Ka3zakcrangarel AybulIbIK AliMakTapaarsl ArbuimbiH Tini Myraaimaepinig
Tpauncringecy Typauabl Cenimaepi men To:xipuoOesiepinin apacbinaarsl Kapbim-
Karbinactsl 3eprrey

3eprreymi: Aiizat ApbicTaHOeK

Cyxoar 0epymi: Myrajim 1

Cyx0art OepymiHiH Jiaya3bIMbl: aFBUIIIBIH TiJli MyFaJimMi
Cyx0at y3akTbirbl: 30-40 MunyT

3eprTeyain MmakcaTbl — KazakcTaH MEKTENTEPIHICT] aFbUIIIBIH TUTI MYFAIIMICPIHIH 63
cabaKTapbIH/Ia OKYIIBLIAP/IBIH aHa TUTIH HeMece 0acKa TAepAl KOJIAaHybI Kaillibl CeHIMIEepi
MeEH TOKIpuOesepi apachlHAarbl ©3apa OailIlaHBICTBI aHBIKTAaY. byl 3epTTey COHBIMEH Katap
MYFaTiMAEepAiH aFbUIIIBIH TUII cabaKTapbIHAa OKYIIBUIAPIBIH OlpiHIN TLTIH HEMece 6acka
TIAEPAl Maiilanany TKipudeci MeH CeHIMIHE dcep €TeTiH CHIPTKBI KOHE 1K1 pakTopiaapabl
aHBIKTayFa XoHE OYJT (haKTOpIIapAbIH OJIAPJIbIH apaChIHIaFbl KapbIM-KaThIHACKA Kalai
KeJlepri KeNTIPETiHIH HeMece KOJ1ay KOpCeTeTiHIH aHbIKTayFa OaFbITTaIFaH.

Cyx0aT cypakrapbl:

1. Myramimik ToKIpuOEHI3 Typasibl KbICKaIa alThI Oepe anachl3 6a? AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHCH
cabak OepreHiHi3re KaHIIa yakbIT OOJIIbI?
2. Ci3 aFbUILIBIH TUTIH KaJlail YiipeHAiH13? ©31HI3/11H aFbUILIBIH T1iH YHpeHy OOMBIHIIA JKeKe
TOXipuOeH130eH Oedice anacel3 6a? Kanaii oitnaiicel3, Ci3iH aFbUILIBIH TITIH YipeHY
TOXKIpUOEHI3 Ka3ipri OKBITY 9IiCTEpiHI3Te oacep eTeal me?
3. A eHJil Ka3ipri Ke3J1eri aFbUILIBIH TIJIIH OKBITY TOKIpHOEHI3re TOKTAJICAK, Ci3 97IeTTe cabaK
OapbIChIH/Ia OKYIIBUIAP/BI )KaHa MaTepuaIMeH Kallail TaHbICThIpachi3? OKBITYIbIH KaHaal
onlic-TacIiepl OKYIIbUIAPABIH TYCIHYIH XKEHUIAETyre KoMeKTece1i?
4. AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH OKBITY/1a OipHEIIe TiJ/1 KOJAaHy Typalibl MiKipiHi3 KaHAai?
OKymIbUIapAbIH aHa TiJIH HEMece eKIHII TUTIH (MBICANbI, Ka3aK >KOHE OpBIC TiIIepi)
aFbUIIIBIH TiT1 cabarbIHAA KOJIaHy OKBITY MpolleciHe Kanaii acep eremdi?
5. Ci3 aFpUIIIBIH TN cabaFbIH/IA TEK aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH FaHA KOJJaHAMBIH JIETI )KOocIapanaicei3
6a?
6. Ci3 arpUILIBIH TUT1 cabarbiHa Oacka TUIAep/l 6aKaycbI3iaH KOJJaHFaH JKaF1aiapbIiHbI3
6017161 Ma?
6.1 Erep uo Oosica, Mbicai KenTipe anachi3 0a?
6.2 Erep oK 6os1ca, 6acka TUIIEpAl KOJIIaHyAbl Kajlaid dKOoCTapaaiChl3 dKoHe
JTaMBITaCchI3?
7. Cabak GapbICBIHIAFBI )KOCTIAPJIAPBIHBI3 OCH KYHIETIKT1 aFbUTIIBIH TUTI cabaKTapbIHIa
OO0JIBII JKaTKaH KaF1aiiap apacklHia allbIpMaIlbUIBIK Oap Ma?
8. OKymIbIapABbIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH MeHrepy AeHreni Cizaig 6acka TuiIepal KoJIIaHyFa acep
eTe Me? AFBUIIIBIH TiI1 cabaKTapbIH/Ia OKYIIBUIAP IBIH aHa TUTIH KOJITAaHYBIHBIH KaH1al 1a
01p oH HEMece Tepic acepi 6ap ma?
9. OxymbUTapbIHBI3Fa cabak OapbIChIHAA OacKa TUIAEp/l KoJlaHyFa pyKcaT eTIenTiH
*araiinap 6onaabl Ma? Here\nere sxok?
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10. MekTenTe arbUIIIBIH TiJI1 cabaKTapbIHAAFl OKBITY TUII Typajibl cascar-TpeboBaHue 6ap
Mma? Mo Goica, Oy casicat Ci3/iH OKBITY TOXKIprOeIepiHi3re Kanait acep eresi?

11. Ci3gin ke3KapacbIHbI3 OOMBIHIIA, aFBIIIIBIH TUTIH TAOBICTEI MEHTEPY/iH KOHE THIMII
OKBITYJIBIH HET13T1 (hakTopiapbl Kaumaii? JKoHe /e, OKbITY TOXKIpUOECiHAeT! HEeTi3Ti
keneprinepai Ci3 Kanaii cunarrap eniniz? Mekren xaraaiibiHaa KaHai kenepriiep 6ap?
12. Ci3niH aFpUTIIBIH Ti1 cabarbiHAa O0acka TUIIEP/ Il KOJIIaHy JKaMIbl TaFkl J1a MKipIepiHi3
HeMece alThUIMal KajaFaH KOChIMIIA aKImapaTTapbiHbI3 0ap Ma? bap 6osca, GeicceHi3
6omazsl. XKok 6oiica, cyx0aThIMBI3 OCBIMEH ©3 MopeciHe KeTTi. KaThICKaHbIHBI3Fa YIIKEeH
paxmet! Cay 00ybIHBI3!

Y chIHBLIATBHIH KOCBIMILIA CYPAKTap:

4 - cypak: OKymIbIapra *KaHa akIapaTTsl HeMece TpaMMaTHKaHbl TAHBICTHIPY OapBICHIHIA
OKYIIBUIAP/IBIH TYCIHITIH apTTHIPY YIIIH Ka3aK HEMEce OpbIC TUIIEPiH Naigananacei3 6a?
backa Tingepai aFpUIIIBIH TUTi cabaFbIHIa KOJIaHYABIH MaHbBI3ABUIBIFBIH 1-5 Gait
apaJbIFbIHIA Kataii Oaranap exiHiz? HemikTen onmaii 6ara 6epaiHiz?

5 - cypak: Au cabak ke3ine me? CoHpail skarnainap 001FaH MbICATIAPIBI KETipe ajlachi3
6a?

6 - cypak: Mekren TapanblHaH aFbUIIIBIH TUTi cabarblH Oepyre KOMEKTECETIH JailbIH HeMece
KOChIMIIIa MaTepuanap oepineai ma? Meican kenripe anacei3 6a? Erep 6epinerin 6orca,
KaH1ail Jxafaaiiapaa Koi1aHachi3?

7 — cypak: Meicaira, Oi3ze exi xaraaii 0ap. bip xxareHan Ci3fe )xocnapIaHFaH aFbUIIITBIH
Tii cabarbl 6ap, SFHU KYHTi30€MiK jkocmap- Teopus. Al exinm xakTaH, Cizae Komimri
OoutbIn jxaTKaH cabak Oap-mpakTrka. Ochl eKi JKaraail apacklHAa KaHail albIpMaIiblUIbIK
HeMece YKCacThIK Oap?

8 - cypak: Ci3ziH OMBIHBI3IIA, MYFATIMIEP aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TOMEH JIEHTelIe MeHIepreH
OKYIIbUIAPFa OpbIC HEMece Ka3aK TIJ/IEPiH KOJIJIaHy apKblIbl KOMEK KepceTyi kepek me?
Here/Here xo0k?

10 - cypax: Mexkrte6iHi3aiH 6araapiaamachkl Ci3re aFbUILIBIH Ti1 cabaFbIHAA HAKTHI Oip
TOCLI1 KOJIAHY/AbI Tajam eTejli Me?

11 - cypak: Ci3 o3 OimiMiIHI31 apTTHIPYFa )KOHE MYFATIMAIK AaFAbIIapbIHBI3IbI TaMBITYFa
OarbITTaJIFaH KOCIMTIK KypcTapFa KaTbIcThIHbI3 0a? Erep uo 6oica, myHaaii kypctap Cizziig
OKBITY TOXipuOenepiHi3re Kauai acep erTi? Ochbl KypcTap/a aFrbUILIBIH TiJTi CHIHBIITapbIHIA
Oacka TULAEpl NailananyablH 9/1iCTepl HEMece NeAaroruKajblK Caaaaphl Typaibl alThLIIbI
Mma?

11 - cypax: AFBUIIIBIH TUII MyFaliMIepl TUIA1 OKbITYFa OailaHbICTBI KaHal 1a Oip saictep
MEH TaKipubenepMeH OeJicy yiiH Oipiecin kymbic xacaiiipl Ma? Erep uo 6onca, Oy
OipneckeH xymbictap Ci31H OKBITY TOXKipuOenepiHizre Kanaii kemekreceni? backa
arbUILIBIH Tl MyFalliMaepiMeH Oipaecin o 6eicy Ci3/iH OKbITY AaFAbUIapbIHBI3/IbI
KaHIIAJIBIKTHI apTTHIPaIbl HEMece Kajlail ocep ereni? — 6acka MyFaliMaep
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IIpoTOoK0J HHTEPBLIO

HN3ydenue Bzanmocssizu mexay Yoexaenusavu u [lpakrukoit Tpancaursusma
Yuureieii Auraniickoro SI3pika B Ceabckux MectHocTax Kazaxcrana

HNuTepBbloep: Alizat ApeicTaHOEK

HNuTepBhroupyemslii: Yuurens 1

Jl0JZKHOCTh HHTepBBIOMpPYeMoro: [IpenogaBarens aHIVIMHCKOTO A3bIKa
IpoposkurenbHocTh HHTEPBBIO: 3040 MuUHYT

Leapb nccaenoBaHus U3YyYUTh B3aUMOCBSI3b MEXKAY YOSK/IEHUMU U MPAKTUKON yuuTenen
AHTJIUICKOTO SI3bIKa B UCIOJIb30BAaHUH POJIHOTO SI3bIKA YUAIIUXCS WM APYTUX SI3BIKOB HA
YpOKE aHTJIMICKOTO sI3bIKa B KOHTEKCTe 1Ko Kazaxcrana. 3To uccieioBaHUE TakxKe
HAIPAaBIICEHO HA BHISIBJICHHE BHEUTHUX U BHYTPEHHHUX (DaKTOPOB, KOTOPBIC BIHSIOT HA
yOexIeHUs yUuTelIe U MPaKTUKY UCIIOJIb30BAHUS POJTHOTO SA3bIKA YUALTUXCS UITH IPYTHX
S3BIKOB Ha ypOKaXxX aHTJIMHCKOTO S3bIKa, M HA TO, KaK 3TU (PaKTOPbI MPEMATCTBYIOT UITU
MOJIEP>KUBAIOT OTHOILICHHS MKy HUMHU.

BO]'[pOCl)I AJIi HHTEPBLIO:

1. He mornu 6b1 BeI paccka3aTh MHE O CBOEM MpernoaaBaTeabckoM onbiTe? Kak naBHO Bbl
MPernoaeTe aHTJTUUCKUN SI3bIK?

2. Kak Bs1 Belyuriin anriuiickuii? Moxete Jiu Bbl OAeIUTHCSI CBOMM JIMYHBIM OIIBITOM
n3y4eHus aHrmickoro s3bika? [osnusit mu Bain coOCTBEHHBIN ONBIT U3yUEHUS
AHTJIMICKOTO SI3bIKa HA BAIly HBIHEIIHIOKO NPAKTUKY MPENoIaBaHus B IIKOJIE?

3. Kak BbI 00bIUHO 3HAKOMHTE CTYACHTOB C HOBbBIM MaTepI/IaJ'IOM? Kakue noaxoAbl U METObI
npenoaaBaHuA MIOMOT'ar0OT Bam o0yerunth HOHUMaHHE y‘IaH_II/IMI/ICH?

4. KakoBo Baiie MHeHHE 00 HCTIOIb30BaHUN HECKOJIBKHX S3BIKOB B TipenoaaBanun? Kak
POJIHOM SI3BIK YYAIIUXCSI U BTOPOU SI3BIK (HAIIpUMeEp, Ka3aXCKUM U PYyCCKHIi) CIOCOOCTBYIOT
npoiieccy ooydeHus?

5. [Inanupyere mu Bbl HCTIOJIB30BATh TOJIBKO aHTIMHUCKUAN A3BIK HA CBOMX 3aHATHSX?
6. Ucnonw3yete mu Bel 1pyrue sa3bIKH HETIPEAHAMEPEHHO B Kiacce?

6.1 Ecniu na, Mmoxxere i Bel mpuBecTr mpuMephl MITH CIy4au, Kora Ber
UCTIOJIB30BAJIH JIPYTHE SA3BIKHA 0€3 TUITAHUPOBAHUS?

6.2 Ecniu Het, To kak Brl mutanupyere u pazpadarbiBaeTe CBOU MOIXO0/bI K 00yUEeHUIO
C MCIIOJIb30BaHUEM JIPYTHX S3bIKOB KPOME aHTJIMHCKOTO A3bIKa?

7. CyIecTBYeT JIK CBSI3b MKy T€M, UTO BBI TUTaHUpYETE UCTIOJIb30BATh B CBOEM
MpENoJIaBaHuM, U TEM, YTO TPOUCXOIUT HA MOBCEHEBHBIX YPOKAX aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa?

8. I/IcnonbzyeTe JIKX BbI JPYTHUE A3BbIKH B KJIACCC M3-3a HU3KOI'0 YPOBHA BJIIAICHUSA YHAILTUMUCH
AHTJTUUCKUM? CyHleCTBy}OT JIA KaKUe-JIN0O MOJIOKHUTEIBLHBIE HITH OTPULATCIIbHBIC
MOCJICACTBUA UCIIOJIb30BAHUA POAHOTO A3bIKa YUAIIUXCA Ha YPOKax AHTJIMHACKOTO SI3bIKa?
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9. BeiBatoT 1u cityyau, Korza Bel He pa3peliaere CBOUM YYEHHUKaM HCIIOJIb30BaTh IpyTrue
SI3BIKY B Kj1acce?

10. EcTb 71 B 1IKOJIE MOJIMTHUKA B OTHOIIIEHUH SA3bIKa IpCIioaaBaHusA Ha YpOKax aHTJIMHCKOTO
sa3e1ka? Ecin Ja, TO KaK 3Ta IIOJIUTHKA BJIUACT Ha Bamy npenoaaBaTCiIbCKYIO HpaKTI/IKY?

11. C Barueii TOYKH 3peHUs], KAKOBBI KJIFOUYEBBIE (PAKTOPHI YCIIEUTHOTO H3yYCHHS S3bIKA U
3¢ (HEeKTHBHOTO MPETOJaBaHusl sI3bIKa? AHAJIOTUYHBIM 00pa3oM, Kak Okl Bbl omrcanu
OCHOBHBIE IIPENATCTBYS B Baiell npenoaaBaTenbcKkoil NpakTuke?

12. Ectb 11 4T0-HUOYAB, 4TO BBl XOTEMM OBI IPOKOMMEHTHPOBATH MIIH JOOABUTH?
HaBoasimue BONpoCHI:

Bonpoc 4: Ucnone3yete 11 Bel ka3axCKuil WM pyCCKUM S3bIKU JJIs1 PACILIUPEHUS
MTOHUMAaHMSI YYaIIuXCcst IpU O0BSICHEHUU M YTOUHEHHH HOBOM MH(OpMAIHH WK
rpammatuku? Io mkane ot 1 g0 5, kak Ob1 Bel o1leHIIIN BaXKHOCTh UCIOIb30BAaHUS IPYTUX
S3BIKOB HA YPOKAX aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKA?

Bonpoc 5: Kak Hacuet cutyanuii B kiiacce? bputu iu kakue-nu6o cirydau, Korjaa Bel MeHsmu
CBOM ILJIaHBI U UCTIOJIB30BAIU JAPYTUE SA3bIKA HA YPOKaX?

Bonpoc 6: CymiecTByroT JIn Kakue-JIn00 TOATOTOBJICHHBIE MaTEPHUAIIBI HITH PECYPCHI,
KOTOpble rmomoratoT Bam B npenogaBanuu? Ecnu 1ja, ToO B KaKUX CUTyallMsIX B KJlacce
HCIOJIb3YIOTCS 3TU MaTepuabl?

Bonpoc 7: Hanpumep, y Hac ectb ABa ciaydas. C oJJHON CTOPOHBI, Y Bac ecTb
3aIlIAaHUPOBAHHBIN YPOK aHIJIMHCKOTO S3bIKa, TO €CTh KAJIEHAAPHBIH IJIaH, KOTOPBIH
npeacrasisier codoi Teoputo. C Apyroi CTOPOHBI, Y Bac €CTh YPOK, KOTOPBIN 1€HCTBUTEIBHO
IIPOUCXOJUT, @ UMEHHO NIPAKTHKA. B ueM pasHuIla UM CXOACTBO MEKIY ITUMU IBYMS
CUTyalusMu?

Bonpoc 8: Cuutaere 11 Bbl, 4T0 yunTensM Hy>KHO MOAIEPKUBATH YUaIIUXCS C HU3KUM
YpOBHEM BJa/ICHUsI aHTJIMHCKUM SI3bIKOM, UCIIONB3Ys UX poHOM s13bIK? [louemy/Tlouemy
HeT?

Bonpoc 10: TpeGyer nu Baia mkonbHas nporpamMma, yToos! Bel ncrnonb3oBainu
OIpeJIeJIeHHbIN MOAX0/1 K MPENOoJaBaHNI0 aHTIIMICKOTO sI3bIKa?

Bonpoc 11: Bel korna-Hu0yab y4acTBOBaJIM B Kypcax MOBBIIIEHUS KBaTU(UKALINUH,
HaIpaBJICHHBIX Ha MOBbIIIeHNE Bammx 3HaHu U pa3BUTHE BalIUX MPENOJaBaTelbCKUX
HaBbIKOB? Ecnu n1a, TO Kak 3TOT BUJI 00yueHus MOBIUsI Ha Bairy npenoaBaTenbekyro
MPaKTUKY? YIOMUHAIOCH JIU B KAKOM-JIHOO0 U3 3TUX KYPCOB O CTpATEeTUsAX WU
MeJarornyeckux Moaxo/10B UCIOIb30BaHUS APYTUX SI3BIKOB HAa ypOKaX aHTJIMHCKOTO si3bIKa?

BOI[pOC 11: COprI[HI/I‘-IaIOT JIK IIpCIogaBaTein aHTJIUHUCKOTO sA3bIKa, YTOOBI HOACIIUTHCA
KaKUMHU-TH00 CTpPaTCrusiMU U OIILITOM B obmactu HpCHO,Z[aBaHI/IH? Ecmu Ja, TO KaK 9TH
COBMCCTHBIC pa6OTLI nomoraroT Bareit HpCHOI[aBaTeHLCKOﬁ HpaKTI/IKC? B kakoii cTeneHu
COTPYAHUUCCTBO C APYTHUMHU MIPCTIOAABATCIIAMA aHTJIMHMCKOTO S3BbIKa yarydamacT Ui BIUACT
Ha Bamu mpenoaaBaTCJIbCKUC HaBBIKU?
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Appendix B Letter to Participants

Invitation to a voluntary research study

Exploring the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of
Translanguaging in Rural Areas of Kazakhstan

Dear ...

My name is Aizat, and | am a second-year graduate student at Nazarbayev University pursuing
my master’s degree in the “Multilingual Education” program in the Graduate School of
Education.

| am writing to let you know about an opportunity to participate in a voluntary research study
on an exploration of the relationship between Kazakhstani EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices
of their own and their students’ use of their first language (s) and other languages in the English
language classrooms.

Your participation includes face-to-face or online interviews and two classroom observations.
The interview will last about 40 minutes and be audio-taped and then transcribed. The
interviews will take place at a time, place, and format convenient to you. The study also
involves your participation in two classroom observations, in which | will take notes to identify
teachers’ classroom practices of using learners’ first language (s) and/or other languages in
English classes. The lesson observations will take 80 minutes of your time. You will not be
identified by name when information is analyzed or in any findings that come from the study.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose not to participate at all or
withdraw your participation and data from your interview and lesson observations. Your
participation will be kept confidential to the extent possible. The data will only be used for
research purposes.

If you are willing to participate in this study and you need more information about research
procedures, and/or your rights as a participant in the study, please, let me know by contacting
me at:

+7(775) 159-94-96
aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz

Thank you for your consideration!

Yours sincerely,
Aizat Arystanbek

Nazarbayev University
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EpikTi 3epTTeyre makbipy

Kazakcrangarel AybulIbIK AliMakTapaarsl ArbuimbiH Tini Myranaimaepinig
Tpancrinaecy Typannsl Cenimaepi Mmen TaxipuOesepinin apaceingarsl Kapbim-
Karbinactsl 3eprrey

Kypmerri / KbIMOATTHI ...

MeHniH ecimiMm Alzat. Men HazapbaeB YHHBEpCHUTETIHIH >KOFapbl OiTiM Oepy MeKTeOiHje
“Kentinzi 6iy1iM Oepy’” OarmapiaamMachIHBIH €KIHII KypC MaruCTPaHThIMBIH.

Ocpl xateiMMeH Ci3711 aFbUIIIBIH TOHI MyFamiMIepiHiH cabak OapbIChIHIA 63 OKYIIBUIAPBIHBIH
aHa TUTIH KOJJaHyFa KAaThICTBI CEHIMAEpi MeH ToXipuOeci apachbiHIarbl OaillaHBICTHI
aHBIKTayFa OaFbITTAIFaH 3€PTTEYre KaThICYFa MIAKBIPFBIM KEJIIl OTHIP.

3eptrey O6apricbinaa Ci3fiH OHJIaH HeMece jKeke cyx0aTka, )KoHe Jie ekl cabaKThl OakbuIayFa
KaTBICYBIHBI3 KEPEKTIrl xKaiibl XxabapiaiimMbiH. Cyx0aT rmamamer 40 MUHYTKA CO3BLIAIBI JKOHE
ayauoxkaz0ara sxazpuiazipl. CoHai-ak, cyx0aT ci3re bIHFalJIbl YaKbITTa )KOHE (popMaTTa eTei.
3epTTey COHBIMEH KaTap Ci3fiH aFbUINIBIH TiTl cabaKTapblH >KYprizy OapbICBIHIAFBI €Ki
OakpUIayFa KaThICYBIHBI3IbI KAMTHIBL. Bys1 cabakThl OaKbUIaYIbIH 0ACTHI MAKCAThI — aFbLIIIBIH
TUTl MyFagiMEpiHIH OKYIIBUIAPABIH aHa TUTIH HeMmece Oacka TUIIEpAl aFbUIIIBIH Tifi
cabaKkTapelHJIa KOJJAaHY ToXipuOenepiHiH TaOMFAaThIH TYCIHY KOHE AaHBIKTay OOJIBII
tabbutanpl. Exi cabakTel Oakpuiay cizmin 80 MUHYT yakbITBIHBI3ABI anaibl. Ci3diH aThIHBI3
HEMece Ci3JIi aHBIKTayFa 00JIaThIH Ke3 KeJITeH 0acKa JKeKe aKIapar 3epTTey JepeKTepiH Tanaay
KOHE aHBIKTay OapbhICHIHIA KAMTBIIMAWTHIH O0JIa b,

byn 3eprreyre Katbicy TOJIBIKTai epikTi O0oibin TaObutagbl. Ci3 3epTTeyre KaTblCylaH Ke3
KeJreH yakplTTa Oac TapTa amackl3. COHbIMEH KaTap, cyx0ar any OapbICHIHJIAFBI JKOHE /i€
ca0akThl OakplIay OapbICBIHAAFB! AJIbIHFAH OapibIK JepeKTepiHi3l KalTaphlll allyFa Hemece
aNJBIpbIN  TacTayblHbI3Fa Oonanel. Ci3[iH KaThICYbIHBI3 MYMKIHIITIHIIE KYNHsS Typle
cakTanapl. JlepekTep Tek 3epTTey MaKcaTTapblH/a FaHa KOJIJaHbUIATBIH O0JIabl.

Erep Ci3 ocbl 3epTTeyre KaThICKbIHBI3 Kesice skoHe e Ci3re oChl 3epTTey OOMBIHIIA KOCHIMITIA
aKmapar KaxeT 0oJica, MaraH TOMEH/IET1 TeJIeOH HOMIpPI HEMECE SJIEKTPOH/IBIK MOIITa MEKEH-
aiibl OOMBIHIIIA Xa0apacybIHbI3/Ibl CYpPaliMbIH:

+ 7 (775) 159-94-96
aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz

Ha3zapsinpizra paxmer!

Kypwmerren,
Aiizat ApbicTaHOEK

Hazap6aeB YHuBepcureri
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IIpuriamenne K 100pOBOJIbLHOMY HCCJIETOBAHUIO

N3yuenne Bzaumocssizu mexay Yoexnenusavu u Illpakruxoii Tpanciaursuzma
Yunreaeit Aurimiickoro f3pika B Ceabcknx MectHocTsix Kaszaxcrana

YBakaemblii/yBakaemas ...

Mens 30ByT Ai3ar ApbicTaHOCK. Sl SIBISIOCH CTYIEHTKOW BTOPOrO0 Kypca MarucTpaTyphbl
nporpammbl  “Tlonuszeraaoe oOpazoBanue” B Bricmeit Illkone O6pazoBanus Hazapbaes
YHuBepcurera.

JIaHHBIM MUCBMOM XO04y cOOOIIUTh BaM 0 BO3MOXHOCTH NPUHATH y4acTUE B UCCIIEOBAHUM,
HaIpaBJICHHOM Ha M3y4YEHHE B3aMMOCBS3U MEXIy YOSKICHUSIMU M NPAKTHUKOW yduTesen
aHIVIMHCKOTO S3bIKa B MCIIOJIb30BAHUM CBOETO POJIHOTO fA3bIKA U POAHOTO SI3bIKa YYaILIUXCS
W/WIN APYTHUX SI3BIKOB HA YPOKE aHTJIMHCKOTO S3bIKA.

VYdacThe B UCCIEI0BaHUU NPEAINOJIAraeT MPOXOKICHUS MHTEPBbIO M JABYX HAONIOJIEHUIX B
KJIaCCE BO BpeMs ypOKa aHITIMICKOTO si3biKa. IHTepBbhIO nmpoanuTcst okoio 40 MUHYT U OyaeT
3allMCaHO Ha JUKTOQOH, a 3aTeM OyaeT 3aTpaHCKpuOHpoBaHo. Bpems, mecro um ¢opmar
UHTEPBBIO OyIeT ompenelieHo corinacHo Bammm npeanodrenusm. MccnenoBaHue Takxke
npeanosiaraer Bame ywactue B JByX HaONIOJEHMSX B Kiacce. [JaBHas ILeab 3TOro
HCCICAOBAHMA - U3YUUTH IMTPOLECCHI MMPCTIOAaBaAHUA U O6y‘-IeHI/I$I B UX €CCTCCTBCHHBIX YCJIOBUAX,
HaMepeBasiCh MOHATh U ONPENENIUTh MPAKTUKY YUUTENIeH aHIVIMHCKOrO A3bIKa B OTHOILEHUU
WCTIOJIB30BAaHUS POJHOTO W/WIIM JPYTUX SI3BIKOB yuyamuxcs. HabmoaeHus 3a AByMsl ypoKamu
3aiiMmyT 80 MHHYT Bamero BpeMeHH. Bamie Hactosmiee ums He OyJeT MCIIOJIB30BAaHO IpU
aHaJIn3¢€ I/IH(l)OpMaHI/II/I M B OIIMCAaHWH PE3YJIbTATOB, IMOJTYYCHHBIX U3 UCCIICIOBAHUA.

VYdacTrie B 9TOM HCCIIEJOBAaHUHU TIOJTHOCTBIO JTOOpPOBOJBHOE. BBl MOKeTe OTKazaThCs OT
y4acTHsl WM OTO3BaTh CBOE y4yacTHe M JaHHbIE, COOpaHHbIE BO BpeMs HWHTEPBBIO U
HaOmroneHnd  3a  ypokamu. Bame ydactue OyneT, HACKOJBKO 3TO  BO3MOJXKHO,
KoH(pUIeHIMaNbHBIM. [laHHbIe OYAYT HCIOIB30BATHCS TOIBKO B UCCIEIOBATENBCKUX HENSIX.

Ecain Bbl cormacHbl ydacTBOBaTh B JAaHHOM MCCIEIOBaHMHM, W BBl HyXIaerechb B
JIOTIOJTHUTENBHON UH(QOPMAaILIMH, TPOIILY CBSI3aThCSI CO MHOM MO HUKENPUBEAEHHOMY HOMEPY
TenedoHa WK aipecy IEKTPOHHOM MOYTHI:

+ 7 (775) 159-94-96
aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz

Cnacu0o 3a BHUMAaHUE!

C yBaxxeHuew,
Aiizat ApbicTaHOEK

Hazap6aeB YHuBepcurer
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Appendix C Informed Consent Forms

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Exploring the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of
Translanguaging in Rural Areas of Kazakhstan

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study aimed at exploring the
relationship between English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers’ beliefs and practices of
using learners’ first language or other languages in their English classes at schools in the
context of Kazakhstan. This research is undertaken by a master’s student of Nazarbayev
University Graduate School of Education, Aizat Arystanbek. The ultimate purpose of this study
IS to examine teaching and learning processes in their natural settings in intending to understand
and define the nature of English language teachers’ beliefs and practices of using learners’ first
language (s) and what factors might have influenced their beliefs and practices, as well as the
relationship between them.

You will be invited to participate in the individual face-to-face or online interview
between you and the researcher at a public place of your choice. With your permission, your
answers will be recorded on an audio-recorder application on the smartphone and will later be
transcribed for data analysis. You also will be asked to allow the researcher to observe two of
your English classes. These classroom observations are needed not for evaluation of your
teaching practice but only for research purposes. Neither the principal of the school nor other
teachers or anyone else will be informed about the results of the observation. All the data
collected from interviews and lesson observations will be accessible to the researcher and only
the researcher during all stages of the study. The information will be kept on the researcher’s
personal computer, which is protected by a password. Your participation is completely
voluntary, and you will have a full right to withdraw from the research at anytime.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 40 minutes for
interviews and 80 minutes for the two lesson observations.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with the study are minimal. In order to ensure
your confidentiality, the researcher will use pseudonyms instead of your real names. The
information about you and your school will be coded; thus, no personal information identifying
the personal data and workplace details will be revealed to anyone. Your participation will not
involve any kind of punishment from your employers or harm your reputation. The interview
questions are designed and carefully checked in accordance not to cause any psychological
damage. The lesson observation materials will only be used for research purposes to gain a
deeper understanding of the teachers’ classroom practices of using learners’ first language (s)
and other languages during the English language classes. As for the benefits, you will not obtain
any direct benefits from this research; however, your participation in this study will facilitate
the research literature in the field of English language teaching in the Kazakhstani context from
teachers’ perspectives and contribute to the expansion of research on education in rural areas.
Your decision on whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your employment.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Principal investigator: Aizat Arystanbek, Master’s student
Graduate School of Education, Nazarbayev University, Astana, Kazakhstan.
E-mail: aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz, +7 (775) 159-94-96

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,
Associate Professor Bridget A. Goodman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz, +7(702) 181-02-64

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

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

. | have carefully read the information provided;

. I have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;
. | understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information
will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;

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

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

. | give my permission to audio record the interview: Yes (O No [

Signature: Date:



mailto:aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz,
mailto:bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz
mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

EFL TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF TRANSLANGUAGING 112

3EPTTEY K¥MbICbBI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI

Kazakcrangarel AybulIbIK AliMakTapaarsl ArbuimbiH Tini Myranaimaepinig
Tpauncringecy TypaJuabl Cenimaepi men To:xipuoOesiepinin apacbinaarsl Kapbim-
Karbinactsl 3eprrey

CUITATTAMA: Ci3z KazakcTtan MeKTeNnTepiHAETl aFbUIMIBIH TUNl MYFaTIMIEpiHIH ©3
cabaKTapblH/Ia OKYIIBUIAPABIH aHa TUIIH HeMece 0acKa TIAep/Ii KOJIaHybl KAkl CeHIMAEPI
MEH ToxipuOernepi apachlHIarbl e3apa OalJaHBICTBI aHBIKTayFa OaFbITTAIFaH 3EpPTTEY
KYMBIChIHA KaTBICyFa MIAKBIPBUIBINT OTHIPCHI3. byi 3eprreyni HazapOaeB YHuBepcuTeTiHIH
Koraper bimim bepy MekreOiHiH MarucTpantel ApbicTaHOCK AW3ar XKyprizemi. by
3epTTeyAiH 0acThl MakcaThl — aFbUIIBIH TUIl MYFaTIMICPIHIH OKYIIBUIAPABIH aHa TiUTIH
MeIarOruKaJIbIK TOCLT PETIHAC KOJIJIaHYFa JIETeH CEHIMIEP1 MEH TaKipuOenepiHiH TaOuFaThiH,
COHJIali-aK MyFaTiMACpAIH CEHIMICpI MEH TIXipuOenepi apachlHIarbl KapbIM-KaThIHACKA
KaHgail (akTopiap ocep €Tyl MYMKiH €KEHMIriH TYCiHYy *KOHE aHBIKTay. AKIapaTThl Talaay
MaKCaThIH/Ia 3ePTTEYII cyx0aT OapbIChIH/Ia KATBICYITBUIAPIBIH OCPreH KayarTapblH OJIapIbIH
KeJiciMiMeH IBIOBICTBHIK KypasiFa jkazaTelH Oonaabl. CoHJaif-ak Ci3feH 3epTTeyllire exi
aFBUIIIBIH Tl cabarblH OakpUTayFa pykKcar Oepy cypaiaabl. by ChIHBINTaFel OaKbLIayIap
CI3[IIH OKYy TOXIpHOEHI3i Oaramay YIIiH eMec, TeK 3epTTey MaKcaThlHIa KaxkeT. bakpuiay
HOTH)KECI Typalmbl MEKTEN JUPEKTOPhIHA Ja, 0Oacka MyFamiMiepre J1e, CIiKiMre e
xabapnanOaiinel. Cyx0aTTaH jkoHe cabaKTarbl OakpUIayIap/aaH >KHHAIFAH OapibIK JepeKTep
3epTTEeYIiH OapIIbIK Ke3CHIEPIHAe TEK 3epPTTEYIIire KoJKeTiMai 0onaapl. bapiblk KuHaiFaH
aKmapar Kymnusi ce30eH KOpraJiFaH 3epTTEYIIiHIH KeKe KOMITbIOTepiHae cakranaabl. Ci3mig
3epTTeyre KaThICYBIHBI3 TOJBIFBIMEH epikTi. Ci3/iH Ke3-KeNTeH YaKbITTa 3epTTeyre KaTblCy1aH
0ac TapTyra TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap.

OTKIBIVIETIH YAKBITBI: Ci3niH KaTbICybIHBI3 IIaMaMeH cyx0aTka 40 MUHYT >KoHE eKi
Oaxpinay cabarpiHa 80 MUHYT yaKbITHIHBIZIBI ala/ibl.

3EPTTEY KYMbBICBIHA KATBICY AbIH KAVYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KaThICY/IbIH KayinTepi mekteyii. Ci3aiH OepreH aknapar KYMusuIbUIbIFbIH
KaMTaMachl3 €Ty YIUiH 3epTTeYLIi Ci3/1H aThl-KOHIHI3/1 JIaKall aTleH ayblcThipaabl. JKoHe e
Ci3 JKOHE CI3JIIH MEKTeOiHi3 Typaybl akmapar mudpiaanansl. Ockliaiiia, xeke JepeKTepi
KOHE KYMBIC OpHBI TYypajlbl MOJIIMETTEp/Al aHBIKTAWTBIH KaHIAal Ja akKmapar emKimre
kepcetimeiiai. Ci3aiH KaTbICYybIHBI3 ©31HI3/IH JKYMbIC Oepylli TapalblHaH KaHaaid aa Oip
KayanKeplIUTIKKe HeEMece JKazara 9KeJllll COKThIpMayFa, COHAai-aK Ci3JlIH jKeKe OeneniHi3re
HYKCaH KenTipMmeyre OaplibIK >Karjaill »acaiblHaThIH Oonanbl. COHbIMEH Karap, cyx0Oarka
apHaJIFaH OapJIbIK CYpakTap TCHXOJOTHSIIBIK 3HSH KEJITIPMEUTIHIECH MYKHUST TEKCEpPLTIM
*a3putrad. CabaKThl OaKpUIay MaTepHAJIAPHI Ja TEK 3ePTTEY MaKcaTTapbIH 1A KOJIIaHBUIATHIH
Oomazel. Mpicanbl, Oakpliay apKbUIBl aFBUIMIBIH TUTI ca0aKTapbIHAAFbl MYFaTIMAECPIiH
OKYIIBLIAP/IbIH aHA TUIIH HeMece 0acKa TUIIep/i Koiany TaxKipuOeci Typajibl TEPEeH TYCIHIK
aiy. 3epTTeyliH Maijgachl >Kalibl alTaThlH OO0JCaK, KAThICYIIbUIAp FHUIBIMU-3EPTTEY
JKYMBICTaphIHAH €IIKAaHJal TIKeJeW maijga amManabl. Auaiiia, CI3AiH OCBl 3epTTeyre
KaThICYBIHBI3 Ka3zakcTanmarbl MyFaliMACPIiH aFbUIIIBIH TITIH OKBITY CaJjaChIHIAFbI
Ke3KapacTapbl MEH TOXKipuOenepi xKaiiiel 3epTTey 91e0ueTid keneiteni. Conmaii-ak, aybUlIbIK
aiiMakrapnarbl 611iM Oepy canachlHIaFbl 3epTTEyepl KeHEeHTyre /e 03 yieciH Turizesi. Ocbl



EFL TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF TRANSLANGUAGING 113

3epTTeyre KaTbiCy HeMece KaTbicnay Typainbl mmenriMini3 Ci3iH KYMBICBIHBI3FA €Il dCepiH
TUT130ei 1.

KATBICYIIbI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ciz Oepinren (opmMamMeH TaHBICHIN, 3€pTTEy
KYMBICBIHA KAThICYFa IIenriM KaOwiiaacaHnbi3, Ci3iH KaThICYBIHBI3 €pIKTi Typae eKeHiH
xa0OapnaiiMp13. COHBIMEH KaTap, KaJaFaH YaKbITTa aWbINIYyJ TeJieMeil KoHe Ci3liH
JJIeyMeTTIK JKeHiIAIKTepiHi3re em KecipiH TuHri30eil 3epTTey KYMBICBIHA KaTbICY
TypaJibl KeJdiciMiHi3Ai Kepi KailTapyra HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKBIFbIHbI3 0ap. 3eptrey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIJIEM KAaThICIIAYBIHBI3FA 12 TOJBIK KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. CoHali-aK, KaHaai
na Oip cypakrtapra »xayan OepMmeyiHi3re ne o0aeH Oosanbl. bysl 3epTrey >KYMBICBIHBIH
HOTWJKEJIEpl aKaJeMUAJIbIK HeMmece KociOum Makcarrapia Oacrara YCHIHBUIYBI HeEMece
HIbIFapbUlybl MYMKIH. OcCbl 3epTTey OapbIChIHA >KUHAJIFaH MOIIMETTEp MAarucTpiik
JyccepTalys JKa3y YILUiH HaijalaHbliabl.

BAWJIAHBIC AKITAPATBI:

bac 3eprreymmi: Aif3at AppicTaHOEK, MAarHCTPAHT
XKorapsr 6i1im 6epy mexTeOi, HazapbaeB YauBepcureti, Actana Kanacel, Kazakcran.
E-mail: aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz, +7 (775) 159-94-96

Cypakrapbibi3: Erep >kypri3uiin OTBIpFaH 3€pTTEY >KYMBICBIHBIH IpOLECi, Kayrmi MeH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPEI TypaJIbl CYpaFbIHBI3 HEMECe IIaFBIMBIHBI3 00ica, Kejeci OailraHbIc
Kypanjgapbl apKbUIbl 3€pTTEYUIIHIH MAruCTpibIK Te3uci OOWBIHIIA >KETEKUIICIMEH
xabapracybIHbI3Fa 005,

Kaysivpacteipsutran [Ipodeccop bpumkut ['yaman, bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz,

+7(702) 181-02-64

JTEPBEC BAWJAHBIC AKIIAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3epTTey IKYMBICEHIHBIH
KYpPriziulyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOacaHbl3 HEMece CYpaKTapblHbI3 O€H IarbIMAapbIHBI3 OoJca,
Hazap6aes VYuuBepcureri XKorapel binmim 0Oepy wmekrtebiniH 3eprrey Komurerimen
KepceTulreH OaillaHblc Kypanjgapbl apKblUIbl xaOapiacyblHbI3Fa OONaJbl: 3IEKTPOHIBIK
nomrameH gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey KYMBICHIHA KaThICYFa KETICIMIHI3/I OepceHi3, Oepiiaren ¢opMara KO KOIOBIHBI3IbI
CYpanMBbI3.

* MeH Gepuirer popMaMeH MYKUST TaHBICTBIM;

* MaraH 3epTTey >KYMBICBIHBIH MaKcaThl MEH OHBIH IPOIEeIypachl KalbIHAA TOJBIK
aKnapat Oepinii;

* JKunakranraH aknapaT IeH KYNHsl MOJIIMETTEpre TeK 3epTTEeYIIiHIH 031He KOJDKETIM/I
’KOHE MAJIIM OOJIATBIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH Ke3 KelTeH yaKbITTa eIIKaHAal TYCIHIKTEMeCi3 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KAaThICY/IaH
6ac TapTybIMa OOJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH >xoFapblia aTalbIl OTKEH aKMapaTThl CaHANBI Typle KaObUIIAm, OCBl 3epTTey
’KYMBICBIHA KaTBICyFa 3 KeliciMiMIi OepeMiH;

* MeH cyx0aTThIH ayano ka3daceiHa pykcar oepemin: Mo 1 YKok [

Kot Kyni:
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®OPMA NTHOOPMALIMOHHOI'O COI'JIACUA

N3yuenne Bzaumocssizu mexay Yoexnenusavu u Illpakruxoii Tpanciaursuzma
Yunreaeit Aurimmiickoro f3pika B Ceabcknx MecrHocTsix Kaszaxcrana

OIIUCAHMUE: Bpl npurnamieHbl OPUHATH Y4acTUE B MCCAEJ0BAHHUM 110 H3YUYCHUIO
B3aMMOCBSI3M MEXAY YOSKICHHSIMH W TPAKTUKOW Yy4YHTENIeW aHTIUICKOro s3bIKa B
HCII0JIb30BAaHNUU POAHOIO S3bIKA YYAIIMXCS WM JPYTUX SI3bIKOB Ha YPOKE aHIJIMICKOTO SI3bIKA
B mkonax Kazaxcrana. OTo ucciieqoBaHue NpeAnpuHaTo MaructpantoM Beiciieit [Ikomsi
OOpazoBanuss HazapbaeB VYHuBepcutera, ApbicTanOek Aizar. [naBHas 1enp 3TOro
WCCIIEIOBAHMS - U3YYUTh MPOLIECCHI MIPETIOAABAHUS U 00YUEHUS B UX €CTECTBEHHBIX YCIOBUSX,
HaMepeBasiCh MOHATH U ONPECIIUTh MIPUPOTY YOSIKICHUN M IPAKTUKU YUUTENICH aHTIIMHCKOTO
A3bIKa B OTHOLUCHMM HCIIOJIb30BAHUS POJHOIO fA3bIKA YYalUXCA M Kakue (PakTopbl MOTYT
MOBJIMATH HA B3aUMOCBS3b MEXIY UX YOSKICHUSIMU U NMpakTHKoW. Bam Oyner npeioxeHo
IIPUHATH YYacTHE B MOy CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOM WHAMBHYalbHOM UHTEPBBIO B YA0OHOM JUis
Bac Mecte. C Balero paspelieHus Bally OTBEThl OyIyT 3anucaHbl Ha AMKTO(OH U I03xKe Oy ayT
pacl@poBaHbl JAJ8 aHalU3a JaHHBIX. Bam Takke OyAeT NpeUIoKEeHO pa3pelIuTh
UCCIIeIoBaTeN0 HAOMIOAaTh 3a JByMsl BaliMMu 3aHATUSMHM 1O AHTJIMHCKOMY S3bIKY. OTH
HaOII0eHNsl B Kjlacce HEOOXOIMMbI HE JUIsl OLIEHKH Ballel Nelarornyeckoi MpakTHKH, a
TOJIBKO B UCCJIEIOBATENbCKUX LeNsAX. HU TUPEKTOp IIKOIIbI, HU IpyTue YUUTeNsl, HU KTO-In00
ee He OyayT NporMH(pOPMUPOBaHbI O pe3ynbTaTax HaOmoaeHusa. Bee nanHble, coOpaHHbIE B
X0JIe MHTEPBbIO M HAOMIOACHUN 3a ypoKamM, OyAyT JOCTYIHBI MCCIEIOBATEII0 M TOJBKO
HCCIIEIOBAaTENI0 HAa BCeX JdTamax wuccienoBaHusa. HMHdopmanus Oyner XpaHUTbCS Ha
MIEPCOHAIIbHOM KOMIIBIOTEPE HCCIEI0BaTeNsl, KOTOPBIM 3alluiIeH mnapojeMm. Baimie yuactue
SIBJIAETCSL MIOJIHOCTBHIO JOOPOBOJIBHBIM, U BbI Oyznere MMeTh MOJHOE MPAaBO OTKA3aTbCi OT
y4acTus B UCCIIEJOBAaHUU B JII000€ BpeMSI.

BPEMS YUYACTMUS: Bame yuactue 3aiimer okoio 40 MUHYT 1J1s1 HHTEPBBIO, 1 80 MUHYT
111 HAOJIIOIEHUS 3a IByMsI YPOKaMH.

PUCKHU U MIPEUMYUIECTBA: Pucku, cBSI3aHHBIE C UCCIIEIOBAHUEM, MUHUMAIBHBIL. [[71s1
oOecnieueHns Bamedl  KOH(QUIACHUMATBHOCTH  HUCCIENoBaTeNb OyIeT  MCIOIb30BaTh
TICEBJIOHMMBI BMECTO BalllUX HAcTOSIIMX uMeH. MHdopmarus o Bac u Bamei mikosie Oyaer
3akoaupoBaHa. TakuM 00pazom, HUKakast TnyHas HHGopMaIus, UACHTUPUIUPYIOIIAst TUYHBIE
JaHHBIE W CBEJCHHUS O paboyeM MecTe, He OyIeT HUKOMY packpbiTa. Bamie ydactue He
MOBJICYET 332 COOOW HHKAKUX HaKa3aHW CO CTOPOHBI BalIMX paboTojaTeneil U HE HaHECeT
yimepba Bamieil pemyranuu. bonee Toro, Bce BOMPOCHI IS WHTEPBBIO pa3pabOTaHbl U
TIIATETbHO TIPOBEPEHBI B COOTBETCTBMU C TEeM, 4YTOOBI HE HAHECTH HHUKAKOTO
MICUXOJIOTHYecKoro yiiep6a. CBelneHus MOJTy4YeHHBIE U3 HAONIOJCHUS 32 YPOKOM OyayT
WCIOJIb30BATHCS TOJIBKO B UCCIIEIOBATENBCKUX IENISAX, TAKUX KaK oydeHue Oomee rryboKkoro
IOHUMaHUS MPAKTUKU YUYUTEIEH B UCIIOJIB30BAHUHU POJHOIO S3bIKA YYALUXCA WU APYTUX
SI3BIKOB Ha ypOKax aHTJIMKMCKOIO s13bIka. UTO KacaeTcss NpeuMyIECTB, Bbl HE MIOJIYYUTE KaKUX -
00 TPSAMBIX BBITOJ OT ATOTO MCCIIEIOBAHMS; OJJHAKO Ballle y4acThe B 3TOM HCCIEIOBaHUU
paCIIMPUT UCCIIEOBATEIBCKYIO TUTEPATYPy B 00JIACTH MPENOJaBAHUS aHTIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKA C
TOYKHU 3peHus yuutened B KoHTekcTe Kazaxcrana, m OyameT cmocoOCTBOBATH PAaCIIUPEHUIO
uccienoBaHuil B o0nacTu 0o0pa3oBaHMs B CEIBCKUX MECTHOCTAX. Baie perienue o Tom,
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y4aCTBOBAaThb MWJIM HE Y4YaCTBOBATbL B JOTOM HCCICAOBAHWH, HC IIOBJIMUACT Ha Ballc
TPYLOYCTPOUCTBO.

INPABA YYACTHHMKOB: Eciu Bel npountanu nanHyio (GopMy M pELIId NPHHSITH
y4acTHE B JAHHOM HCCIEN0BAaHUM, BBl TOMKHBI MOHMMAaTh, 4TO Baiue ywactue siBisiercs
A00poBOJILHBIM U uyTO y Bac ecTp mpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOe corjiacue WJIM NPEKPAaTHThb
ydactue B J1000e BpeMs 0e3 mrpadgHbIX CAHKIMI M 0e3 MOTepH COLMAIBHOIO MaKeTa,
KoTOopbIii Bam mpenocraBiasiiim. B xauecTBe anbTepHAaTHBBI MOXKHO HE y4acTBOBAaTh B
uccnenoBanuu. Takxke Bbl nmeere npaBo He 0TBe4aTh Ha Kakue-1100 BoNpockl. Pe3ynbraTsl
JAHHOTO HCCIIEI0BaHUsI MOT'YT OBITh IIPEJACTABJICHBI UM ONYOJIMKOBAaHBl B HAayYHBIX WIH
npodeccuOHANbHBIX 1esaX. JlaHHble, coOpaHHbIE B XOJ€ 3TOr0 HCCIENO0BaHMs, OyayT
UCIOJIb30BaHBI JUIs HAIIMCAHUSI MAarHCTEPCKOM JuccepTaluy.

KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMAILUA:

['maBHBI HccnenoBaTenb: Ait3at AppicTaHOEK, MATUCTPAHT
Bricmias nikona o6pa3oBanusi, Hazap6aeB ynusepcurer, ropoa Acrana, Kazaxcran.
E-mail: aizat.arystanbek@nu.edu.kz, +7 (775) 159-94-96

Bonpocsi: Eciu y Bac ectp Bompochl, 3aMeyaHMsl WM 5KajJoObl IO IOBOAY JIaHHOTO
HCCIIEI0BaHMsI, IPOLIEIYpPhl €ro MPOBEICHUs, PUCKOB U IIPEUMYIIECTB, Bbl MokeTe cBA3aThCs
C PYKOBOIUTENIEM MAarucTepcKOro Te3uca mccienoparens: AccoruupoBansbiii [Ipodeccop
Bpumkut ['yaman, , bridget.goodman@nu.edu.kz, +7(702) 181-02-64

HesaBucumble KoHTakThI: Ecim Bl He yJIOBIETBOPEHBI IPOBEICHUEM JIAHHOTO
uccieioBanus, ecau y Bac Bo3HMKIM Kakue-muOo MmpobiieMsl, ajloObl WM BONPOCHL, Bl
Moxkete cBszaThest ¢ Komuterom HccnenoBanmit Beicimeit konsr O6pa3oanus Hazap6aes
YHuBepcurera, OTIIPaBUB MIACBMO Ha 3JIEKTPOHHBIN anpec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[Toxxanyiicra, moAnuIIuTe JaHHYIO (hOpMYy, eciu Bbl cornacHbl y4acTBOBaTh B HCCIIEI0BaHUU.

* S BHUMATENbHO U3Y4MJI IPEJICTABICHHYIO HH(POPMAIUIO;

* MHe npenocTaBWIv NOJIHYIO HH(OPMAIHIO O HENSAX U MPOoLEeAype UCCIeI0BaHMS;

* S nmonumaro, Kak OyJIyT HUCIIOJIb30BAHBI COOpaHHbIE JaHHBIE, U UTO JOCTYI K JH000M
KOH(HIEHIIMATbHON HH(pOopMaIK OyAeT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIe0BATENb;

* S nonumaro, yTo BIpaBe B JIIOOOM MOMEHT OTKa3aThbCi OT Y4YacTHSl B JIAaHHOM
ucclieIoBaHuM 6e3 00bICHEHNS TPUYHH;

¢ C NOJTHBIM OCO3HAHHMEM BCErO BBIIIEU3JIOKEHHOIO 51 COTJIaCeH NPUHATh y4acTHE B
UCCIIEIOBAaHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOI BOJIE;

» S nmaro cBoe pa3spernieHne Ha ayauo3anuck naTepBhio: [la L1 Her O

Iloanuce: Mara:
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Appendix D Sample of Transcription

Exploring the Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of

Translanguaging in Rural Areas of Kazakhstan

Interviewer: Aizat Arystanbek

Interviewee: Aina

Position of Interviewee: An EFL teacher

Duration of the interview: 30 — 40 minutes

The purpose of the study is to explore the relationship between English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) teachers’ beliefs and practices of using learners’ first language or other
languages in their English classes at schools in the context of Kazakhstan. This study also
seeks to identify external and internal factors that affect teachers’ beliefs and practices of
using learners’ first language or other languages in their English classes and how these

factors impede or support the relationship between them.

Researcher: How would you rate the importance of using other languages in the English
language class on a scale of 1-5?

Aina: How can | put it this way... it's good if our English teachers speak only English in their
classes. But it all depends on the level of the village and the parents’ knowledge. We have 45
minutes for the lesson. We have divided groups of children, and even if there are 12 children
in one class, it is impossible to explain everything to each child individually. Although we try
to conduct the lesson in English, it is already good if the child understands 50 % of the lesson
in English. The children do not accept the lesson if it is taught only in English; that is why we
always connect the Russian and Kazakh languages to our lessons. English must be used, but
we are not native English speakers. Since English is not our mother tongue and we are only
teachers of that language, which is a foreign language, I think it is better if we teach 70 % of
the lesson in English and add other languages in the remaining 30 %. Let them know the
translation of that English sentence in Russian, if not in Kazakh, and conversely, in Kazakh,
if not in Russian. I think taking all three languages together in English lessons is better.
Regarding the importance of using other languages in English classes, I give 4 points. We
want our lessons to be in English only, and maybe over time, we will probably reach the level
where the children can fully understand English. But now the children of the village are not

ready to learn English fully in that language. That is why we need to use other languages.
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Researcher: Thank you a lot for your answer. Do you plan to use only English in your
English classes?

Aina: Yes, | do.

Researcher: But as you previously mentioned, it is impossible to use only English during the
actual classes, right?

Aina: Yes. But only 70 %, and we use other languages in the remaining 30 %. For example,
after learning a new word, when we say its translation, we use other languages. Even in
higher classes, we cannot conduct lessons only in English because children have difficulties
speaking English. They cannot fully express their thoughts in English. We are happy even if
the child makes 4-5 sentences during the lesson. We believe that the child will learn the
language gradually in the future.

Researcher: So, do you plan to use other languages in advance, or does it happen
unintentionally during the lesson?

Aina: No, I don’t plan. In my plans, everything is written in English; we write in our plans
that everything will be held in English. However, during the lesson, it will not happen. The
children need explanations and instructions in Kazakh or Russian. Even if you don’t want to
say it, you can't. | use special videos in upper classes to use English more, but it is still
difficult for children to understand. I don't know about other teachers, but you must carry all
three languages after becoming an English teacher. And if we put a foundation for children
with a low level, if they understand the basics of the English language, at least recognize the
letters, and learn to read even if they do not know how to translate them, then it is a victory
for the teacher.

Researcher: Is there a difference or similarity between what you plan to use in your teaching
and what happens in everyday English lessons? For example, we have two cases. On the one
hand, you have a planned English lesson, that is, a calendar plan, which is a theory. And on
the other hand, you have a regular class; it is practice. What is the difference or similarity
between these two situations?

Aina: We have many related plans, and all lesson plans and textbooks are in English. But
now, when it comes to the class, we look at the child's level. Sometimes in the lesson,
children do not understand the topic when using the planned methods, and then if we speak in
Kazakh, the child will take it further and become active. But all our plans are in English.
However, | do not use other languages 100 % during the lessons. I try to use only one

language, especially in upper grades. | explain grammar to secondary school learners first in
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Kazakh, ask them to consider the features of that grammar in Kazakh, and then give
examples in English and explain by comparing these two languages.

Researcher: Do you think that teachers need to support students with low English
proficiency by using their first language?

Aina: Yes, all children need support and a proper attitude. For example, for the sake of
simplification, I try to create tasks with Kazakh translations for students with low English
levels. Since good students complete the task faster than other children, I ask them to help
other children or write it on the blackboard so all children can complete it.

Researcher: From your point of view, what are the main factors of successful learning of
English and effective teaching?

Aina: Effective factors?

Researcher: Yes. What factors help to teach the English language effectively in the context
of school or classroom situations?

Aina: | think it would be good if at least one native speaker came to this area or the school
and held meetings 1-2 times a week, met with children, and shared experiences.
Alternatively, if proficient English speakers from urban areas come to our school as
volunteers, visit schools and teach our students, it would increase their interest. Hocutens
sI3BIKA 9TO YK€ HOCUTEINb sI3bIKa [native speaker is a native speaker], children would be
interested and motivated if they see native speakers. Although we are English teachers, we
are not English or British. The children always perceive us as Kazakhs, and | wonder if the
situation would be improved if the native speaker visited our school introduced. Even though
| am a teacher, | am interested when such foreigners come and teach us in courses or
seminars. They make a small thing look different.

Researcher: Thank you very much for your answer. How would you describe the main
obstacles in your teaching experience?

Aina: Now, there are no tremendous challenges. We live in the 21st century, a developed
age. Now everything is on the Internet; children go to a tutor if necessary. But parents do not
care about their children'’s education. School education should not be limited only to teachers.
There are parents at home. Parents, teachers, school, and surrounding community -
everything is connected. For example, although we teach in the classroom, students are left
without supervision at home. Everything learned in the lesson is not revised at home. That’s
why it would be good for parents to pay attention to their child's studies. At home, parents do
not take care of their children; the reason for this might be that those parents do not know

English. A child who studies will do his homework, but a child who does not study will
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return to school without completing his homework. I don’t know; maybe it is necessary to
open a course for parents. Perhaps parents should be taught the same English language at an
elementary level.

Researcher: Have you attended professional courses to improve your knowledge and
develop your teaching skills?

Aina: | studied various courses. | participated in seminars such as Forum and Kastee.
Researcher: Did any of these courses mention the strategies or pedagogical implications of
using languages other than the target language in English classrooms?

Aina: Those courses were held only in English. The methods were taught and shown only in
English. All the participants in such courses are mainly teachers of the English language, and
they will understand English-only methods; however, all students are not that proficient.
They need a different approach.

Researcher: And...do EFL teachers collaborate to share any strategies and experiences
regarding English language teaching?

Aina: There were seminars in the district where we would share experiences. We participate
in open classes, coaching, training, and gatherings where reports are read. At that time, we
take the things we need and use them in the lesson. Since the time in the lesson is limited, |
will be happy if we use at least one method.

Researcher: Good. Now, it is the last question. Do you have any comments or additional
information about using other languages in the English classes?

Aina: To summarize, | think other languages should be included in the English classes. Other
languages may not be used in urban schools, but many teachers in our rural areas use other
languages. If we do not use it, the child sometimes does not understand even a small
sentence. Even if we use pictures, facial expressions, and gestures, some children do not
understand. Therefore, 20-30 % of the lesson should be in other languages.

Researcher: That's the end of our interview. Thank you very much for answering all the

questions.
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Cyx0art Tpanckpunri
Ka3zakcrangarel AybuIIbIK AliMakTapaarsl ArbuimbiH Tini Myranaimaepinig
Tpauncringecy TypaJuabl Cenimaepi men To:xipuoOesiepinin apacbinaarsl Kapbim-

Kartbinactsl 3eprrey

3eprreymi: Aiizat ApbicTaHOeK
CyxoOar Oepymi: AiiHa
Cyx0art OepymiiHiH Jiaya3bIMbl: aFbLIIIBIH TiJIi MyFaJiMi

3eprTeymri: An ockl 0acka TiIEp/l aFbUIIIBIH TUTI cabaFbIHIa KOJIIAHYIBIH MAaHbI3IBUTBIFBIH
1-5 6amn apanbIFbIHIA Kasiai Oaranap enifiz?

Aitna: Exni Obutaid Kamaid aiiTcam...013/1¢ aFbUIIIBIH TiJII MyFalliMJiepi cabakTapblH/Ia TEK
aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHJIE Coiisiece — O )KaKChl. bipak OHBIH OapibIFbl MbIHA AYBUIABIH ACHIeiiHE
KOHE aTa-aHaJapJblH OlTiMaepiHe OainaHbICThl. bizne O6ip 45 munyT Oepinesni cabakka,
Oanamapapl TonKa Oedrir, O6ip ceIHBINTA 12 Oania OThIpFaHHBIH ©3iHAe op Oanara jKeKe-KeKe
OapibIFBIH TYCIHIIPY MYMKiH emec. bi3 arpUIIIbIH TiNiHIE cabaKThl oTyre
TBIPBICKAHBIMBI30CH, Oaia CoJI aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHJIE OTII )KaTKaH ca0akThiH S50 maibI3bIH
TYCIHCE Jie J)KaKchl. AJl 6asianap TeK aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIE 6TCEH, CabaKThl KaObLIIaManIbl,
COHJIBIKTaH J1a 013 bUIFU OpBIC XKI1HE Ka3aK TiJIIMEH OalIaHbICThIpMabl3. AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH
KOJI/IaHy Kepek, Oipak 013 aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIH HOcUTeNl emecti3. O T 613/1H aHa TiTiMi3
OoMaraHABIKTaH kKoHe 013 TeK COJI aFbUIIIBIH TITIHIH, MIET TUTIHIH MYFaliMi OOJIFaH/IbIKTaH,
013 cabakTbIH 70 maibI3bIH aFBUIIIBIH TUTIHJE OTiN, KanFaH 30 maib3biHaa 6acka TUIAepAl
KOCCaK »aKchl Ma JIeTl oilslaliMbIH. ONTKeH1 Oala yur Tuial ae 6ipre anbin xypyl kepek. Con
aFbUIIIBIHIIA COMIEMHIH ayJapMachlH Ka3ak TUTHJe 0oIMaca OpbIC TUTiHAE O1JICIH JKoHe
KepiciHIIe opbIC TUTiHAE OoMaca J1a, Ka3ak TuliH/e OiCiH. AFBUTIIBIH TiTi cabaKTapbIHIa
comail ym TiiAi 1e 6ipre ajblil KYPTreH AYPhIC AeT OiaiMbIH. AJT COJ KaHAFbI
MaHBI3IBUTBIFBIH Oarasiaranja 4 6am 6epemin. EHl cabakThIH Ta3a aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH/E
OOJIFaHBIH KAJTAMMBI3, O1paK €H/Il YaKbIT 6Te KeJie COFaH J1a )KETETIH IIBIFapMbI3, Oanaiap
aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TOJIBIK TYCIHETIH JeHreire. bipak kasip aysuiislH 6ananapsl onaait 100
MIPOLIEHT aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH/E cabaKThl eTyre naiibiH emec. Coun yuriH ae 6acka Tuiaepai 6i3
KOJITAHYBIMBI3 KaXeT.

3eprreymi: XKayaObiHb3Fa yiIkeH paxmeT. Ci3 aFbUIIIBIH TUTI ca0aFbIH/IA TEK aFbUTIITBIH

TLTIH FaHa KOJIJaHAMBIH JIETI KocIapanaicei3 6a?
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Aitna: No.

3eprreyuni: An 6ipak cabak Ke3iH/e *KaHa alThIT OTKEHIHI3/IeH, TeK aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH
KOJIZIaHy MYMKiH O0oamaiel, no? CoHmai xarnanaap 00JFaH MbICAIIapAbl KEJITIpe ajgachi3
6a?

Aiina: bomaner. bipak Tex 70 mpoueHT kaHa. An kanrad 30 nmporneHTtinae 613 6acka Tinaepai
KoJIJaHaMbI3. MbIcaibl, )KaHa Co3 OTKEH COH OHBIH ay/lapMachlH aliTaMbl3, COJ CUSKTHI
Ke3aepae 6acka Tuiaepai KojagaHambl3. TinTi yiakeH ceiabimTapaa aa 100 mporeHT Ta3a
arpUIIIBIHIIA cabak oTe anmMakiMbl3. Cebebi Oananap aFbpUIIIBIHIIA COMIETeH e KUHATAAbl. O3
OWJIapBIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH/E TOJBIFBIMEH XKETKi3e anMmaiinel. bi3 con cabakra Oana 4-5 ceiinem
Kypar aiitca i1a 013 coran KyanambI3. Counaii 6ana 6osamakra OipTiHACT TiII MEHTepiIl
KeTel JIeIl CEHEMI3.

3eprreymi: Conpa ci3 6acka TiAep Il KoJJaHaMbIH Jiea alJIbIH ajia >Kocmapiaicei3 6a anjie
oJ1 cabak OapbIChIH/A OaliKayCchI3aa OOJIaTHIH KaFaai Ma?

Aiina: Xok, )xocnapiamaiiMbiH. MeHiH )ocnapiiapMbia 09pi aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH/E JKa3blIaIbl,
OapJIbIFBI aFBUTIIBIHIIA OTE AT JKOCIapiaiMbI3. Al cabak OapbIChIHIA OJ1a OoaMain
kanazapl. Kazakia 6ananapra ailTy kepek 6onaabl. AiTnaii KOSHbIH feceH e O0IMaiIbl.
YJIKeH CBhIHBINTApAa MEH apHAWbI BUICOJIAPIbI KOJIJAaHAMBIH COJI aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH KOOIpeK
KOJIJIaHy MaKcaTbiHaa, 0ipak 0opibip Oanmamapra TyciHy KubiH. backa MmyramiMaep i
O1MeliMiH, OipaK MEH ©31M OilaliMbIH, aFbUILIBIH TUTIHIH MyFaliMi OOJIFaH COH YII TUI1 J1e
aJIBII XKYPY Kepek. Al eHreii TeMeH Oananapra GyHIaMEHT KyHcak, sSIFHU aFbIIIIBIH TUTIHIH
HEri31H OUIII, 9pINTep il TaHbII, KOl FaHa ay/lapMachlH O1IMece /1€ OKbUTYBIH OLIII HIBIKCA —
0JI MYFaJIIMHIH JKEHIC1 JIeTI OMJIaiChIH.

3eprreywi: Cabak 6apbICBIHAAFBI )KOCTIAPJIAPBIHBI3 OCH KYHEMIKT] aFbUILIBIH T
cabakTapbIH/1a OOJBIT J)KaTKaH JKaFaiiap apacklH/ia ailbipMaIbUIbIK 6ap Ma? Meicanra,
61371 exi >xarnait Oap. bip »arbiHan CizJie )xocnapiaHFaH aFbUIIIBIH TUII cabaFbl Oap, sIFHU
KYHTI30eiK sxocnap- Teopusi. A ekiHm kakraH, Ci3/ie K9aimMri 0oJibIn kaTKaH cabak Oap-
npaktuka. OChI €Ki JKaFaai apachlHIa KaH1ail albIpMaIIbUIbIK HEMECE YKCACTBIK O0ap?
Alina: balimaHpICBIM3 MOJ KYHTI30€iK KOCTIapIapAbIFbl )KocTapiaapbiMbI3, MbiHay KM K-
MBI3 aFBUIIIBIH TUTIHE, 0apIIbIK cabakKa 0aiIaHBICThI XKOCTIAPIAPBIMBI3 OCH
OKYJIBIKTaPBIMBI3 aFbUTIIBIH TiTiHAC. bipak eHIi ChIHBITIKA KeTeH 1e OalaHbIH JCHTeiiHe
Kapaiimbi3. Keline cabakra 6ananap »ocnapaarsl 9/1iC-TICUIAEPIl e KOITaHFaH Ia
TaKBIPBINITHI TYCIHOEH Kasajpl, COJl Ke3/Ie Ka3ak TUliHAe aifTcak Oaia opi Kapail ajbll KeTel.
bipak >xocriapiapbIMbI3IbIH 09pi aFbUILIBIH TUTIHAE. AN OblIail cabak GapbicbiHa 6acka

tutaepai 100 maiibr3 KongaHOaiMbIH. Y TKEHIPEK ChIHBINTap/1a acipece 6acka Tiaep/al
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KosgaHOayFa ThIppICaMbIH. AJ1 OpTa OybIHAAFbl OKYILIbLUIApFa rpaMMaTUKaHbl MEH OipiHIIi
Ka3ak TUTIHJIE TYCIHIPIM, OJIap/iaH COJl TPaMMAaTHKAHBIH €PEKIISNIKTePiH Ka3aK TUTIHIC
KapacThIPBII, KEHIHHEH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHJE MbICAIIAP KEATIPEMIH JKHE CANBICTHIPY apKbLIbI
TYCIHIIpEMIH.

3eprreymi: Ci3qiH OMBIHBI3IIA, MYFATIMJEP aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TOMEH JCHTEi/Ie MEHIepIreH
OKYIIBUIAPFa OPBIC HEMece Ka3aK TIIEPiH KOJIJIaHy apKbUTbl KOMEK KOpceTyi Kepek me?
Aiina: 1o, Oapnpik Oananapra KeH1T O6IiHII, KOMEKTeCy KakeT. MeH MbIcalibl, OHalIaTy
MaKCaThIH/Ia aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH TOMEH JICHIel/Ic MEHIepreH OKYIIbIIapFa Ka3aKiia
aynapMainapsl 6ap TarchpMaap/Isl xKacarm KeJIyre ThIPhICAMBIH. AJT )KaKChl OKUTBIH
OKymIbuIap Oacka Oananapra KaparaH/ja TallChIPMaHbI T€3 OPBIHIAI KOSTHIHABIKTAaH, OJapFa
Oacka Oananapra KOMEKTECIHJIEp JCT HEMECe TaKTaFa [IbIFAPBIIl TalChIPMaHbl
OPBIHAATKBI3aMbIH.

3eprreymi: Ci3/iH K63KapachIHbI3 OONBIHINA, AFBUIIIBIH TUTIH TA0BICTHI MEHI€PY/IIH KOHE
THIM/II OKBITYJIBIH HETI3T1 (paKTopaphbl KaHaan?

Aitna: Tuimai dakropmap?

3eprreyui: Mo, Mpicanbl MEKTEI TaparblHAH He O0JIMaca ChIHBINITAFbI JKaFAalaapaa Kanaai
(axTopiap coJ aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH THIMJII OKBITYFa KOMEKTece i ?

Aiina: MeH oiinaiiMbIH, X0Ts ObI Oipey 0oJica ga OChI ayiaHFa Ma, JIJIe MEKTENTIH 631He Oip
HOCHTENb S3bIKa KeJiM, anTackiHa 1-2 peT KUbIHAAp Kacarl, OajanapMeH Ke3ecin, Toxipuoe
Oexicce xakchl Oonap ei. bonMaca KananslK jkepJiepAeH aFbUIIIBIH TiJIiH KaKChl MEHTepreH
KiCiJIep BOJIOHTEP PETIHAE Keil, MEKTENTep Il apajar, cabak CUSKTBI ©Tce, OaaiapIbiH
KBI3BIFYIIBUTBIFBIH apTTHIPCA JIeT oiylaiMbIH. HocHTeNb sI3bIKa 3TO JK€ HOCUTE SI3bIKa,
Oananap onap/bIH coilNieyiHe Kapam KbI3bIFbII, MOTHBAIIMACH apTap e/i. bi3 aFbUIIIbIH T
MyFaJliMi OosIFaHbIMEH, 013 aFbUILIBIHAAP HE OpuTaHBIKTAp eMecti3. bizzai 6ananap buirn
Ka3ak peTiHJe KaObUIIalIbl, all erep HOCUTENb SA3bIKa KEJIl Typca jKaFaail xkakcapap mMa el
Jien oiyiaiMbiH. MeH e31M MyFaiiM 0oJicaM J1a, COHIai MIETENAIKTEp Kein 013re Kypcrapaa
HE CeMHUHapap/a cabak eTce, MeH KbI3bIFbIT KeTeMiH. Oap KillIKeHTai 3aTThIH 031H
Oackala KbUIBII KETKI3EI1.

3eprreyui: XKayaObIHbI3Fa YIKEH paxMeT. AJl OChI OKBITY TOKIpHOEHI3/1eT1 HeT13T1
keneprinepal Ci3 Kayaii cunarrap emiHiz?

Aiina: Enni Gip yikeH kezaepri *ok. OiTkeHi ka3ip 21 racelp, 1ambirad 3amaH. Kaszip
OapiiblFpl HHTEpHETTE Oap, Oananap Kepek 0oJica perneTuTopra 1a 6apbin xkaTbip. bipak Ta
aTa-aHajap TapanblHaH OallajpIbIH OKYbIHA JETeH KapaiabiM OonMaiinpl. MekTenTeri Ou1iM

OJ1 TeK MYFaJIIMJIEPMEH FaHa IIEKTeIMeY KepeK Jen oiiaiiMbIH. Yiife ata-aHa Oap. ATa-aHa,
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MYFaJliM, MEKTEII )KiHe OpTa- OapibIFbl Oipre 6aimanbICcTbl. MbIcaiibl, 613 CHIHBINITA
yiipeTKkeHMeH, 01 Yiiie Kapaychl3 Kaibln xkaTblp.CabaKTarsl ©TIATeHHIH OapibIFsl yiine
KarTaanOarel. Coir cebenTi aTa-aHayIap Ja KillIkeHe 0anachIHbIH cabarbIiHa Kapall, KOH1I
OeJice sxakchl O0aThIH e/i. YHe aTa-aHanap OanajgapbiHa KapaMaiibl, OyraH ceOerr cour aTa-
aHaJapbIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH O01Meyi, OYpBIHAa MEKTEN Ke3iH/1e OKbIMaraH/AbIFbI Ja IIBIFap.
Comnaii opbIHIANTBIH Oasia OpBIHAANIB! Y TalCHIPMAChIH, aJl OKBIMANTHIH Oalia KaiiTagan
oKbIMait keneai mextenke. CoraH ara-aHajapra ja 0ip Kypc amry Kepek ma, O1IMenMiH.
MyMKiH COJI aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH aTa-aHajapFa ja O0ip O0acTamksl JeHTeiIe YHPEeTy KepeK CHIKTHI.
3eprreyui: Ci3 03 OUTIMIHI3AI aPTTHIPYFA KOHE MYFATIMIIK JaFIbIIAPBIHBI3IBI TaMBITYFa
OarpITTaNIFaH KACINTIK KypcTapra KaTbICTHIHBI3 0a?

Aiina: Jlenreiinik Kypctapasl okbiabiM. Dopym, Kastee eren cuskTbl ceMHUHapIapra
KATBICTBIM.

3eprreymri: Ocbl KypcTap/ia aFbUIIIBIH TLUTI CHIHBITITAPBIHIA 0acKa TUIIEPIl Al anaHyIbIH
oicTepl HeMece MeAaroruKaIIbIK Callaphbl Typaibl AU ThUIAB Ma?

Aiina: Kypcrapnaa Tek aFbUILIBIH TiTiHAE FaHa oTeTiH. CoJ aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIET1 9JiCTepAl
yipereni. An 6ipak oJ1 xKepJie OapiIbIFbl MyFaliMIep FOH, ojlap TyciHemi. A OajaHbIH aThl
6ana. Omapra 0acka MoaXxoa KepekK.

3epTTeyui: A aFbUIIIBIH TiJII MYFaJIiMAEP] TUI/I1 OKBITYFa OailylaHBICTHI KaHAal 1a Oip
ozicTep MeH ToxiprbenepMeH Oesicy YIIiH Oipiecin )KyMbIC JKacai bl Ma?

A¥iHa: Aynania ceMuHapinap 601a/sl, con xepae 6ip-6ipiMiz0eH Taxipude Oenicemis.
AurbIK cabaKTapra KaTbICaMbI3, KOYYHHTTEp JKOHE TPEHUHTTEP, OassHIamMasap OKbUIAThIH
XKUbIHIAp 00JbIn Typaabl. Coll Ke3/ie ©31Mi3re KepeKTi 3aTTap/Ibl allbll, cabakTa KoJJaHyFa
ThIpbIcaMbI3. bipak cabakTa yakbIT MIEKTEYIi OOJIFAChIH, Oip 9IC-TICUII KOJJAHBII HIBIKCAK
Ta pu3za 00JIaMBbIH.

3eprreyuni: EHfi COHFBI CypaKkKa KelceK, Ci3/I1H aFbUILIBIH TiI1 cabarbiHAa 6acka Tiuiaepai
KOJIZIaHy YKaWJIbl TaFbl J1a TKIpJIEPiHI3 HEMece alThlIMai KaJiFaH KOChIMIIIA aKmapaTTapbIiHbI3
Oap ma?

Aiina: Exi MeH KOpBITHIN aiiTcam, 6acka TUIAEp/Ii aFbUIIIBIH TiJl cabaFbIHAA aJIbIIl XKYPY
Kepek Jien oinaitmbiH. Kananbslk MekrenTepe 6acka Tijnep/i KoaaaHOalTeIH MmIbIFap, 6ipak
013/11H ayBUIABIK JKepJe KO MyFalliM KoJimaHaael. bi3 Konmanbacak 6ana keiie Kinmripim
ceiyieM/li e TyciHOeH Kamaapl. TinTi CypeTneH e, MUMHKa MEH KECTIEH e KOPCEeTIl
TYpcak, TyciHOe# KanatbiH 6ananap 6ombin Typajsl. Con yiin ae 20-30 naiibi3 60JICHH

Oacka TiAepl KoNgaHy Kepek.
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3eprreywi: ConbiMeH 0i3iH cyX0aTbIMbI3 asKTaibl. bapibik cypakrapra sxayar

OepreHiHisre yJIKeH paxMerT.
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