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Abstract

Kazakhstani teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging: evidence from a trilingual

context

Teachers’ choices as to how to conceptualize and accept translanguaging in the
classroom are mostly influenced by their expectations and beliefs regarding this practice.
However, research on whether Kazakhstani teachers acknowledge it as a legitimate
pedagogical practice is still limited. The trilingual educational policy in Kazakhstan, based
on using Kazakh, Russian and English as mediums of instruction - KMI, RMI, and EMI -
and imposing the one subject/one language formula has sparked discussion as to whether

or not to use translanguaging.

The purpose of this qualitative study is to explore KMI, RMI and EMI teachers’
beliefs on translanguaging as a teaching practice. Data collection was conducted through
interviews with eight teachers from two schools: one NIS school and one mainstream
school. The study was based on Macaro’s (2001) framework of beliefs on the use of
languages —other than the target language— in the classroom, which includes virtual,
maximal, and optimal beliefs, and indicates the teachers’ degree of acceptance and support
of translanguaging. Accordingly, teacher educators who hold a virtual position are likely to
adhere to the one language only policy, while the ones holding a maximal position tend to
use this practice out of necessity, although without an acknowledgement of its pedagogical
use. The optimal position, nonetheless, paves the way for teachers to adopt translingual
practices in the classroom. Findings revealed that the participating teachers hold a maximal
belief regarding translanguaging. In other words, they support the idea of using the target
language in class, but only as a last resort. However, the respondents also showed some

contradictions in their answers, something that might point to the fact that their beliefs
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about translanguaging are still being shaped. Therefore, further work is required to enhance

teachers’ awareness and improvement of translanguaging practices.
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AHaaTna

Ka3zakcranablK MyFajgiMaepaiH TPaHCTLIeCy TYpaJibl CeHiMaepi: yITijaik
KOHTEKCTKe Heri3e/reH adJieJl

MyraniMaepAiH TPaHCTUAECY i TYKbIPbIMIaMallayblHa XKOHE OKBITY OapbIChIHIA
KOJIJIaHybIHA KOTI JKaFIaiia oapAblH OCHI 9JIICKE KATHICTHI KaJIBIITACKAH CEHIMIEP] BIKIAI
eTeni. Anaiia onapIbH TPAHCTUIACCYIl 3aHIbl TIEarOTUKAJIBIK JJIIC PEeTiHIE
KaHIIAJIBIKTHl KYNTaWTBIHIBIHABIFBI TypaJIbl 3ePTTEY KYMBICTAPhI 11 JI€ KETKUTIKCI3.
Kazakcranma ymringe 6utiM Oepy casicaThl Ka3ak, OpbIC JKOHE aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH KOJIIaHa
OTBIPHIT, OKBITYFa HETi3/IenreH. Anaiiia, cabak 0apbIChIHIAa TPAHCTIIIECY dIICTEPiH

KOJIJIaHy IbIH KaHIIAIBIKTHI IYPHIC €KSHJIIT TYpaJIbl MKIPTaIac OPBIH aJIBIT OTHIP.

Byt canaibik 3epTTey *KYMBICHIHBIH MAaKCaThl Ka3aK, OPBIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH
TinAepinge cabak 6epeTiH MyFaliMIep IiH TPAHCTIIIECY 11 OKBITY OaphIChIHAA KOJIaHyFa
KATBICTHI CEHIMJIEPIH aHBIKTay. 3epTTEY KYMBIChIHA JAEPEKTEp KUHAKTAY YIIiH Oip
Hazap6aeB 3usTkepiik MekTed1 MeH Oip >Kambl opTa 011iM OepeTiH MEKTENTEH >KaIlbl
CaHBbI Ceri3 MyFaJliMMeH cyx0art xypri3uii. 3eprrey >xymbicbl MakaponsiH (2001) Herisri
Tinal yipery OapbIchiHIa 6acka TimAepAl KoIJaHyFa KaTbICThl BUPTYaJIbl, MaKCUMAIIbI
YKOHE ONTUMAJIIBI CEHIMIEp TEOPUSUIBIK HET131He CyHeHe OThIphIN *kacanibl. ColikeciHIle,
OyJ1 MyFaliMIEp/IiH TPAHCTIIIECY Il KYIITay KOHE KONay ACHIeHiH KopceTe .
Buptyanasl ceHiMI1 yCTaHATBIH MyFajliMiep TeK Oip FaHa Ti/11 KOJIJIaHy Kepek Jer
CaHalIbl, aJ1 MAKCUMAaJIJIbl CeHIM/II KOJIAayIIblIap TAPHCTULAECY ICIH KaXKEeTTIIIK
TyBIHJIaFaHJla FaHa KOJIZJaHAJIbl, IETEHMEH OYJI 9[IICTI MelarorukaiblK Kypaji peTiHje aca
KyITamMaiapl. ©3 Ke3eriHie ONTUMANIbl CeHIM/II YCTaHAThIH MYFalliMJIep TPAHCTIAeCy i
OKBITY OapbICBIH/IA KOJIJIAaHY/ bl KOJIAAal bl opi OH Ke30eH Kapaiasl. Cyx0aT HoTHXeCl
OOMBIHIIIA )KMHAKTAIFAH JIEPEKTEPIi Taliail OTBIPHII, 3ePTTEY KYMBICHIHA KaThICKaH

MyFaTiMAEpAiH KOIIIUIIr TpaHCTAecyre 6aiaHbICThl MAKCUMAJIABl CEHIMII
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YCTaHATBIHABIFBI aHBIKTAIBL. Onap OKbITY OapbIChIHIA Oip FaHA TUIII KOJAAHY TYPBIC e
CaHal bl )KOHE TPAHCTUIIECY Il COHFBI aMaJl JIel ecenTeii. JlereaMen MyFamiMaepaiy
KayanTapblHAAFbl KapaMa-KaiIbl MiKipJep oJIapIblH TPAHCTUIAECYTe IereH
KO3KapacTapbIHBIH JJTi JIe TOJBIK KaJIbIITaCIaraHAbIFbIH Oiaipeai. COHIBIKTAaH aniarsl
yaKbITTa MyFaIiMICPAiH TPAHCTLUIAECYTe KaThICThI OUTIMAEPIH apTThIPYyFa KOHE OKBITY
OapbICBIHIA S/iC PETIH/ETI KOJAAHBICHIH JaMbITYFa OaFbITTalIFaH MIapajap Ky3ere

ACBIPBUTYBI KaXKCT.
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AHHOTAUA

Yﬁem}lem/m Ka3axCTaHCKHUX npenonaBaTe.ﬂeﬁ 0 TPAHCA3BIYUU: IPUMEP U3
TPEXBAZBIYHOIO KOHTEKCTA

Llenb 3TOT0 KaueCTBEHHOT'O UCCIICAOBAHUS U3YUHTh YOSKICHHUS yUUTeNeH,
MPETOAAOIINX MPEAMETHI Ha aHIJIMICKOM, PYCCKOM M Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKaX, O TPAHCSA3UUE U
0 ero MPUMEHEHUH Ha TpakTuke. [t coopa JaHHBIX OBLIO UCTIOIB30BAHO
HHTCPBBIOMPOBAHUC, B KOTOPOM IPHUHAIN YHaCTUC BOCCMb y‘II/ITeJIeﬁ M3 ABYX MIKOJI: OJHA
oTHOcUTCS K cetu Hazap6aeB MHTeIEKTyambHBIX LIKOJI, BTOPAsi OTHOCUTCS K CPETHUM
o011eo0pa3oBaTeIbHbIM LIKOJIaM. JJaHHOE Kcciel0BaHUE PUMEHUIA TEOPETUUECKYIO
OCHOBY paspabotanHyro Makapo (2001 r.), koTopasi IpeICTaBIsAET CUCTEMY YOKIeHUI
00 UCIIOJIL30BAaHUN SI3BIKOB, HE ABJIAIOIIUXCA LCJICBBIM SA3BIKOM. Ota TCOPCTHUYCCKAA
OCHOBA BKJIIOYAET B ce0st BUPTYAJIbHBIC, MAKCUMAJIbHBIC U OIITUMAJIbHBIC y6e)KI[eHI/I$I,
KOTOPBIC MMPCACTABIAIOT CTCIICHU AOMYIICHUA YUUTCIIAMA TPAHCA3bIUUA. OCHOBBIBAsACH HA
9TOM U3MCPUTCIBHOM MHCTPYMCHTEC, MOKHO CKAa3aThb, 4YTO BHpTyaJIBHOI;'I no3naun
MNPUACPKUBAIOTCA YUUTCIIA, UCITOJB3YIOIINE TOJBKO OJWH A3bIK B IIPCIIOAaBaAHUHA, B TO
BpPEMA TC KOTOPEBIC JOIMYCKAOT MHTCITPUPOBAHUC A3BIKOB IPUACPKUBAIOTCS MaKCUMaJILHOU
JUL0X3700050% 8 Yro KacaeTcst OITUMAJILHOU MMO3UIIUH, B OTOM CJIIydac YUUTCIIA IMPOABIIAIOT
JOAJIBHOCTD U MOT'YT aJalITUPOBATLCA K IPUMCHCHHUIO PA3HBIX A3BIKOB BO BPEMS ypOKa.
PCSy,TII)TaTI)I JaHHOT'O UCCJICAOBAHUSA ITOKa3ajiv, YTO YUUTCIIA 0oJIBIIE MpUACPIKUBAKOTCA
MaKCHUMaJILHOU IIO3UIUNA. HNuaue roBOp:A, OHU AOITYCKAIOT UACKO MCIIOJIB30BAHUA APYTUX
SA3BIKOB Ha YpOKax, HO N3-3a HCBO3MOXHOCTH IMMPAKTUKH MPCTIOAaBaAHUA TOJIBKO Ha
OESJIEBOM SA3BIKE. TeMm He MeHee OBLIN BBISIBIICHEI HCKOTOPBIC IPOTUBOPEYHNA B OTBETAX
qu/ITeneﬁ, KOTOPBIC YKA3bIBAOT HA, UTO UX Y6e)K)ICHI/I$I B OTHOIICHUH TPAHCA3BIYHNA BCC
emie ¢popmupytorcs. cxonst u3 3Toro, BO3SHUKAET HEOOXOAMMOCTH MTOBBICUTH
OCBEJOMJICHHOCTb YYHTEJIEH O TPAHCA3BIYMH U €r0 IPUMEHEHUH Ha NPAKTHKE, KOTOPOMY

MO>KET MOCIIOCOOCTBOBATE JalIbHENIIIEE UCCIIET0OBAHIE.
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Introduction

Translanguaging as a concept is now clearly a part of the ongoing multilingual turn
toward a greater understanding of language, with a focus on how individuals use and live
with and in languages, rather than of language as separate structures (Paulsrud, Rosen,
Straszer, & Wedin 2017). In other words, the multilingual turn means a shift from a
monolingual perspective toward a more inclusive and flexible perspective on

multilingualism (Bieri, 2018).

Translanguaging can be considered to be an important part of the process of
acquisition of the language and content of the subject since it facilitates the “making
meaning, shaping experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of
two languages” (Baker, 2011, p. 288). That is to say, it encourages the use of the whole
linguistic repertoire of learners to improve the understanding and achievement. At the
same time, it is important to emphasize the teachers’ role as they are considered to be the
main engine in classroom organization. Therefore, teachers are the ones who decide to
support translanguaging or not and their choices are mostly influenced by their
expectations and beliefs (Blackledge & Creese, 2010). The relationship between teachers’
beliefs and their teaching practices has been noted by many researchers such as Attardo &

Brown (2005), Johnson (1992), Jones & Fong (2007), Poynor (2005), Yook (2010).

Thus, as stated by Macaro (2001), teachers might demonstrate the virtual, maximal
and, optimal beliefs regarding the use of students’ languages. In other words, these beliefs
indicate various degrees of encouragement of translanguaging by teacher educators. There
exist other studies which also investigated the classroom practices and beliefs of teachers
Olimnazarova (2014), Tabaku (2014), Daryai-Hansen, Barfod, & Schwarz (2017), Doiz &

Lasagabaster (2017), Caruso (2018), Tastanbek (2019).
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On a daily basis, teacher educators are faced with different complex decisions to
make that rely on various kinds of knowledge and judgement can involve high stakes
outcomes for students’ futures. In order to make appropriate decisions, teachers must be
aware of different ways in which student learning can displayed in the context of
development, learning differences, language and cultural influences, and approaches to
learning (Hammond & Bransford, 2005). However, as noted by Li and Pajares (2012,
1992) teachers’ beliefs have a greater effect than the teachers’ knowledge on planning their
lessons, on the types of decisions they adopt, and on classroom practice. This view is
supported by Haste and Burke (1977) and Kuzborshka (2011) who note that teachers make
decisions about their classroom teaching based on the beliefs they have about language
teaching and learning. In the same vein, Harcarik (2009) explored the correlation between
teachers’ knowledge and beliefs and their relationship to classroom practices. The results
of this study showed that there is a relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their
classroom practices in the areas of resources, classroom practices and time. Therefore,
teachers’ beliefs play an important role in understanding the difficulty of teaching and
learning issues and setting up better education programs. Moreover, what teacher educators
understand about changes in language teaching are related to what they believe about it. In
order to have an understanding of the specific changes in language teaching, it is important

for teachers to have a deeper understanding of their beliefs.

In accordance with the trilingual policy framework in Kazakhstan, the share of
people with a good command of English needs to reach 20% by 2020 (MoES, 2010).
Consequently, teachers who are involved in the realization of the trilingual policy also
contribute to the fulfillment of the policy goals. However, it remains unclear whether
Kazakhstani teacher educators are aware and approve translanguaging as a legitimate

practice or still use it surreptitiously.
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Problem Statement

In the Kazakhstani context translanguaging might be regarded by teachers as
inefficient since in high-stakes examinations, such as the Unified National Testing (UNT),
Kazakh, Russian, and English languages are used, which might interfere with the
acknowledgement of it as a pedagogical tool in their classroom (Irsaliyev et al., 2017,
Garcia & Wei, 2014). In other words, test-based assessment of students’ performance is
still considered to be the reasonable indicator of schools and its teachers’ competence.
Consequently, making teachers accountable for the preparation of students to get higher
scores in it (Kopeeva, 2017., Koretz, 2002). At the same time, the UNT does not yet reflect
trilingual education requirements, as it has not developed taking into account the
translanguaging practices in schools (Irsaliyev et al., 2017). Meanwhile, translanguaging is
an inevitable part of classroom practice as it is considered to be a naturally occurring
phenomenon (Canagarajah, 2011). Moreover, some teachers may consider translanguaging
only as a scaffolding strategy, which turns out to be less useful as learners attain higher

language proficiency.

According to Cenoz, Gorter, and May (2017) translanguaging can be employed as a
pedagogical tool both in language and content classes as it can serve various purposes.
Accordingly, Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) classrooms are considered
to be one of the appropriate settings where translanguaging can be applied in myriad ways.
In his major study, Marsh (2012) defines CLIL as “a dual-focused educational approach in
which an additional language is used for the teaching of content and language with the
objective promoting both content and language mastery” (p.2). However, Cenoz (2013, as
cited in Cenoz & Gorter, 2013) pointed out the possibility of compartmentalization
between languages in CLIL classes, although its initial point is the integration of language

and content. In the meantime, proponents regard to translanguaging as a teaching strategy
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that softens lines between languages. Precisely, they view the use of L1 in CLIL and
language classes as a resource that can be utilized appropriately (Cenoz et al., 2017). This
means that, teacher educators need to acknowledge and set up a favourable condition for

judicious use of translanguaging in their classrooms.

Although translanguaging has been spread widely and discussed in the circle of
scholars and researchers, teachers’ beliefs regarding translanguaging still remain unclear,
and it appears that teacher educators’ awareness of this notion needs to be increased
(Fimyar, Yakavets, & Bridges, 2014). On top of that, for the most part, CLIL teachers are
subject teachers who do not have experience in planning lessons considering the
languages. Likewise, in the European context integration of linguistic and nonlinguistic

goals in the curriculum has been consistently disregarded (San Isidro, 2018).

Rationale for Choice

Through personal experience it is challenging to avoid learners’ L1 while
delivering the subject in L2. In line with this, Lasagabaster (2013) asserts that L1 was not

only inevitable but that it could serve useful purposes.

As stated by Garcia and Wei (2015, as cited in Wright, Boun & Garcia, 2015)
“there can be no way of educating children inclusively without recognizing their diverse
language and meaning-making practices as a resource to learn and to show what they
know, as well as to extend these” (p. 227). In this way, it appears that the sense of guilt
may be a commonplace burden that concerns the vast majority of content subject teachers
who involved in this policy. Apart from that, despite a growing interest of researchers in
CLIL (Karabassova, 2018; Kakenov, 2017; Vitchenko, 2017) the overall number of studies

on translanguaging in the Kazakhstani trilingual context is quite limited.



TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 5

Purpose of the Study

Based on the aforementioned, the purpose of the study is to examine teachers’
beliefs on translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy in CLIL and non-CLIL classrooms.
Since the majority of teachers have not been properly trained and are not aware of the
intentions behind translanguaging and its potential use in classrooms (Bieri, 2018;
Tastanbek, 2018), there are various beliefs among teachers related to this approach. As
regards teachers’ beliefs, they can directly influence positively or negatively their
pedagogical decisions and instructional practices or in other words, how classroom

activities are tailored. (Andrews, 2003 as cited in Liyanage & Nima, 2016).

Research Questions

1. What are RMI (Russian as a medium of instruction) and KMI (Kazakh as a
medium of instruction) teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging in Kazakhstani trilingual

schools?

2. What are EMI (English as a medium of instruction) teachers’ beliefs on

translanguaging in Kazakhstani trilingual schools?

Significance of the Study

The study may present benefits for teachers, who, as main participants of this study,
will be able to reflect on their own experiences and beliefs. Moreover, they also might
reconsider their perspectives towards the proper use of translanguaging in their classroom,
which ultimately contributes to the advancement and better implementation of the

trilingual policy within schools.

Policy-makers might draw conclusions about teachers’ beliefs and open up the

ways of collaborative work between themselves and teachers as practitioners. Finally, it
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contributes to the body of literature in the field of education in the context of Kazakhstan

by shedding light on teacher educators’ belief as a whole.

Outline of the Study

The first chapter reviews the background of the research problem, presents the research
purpose, the research questions and the significance of the study. The second chapter is
devoted to the review of the literature related to the research topic. Particularly, the origins and
development of translanguaging and its potential role in CLIL, and the current context of
Kazakhstan are examined. The theoretical framework of this study is discussed in the closing
part of the second chapter. The third chapter justifies reasons for the method used in the study
and presents the data collection, instrument, sample, data analysis procedure, and ethical
considerations. The fourth chapter presents the findings of the study that is interpreted
considering prior research. The final chapter addresses the conclusions gleaned from the study

and provides some implications and recommendations for further investigation.
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Literature Review

This chapter presents the literature in order to provide the conceptual and
theoretical framework that underpins the present study on Kazakhstani teacher’ beliefs on
translanguaging. At the beginning it provides a thorough explanation of the origins and
development of translanguaging theory, its various aspects and how it should be
acknowledged by teacher educators. Then, the potential use of translanguaging in CLIL
and non-CLIL classrooms are discussed. The section sheds light on translanguaging in the
Kazakhstani trilingual context which enables to understand the specific features of the
concept in its context. Then, the role of teacher educators’ beliefs is elaborated. The final
part of the literature review highlights the theoretical framework, which allows to

investigate teacher educators’ beliefs on translanguaging by considering relevant studies.

Translanguaging Theory

For the first time the term translanguaging appeared in 1980s and was applied in
the Welsh educational context by Cen Williams. Originated from a Welsh word
“trawsieithu”, later it was interpreted into English as “translinguifying” but later on
modified to “translanguaging” (Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012). Initially it referred to a
pedagogical practice that aimed to enhance students’ language proficiency by intentionally
alternating the language mode for input and output in a classroom. For instance, students
were asked to read in one language and write in another or to discuss in one language and
read in another (Baker, 2011). Since then, the term has been extended to refer to multiple
discursive language practices in which multilingual speakers use for meaning making
within different discourses and language boundaries (Garcia, 2009; Wei, 2011). As
explained by Williams, “translanguaging means that you receive information through the

medium of one language and use it yourself through the medium of the other language.
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Before you can use that information successfully, you must have fully understood it”
(1996, p. 64 as cited in Lewis et al., 2012). Otherwise stated, in order to reproduce the
information in other languages it needs to be understood and absorbed completely by a
speaker. For example, to deliver the original meaning of a proverb from one language to
another and to make a proper translation one should understand fully and find the word or
phrase with equal meaning in other languages. Interestingly, Wei (2014) went further and
defined the notion of translanguaging as a verb, languaging, which refers to the process of
using language to gain knowledge, to make sense, to articulate one’s thoughts and to
communicate about using language, rather than language as a noun. Hence, it could be
suggested that translanguaging questions the constructed notion of monolingual norms and
normalizes translanguaging or the use of the learner’s whole language repertoire to

legitimate and ease the process of learning (Gort & Sembiante, 2015).

According to Garcia and Wei (2014) translanguaging challenges the existing
hierarchies between the dominant and minority languages as well as language varieties.
Therefore, it encourages viewing languages more holistically. In addition, translanguaging
has been defined by Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid (2015) as “the deployment of a speaker’s full
linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically
defined boundaries of named languages” (p. 281). In other words, translanguaging sets a
high value on people’s whole language repertoire. Similarly, Canagarajah emphasizes the
integratedness of linguistic repertoires as an “ability of multilingual speakers to shuttle
between languages, treating the diverse languages that form their repertoire as an

integrated system” (Canagarajah, 2011, p. 401).

However, it does not mean that speakers are not aware of the existence of the

boundaries between languages and between language varieties. A multilingual is someone
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who knows and is aware of the presence of the political entities of named languages and
has a translanguaging capacity that allows resolving differences, distinctions,

discrepancies, or ambiguities for the sake of strategic gains (Wei, 2018).

As explained by Wei (2018), in the course of time, translanguaging has proven to
be an effective pedagogical practice in different educational contexts where the medium of
instruction is different from the languages of the students. Thus, it has been “deliberately
breaking the artificial and ideological divides between indigenous versus immigrant,
majority versus minority and target versus mother tongue languages” (p.15). Moreover,
translanguaging empowers both the learner and the teacher, changes the power relations,
and emphasizes the process of teaching and learning on making meaning, improving

experience, and developing identity. As noted by Garcia and Sylvan (2011),

translanguaging includes code-switching, the shift between two languages in
context, and it also includes translation; however it differs from both of these
practices is that it refers to the process by which bilingual students perform
bilingually in the myriad ways of classrooms- reading, taking notes, discussing,

signing, and so on. (p. 389).

They also pointed out the pedagogical value of translanguaging that enables teacher
educators to fulfill different purposes in their teaching practice. Oftentimes, teachers use
translanguaging purposefully as a scaffolding tool to provide emergent bilinguals at the
initial stage access to complex texts and assistance to produce new language practices and
new knowledge (Garcia & Wei, 2014). It should be noted that the productive educational
outcome of translanguaging was also expressed by Williams (1996, as cited in Lewis et al.,

2012) who defined it as a meaningful strategy that transcends mere word by word
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translation and requires a better comprehension of the subject matter to deliver a certain

idea.

Lewis et al (2012) emphasize the significance of translanguaging as a pedagogic
tool as it activates various cognitive processing skills in listening and reading, the
assimilation and accommodation of information, choosing and selecting from brain storage
to communicate in speaking and writing. Consequently, translanguaging requires a deeper
understanding and it is more than just translating. Additionally, Baker (2011, as cited in
Lewis et al, 2012) considers four potential educational advantages of translanguaging:
deeper understanding of a content; development of a weaker language; strengthen home-
school links and cooperation; contributes to the integration of both the fluent speakers with

early learners.

However, according to Canagarajah (2011), there is still a strong belief among
scholars that translanguaging is not permitted in writing. Consequently, teacher educators
often do not allow it to be employed in writing, as they consider it a more formal activity
than classroom interactions (i.e., group work, teacher/student conversations). In his
detailed examination Canagarajah (2011) challenged this assumption by providing the
distinction between the use of translanguaging in speaking and writing and emphasized its

potential use and significance in writing.

Furthermore, a positive turn towards bilingualism in education entailed new vision
towards translanguaging and assumptions about the possible mental disorder caused by
learning bilingually has been failed, so that translanguaging started to be seen as a valuable
teaching strategy which allows acquiring proficiency in two languages. Consequently, it
paved the way for approaches as CLIL, where the integration of content and language is

promoted and acknowledged as a legitimate practice (Lewis, et al., 2012).
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Translanguaging in CLIL

CLIL refers to an “integrated approach where both language and content are
conceptualized on a continuum without an implied preference for either” (Coyle, 2007,
p.545). In other words, it is a dual-focused educational programme in which an additional
language is used as a medium in the teaching and learning of non-language content. CLIL
appeared in Europe in the 1990s, encouraged largely through top-down promotion by
educational policymaking and through bottom-up localized initiatives (Dalton-Puffer,
2007). In recent decades, it has spread across the continents to the extent that in some areas
it is becoming mainstream, though typically as an option rather than an obligation. For
example, Bertaux in France, Breidbach and Viebrock in Germany, Leone in Italy, and also

moving beyond the continent (Nikula & Moore, 2016).

Although CLIL has the “potential to better integrate foreign language/L.2
instruction” (Cenoz, Genesee and Gorter, 2013, p. 256), the efficacy of the approach
mainly depends on teacher educators’ professional competence. In view of this, it appears
to be challenging for subject teachers to maintain a more balanced pedagogic integration of
content and language, since the vast majority of them lack professional language
qualifications (Dalton-Puffer, 2011; Evnitskaya & Morton, 2011). In turn, it might lead to
the continuous tension of content and language, as most of the time, subject specialists are
concerned more about the “coverage and depth” of the content (Dalton-Puffer, 2007, p. 5).
In other words, teaching in additional language may require a longer time, thereby
impeding deeper comprehension of the subject matter and, at the same time, lack of
linguistic proficiency of teachers might result in avoiding higher-order thinking tasks and

lowering the complexity of content knowledge.
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Meanwhile, over the last years, a considerable amount of articles has been
published regarding the potential pedagogic value of translanguaging in CLIL classrooms
(Lin & He, 2017; Nikula & Moore, 2016). More precisely, an ethnographic study was
carried out by Lin and He (2017) in Hong Kong secondary school, where the role of
translanguaging as a teaching strategy in the CLIL classroom examined. In the school,
communication issues appeared to be a common case, mainly during the introduction of
new content or difficult topics since English considered to be the sole medium of
instruction but not a home/community language of students. Drawing upon the findings of
the study, researchers indicate the significance of the first languages of students and advise
to make full use of these resources. Along with that, the study provides various
translanguaging strategies such as scaffolding, which enables to make meaning and
facilitates the learning process and backs them up with illustrations from the study
observation. Accordingly, acknowledging translanguaging as a natural and useful teaching
strategy, allow teacher educators who involved in CLIL to be “guilt-free” and open up a
space for dynamic multilingual practices. It means that, supporting the use of learners’
whole linguistic repertoire and translanguaging strategies would enable students to
comprehend topics deeper and improve linguistic competencies. Similarly, Creese and
Blackledge (2010) proposed to legitimate the alternation of languages in order to “ease the
burden of guilt” which, appears to occur in a setting where the monolingual approach plays

a dominant position (p. 113).

Apart from it, one of the key scholars and experts in CLIL Marsh (1999, as cited in
Nikula & Moore, 2016) provided a clear explanation for teacher educators to employ L1
when needed without any hesitation in their teaching practice. Thus, allocating a space for

translanguaging in CLIL classroom:
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CLIL should not be thought of as necessarily requiring 100% use of a foreign
language in the learning process. CLIL invites the use of the mother tongue and an

additional language in the learning context (p. 162).

In the same vein, Nikula and Moore (2016) examined the functionality and
potential role of translanguaging in CLIL classrooms. Therefore, the exploratory study
based on classroom observations from three European contexts: Austria, Finland, and
Spain. According to Nikula and Moore (2016), both translanguaging and CLIL can be
understood as umbrella terms, the former relating to bilingual behavior and the latter to
bilingual education. Based on CLIL classroom discourse analysis from the European
contexts, they suggest that translanguaging should be valued as a potential tool in CLIL
classrooms. More precisely, in the Finnish context translanguaging was employed to
encourage learners ‘to play language detectives’, to find and discuss the similarities and
differences, across the languages. Similarly, in the Austrian history classroom, it was used
to explain an important concept by providing simultaneous glosses i.e., the meaning of the
particular word in two languages. In the Spanish context, technology students mostly relied
on their L1 while working in a group, thus it was suggested to not prohibit but rather
proactively plan the language use which covers the learners’ whole linguistic repertoire.
Consequently, researchers emphasized the significance of awareness-raising strategies for
teacher educators, as it would not only motivate them to create a favourable environment
for students but, most importantly to admit it as a part of bilingual behaviour. These results
provide further support on the efficacy of translanguaging in the CLIL classroom, as it

serves various purposes and enriches on multiple levels.

In a similar vein, in his comprehensive exploratory analysis of teachers’ and

students’ translanguaging practices in the Swiss context, particularly in CLIL and non
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CLIL classroom Bieri (2018) was able to show that translanguaging in CLIL goes beyond
the mere use of L1 and target language, it rather includes all aspects of the multilingual
repertoires of learners and teachers. It should be noted that, the Swiss context was
considered appropriate for the study of translanguaging as there are diverse languages
operating simultaneously. Interestingly, Bieri (2018) found that despite the difference
between the CLIL and non CLIL classrooms salient (participants orient to language in
order to facilitate content learning) and unmarked (participants orient primarily to the flow
of interaction) translanguaging occurred on the same level. Therefore, he concluded that,
translanguaging practices encompassing more than the L1 of learners are needed and

valuable in both CLIL and non CLIL classrooms.

The above-mentioned studies lead to the acceptance and promotion of
translanguaging as a legitimate and commonplace practice in CLIL classrooms, where an
individual’s linguistic repertoire is valued and used to reach various purposes. Moreover,
adherence to one language only policy should be reviewed, and teacher educators need to
encourage the use of the whole linguistic repertoire to facilitate comprehension and

meaning-making.

CLIL in the Kazakhstani Context

First of all, it is worth mentioning that in the Kazakhstani context CLIL is
considered to be one of the key strategies in the fulfillment of the trilingual policy across
the country. It implies that all schools, including Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS)
and mainstream, will be introduced and implement the CLIL approach gradually. In line
with the policy, “NIS schools are expected to support other Kazakhstani schools in
establishing or improving trilingual education” (AEO NIS, 2013, p. 9). Therefore, in order

to accomplish the goals of the trilingual education, promoting teacher educators’ as well as
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other stakeholders’ awareness about the pedagogic value of translanguaging in CLIL
would impact positively on the overall advancement of the policy. It should be noted that it
is a relatively new approach, and consequently, the vast majority of subject specialists,
who have no language education are unaware of its educational intentions (Karabassova,

2018).

In order to have a better understanding of the trilingual policy in the Kazakhstani
context it is important to shed light on the historical background of language education.
Due to the colonial background and historical events, Kazakhs became a minority group in
their own land, and Russian became the dominant language (Smagulova, 2008).
Consequently, it affected not only the demographic situation but also the linguistic
situation in the country. As it was noted later by the first president Nazarbayev (1992) the
Kazakh language used to be “a language of kitchen”, before the independence. Therefore,
after gaining independence, the government put much effort on revitalizing the Kazakh
language by giving recognition to it on a national level. However, to keep the harmonious
growth and social cohesion, Russian kept its status and use along with Kazakh and became

the language of interethnic communication.

Furthermore, education was considered as the key sphere for the introduction and
development of the language policy. Thus, over the course of time, the language policy in
education has been revisited and adjusted on several occasions. After assigning the roles of
Kazakh and Russian in education, the government introduced and aimed at developing the
Trilingual Policy, by including English to the list of main languages. Accordingly, starting
from the 2000s, English was incorporated into the general education system (Yakavets &
Dzhadrina, 2014). One of the recent and significant changes was connected with the launch

of State Program of Development and Functioning of Languages of Kazakhstan for 2011-
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2020 and cultural program “Trinity of languages” by the Decree of Nursultan Nazarbayev.
In agreement with its objectives, the share of population speaking in the three languages,
Kazakh, Russian and English should increase 100%, 95% and 25% respectively by 2020. It
can be seen that by setting up and envisaging a fairly ambitious goal, the government is
making an effort to enhance the prestige of Kazakh, to maintain the use of Russian and
highlighting the significance and necessity of studying English. Even though these aims
have not yet been fully achieved, there have been some positive changes in the language

situation of the country.

Albeit the trilingual education is a complex term with various definitions, the
following definition well describes the Kazakhstani context, “all three languages are to be
taught as school subjects as well as used as a medium of instruction during a relevant
number of teaching hours” (Riemersma, 2011., p.7). In other words, Kazakh, Russian and
English are taught as separate language subjects and at the same time used as a medium for
certain content subjects. In an attempt to implement this policy, Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools (NIS) were set up as experimental sites “for testing the polylingual educational
model and educational innovations” in 2008 (as cited in Shamshidinova, Ayaubayeva, &
Bridges, 2014, p.75). Another main goal of NIS is introducing its experience to the
mainstream schools and contributing to the spread of the trilingual policy throughout the
country. Moreover, it has received legal status and became the Autonomous Education
Organisation of Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (AEO NIS) and this means they were
granted full academic freedom and autonomy (Shamshidinova, Ayaubayeva, & Bridges,
2014). Thus, NIS have various privileges in terms of designing and adopting its
educational program and financial allocation. Indeed, as a leading engine for the
mainstream schools, NIS declared and first adopted trilingual education as its defining

feature and in particular, CLIL was defined as a significant part of trilingual education
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(Karabassova, 2018) and currently this experience is also being transferred to other
mainstream schools (Bakytzhanova, 2018). Although, the role of translanguaging in CLIL
and non CLIL classrooms has not gained much attention, there is some research that has
shed light on other aspects of CLIL implementation. For instance, existing studies revealed
the main challenges teachers face in CLIL classrooms are the language proficiency of
students, vocabulary, lack of teaching materials and striking the balance between content
and language (Bakytzhanova, 2018, Kakenov, 2017). Besides, as was mentioned earlier,
most teachers understood it as teaching merely through another language (Karabassova,
2018). In general, therefore, it seems that teacher educators are not fully aware of the

intentions behind CLIL.

Theoretical framework for teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging

In the literature the term belief is generally understood to mean a personal
judgment formed from experiences (Raymond, 1997). This view is also supported by Li
(2012), Pehkonen and Pietila (2003) who claim that it is a kind of knowledge that is
subjective and experienced-based. In other words, beliefs are made slowly over time.
Consequently, the more teachers gain experience in their profession, this knowledge also
advances more and shapes a highly personalized belief system that sets boundaries in the
teachers’ understanding, judgement and behavior. Otherwise, over time teacher beliefs
might get stronger and become resistant to change. Richards (1998) also highlighted the
importance of teachers’ belief system in their teaching practice, “that is the information,
views, values, theories and thought about teaching and learning that teachers make over
time and bring with them to the classroom” (p.79). Moreover, it involves both subjective
and objective aspects and comes into play when teachers make decisions (Richards &

Lockhart, 1994).
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While some research did not indicate any connection between teachers’ beliefs and
classroom practice (Bisland, O’Conner and Malow-Iroff, 2009), others revealed that there
is a relationship between them (Harcarik, 2009) particularly, in the areas of resources,
classroom practices and time. Another contradiction appears to exist about the impact of
teacher education programs in changing teachers’ beliefs, since Peacock (2001) concluded
that teachers’ beliefs were stable and were never subjected to any modification, whereas
Freeman and Johnson (1998) reported the significance of teacher education in changing
teachers’ beliefs. In their view, the correlation between teacher education programs and

teacher educators and its impact on teachers’ practice should be examined further.

Moreover, there is a large volume of published studies describing the relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and their teaching practices (Attardo & Brown, 2005; Johnson,
1992; Jones & Fong, 2007; Poynor, 2005; Yook, 2010, Olimnazarova, 2014; Tastanbek,

2019).

The framework developed by Macaro (2001), who outlined the teachers’ possible
stances toward codeswitching, seems to be compatible with this study. Despite the fact that
his study employed codeswitching as its main aspect, codeswitching was reasoned to be a
part of translanguaging practices. Similarly, this framework was applied in the work of
Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) who explored “Teacher’s beliefs about translanguaging
practices” and Tastanbek (2019) who also investigated “Kazakhstani pre-service teacher
educators’ beliefs on translanguaging”. In particular, Macaro’s framework considers the
degree of approval and encouragement of multilingual practices by teacher educators, thus
it could be used for investigating both codeswitching and translanguaging. Accordingly, it
encompasses three main positions regarding multilingual practices: virtual, maximal and,

optimal. That is to say, translanguaging with different degrees of support.
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According to Macaro (2001) the virtual position views the classroom as the target
country and therefore aims at total exclusion of students’ L1. It argues that there is hardly
any pedagogical value in employing L1 in classroom practice. Consequently, this position
can be employed by teachers who advocate the use of the one language only, since they
hold the view that use of L1 might hamper the proper acquisition of a target language. In
other words, based on this position, teachers strictly adhere to the target language only
policy. A possible explanation for that is likely to be the general monolingual assumption
and time-honored belief that the full exposure and the use of target language enhances

learners’ proficiency in that language (Krashen, 1981., Cook, 2001, Escobar, 2015).

The second position, which is the maximal proposed by Macaro (2001), can be
seen in cases when teachers resort to translanguaging without having any awareness about
it. At the same time, the lack of perfect conditions for teaching makes them fall back on it.
However, they do not acknowledge its pedagogical value, thus they usually find
themselves guilty when they employ it in their teaching practice (Copland & Neokleous,
2011, Olimnazarova, 2012). Although policy makers and school administrators tend to
suggest one language only approach, there are number of cases recorded when
translanguaging practices were employed to achieve multiple purposes in classroom
practice. More precisely, teachers found students using it during group discussion,
although monolingual communication was required (Lin & He, 2017), and even teachers
admitted that they use this practice for explaining various concepts and vocabulary
(Canagarajah, 2011., Barnard & McLellan, 2013., Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017). These

findings show that the use of translanguaging is a commonplace practice used by teachers.

According to the third position, that is the optimal, a reasonable use of learners L1
may enhance learning more rather than adhering to the target language only policy

(Macaro, 2001). It appears that the use of learners’ L1 opens the way for translanguaging
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and teachers who support the optimal position are willing to embrace translanguaging.
Moreover, since they acknowledge its pedagogical value in the classroom, they are also
keen to learn and incorporate it into their practice. Therefore, with this in mind, from the
point of translanguaging, both teachers of content and language subjects seem to have
favourable lessons which enhance students’ language proficiency in a harmonious way
without impeding their natural linguistic behavior. This is also applicable for teachers who
work in a Kazakhstani trilingual context, as it might contribute to the better

implementation of this policy across the country.
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Methodology

The focus of this chapter is to explain and justify the methodology used to conduct
this study, namely, a qualitative based interview. Furthermore, this chapter elaborates on
the methodology used to collect data for the study. It specifies the research approach,
describes the data collection instrument and research site, identifies the sample and data
collection procedures, explains the data analysis approach and concludes with a

consideration of ethical issues.

Research Design

In line with the purpose of the study, to examine Kazakhstani teachers’ beliefs on
the translanguaging, a qualitative approach to the research was chosen as being the most
relevant. A qualitative approach “offers the opportunity to unpack issues, to see what they
are about or what lies inside, and to explore how they are understood by those connected
with them” (Ritchie, 2003, p.27). In other words, this approach enables the researcher to
comprehend the phenomena by exploring the participants’ experiences, thus making them
able to see the issue through the teacher educators’ perspective. Therefore, teachers’
beliefs on the use of translanguaging in CLIL and non CLIL classrooms can be achieved
by using this approach. At the same time, by employing a qualitative approach, the
researcher can learn from the participants of the study while collecting data (Creswell,
2014). Precisely, by analyzing the responses and opinions of participants, the researcher
would understand better how the notion of translanguaging is perceived by teacher

educators.

This study is an interview-based research, which is in line with a qualitative
research approach (Creswell, 2014). Apart from that, the interview sets a favourable

condition for interviewees to open up and share their thoughts and understandings on the
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considered research problem and voice their concerns and beliefs smoothly (Cohen,
Manion & Morrison, 2011). Moreover, the interview questions were designed properly, so
that allowed to obtain the relevant information without using other data collection

instruments.

Research Site

The study took place in two schools: in one of the Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools
(NIS) and in one of the mainstream schools in Nur-Sultan. The rationale for choosing these
schools was based on the fact that the researcher has worked at NIS as a teacher, and the
choice of the mainstream school is to examine beliefs of teachers working in two different
trilingual contexts. Moreover, being familiar with the city and having experience in a
school made it possible for the researcher to conduct the research smoothly. Furthermore,
the interview was conducted in different places (offices and school cafeterias) which were

convenient for the participants.

The NIS was chosen as it is considered to be “one of the pioneers of CLIL in the
country, and which are supposed to translate their CLIL implementation experience to
mainstream schools” (Karabassova, 2018, p. 3). In addition to that, the first president of
Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazarbayev in his annual address to the nation (2007) emphasized
the significance of trilingual education whereby the Ministry of Education and Science of
Kazakhstan is putting efforts for better enactment of this policy. Accordingly, NIS schools

were set up as main platforms where this model is being implemented.

Sampling

With the purposeful sampling strategy, the researcher reached teachers engaged in a
trilingual context. This type of sampling allows for the selection of participants and sites

deliberately to reach the aims of the study (Creswell, 2014). Namely, maximal variation
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purposeful sampling was used as it gives the opportunity to acquire individuals’ different
views, as participants differed on some characteristics or traits (Creswell, 2014). The study
recruited four subject teachers from each school (NIS and mainstream) and they
represented the sample. The participating teachers are the specialists of these subjects:
history of Kazakhstan, world history, chemistry and English. The criteria for selecting
participants was based on the difference of the language of instruction: Kazakh, Russian
and English. Participating teachers have two years of work experience in a school setting.
The overall number of participants was eight teachers. This number of participants is
sufficient to get rich data and accomplish the purpose of the study that can be seen from
the results of similar studies conducted by other researchers (Tastanbek, 2019; Ospanova,
2017). In order to ensure anonymity and confidentiality, the participants of the study were
assigned pseudonyms and all potential identifiers were removed at all steps of writing the

thesis.

Study participants

Ne Participant Years of Language of
experience instruction
1. Aizhan 4 Kazakh
2. Aigul 18 Russian
3. Samal 14 English
4. Tolkyn 23 English
5. Balausa 17 Kazakh
6. Kalamkas 37 English
7 Avrai 13 English
8 Tanya 24 Russian
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Data Collection Instrument

As mentioned earlier, this is an interview-based study in which a semi-structured
interview was employed to collect the data. The rationale for choosing the interview as an
instrument for this study is that it is in line with a qualitative research approach (Creswell,
2014). Apart from that, it is a unique tool for data collection, thanks to which multi-sensory
channels can be used: verbal, non-verbal, spoken and heard (Cohen, et al., 2011). In other
words, it allows the researcher to make observations and get information on the

participants’ nonverbal messages e.g. body language, facial expressions.

According to Cannel and Kahn, (as cited in Cohen et al., 2011) the research
interview as a “conversation initiated by the interviewer for the specific purpose of
obtaining research-relevant information, and focused by him on content specified by
research objectives of systematic description, prediction or explanation” (p.411). In this
case, the current study is focused on examining teacher educators’ beliefs on
translanguaging, and the interviewing process was an appropriate instrument that enabled

the researcher to uncover/reveal participants’ beliefs in detail.

Specifically, a semi-structured interview was chosen as the most appropriate
research instrument that can address the research questions. In turn, Cook and Kvale (as
cited in Datko, 2015, p. 143) define the semi-structured interview as a flexible instrument
that provides a little freedom for researchers to modify and manage questions upon
necessity during the interviewing process. This is in contrast to the unstructured interview,
where higher flexibility and freedom are welcome. Rather, it is a conversation initiated by
the researcher during which participants reveal their personal experiences regarding the
research questions. Moreover, the researcher can moderate the process in order to obtain

more detailed and subjective responses from the interviewees, thus researcher would be
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able to see the picture to a familiar situation from a different angle. Since the interview is
the instrument that enables us to obtain valuable information on participants’ beliefs, it is

suitable for the current study.

Data Collection Procedures

Before collecting the data, the instrument was pilot tested with students from
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education (NUGSE), and minor changes to the
questions were made. Prior to undertaking the research, the permission was obtained from
the NUGSE research committee. In this regard, the NUGSE Research Approval
Application form was completed, including brief information about the purpose of study,
research design and methods, ethical considerations such as benefits, and risks were
explained. After getting the approval from NUGSE Research Committee, and then
developing a project description and a consent form, the researcher started the process of
data collection. Data collection took place from December 3rd to December 13th, 20109.
All semi-structured interviews with the participants were conducted face-to-face (four
teachers from mainstream school) and by Skype (four teachers from NIS). Through the
gatekeeper’s granted access to the site, the researcher visited the mainstream school to
introduce the research and recruit the potential participants. The messages with detailed
information about the study were sent to the participants of the study by the researcher.
And, after agreement with all four participants, the time and location were arranged
according to their availability. Besides, face-to-face interviews took place at a place

suggested by the study participants for his/her comfort and convenience.

For NIS teachers, the interviews were conducted via Skype at the scheduled time

suggested by the interviewee, because the researcher resided in Nur-Sultan. It was
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beneficial to use Skype rather than the phone, as it allowed for face-to-face, instead of

voice-only, communication.

Prior to the interview, the researcher informed participants on the purpose and
procedures of the study and hard and electronic copies of the consent form were provided
to be signed (see Appendix A). In order to set a favourable atmosphere, participants were
asked to feel free and use any of the three languages, Kazakh, English or Russian, while
answering the questions. The interview lasted from 15 to 35 minutes, which was sufficient
time for each participant to answer the research questions. The interviews started with
questions asking participants’ background and narrowed down asking specific questions
related to the research purpose. With the aim of making clear the terms specific to
multilingualism, the researcher used simple words and phrases during the interview. For
example, the term translanguaging was simplified as “use of first languages in

teaching/learning English/Russian” which made this term clearer to the participants.

Upon agreement with the participants, interviews were recorded on the researcher’s
mobile phone for further data transcription and analysis. At the end of the interview, the

researcher thanked teachers for their participation and contribution to the study.

Data Analysis Procedure

In order to analyse the data, six steps suggested by Creswell (2014) were employed.
At the first stage it was important to organize and prepare the collected data for further
analysis, thus all the interviews recorded by mobile phone recorder were uploaded to the
researcher’s laptop and backed up on a Google drive folder. After that, all the interviews
were transcribed and during transcribing, the participants were assigned pseudonyms,
leaving out personal information in line with ethical requirements and to keep

confidentiality. The next step in data analysis included preliminary exploratory analysis
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and coding. The aim of this step is to explore the data to obtain a general sense of it (Agar,
1980 as cited in Creswell, 2007). Therefore, in order to get the general picture of the

collected, data all the transcripts were read several times and coded afterwards.

According to Bloomberg and Volpe (2008), during coding it is important not to
stick or force data into only predetermined categories or codes that appear from literature,
but also create some new emergent descriptors or eliminate some of them upon necessity
of data. Otherwise stated, codes were developed only after the detailed investigation of the
transcripts, considering the literature review and researcher’s insight. Therefore, the
following step included analyzing codes and developing categories out of them. As a
result, main categories or strands were defined such as “translanguaging as a scaffolding
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strategy”, “translanguaging as a last resort”, and “one language policy”.

In accordance with the research questions, codes and categories were applied to
interpret the teachers’ beliefs toward translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy in their
teaching practice. After examining the previous literature on the topic, the findings were
interpreted and explained. The final point of six step was validating the accuracy of
findings by employing external audit (Creswell, 2014) where one of the GSE students was
asked to read the transcripts and the findings section. The purpose of this stage is to have a
thorough review and to define some of the strengths and weaknesses of the study.
Therefore, a few minor changes were made in the findings chapter after an external audit’s
feedback regarding of accordance of the findings with the participants’ words. After
having completed all the above-mentioned steps, theoretical framework developed by
Macaro (2001) was used to classify teachers’ beliefs as the virtual, maximal and optimal

respectively.
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Ethical Considerations

Protecting participants information anonymously and confidentially is a duty of a
researcher. This entails the researcher to take steps to properly safeguard personal
information that participants would not reasonably want to disclose to others or make
public. Therefore, “ethics should be primary consideration rather than afterthought, and it
should be forefront of the researcher’s agenda” (Hesse-Bieber & Leavy, 2006 as cited in
Creswell, 2012 ). In other words, the researcher needs to follow ethical practices in all
steps of the research process. Accordingly, before starting to collect the data, the NUGSE
Research Approval Application Form was developed and it covered the necessary
information regarding the study, including the research questions, purpose of the study,
methodology, benefits and risks of the study. Equally important was the informed consent
form for the study, which indicated the research purpose, potential risks and benefits for
participants as well as their rights to withdraw from the interview at any time without any
detrimental effect. Approval form from the GSE Research committee was obtained on
November 15th, 2019, which is about two weeks before the data collection started. While
conducting the research, respondents were asked to get familiar with the consent form
before the participation and sign if they accept provided conditions. Apart from this,
participants also were informed that their anonymity and confidentiality would be kept.
Accordingly, participants were assigned pseudonyms and any other information that might
reveal their participation were changed or coded. The information regarding the research

sites and their locations are not disclosed anywhere in this study.

After completion of the data collection procedure, all the recordings and transcripts
were uploaded into the laptop and Google drive file storage of the researcher, that is
secured by passwords and only researcher and her supervisor have access to it. Therefore,

in order to maintain the confidentiality of the participants all necessary steps were taken.
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Findings

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of study which was aimed to

explore teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging.

The data for analysis was obtained from semi-structured interviews conducted with
eight subject teachers from two schools: one NIS and one mainstream. During the coding
procedure the following five main strands emerged: beliefs about the trilingual policy,
teachers’ beliefs about CLIL, the preference of one language policy, translanguaging as a
scaffolding strategy and translanguaging as a last resort. Each of these strands are
explained in the following sections and the responses of the participants are cited as

evidence.

Before analyzing teacher educators’ beliefs about translanguaging, it is important to
mention the different conditions and development strategies implemented in these two
schools. At the Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools, trilingual education is practiced and is one
of its defining features. The autonomous status of NIS implies the right to independently
approve their educational curricula, establish requirements for entrance exams, continually
monitor academic performance, while, the mainstream schools follow state educational
standards of the Republic of Kazakhstan and operate upon the decree from the Ministry of

Education (nis.edu.kz).

Beliefs about the Trilingual Policy

As specified by the OECD report (2015) the trilingual education system in
Kazakhstan is unique from other multilingual countries. Consequently, one of the
introductory questions of my interview was referred to the trilingual policy. According to
the recommendations/strategic plan outlined in the State Program on Education

development and 100 Concrete Steps, currently all mainstream schools are gradually
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switching to the trilingual program (MoES, 2010). Consequently, schools are at different
stages of implementation of the trilingual policy, which might also influence teachers’

beliefs towards it. For instance, all the four teachers from NIS have positive beliefs about
the trilingual policy, while the mainstream schoolteachers hold a totally opposite opinion.

This can be seen from the following extracts:

The most positive — if speaking about the advantages, | have expanded the library,
resources, and to be honest in foreign languages, that is, in English, it is very
clearly written. Even complex chemical processes are explained in a simple,
accessible language that is much easier than in Russian and I like it (Samal, NIS,
December 4, 2019).

The policy of trilingual education appeared not as some kind of luxury but as a
need of the modern world. It is one of the ways to integrate into the process of
integration. | think that it was the right decision to introduce it through the
educational sphere and | look at it positively. Nowadays, there for sure will not be a
single person who knows only one language, people are most likely to know more
than one language and it is just necessity” (Aigul, NIS, December 6, 2019).

It is important to note the fact that the training resources provided for NIS schools
are comparable to OECD countries, such as new facilities and large libraries, the
widespread availability of technologies, high-speed Internet, and interactive whiteboards
equipped with science laboratories. Moreover, the NIS curriculum was developed in
collaboration with international partners and teachers are frequently offered different
courses and workshops, that lead to their professional development as well as prepare them

to meet potential challenges by raising awareness on emerging issues (OECD, 2015).

Apart from it, the study conducted by JSC “Information Analytic Center” (Irsaliyev
et al., 2017) whose purpose was to analyse the preparedness of Kazakhstani schools for
implementation of trilingual policy, found that the majority of teachers lacked a clear
understanding of its stages, mechanisms and methodological aspects, though they

supported the initial idea. This was expressed by the mainstream teachers,
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I do not like the trilingual policy at all, and I think that to form our nation one
should fully acquire his/her mother tongue. I agree with the statement “Know all
other languages but respect your language. Of course, English is the main language,
but I do not like it, 1 do not agree ... | do not agree. Moreover, the language level of
our teachers and students is not sufficient yet to study in other languages, so we are
not ready” (Balausa, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

I’m against the trilingual policy in education because it is unsuitable for our
country, and it is just a waste of money, it will not bring any benefits for our
generation” (Kalamkas, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

One unanticipated finding was the belief of the Kazakh history subject teacher
Balausa, who perceived the acquisition of other languages as a threat to the Kazakh
identity. In a similar vein, Kalamkas also mentioned the traces of the past russification
policy as negatively impacting the Kazakh language and something that we cannot still
avoid.

We went through the russification policy over seventy years and as a result the

number of the younger generation who can speak Kazakh fluently and purely is

very small. That is why all of us mix Russian words in our utterances (Kalamkas,

Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

Another possible explanation for these discrepancies between the teachers of the
two schools might be the abovementioned differences in the conditions provided in these
schools, in terms of teaching resources, training sessions for teachers, and class sizes. To
be specific, in NIS schools, students are divided into two groups in the subjects that are
delivered in L2 or L3, which make up a total of 15 at most, whereas in mainstream schools
there is no division into two groups and the number of children in one group total up to 30
students. It can be seen from the response of one of the NIS teachers:

To facilitate and overcome language challenges, an opportunity is created, the

classes with the second language of instruction are divided into two and that is very

good and easy to manage, So as you see, we can ask questions, practice language,

organize work in pairs, and we can allocate more time for intercommunication and
close contact with each other (Aigul, NIS, December 6, 2019).
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Additionally, the response provided by Arai, who works as a chemistry teacher at
the mainstream school, appears to support the ease and effectiveness of working with a

small number of students.

I think it is improper to introduce the trilingual policy for all schools, as we do not
have the same conditions as in Nazarbayev schools where there are only 15
students in one group. In our case, there are 30 students in one group and how can
you control them? It is a stupidity (Arai, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

This result is consistent with Harcarik (2009) who indicated the link between
teachers’ beliefs and their classroom practices in the areas of resources and time. Along
with that, the financial investment to the network of NIS schools is significantly higher
than that for mainstream schools (OECD, 2015). It might be suggested that such an
unequal allocation of resources also impacts teachers’ attitudes and perspectives, which in
turn could shape their beliefs. On top of that, a lack of unified guidelines and weak
collaboration between stakeholders i.e. policy makers, teachers and management, and
parents are found to be the main reasons of the negative outcomes and pitfalls that hinder

the successful implementation of this policy.

Teachers’ Beliefs about CLIL

Furthermore, the current study found that not all participating teachers are trained in CLIL
or aware of its rationale. To be more precise, all NIS teacher participants have trained in
CLIL workshops, whereas only two teachers from the mainstream schools had this
opportunity. Consequently, only those who had taken part in it could respond to the

question and justify the reasons for the integration of content and language.

Through language we teach the content, thus I can say that for me, they are equally
important because, if | focus only on language, we cannot attain other skills - the
goals. That is why through language we teach knowledge and through knowledge
we acquire the language. Therefore, | think that we need to keep focus equally on
both of them (Aizhan, NIS, December 3, 2019).
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Samal gave an analogy about the importance of a dual focus thereby highlighting the
significance of keeping a balance between language and content: “Anyway it will be 50/50,

it is like two wings of a bird”

However, in contrast to the supporters of an equal focus of language and content
and despite being trained in CLIL at a workshop, Arai still preferred content over

language.

I think that we need to focus on content, because knowledge of chemistry is
important and if a student finds it difficult to explain something in English, I will
let him speak in Kazakh (Arai, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

It is difficult to explain this result, but it might be related to the quality of CLIL
training and the professional levels of instructors. Additionally, as it was mentioned earlier,

teachers’ beliefs tend to be resistant to change.

Regarding the challenges of working in CLIL, the language barrier was defined as

predominant by the vast majority of teachers.

The main challenges are subject terminology, lexicon, gaining academic language
on history, developing four skills such as listening, writing, reading and speaking
so it takes time and I can say mainly challenges are related to language (Aigul,
December 6, 2019).

I need help from a language teacher, especially in terms of using proper grammar
structures, but we do not have time for collaboration (Samal, NIS, December 4,
2019).

Nevertheless, the improvement of language skills was highlighted as the main advantage
by EMI, RMI, and, KMI teachers. In other words, teaching through additional language
requires diligence and effort to enhance their proficiency which in turn makes them more
aware and knowledgeable in that language. The following extract from the interview with

Tolkyn clearly demonstrates it:

Teachers will develop as professionals and students will learn and improve their
skills in the target language (Tolkyn, NIS, December 6, 2019).
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Additionally, development of their linguistic awareness and opportunities for students’
future were some of the additional bonuses of learning through English that were identified

by the teacher participants.

Preference of One Language Policy

In the Kazakhstani context, the linguistic repertoire of teachers and students
consists of mainly Kazakh and Russian, although English is emerging as an additional
language. The analysis of the data shows that the majority of interviewed teachers still hold
the opinion that the exclusive use of the target language is considered to be the best way to
teach language, and students’ L1 should be avoided as much as possible. In other words,
they believe that using students L1 during lessons might hinder the proper acquisition of
L2 or L3.

In my subject, | support the use of only one language, because it is an English

language lesson and our aim as teachers is to make them speak English. Language

should not be mixed, it would be good if the English language were taught in

“pure” English, so, too, with the Russian and Kazakh languages (Kalamkas,

mainstream school, December 23, 2019).

| support the idea of using only English while teaching English, and I look at this

positively; | strive for this, and | hope that next year we can teach that way (Samal,

NIS, December 4, 2019).

This resonates with Phillipson’s (1992) study, where the monolingual approach was

regarded as the best strategy to teach the target language.

However, some content subject teachers consider the use of L1 reasonable, as their
aim encompasses teaching both the language and content, while for language subjects the

exclusive use of the target language should be obligatory.

I think that for language teachers, such as for Kazakh, Russian or English, they
should use only the target language because they are language-oriented, and their
purpose is to master the language, thus it should be taught completely in the target
language, while the content subject teachers need to cover two goals that are
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language and content so I think that it is ok for us to use students’ L1 (Aizhan,
December 3, 2019).

The preference for one language or the monolingual approach is partially rooted in
the educational program of NIS. As part of this program, high-stake examinations in these
schools are considered to be another crucial factor for teachers’ choice of this particular

approach. Some of these issues have been voiced by the teachers:

We are implementing a trilingual policy, and my children have come to study in
English. It seems to me that if we are permitted to use L1 we will always lean on it
and it this will weaken both teachers’ and students’ desire to learn English. Another
reason why | do not allow my students to use L1 is because of the MESK (external
summative assessment), whose assessment tool will be in English, thus, the
students will be assessed not only for content but also for their proper use of
language. In the summer, | was one of the members of the examination checking
group, where | witnessed some students writing their answers in Kazakh or Russian
instead of English because their knowledge of English was not sufficient and for
that reason points were taken off. Hence, this particular experience made me
rethink everything. That is why | decided to teach my subject only in English,
whether they would understand it or not. I can be tough now, but even if they
cannot connect words correctly and grammatically, they will be able to write and
explain one or the other process by using all the necessary keywords and
terminology (Samal, December 4, 2019).

It appears to be challenging for Samal, who has been constantly participating in
CLIL training sessions, to strike a balance between the school policy requirements i.e.
high-stakes examination criteria on the one hand and CLIL, which encourages the use of
both the mother tongue and an additional language on the other hand. Moreover, based on
this extract, it can be assumed that teachers are disposed to choose English in cases where
translanguaging can be applied as a facilitating tool in the process of learning. The
situation in the mainstream school is quite similar, since the ultimate goal is to teach the

subject completely in the target language:

| agree with the statement to use only English while teaching in English, however,
according to our program, we need to introduce 25% in the - first term, 50% in the
second term, 75% in the third term, and then to switch to 100% (Arai, December
23, 2019).
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The preference for one language only (target) of participants can be seen in their responses
on the pedagogic uses of translanguaging. The majority of teachers were either against the
idea or felt dubious about alternating the languages of input and output based on their

beliefs and teaching experience. For instance,

It is ok to give them reading materials in Russian, but they need to explain their
understanding in Kazakh, but if the material is in Kazakh then they have to explain
it to me only in Kazakh (Aizhan, December 3, 2019).

Although the students were permitted to read in their L1, the ultimate production was
expected to be in the target language. By doing so, the teacher restricted her students to use
their L1 to the full extent. However, it is important to bear in mind, that teachers’
responses may not reflect actual practice, since the use of L1 is considered to be an
inevitable part of both CLIL and non-CLIL classrooms. Moreover, the following extract
clearly demonstrates the inevitability of excluding the students’ L1 in practice, despite

teachers’ strict adherence to the target language only approach.

Balausa: You mean allowing them to discuss in Russian but asking them to share in
Kazakh?! No, | cannot agree with that, but | have an excellent student who finds it
difficult to explain his ideas to me in Kazakh, so he uses Russian mostly, in that
case | cannot pressure him as well (Balausa, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

Moreover, in the following extract it can be seen how another teacher admitted the use of
L1, although she could not justify her stance properly. The possible explanation for this

might be the lack of awareness of translanguaging by the teacher educators.

Aigul: This is quite ambivalent for me, you know... However, in any case if
students answer me correctly in L1, I accept it and | do not consider it as some kind
of a crime to do so (Aigul, December 6, 2019).

Although generally, teachers acknowledged the use of translanguaging as a teaching
strategy in classrooms positively, the majority of them were still not supportive of the idea.
Particularly, alternating languages for input and output, and allowing students to use the

language of their choice while answering to the questions or expressing ideas were not
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welcomed. Instead, they stated that they would require their students to perform such
assignments only in the target language. Nevertheless, one of the teacher participants,
Tanya, who has no experience teaching L2 yet and hadn’t been trained in CLIL, claimed
that she would apply any teaching tools which would make it possible for her not to lose
the content of her subject and would allow her to teach her students, even if it goes against

the established language policies.

It came as a surprise that almost all teachers’ answers to the questions on
employing translanguaging as a pedagogic strategy contradicted themselves. For instance,
Arai was against students’ employing their whole linguistic repertoire in her lesson.
However, to the question regarding her own experience of teaching, she could not deny
that to make up sentences in English she relies on Kazakh or Russian and then tries to
interpret into English. This result may be explained by a lack of awareness on the part of
the teachers regarding the (legitimate) use of translanguaging and their beliefs that are yet
to be transformed. In general terms, one language only was stated by majority of

participants in one way or another.

Translanguaging as a Scaffolding Strategy

Interestingly, although the majority of teachers preferred monolingual approach in
their classroom practice, they also admitted that they use and consider translanguaging as a
scaffolding, that is a teaching strategy which enables a student to achieve a goal gradually
leading to independence in the learning process. More precisely, they supported the use of
translanguaging at the beginning stages of schooling due to the students’ low level in the
target language, although their ultimate goal was to limit or avoid the usage of students’ L1

in the setting.

In the beginning, in the 7th grade, children might not understand the Kazakh
language; therefore, there should be a ratio between two the languages, and | think
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it is ok to allow them to use L1 for a while. Moreover, sometimes | try to explain
things to them in Russian but as grades gradually get higher like 8, 9, 10 we try to
limit and make them speak purely in the Kazakh language without mixing (Aizhan,
December 3, 2019).

Similarly, in order to make sure that all students understand the terms and phrases,
it is important to employ the whole linguistic repertoire that students possess. In other
words, students’ existing languages serve as a scaffolding role in the explanation of the

words. The following extract clearly demonstrates this:

World history includes the study of France, England and it happens that some of
the words and phrases come from these cultures, thus I try to explain that to them in
Kazakh that is L1, so in this case, it is not obligatory to strictly follow the rules as
long as there is a need for explanation and adaptation, and we need to help them
(Aigul, December 6, 2019).
Moreover, teacher participants mentioned that allowing students to use their L1 facilitates
them to grasp the learning material faster. Therefore, some of them expressed their support
on that:
I have noticed that for some reason, probably to speed up the students opt for L1 in
group discussions but respond to me in Russian. So, I don’t mind if this is progress
in the right direction, I let them think and work in their mother tongue and answer
me in Russian (Aigul, December 6, 2019).

It can thus be suggested that teachers should allow students to employ their L1 in the

classroom and at the same time to encourage them to use the target language.

The usage of L1 for explaining the meaning of words and grammar rules was
mentioned as the most frequent reason by teacher participants. This finding supports
previous research conducted by Olimnazarova (2012), which showed the similar result
with English language teachers in Tajikistan. As interviewees put it:

I try to explain grammatical structures in Kazakh or in Russian respectively

depending on classes because students need to understand clearly as they will use it
in the future (Tolkyn, NIS, December 6, 2019).
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While explaining grammar | can use the Kazakh language, in order to make a
comparison with English and explain it properly (Kalamkas, Mainstream,
December 23, 2019).

On the whole, these results reveal that teachers employ a potential use of translanguaging

in their classrooms one way or other.

Translanguaging as a Last Resort

In general terms, the analysis of the data shows that all of the students’ existing
languages are used in CLIL and non CLIL classrooms to different extents both by teachers

and students.

The majority of teacher participants indicated that the use of L1 is inevitable in
classroom practice, both by teachers and students. Aizhan states that requiring students to
speak in Kazakh, at the beginning puts them under pressure, thus it would be better for
teachers to work with building the necessary vocabulary at first. She says:

As students previously studied the subject in Russian they cannot speak in Kazakh

at once, and they use Russian anyway. And, | see quite often that students rely on

and employ their L1; therefore, we try to build and provide them with the
terminology, vocabulary, and then we focus on the content of the subject.

Otherwise, they cannot demonstrate their knowledge and I think it is stressful not to

allow them to use their L1 (Aizhan, December 3, 2019).

All participant EMI teachers held the belief that they should aspire to English only
class and desired to reach that goal. In other words, according to them both students and

teachers should use English exclusively. At the same time, they knew that it was not

attainable given the circumstances.

Ideally, the English language is good to be taught only in English, but we partially
allow students to use L1 because of need (Tolkyn, December 6, 2019).

I do allow my students to use L1 partially only when | see that he or she does not
understand complex topics and needs support, but in general I suppress it (Samal,
NIS, December 4, 2019).
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Moreover, the use of target language only was not feasible for some participants

because of their students’ low level of the target language

While discussions students use their mother tongue in order to understand each
other and I cannot restrict it. Otherwise it will be difficult for them, as their levels
of language are different, but they answer to my questions in English (Tolkyn,
December 6, 2019)

It all depends on children’s ability or the level of their English language, if their
language proficiency is high then it is better to employ English, but if not the
understanding of the meaning is important, so they need to understand it first in
their mother tongue (Kalamkas, Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

In spite of the students’ different levels of English, some of the participants were
quite confident that only the one language should be used while teaching in a class. It
might be connected to their belief that learners would get used to the Kazakh or Russian
languages, which might hinder the acquisition of English. Samal expressed her opinion

well on this matter by saying:

I suppress the use of L1, however I can’t control them all the time, but we need to
do so in order to shift to 100% English, otherwise they will get to used to use
Kazakh or Russian (Samal, December 4, 2019).

Meanwhile, there were cases when some of the teachers felt guilty for using
translanguaging while teaching in L2 and L3. In particular, translanguaging is treated as
something they would avoid and only use as a last resort, yet they could not because of
both their and their students’ insufficient level of the target language. As one of the

interviewees said:

I think there is a problem in my level of English, but there are also students whose
language competence is lower than mine. So, I’'m crying, because it is very and
very difficult, | was very ashamed at the beginning when | just started to teach
chemistry in English and it is a huge stress, it is terrible. I do not want to feel guilty
because | think it is my fault if a child does not get the desired score in the exam.
After all, they did not hear those words from me, thus, they did not understand, |
want to earn my money honestly. However, our children are very amazing and
supportive (Samal, NIS, December 4, 2019).

This finding of this study matches those observed in earlier studies which state that

teachers usually feel guilty and defensive about their unavoidable practice of
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shifting/alternating between languages in classrooms (Tang, 2002; Cummins, 2007;
Garcia, 2009; Creese and Blackledge, 2010). Also, some teachers’ unwillingness and
reluctance can be noticed by the tone of their voices and by the words they expressed

during the interview, such as “I can’t control”, “We have to explain”, “even though I don’t

integrate the use of LI in my lesson plan I use it anyway”.

The findings reported here suggest that Kazakhstani educators, who are influenced by
monolingual ideologies, have yet to recognize the alternative approaches in language

education.

With regards to planned translanguaging, teachers held different views.
Nevertheless, more than half of the participating teachers were in favor of planning, and
rationalized this response by explaining the importance of delivering the content properly,
whereas others believed that there is no need for planning if you prepare well enough to
support your students and adapt your materials to simple language or by using other

pedagogic tools which allow them to achieve the goals of their lesson.
As | have been working with my students for several years, | already know their
levels and abilities, and for me there is no need to plan everything. Moreover, you
can manage without the Kazakh language, you can explain things in English. One
needs to bear in mind the abilities of children, but it is not necessary to write down
on your lesson plan exactly when you will use this or that language (Kalamkas,
Mainstream, December 23, 2019).

It seems possible that these results are due to several factors: school requirements for

lesson plans to be in one language which is connected with top down instruction, teachers’

adherence to predominantly monolingual habits in their teaching practices, and an

unawareness of translanguaging as a legitimate practice.
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Discussion

This chapter presents the discussion of the findings presented in the previous chapter in
relation to the literature on the topic. It aims at providing the answer to the major two
research questions about teacher educators beliefs on translanguaging in the Kazakhstani
trilingual context. The purpose of the study was to explore teachers’ beliefs on

translanguaging. Therefore, the following research questions guided this study:

1. What are RMI (Russian as a medium of instruction) and KMI (Kazakh as a medium of

instruction) teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging in Kazakhstani trilingual schools?

2. What are EMI (English as a medium of instruction) teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging

in Kazakhstani trilingual schools?

Finding 1. The majority of participating teachers preferred the use of one language
only. This view might be the result of the monolingual assumption held for many decades
in language teaching that the use of L1 will impact negatively learning the target language
and that an increase in the exposure to the target language is beneficial in its acquisition
(Lasagabaster, 2013). Similarly, Garcia and Wei (2014) noted that many educators still
continue to believe that instruction through the home language does not contribute much to
the development of another language. Particularly, the reason for EMI teachers’ choice of
this stance might be the fact that the classroom setting is the only environment for students
to get involved and exposed to the target language. It can, therefore, be concluded that

teacher educators held the virtual belief proposed by Macaro (2001).

Three main ideas stand out in the participants’ comments. First, languages should
not be mixed, thus the target language should be taught solely in that language.

Accordingly, there is hardly any room for translanguaging practice. For teachers who
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support this view, the ideal classroom is the one where one language only policy is
employed to the full extent. This resonates with Phillipson’s (1992) study, where the
monolingual approach is considered to be the best way to teach the target language.
Second, high-stakes exam standards and assessment systems are considered to be the main
catalyst and indicator of students’ performance. To be more precise, in the Kazakhstani
context standardized assessment is administered in one language only, thus as stated by
Garcia and Wei (2014) confounding knowledge with language ability. Despite the existing
difference between the schools recruited in this study NIS and mainstream, in terms of
language choice in the final exam, both schools require learners to take it in one language
only. Moreover, it appears that in mainstream schools the results of these exams are to be
used not only as a measure of teachers’ performance but also linked to performance-based
pay (NUGSE, 2014). It is worth noting that, nowadays in many countries of the world
assessment is still viewed by policymakers as the main driving force to improve the
education of students, though some of the studies have revealed its drawbacks and reported
inappropriateness of it to the modern needs of the world (Garcia, 2009). In turn, Garcia and
Wei (2014) claim that there are ways for standardized assessments to be done in
translanguaged ways so that learners will be able to demonstrate their understanding and
knowledge freely. However, despite its usefulness and potential to truly assess student’s
knowledge, these tests have not been developed yet. In the meantime, Cummins (2001)
called teachers to become advocates for their students by raising questions about the
validity of assessment in one language or the other, thus gain space for legitimate
translanguaging practice in their classroom. However, drawing upon the findings it can be
proposed that assessment in high-stakes exams plays a crucial role in shaping teachers’
beliefs towards translanguaging practice. Third, the use of L1 is detrimental and might lead

both students and teachers to laziness or make them reluctant in learning the target
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language. In other words, some teachers believed that if they allow their students to
employ their whole linguistic repertoire, they might fall back to it whenever they want,
which will in turn make them prepare their lesson conscientious way. This finding of the
current study is consistent with those of Escobar and Dillard-Palrtrineri’s (2015) who
found that one of the reasons for teachers’ adherence to the target language only approach
is the belief that L1 use would create a habit of laziness, weakening both conscious and
subconscious processes of learning. Similarly, Shohamy, Tannenbaum, and Haim (2019)
reported that teachers fear that the use of learners’ L1 will lead to over reliance during the

lessons.

Finding 2. The teacher educators were predisposed to think that the use of
translanguaging appropriate only at the initial stage of language acquisition and it should
be minimized as learners get more proficient in the target language. In other words, they
were quite understandable and lenient to their students’ translanguaging at the beginning
since oftentimes students’ level of the target language was low. Following the Macaro’s
(2001) framework, teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging of this type may be labeled as

maximal.

This finding further supports the idea of Garcia and Wei (2014) who claim that
translanguaging is used strategically as a scaffolding approach by teachers at the beginning
points to ensure so that learners will be able to engage with rigorous content, comprehend
difficult texts and produce new language practices. Therefore, translanguaging in teaching
is always used to provide accurate instruction and increase interactions that would widen
the students’ language and meaning-making repertoire and helps to shape meaning. Indeed,
teachers, in this case, are the ones who set up the affordances for students to engage in

these practices.
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The scaffolding function of translanguaging is also reported by Swain and Lapkin
(2013) and by Luk and Lin (2015). It has been reported that the judicious use of L1 can be
useful since prior knowledge could be a cornerstone for acquiring new knowledge and also
because the “L1 can be a cognitive tool when learning tasks are complex, particularly in

the case of content-based instruction” (Cenoz, Gorter, & May 2017, p.315).

Similarly, this finding is consistent with those of Nikula and Moore (2016) who
also support the idea that translanguaging serves as a scaffolding tool for students
acquiring an additional language. Precisely, in the Finnish context teachers used mostly the
target language that is English whereas students replied in their mother tongue. However,
as students make progress to higher levels, students increasingly switch to the target
language. Despite the effectiveness of translanguaging in this particular case, which is
leveraging students in their language learning journey the ultimate goal of teacher
educators remains to achieve the monolingual target language setting. It is noteworthy that
Escobar and Dillard-Paltrinieri (2015) revealed that even university instructors in the
context of Costa Rica held the view that the use of L1 is only legitimate and appropriate as

a last resort at the beginning levels of language acquisition and only for limited purposes.

Likewise, as in the Finnish context, the teacher participants of the current study
also stated that they make all efforts to reach monolingual instruction in their classroom. In
other words, instead of acknowledging translanguaging as an integral part of an
educational tool teacher participants treated it as a last resort, even though they employed it
quite often for achieving the learning objectives of their lessons. This finding may help us
to understand that translanguaging was utilized by teacher educators as a supportive device

as it scaffolds meaning and the teaching. However, teachers’ beliefs toward



TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 46

translanguaging need to be developed as they continue to expect their learners to shift the

target language use only after a specific time period.

Finding 3. The use of translanguaging practices by teacher educators was
mentioned as an unavoidable practice that both teachers and students fall back recurrently.
Because of that, teachers experienced a feeling of guilt. In other words, some of the teacher
educators pointed out that the insufficient level of the target language of both students and
teachers themselves make them utilize L1 during classroom activities. Thus, the third

finding also implies the idea that the teacher participants had the maximal belief.

Previous studies have shown that despite the school administration’s and education
authorities’ advice of using the one language only approach the use of L1 remains to be a

commonplace practice (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2016., Barnard & McLellan, 2014).

This finding is also concurs with Canagarajah’s (2011) findings which showed
translanguaging to be a naturally occurring phenomenon in classroom practice. In his
comprehensive investigation of translanguaging, he found that in a majority of cases
teachers produced it without conscious pedagogical strategies. Similarly, Escobar and
Dillard-Paltrinieri (2015) assert that although the majority of teachers reported a preference
for target language only classroom policies and practices, they held conflicting beliefs
about this as they also admit that translanguaging is something that comes naturally to
them. Despite the existence of a number of studies approving translanguaging to be as a
legitimate practice and valuable pedagogical tool in CLIL and non CLIL classrooms
(Lasagabaster, 2013., Nikula & Moore, 2016., Cenoz, Gorter, May 2017., Bieri, 2018)
some of the participating teachers in this study seem to have a little awareness about this
since they are experiencing a feeling of guilt because of that. The majority of teacher

educators of this study have participated in CLIL workshops, however, some of them keep
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endeavoring to reach target language environments without any space for translanguaging
and even one of them has blamed herself for not succeeding at once. The reason may be
related to different factors, as mentioned in the literature review with the standards of the
high-stakes exam, school policy and, etc. However, it also seems to be because of the
CLIL instructors’ knowledge and competence since the possibility of usage of L1 in CLIL
classrooms is also explained by Marsh (2002) who co-launched CLIL and continues
piloting and developing CLIL globally. Similarly, San Isidro also (2018) highlighted this
particular feature of CLIL, that it goes beyond the traditional monolingual perspective in
language teaching. Accordingly, teacher participants could not justify the appropriateness
of the use of students L1 based on their prior knowledge in CLIL. Thereby, poor training
of teachers about the CLIL may result in its inefficient implementation (Morton, 2012).
Moreover, previous studies (Ebsworth & Schweers, 1997) found that teachers’ experience

as language learners may continue to be influential throughout their professional life.

In order to enable teachers who have been struggling to use translanguaging
practice without any guilt, Swain, Kirkpatrick, and Cummins (2011) provide thorough
guidance on the guilt-free use of translanguaging. The handbook is designed and
appropriate for both language and content subject teachers who teach through the medium
of English and particularly, the scaffolding role of L1 and its strategic purpose was

highlighted.

Similarly, this finding corroborates the findings of Garcia (2009) who reported the
possible reason for teachers’ reluctance and feeling of guilt while using translanguaging
practice in the US context. According to this study (Garcia, 2009), one of the main reasons
behind this guilt is underpinned on teachers’ prior experience, which had favoured

monolingual ways of teaching and considered it to be good and valuable. Therefore,
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teacher educators oftentimes hide their natural translanguaging from administrators and
others. In other words, it implies that teacher educators rely on translanguaging because of
necessity and if there were a way to prevent or reject, they would so. Similar beliefs
towards translanguaging can be found in the works of Olimnazarova (2012), Escobar and
Dillard-Paltrinieri (2015), Cahyani, Michele de Courcy and Barnett (2018), Doiz and
Lasagabaster (2017), Lin and He (2017), Alshehri (2017), Tastanbek (2019), Shohamy,
Tannenbaum and, Haim (2019) where teachers felt guilty for translanguaging and did not
have sufficient knowledge to manipulate it strategically in their teaching practice.
Consequently, little awareness of this notion might lead to less effective teaching when
learners cannot unfold their whole potential by using their linguistic repertoire (Nikula &
Moore 2015). While, seeing translanguaging as dynamic flow allows, teacher educators, to
be “guilt-free” and facilitate teaching language and content simultaneously (Lin & He,

2017).

Finding 4. The pedagogical use of translanguaging was favoured by teacher
participants as it allows to increase students’ comprehension of the content, grammar and
can save classroom time. This finding showcases the teachers’ optimal belief regarding
translanguaging. Even though the majority of the teacher participants believed virtual
position to be their desired goal in their classroom some of them admitted that they also
resort to translanguaging in certain cases. Particularly, teachers found it reasonable to rely
on translanguaging while explaining grammar rules, the meaning of words and also allow
students to use L1 during group work since it helps to facilitate meaning-making and very
efficient in terms of time. This goes along with Cenoz (et al, 2017) viewpoint which states
that the use of translanguaging helps not only to ensure understanding of content by
students but also can serve as a resource especially when there are similarities at the

grammiar structure, vocabulary and also other elements that have already been learnt in
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mother tongue which can be reinforced while acquiring an additional language. In other
words, using translanguaging strategically both in CLIL and non CLIL classrooms would
be beneficial to reinforce the connections between languages and it is becoming to be seen
as a resource for enhancing the effectiveness of learning through the medium of the L2.
This view is also supported by Lin and He (2017) who based on their observations in the
context of Hong Kong indicated that the use of translanguaging in CLIL classrooms not
only is natural but also can be a valuable pedagogical tool. Similarly, in her analysis Birch
(2002) recommends three main strategies to learn vocabulary, where one of them suggests
making a connection between the languages, thus supports the translanguaging approach in
the acquisition of additional language. This also tallies with the study conducted by Rolin-
lanziti and Varshney (2008, as cited in Escobar 2015) where students admitted that the use
of L1 helps them to gain explicit knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. Therefore, it
means that translanguaging affects both language and content subjects taught through the
medium of second or additional language (Cenoz, Gorter & May 2017., Alshehri, 2017).
However, at the same time, it may bring some challenges as it requires the involvement
and collaboration of whole school and content and language teachers in projects based on
translanguaging. Nevertheless, according to Doiz and Lasagabaster’s (2017) study
elements of translanguaging are being already used by teacher educators regardless of their

beliefs with respect to the medium of instruction.

Based on participants’ responses in this study the group discussions appeared to be
another instance where translanguaging practices employed frequently and considered to
be a valuable strategy. Although the majority of the teachers were ambiguous and
uncertain about the use of translanguaging strategies during group and individual
assignments, one participant was confident and determined to continue to use it even if it

contradicts the stated school policy. The possible explanation for this may be a lack of
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awareness about translanguaging as she has not participated in the CLIL workshop and

could not justify her stance appropriately.

Therefore, the present finding seems to be consistent with other studies of Nikula
and Moore (2016), Lin and He, (2017), Tastanbek (2019), Cook (2001) which found that
students are commonly using their L1 during group work as it provides scaffolding for
students to help each other. Moreover, Makalela (2015) in his investigation was able to
show that students in an experimental group who are allowed to use L1 demonstrated

better results in terms of vocabulary and viewed translanguaging as a positive experience.

On a different note, teacher participants preferred translanguaging for being less
time-consuming strategy. Particularly, teachers employed translanguaging when explaining
difficult concepts, confirm the meaning of new vocabulary. Besides, during group
discussions, students also frequently used it to convey their idea to each other quickly and
in a more meaningful way. In accordance with this finding, previous studies (Atkinson,
1987., Harbord, 1992., Garcia, 2007., Manara, 2007., Lasagabaster, 2013., Zakaria, 2013.,
Cahyani, Michele de Courcy & Barnett, 2016., Moore & Nikula, 2016) have also
demonstrated that translanguaging can save classroom time and keeps the flow of the
lesson running smoothly. Likewise, Tang (2002) in his investigation the use of L1 in L2
classroom found that teachers based their practice on the belief that the use of L1 helped to
manage classroom time and was more efficient. Therefore, the study revealed that the use
of translanguaging strategies not only does not impede target language learning but also

helps to teach and learning.

Finding 5. Contrary to expectations, this study did not find a significant difference
between the beliefs of EMI and KMI and RMI teachers toward translanguaging. Instead,

the difference was appeared to be dependent on the type of school they work in. In other
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words, teacher participants’ beliefs likely to be influenced whether they work in NIS or
mainstream since these two schools have differed significantly in terms of provided
conditions. First of all, in the Kazakhstani context, the trilingual policy is closely
intertwined with CLIL as the latter considered to be the main strategy for the successful
implementation of this policy. And as was mentioned earlier in the literature review all
NIS teacher participants have been trained in CLIL whereas only two mainstream teachers
had this opportunity. Accordingly, NIS teachers were more positive toward trilingual
policy and were more aware of CLIL than mainstream teachers. In its turn, participation in
CLIL training is likely to lead to the acknowledgment of translanguaging in the classroom.
Since a number of studies have reported the potential role of translanguaging in CLIL and
it is being considered as a naturally occurring phenomenon and viewed as a valuable
pedagogical tool (Lin & He, 2017). Therefore, in order to change teachers’ traditional
beliefs and practices, Boudersa (2016) emphasizes the importance of teacher training
programs and professional development. Similarly, Timperley (2008) states that it is
necessary to provide teachers with opportunities to relearn so that they could review and
rethink their previous experiences and adopt new approaches. Secondly, these two schools
differ in terms of teaching resources, Internet access and, class sizes, and finance. For
instance, the financial allocation of NIS school is three times higher than in mainstream
schools and classrooms are equipped with laboratories. Moreover, the number of students
in one group in NIS where medium taught through the L2 or L3 make up a total 15 at most,
whereas in mainstream schools the number of students in one group totals up 30 as there is
such division is not considered. It may be that such inconsistency in conditions and
resources provided in these two schools also might impact teacher educators’ attitudes and
perspectives, which in turn could shape their beliefs. Moreover, a lack of collaboration

among teachers might lead to failure in adopting new approaches in teaching practice
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(Akizhanova, 2017). However, with small sample size, caution must be applied, as the

findings might not depict and generalize for all the schools.

Therefore, putting these findings together may explain the relatively good
correlation between teachers’ belief toward translanguaging and their prior experience and
also conditions provided to them such as professional development training, top-down

education policy, and teaching resources.
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Conclusion

The most obvious finding to emerge from this study is that teacher participants
aspire to achieve a monolingual classroom setting. Precisely, teacher educators were
against translanguaging or the use of students’ L1 because of their previous monolingual
beliefs or target language only assumption. Moreover, the requirements of the high-stake
exams or academic standard language assessment policy and the belief about the
connection between the use of L1 and laziness are to be found as major factors that
impacted teacher participants’ beliefs. In this vein, another widespread belief among
teachers was that the greater exposure to the target language the higher students’
proficiency will be gained. Despite the impracticality of the target language only idea,
teachers considered it to be their desired goal. This finding is consistent with Macaro’s

(2001) virtual position.

Therefore, it appears that in spite of the existence of a lot of research supporting the
idea that the reasonable use of L1 can improve L2 acquisition, the monolingual ideologies

still dominate much of practice and policy among the educators in the Kazakhstani context.

Interestingly, although the majority of teacher participants voiced a preference for
target language only classroom policies and practices, they also admitted that
translanguaging is something that comes naturally both to teachers and students so that
they resort to it to a certain extent. It can, therefore, be assumed that teacher participants
held conflicting beliefs on translanguaging. Such discrepancy ranges from nonacceptance
to acceptance of the use of L1. In other words, following Macaro’s (2001) framework from
the virtual position to the optimal position. Furthermore, teacher educators reported
translanguaging to be an inevitable part of their classroom practice so that they rely on it

frequently, especially when students’ level of proficiency in the target language was low.
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At the same time, few of the teacher participants appeared to feel a sense of guilt because
of the use of translanguaging in their teaching practice. Whereas, the vast majority of
teacher educators found it reasonable to employ translanguaging at the initial stages of
students’ target language acquisition. In other words, students are expected to shift to the
use of the target language only as soon as their proficiency in that language advances.
Therefore, it can be seen that translanguaging was employed as a scaffolding strategy so
that to ensure that students can comprehend the content and produce new language
practices. This stance of teacher participants tallies with the description of the maximal

belief in Macaro’s (2001) study.

On a different note, despite the stated beliefs the teacher educators considered and
embraced certain translanguaging strategies as a valuable pedagogical tool. Particularly,
they fall back on it recurrently when explaining difficult concepts, grammar, and
vocabulary. Additionally, they also viewed it as a time-saving strategy. In turn, this last
position of the teacher participants reveals that the teachers’ beliefs are not always
consistent with their actual practice, as they expressed self-contradictory responses towards
translanguaging. On one side, they strived to set up target language only setting, on the
other side, they highlighted and acknowledged some translanguaging strategies’
pedagogical value. Another aspect that indicates the teachers’ positive view towards
translanguaging is their interest to incorporate translanguaging-based tasks into their
practice, which can be noticed in their responses. Based on this finding, it can be supposed

that the teacher educators are predisposed to the optimal belief towards translanguaging.

On a general note, as evident from the findings, the teacher participants who
participated in this study held self-contradictory beliefs regarding translanguaging, since

all three positions suggested by Macaro (2001) expressed by the teacher educators one way
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or other. Nevertheless, the predominant part of the responses provided by teacher
participants leads to thinking that they held the maximal belief toward translanguaging. It
implies that regardless of their preference of one language only policy, they oftentimes

resorted to translanguaging in their classroom.

Taken together, the study supports the earlier studies and demonstrates that
translanguaging has the potential to be accepted as a legitimate practice and offers a wide
range of teaching implications for both language and content subjects taught through the

medium of a second or additional language.

However, the observed difference between KMI, RMI, and, EMI teachers’ belief
toward translanguaging in this study was not significant. There are several possible
explanations for this result. First, it might be because of the small sample size of teacher
participants and second, because of the nature of the study that is teachers’ self-reported
practices, which may differ from their actual practices. In other words, in order to obtain
more reliable data, more classroom observation needs to be implemented. Notwithstanding
these limitations, the study suggests that there is a possible connection between the
teachers’ belief and their personal pedagogical beliefs. Moreover, revisiting the top-down
education policy, i.e. standard assessment system, providing the teacher educators with
professional development training, equipping the teacher educators with teaching
resources, and increasing the financial investment are likely to be the major factors which
shape teachers’ belief positively toward translanguaging. However, more research is

needed to draw more robust conclusions on this matter.

Limitations and Further Implications

The major limitations of the study are the small sample size and accuracy of the

participants’ responses. Firstly, findings cannot be widely generalized due to the small
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scale of this study focusing on the data obtained from only the eight teacher participants
from two schools, as each school has its distinctive feature. Therefore, conducting large
scale research including more teacher participants and schools would be a logical next step,
which would help to generate more representative results. It means that a broader range of
sites and data may help to demonstrate the Kazakhstani teacher educators’ beliefs toward

translanguaging more accurately.

Secondly, the accuracy of data obtained during the interview may differ from their
actual teaching practice. In other words, the teacher participants could slightly alter their
responses to meet the researcher’s expectations. Therefore, in order to get more reliable
and authentic data, more meticulous interview needs to be conducted. In line with this, it
would be helpful to conduct lesson observations to see if teachers’ beliefs and their actual

teaching practices correspond to each other.

Recommendations

These findings provide the following recommendations for policy makers and

teacher educators.

Educational policy makers need to revisit the standards of the high-stake exams and
take into account new approaches in language education while designing the curriculum.
Since high language proficiency is achieved by incorporating translanguaging strategies
into the teachers’ teaching practice (OECD, 2016). Moreover, teacher training sessions
should focus on the potential role of translanguaging in the classroom so that teacher

educators could get rid of possible bias and the dominant monolingual ideology.

It would be beneficial for teacher educators if they will reflect more deeply on their

pedagogical practices. Because the findings revealed that the overwhelming majority of
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teachers held contradictory beliefs toward translanguaging. Additionally, teachers need to
develop and refresh their professional knowledge and sharpen their skills continuously. It

implies that life-long learning needs to be part of all teacher educators’ career path.
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Appendix A: Consent Forms

CONSENT FORM

Kazakhstani teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging: evidence from a trilingual context

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study that focuses on
teachers’ beliefs on the use of students’ first language(s) in learning content and English in
the context of Kazakhstan. You will be invited to participate in one-on-one face-to-face
interview between you and researcher at a public place of your choice. The language of the
interview will depend on your choice Kazakh, English or Russian. The interview will be
semi-structured with open and closed questions, will be audio recorded in recording device
and later will be transcribed for data analysis. Data from records will be analysed in the
final report and findings will be shown at the scientific meetings. Data will be retained for
3 years after study and only the researcher will have access to it. You might be asked to
participate in a follow-up interview if the researcher has further questions.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-40 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minimal risks that
might include breach of confidentiality and fear of retribution. To protect your anonymity
and provide confidentiality, your name will be replaced with pseudonym and the
information about you and your institution will be coded. The interview questions were
thoroughly checked to be tactful and psychologically comfortable. Moreover, you may
choose not to answer any question or choose to withdraw from interview. Participation or
non-participation in this study will not subject you to retribution or punishment from your
employer or any other party. You will not get direct benefits from participating in the
interview. However, the collected data will help grow the body of literature on teachers’
beliefs on the first language use in Kazakhstan.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:
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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

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

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

» | have carefully read the information provided,;

» 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.

Signature: Date:
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3EPTTEY K¥MbICHI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI

Kazakcranapik Myranimaepnin Tpancringecy Typansl CeHimaepi: YIITIIALTIIK KOHTEKCTKE
HETI3/1ereH 1€l

CHUITATTAMA: Ci3 Ka3akCTaHAbIK MYFaTIMIEP IiH O171iM Ma3MYHBI MEH aFbLIIIBIH TIJIIH
OKBITYJIa OKYIIBLIAPBIH OipiHIIi TII(JIEp)iH KOJAaHYbI Typasbl CEHIMIEPIH aHBIKTAayFa
OarpITTAIIFaH 3ePTTEY KYMBICHIHA KaTBICYFa IAKBIPBUIBIN OTHIPCHI3. by 3epTTeyain
MaKcaThl MyFaTiMIepIiH o3 Oi1iM Oepy Toxipubecinae OipiHIIi Tl KOJJaHy Typaibl
ceHimaepiH aHbIKTay. Ci3re ©31Hi3re KOJaiIbl )Kepe Ci3 dKoHe 3epTTEeyIili apachbIHIarbl
XKeke cyx0aTka KaTbicy yehIHbIIabl. Cyx0at Ci3/iH TaHAaybIHbI3Fa COHKEC Ka3ak,
arbUILIBIH HEMece OpbIC TUTIHAE Kyprizineni. Cyx0atT ambIK >KoHE jKa0bIK cypakTapIaH
Typanbl. JlepekTepai KeiiHipek Tajaay yiliH cyx0aT qeIOBICTHIK KYPBUIFBIFaA )Ka3bLIa bl
JlepekTep KOPBITHIH/IBI €CENTE TaIaHAThIH 00JIa/Ibl KIHE KOPBITHIHABUIAP FHUTBIMU
KUHAJIBICTapAa KepceTineni. JlepexTep cyx0at asKrajaraH COH 3 Kbl OOIBI caKTasa bl
Erep 3eprreymii Kaxker aen Tamnca, cyx0aT asKTalfaHHaH COH Ci3re KOCBIMILIA CYpaKTap
KOIObI MYMKIH.

OTKI3VIETIH YAKBITBI: Cyx6atka karbicy mamameH 30-40 MUHYT yaKbITBIHBI3/IbI
asajpl.

3EPTTEY ) KYMBICBIHA KATBICYABbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey *KYMBICBIHA KaThICY IbIH KayinTepi mekTeyi. Onap sl KaTapblHa
KYIUSUTBUIBIKTBIH OY3bUTYBI JKOHE Ka3a/aH KOPKIHBIII Kipyl MyMKiH. Ci3/1H
AQHOHMM/IUTITIHI3 O€H aKnapar KYMUsJIbUIBIFBIH CaKTay YIIiH Ci3/1iH aThI-KOHIHI3 JIaKarl
aTIICH aybICTHIPBLIA/IBI, all 0aCKa )KEKE aKIapaThIHbI3 O€H KYMBIC OPHBIHBI3 TYyPabl
ManimeTTep mudpiaeHeni. byn 3epTrey *KyMbICHIHBIH CypaKTapbl OapbIHIIA OPbIHJIBI 00Ty
YILIiH jKeTe TeKcepiireH. KubIHABIK TyABIpaThIH CYpaKTap Ke3AeCTipreH xaraaiaa ci3
oJIap/Ibl JKayarichl3 KaJIAbIpa allackl3 HEMece Cyx0aTKa KaThICy1aH 0ac TapTa aiachl3.

by 3epTTeyre KaTbicy HeMece KaThIclay HOTHXKECIH/IE Ci3 )KyMbIC Oepyi He 6acka
TapanTap/aH enIKaHaai xayankeplIlikke HeMece xka3aiay IapaiapblHa TapThUIMaNChI3.
Ci3 Oyt cyx0aTKa KaThICyIaH eIIKaHAai Tikelel maiiia anMancei3. Anaia sKuHaiFaH
aKrapar Ka3akCTaHIbIK MyFaliMAepiH OipiHII TIIA1 KOJIAAHY Typalibl CEHIMIEPIHIH
JKaJIbl KOPIHICIH KOpPCeTe OTHIPHII, 3epTTEY/AIH JaMybIHA YJIeC KOCAIbI.

KATBICYUIbI K¥YKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 Gepinred ¢popmMamMeH TaHBICHIT, 3€pPTTEY
’KYMBICbIHA KaThICyFa HIemiM KaObuigacanbi3, Ci3/iiH KaThICYbIHBI3 ePiKTi Typ/Je eKeHiH
xabapraiiMbr3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KaJaraH yaKbITTAa albINIYJ TeJdeMeil :KoHe ci3aiH
dJ1eyMeTTIK JKeHiliKkTepiHi3re em Kecipin TUrizdeii 3eprrey sKyMbICbIHA KATbICY
TypaJibl KeJIiCiMiHI3AI Kepi KaliTapyFa Hemece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. 3eprrey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIIeM KAaTbICIIAYbIHBI3FA 12 TOJIbIK KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. CoHali-ax,
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KaHgai ga O6ip cypakrapra skayarn oepmeyiHisre e a0aeH 6onaasl. by 3eprrey
JKYMBICBIHBIH HOTHKEJIEP1 akaIeMHUSUIBIK HeMece KociOn MakcaTTapa Oacrara
YCHIHBUTYBI HEMECE IIBIFapbLTybl MYMKiH.

BAHJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

CypakrapbiHbi3: Erep xKyprizinin oTeIpraH 3epTTey KYMBICHIHBIH MPOLECi, KayIi MeH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPHI TYPaJbl CYparbIHbI3 HEMece MIaFbIMBIHBI3 00Jica, Keeci OaiIaHbIC
KypaJigapbl apKbLUIbI 3€pTTEYIIiHIH MATUCTPJIBIK TE3UC1 OOMBIHIIA KETEKIICIMEH
xabapIiacybIHbI3Fa 0OJAIbI:

JTEPBEC BAMJTAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepiiren 3eprrey ®yMbICHIHBIH
KYPri3ilyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOaCaHbI3 HEMECe CYpaKTapbIiHbI3 OCH MIaFbIMIaphIHBI3 00JIca,
Hazap6aeB Yuusepcureri XKorapsl binim 6epy mektebinin 3eprrey Komuterimen
KOpCEeTUITeH OaliIaHbIC Kypajliapbl apKbUIbl XadapiaacybIHbI3Fa 00JaIbl: SJEKTPOHIBIK
nomtameH gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

75

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICyFa KeliciMiHi31 OepceHi3, OepinreH popmara KO KOIOBIHBI3IbI

CYpaniMBbI3.

*  MeH Oepinren (oopMaMeH MYKUST TAHBICTBIM;

* Maran 3CPTTCY KYMBICBIHBIH MAaKCAaTbl MCH OHBIH ITPOLCAYpPAChL JKaMbIHAA TOJIBIK

aKrmapar Oepui;

e JKunakranraH akmapar NeH KYIUsS MOIIMETTepre TeK 3epTTEYIIiHIH ©3iHe

KOJDKETIM/I KOHE MAJTIM OOJIaThIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIiH;

* MeH Ke3 KeJares YaKbITTa eH.IKaHI[aﬁ TYCiHiKTCMCCiS 3CPTTCY )KYMBICbIHA KaTbICYIaH

0ac TapTybiMa 0OJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

* Men xorF apbiga aTaJIbIl ©TKCH aKIapaTTbhbl CaHAJIbI TYPAC Ka6]':>IJ'II[aH, OCBI 3C€pTTCY

JKYMBICBIHA KaThICYFa €3 KelliCIMIM/II OepeMiH.

Komsr: Kymni:
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O®OPMA NTHOOPMAILIMOHHOI'O COI'VIACHUA

Yoexnenns Kazaxcranckux [IpernogaBareneit o TpaHCA3bIUUN: IPUMED U3
TPEXbSI3BIYHOTO KOHTEKCTA

OIIMCAHME: Bb! npurianieHs! IpUHATH y4aCTUE B HCCIEI0BAHUM 110 U3YUYCHHUIO
yOEXIeHUI Ka3aXCTAaHCKHX IpernoaBaTesield 00 UCIIOIb30BaHUH MEPBOTO SI3bIKA(OB)
YYaIIMKCS B OCBOCHHUE AHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKAa M KOHTEHTA JPYrUX NpeameTos. Llensio
JTAHHOTO MCCIIEI0OBaHUE SIBJIETCS BbISIBICHHUE YOEXKACHU IIpenogaBaTesiei, KacaTeJIbHO
MCIIOJIb30BaHUs IEPBOIO S3bIKA B IIpenojaBaHuu. Bam OyieT npeiokeHo NpuHATh
y4acTue B MHAMBH/lyaJIbHOM UHTEPBBIO B y100HOM i1 Bac MecTe. IHTepBbIO OyaeT
IPOXOJUT Ha s3bIKe 10 Bamemy BbIOOPY M COCTOMT U3 OTKPBITBIX M KOCBEHHBIX BOIIPOCOB.
Bamm orBeTsl OyyT 3amKcaHbl Ha ayiIM0 YCTPOHUCTBO, 4YTOOBI B JaJIbHEHILIEM
UCIIOJIb30BaTh UX /IS aHAJIM3a AaHHBIX. /laHHbIe U3 3anucel OyAyT NpoaHaIU3UPOBaHbI B
KOHIIE UCCIIIOBAaHMSI U Pe3yJIbTaThl OyAyT MPEACTABICHBI HA HAYYHbBIX COBELIAHUSX.
JlanHble OyAyT COXpaHEHbI B TEUEHHE TPEX MOCIE OKOHYaHHE UHTEPBBIO. JlocTyn K
JaHHBIM OYJyT TOJIbKO y uccienonarens. [lpu Bo3HuKHOBEHNN HE0OXoauMocTH Bam
MOTYT OBITH 3a/1aHbl JOTIOJTHUTEIbHBIE BOIPOCHI IOCIIE HHTEPBBIO.

BPEMS YYACTMUSA: Bame yuactue notpedyet okosio 30-40 MuHYT.

PUCKH U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: /lanHO€ uccienoBanue noJaBepraer Bac
MUHUMAaJIbHBIM PUCKaM, CPEIU KOTOPBIX MOXKET OBbITh HapylIeHHE KOH(DUICHIIMATIBHOCTH U
00s3Hb HaKa3aHMs 3a OTKa3 OT y4acTusl.

B nensix aHOHUMHOCTH ¥ KOH(UIEHIIMATILHOCTH Ballle UMsI Oy1eT 3aMEHEHO
MICEBIOHMMOM, JPYyTUE JUYHbIE JaHHBIe U MUH(OpPMAIHs 0 MecTe paboThI OyyT
3amndpoBanbl. IHTEpBBIO OBLIO THIATEIHHO IPOBEPEHO, YTOOBI BCE BOMPOCH! ObUIH
noaXoAsIMMU. boee Toro, Bl MOXKeTe He OTBeUaTh Ha JII000H 3aTpyAHUTENbHBINR
BOIIPOC, TUOO MOJTHOCTHIO OTKA3aThCs OT y4acTUsl B UHTEPBbIO. YUacTHE WM HEy4YacTHE B
JTAHHOM HCCIJIEJIOBAaHUH HE Oy/IeT MOJBEprarh Bac K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH MJIM HAKA3aHUIO CO
CTOPOHBI Ballero paboTo aTelis Ui UHBIX CTOPOH.

BbI He nomyunTe npsMOii OJIB3bI OT yYacTUs B MHTEPBbIO. OJJHAKO COOpaHHbIE TaHHBIE
BHECYT BKJIAJ B pa3BUTHE UCCIIEI0OBAHUS, KOTOPOE IEMOHCTPUPYET OOIIYI0 KapTUHY
yOexieHuit mpenoaBateneii 06 NCNOIb30BaHNU MEPBOTo s3bika B Kasaxcrane.

ITPABA YYACTHHUKOB: Ecnu Bsl npounTanu 1anHyto ¢GopMy U pelinig IPUHATh
ydacTue B IaHHOM HMCCJIeI0BaHNH, Bbl O KHBI IOHUMATh, 4TO Baile yuactue sBisiercs
A00pPOBOJILHBIM U UTO y Bac ecTh 11paBo 0T03BATH CBOE COIVIACHE MJIH NPEKPATHTH
yuyactue B J1000e Bpemsi 0e3 ITpagHbIX CAHKUMH U 0€3 MoTepHu COUMATBLHOI0
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MaKera, KOTopblii Bam npenocrasisiin. B kayecTBe albTEpHATUBBI MOXKHO HE
y4acTBOBaTh B MccineqoBaHnU. Takxke Bbl uMeeTe paBo He OTBeUaTh Ha Kakue-1ubo
BOIIPOCHI. Pe3y.HBTaTLI JaHHOT'O UCCJIICOOBAaHUSA MOT'YT OBITE MMpeaACTaBJICHLI NI
OIyOJMKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX WM IPOPECCUOHATIBHBIX LEIISX.

KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMAIUA:

Bonpocsi: Eciin y Bac ects Bonpocsl, 3aMeuaHusi UK KaJl0ObI IO MTOBOAY AaHHOTO
U CCJIEIOBAHMsI, TPOLIEYPBI €r0 IPOBEICHMS, PUCKOB U IPEUMYILECTB, Bpl MoXkeTe
CBA3aTbCA C PYKOBOJUTEIISAM MarucTePCKOro Te3uca UCCIIe0BaTE:

He3zaBucumbie koHTAKTHI: Eciiin Bel He YAOBJICTBOPEHBI IPOBEACHUEM JAHHOI'O
HCCIICA0BAaHUsA, €CIIN Y Bac Bo3Hukn KaKI/Ie-J'II/I6O HpO6J'IeMBI, }KaJ'IOGBI HJIA BOIIPOCHI, Brl
MokeTe cBsizaTthbes ¢ Komurerom MccnenoBanuii Beicmeit [konsr O6pa3oBaHust
Hazap6aeB YHuBepcurera, oTrpaBuB MUCHMO Ha AIIEKTPOHHBIN aJipec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

HO)KaHYﬁCTa, NOATINIINTE JaHHYRO (1)OpMy, ecni Bwl  cornacHbl y4aCTBOBAaTh B
HCCIICOOBAHUU.

* Sl BHUMATENbHO U3YYMII MIPEJICTABICHHYIO HH(OPMALIUIO;

*  MaHe nperocTaBuiv NOJHYIO HH(DOPMALIMIO O LENIX U MPOLEeype UCCIIEOBAHMS;

* S nonumaro, Kak OyayT UCIIOJIB30BaHbI COOpPAHHBIE TAHHBIC, U UTO JOCTYI K JIFOO0H
KOH(puAeHIIMAIbHON nH(OpMaIuu Oy1IeT UMETh TOJIBKO MCCIIEIOBATEINb;

* 4 monumaro, 4TO BmpaBe B J000H MOMEHT OTKa3aThCsl OT y4acTUs B JaHHOM
ucciae0BaHuy 06€3 00bICHEHUSI IPUYNH;

* C nonHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCETO BBILIEU3IIOKEHHOTO 51 COTJIaceH MPUHSTh Y4acTHE B
HCCJIEJOBAaHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

IToamnuce: Jara:



mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ON TRANSLANGUAGING 78

Appendix B: Interview Protocol

Kazakhstani teachers’ beliefs on translanguaging: evidence from a trilingual context.

Date:

Place:

Interviewer: Aibarsha Amaniyazova

Interviewee: Participant 1

Questions:

1.

2.

What is your general opinion about the trilingual policy?

In your opinion, which are the main challenges on working with CLIL? (teaching
content in L2/L.3?) (e.g. language barriers) How do you cope with them?

In your opinion, which are the main benefits on working with CLIL? (teaching
content in L2/L.3?)

How do you feel about teaching content subjects through an additional language?
In CLIL, do you think it is important to pay more attention to language skills or
content knowledge? Why?

What do you think about code switching, i.e. students mixing their first language(s)
with English while learning English?

What do you think about using only English when teaching English? (using only
one language when teaching (through) that language

What is your belief on using students’ first languages when teaching... (through) an
additional language?

Do you think that translanguaging, i.e. the use of L1 when teaching (through) an
additional language should be planned? Why? (e.g. introducing new content; giving
instructions and feedback; building rapport; plan activities in a multilingual

way...)?
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Appendix C. Sample Interview Transcript

1. Kakoro Bame mHenue o TpeX'bﬂ3bl‘lH0]7] MOJIUTUKE B IIe.]'IOM?

Aiiryab: [lonuTrka noyivs3pubs BO3HUKIIA HU KaK POCKOIIb KaKas-TO a Kak
HEO0OXOIUMOCTh COBPEMEHHOT0 MHpa BIMBATHCS B MPOLIECC MHTETPALIMU U Yepe3 UMEHHO
cdepy oOpazoBaHuUsl, MPaBUIbHOE OBUIO ACMCTBUS HAIIETO MPABUTEIBCTBO YEPE3
00pa3oBaTesIbHYI0 CUCTEMY C CAMBIX MEPBBIX KJIACCOB, U S CMOTPIO HA 3TO TOJIBKO
MOJIOKUTENBHO, TIOTOMY YTO ceidyac B MUPE B JIFOOOM CTpaHy €CIu 3arjisiHyTh HaBEpHIKA
HE HAWJETCSA HU OJJHOTO YEJIOBEKAa KOTOPBIM 3HAET TOJBKO OJIUH SI3bIK, CKOPEE BCETO BCE
pPaBHO €CTh JIIOJIM KOTOPBIN 3HAET ABa U 0oJiee sI3bIKa ,9TO IPOCTO HEOOXOAUMOCTH BOT..
MMEHHO KaK MOCJIEICTBUE EBPOIEHCKON 1 MUPOBOM MHTETPAIIMH 3TO HEOOXOIUMOCTb.

1. What is your general opinion about the trilingual policy?

Aigul: The policy of trilingual education appeared not as some kind of luxury but as a need
of the modern world. It is one of the ways to integrate into the process of integration. |
think that it was the right decision to introduce it through the educational sphere and | look
at it positively. Nowadays, there for sure will not be a single person who knows only one
language, people are most likely to know more than one language and it is just necessity

2. Bbl npoxoansn Tpenunru mo CLIL?

Aijiryas: O0yuaroniye TpeHUHIY IPOXOWIIN B IIKOJIE, HAM JJaBaJId KOJUIETH COCTOUT U3 4
KOMIIOHEHTA: 3HaHUE, KyJIbTypa.

2. Have you participated in CLIL workshops, seminars?

Aigul: Educational trainings were held at school, colleagues organized, and it consists of 4
components: knowledge, culture.

3. Kakwue TpyaHOCTH y Bac BO3HHKAET NMPH MPENoJIaBaAHUM B KJIaccax ¢ 2 siI3bIKOM
o0yueHusi?

Aiiryab: [ 1aBHBIE TPYTHOCTH — 3TO NPEAMETHAS TEPMUHOJIOTHS, JIEKCUKOH,
aKaJIeMUYECKOr0 S3bIKa [0 UICTOPUU HAOMpaTh, HAJIO YK€ pa3BUBaTh 4 HABbIKA 3TO
ayJIMpOBaHKeE, YTEHUE, IPABONKMCAHNE, KOTJ]a pa3BUBACII U JETSM CO BTOPBIM SI3bIKOM
00y4eHHUs TPOUCXOAT OIPEIETHHBIE CII0)KHOCTH, TO €CTh OYEHb TPYAHO alallTUPOBATHCA
Cpasy ke, HO MOCTENIEHHO IPUMEHSS pa3INyHble TEXHUKH BCE-TAaKH SI3bIKOBast MpoliemMa
ucyeszaer. Y Hac BceMupHas ucropust uaet ¢ 7 no 10k, u o kpaiine mepe k 10 kiaccy
OHHU CBOOOJTHO U3SCHSIOTCA, HO B HavuaJle B 7 KJI J]a €CTh CIOXKHOCTH

3. In your opinion, which are the main challenges on working with CLIL?
(teaching content in L2/L.3?) (e.g. language barriers) How do you cope with them?

Aigul: The main difficulties are subject terminology, vocabulary, academic language in
history, but you need to develop 4 skills: listening, reading, and spelling, when you
develop children with a second language of instruction, certain difficulties occur, that is, it
is very difficult to adapt immediately, but gradually applying various techniques,
nevertheless, the language problem disappears. Our world history covers from 7 to 10
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grades, and by the 10th grade they can freely express in target language, but at the
beginning that is 7th grade there are difficulties

4. KaxoBbl Ha Bam B3rJisi1 o0CHOBHbIE MpeuMyecTBa padorsl B CLIL?

A¥TYyNb: HY BO-TIEPBBIX, JJIs1 00JIETYeHUS U TIPEOJOICHHUS SI3bIKOBBIX TPOOIEM UX
pasgenunu. To ecTs y Hac camas IepBast IOMOILL 3TO TO YTO UX MAaJlO, €CJIM IPyIa C
IIEPBBIM SA3bIKOM O0YUYEHUS MPUXOJAT MOIHBIM KOMIIEKTOM, UX 24, TO KJIacChl CO BTOPHIM
A3BIKOM O0YUEHHUS IPUXOJAT MOJI TPYHIIBI TO ECTh CO3JAETCSI BO3MOXHOCTb, CPEia, I/1€ Thl
MOYEIIb OYeHb YaCTO aKTUBHO 33J]aBaTh BOMPOCHI, padOTaTh B Mapax U MOXKEIIb BCEX
IIPOCJIEIUT 3TO MEPBast MOMOLIb, BTOPAst 3TO KOTAa UX MaJIO0 9TO OYEHb 4acTOe
B3aMMOOOIIEHUE U TECHBIH KOHTAKT APYT C IPYTOM, MHE KaXKETCS 3TO BBHITOJHO.. HHOI' /1A
IIOJIy4aeTCsl YTO OTU KJIACCHI IIOKA3bIBACT KAYECTBO 3HAHUM HEXEII IIPOCTOU KIIACC, aXKe
TaK I10JIy4aeTcs, IOTOMY YTO B CBSI3M C TEM YTO YCJIOBHS CO3ACTCS TAKUE YTO C HUMHU
4acTo paboTaTh, MOJYYaeTCs Mbl 3Ty TEMY Jy4lle U3ydaeM ObICTpee N3ydyaeM UeM B
KJ1acccax ¢ OOJIBIIMM COCTaBOM, HO M KaUeCTBO MHI0Jla ObIBAaeT BbIIIE B 3TUX Kiaccax. S
ce0s1 KOM(POPTHO YYBCTBYIO, UMEHHO TaKH€ YCIOBHUS CO3/IaJIH, IOTOMY YTO BCE TaKU
paboTa ¢ MajbIM KOJMYECTBOM YYEHHUKOB, HAOIIOIaTh UX POCT MHE JIErde HEXKeJId 4eM B
KJaccax rzae cuaat 20 yen Hanpumep, XoTs Bpojie Obl Ka3aJloch MPEOI0JICHUS S3bIKOBOTO
Oapbepa a oJIyyaeTcsi TaK UTO BMECTE C SI3IKOBBIM OapbepOM MBI IIPEIMETHbIE 3HAHUE
OCBaMBaEM JIy4llle B 9TUX Kjaccax

4. In your opinion, which are the main benefits on working with CLIL?
(teaching content in L2/L37?)

Aigul: Well, firstly, to facilitate and overcome language problems, they were divided. That
is a first help for us, if a group with the first language of instruction comes full, there are
24 of them, then classes with a second language of instruction consists of 15 at most
because they are divided, thus, an opportunity is created, an environment where you can
often ask questions actively , work in pairs, the second is when there are few of them, it is
very we have plenty of time for communication with each other, it seems to me profitable
.. sometimes it turns out that these classes show the higher performance of knowledge
rather than classes with first language of instruction. | feel comfortable, because working
with a small number of students is easier for me, to observe their growth than in classes
where 20 students.

5. C Bameil TOUKH 3peHHs] YUUTEIsS1 JOJIKHBI YAeJIUTH 00J1bllie BHUMAaHHUE HA
SI3bIK WIH K MPEeIMETHOMY COAePKAHUIO YpPOKa?

AJryJb. y MeHs1 He ObIBaeT pa30pBaHHOI'O COCTOSIHUS IMOYeMY? IOTOMY UYTO, €CIIU ThI HE
[IOHUMAEUIb A3bIKOBOI'O KOHTEHTA, TO Thl HE IOMMEILb IIPEIMETHOTO KOHTEHTa OHO
B3auMOCBs3aHo. [losryuaeTcs eciiu s TOCTYIHBIM A3bIKOM OOBSACHSIO MPEIMETHYIO
JEKCHKY, (pa3bl, yuy 3a/laBaTh BOIPOCHI, KOPPEKTUPOBATH UX OTBETHI TO €CTh OHU
OCBauBAIOT IPEIMETHOE COJIEPKAHUE @ BMECTE C TEM OHHU OCBAMBAIOT SA3BIK, KOTOPBIN 5
pasBuBato. B mo6oM ciyyae s He MOTy UX pa3ieiuTh, OHU TECHO B3aUMOCBs3aHbl. Kak
y4uTesb st Oyay BCTaBUTh MPEAMETHBIN B IPUOPUTET, HO HAIIPUMEP KOT'/1a OHU
OOBSACHSIOT, U3BSACHSIOTCS KOTJIa IMHUIIYT 3CCE Ha PYCCKOM 51 CMOTPIO Ha TO YTOOBI y HUX
A3BIKOBOE COJEPKAHME, IEKCUKOH TaKOM 7K€ XOPOIIMHI KaK B KJIaccaX ¢ PyCCKUM S3bIKOM
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00y4YeHHsI, TO €CTh B JIIOOOM Cllydae 3T0 TpeOOBaHUE IS BCEX OJIMHAKOBOE, IporpamMma
HOJIUSA3BIYBS JUISl BCEX OJJUHAKOBO TO €CTh y HAC HET TaKOI'0, KpUTEPUI OLIEHKU
OJINHAKOBOE.

5. In CLIL, do you think it is important to pay more attention to language skills
or content knowledge? Why?

Aigul: 1 do not divide them, why? because if you do not understand language, then you
will not understand the subject content, it is interconnected. It turns out that if | explain the
subject vocabulary, phrases in an accessible language, | teach to ask questions, adjust their
answers, that is, they master the subject content and at the same time they master the
language that | am developing. In any case, | cannot separate them, they are closely
interconnected. As a teacher, | will put subject matter in priority, but when they write
essays in Russian, | look at their language, vocabulary as in classes with the Russian
language of instruction, that is, in any case, this requirement it’s the same for everyone, the
multilingual program is the same for everyone, the evaluation criterion is the same for
both.

6. Kaxk Bbl oTHOCHTECH K TOMY K CMEIIUBAHHUIO A3BIKOB, HAIIPUMEP:
HCIO0JIb30BaTh Ka3aXCKUHM 3bIK KOI'Ia U3J1aralT CBOil OTBETHI, MbICJaH?

Aiiryas: [Ipu aganranuu y Hac, I€pBOE BPEMsl, B IEPBBIM YETBEPTh MBI pa3pelIacM TaKHUe
BO3MO>KHOCTH, IIOTOMY UTO 5 caMa Kak Obl SIBJISIOCh HOCUTENIEM Ka3aXCKOT'0 SI3bIKa U
COOTBETCTBEHHO IIEPBOE BPEMS KOTJa ajanTalus UJIEeT, B 7-8 KJlacce CI0KHBIE TEMbI
IBITAIOTCS JOHECTH 5 3HAIO YTO OHU 3HAIOT UM HE XBaTacT TEPMHHA, CHA4YaJla TOBOPAT Ha
Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKE a IOTOM Ha TOM f3bIKE€ Ha KOTOPOM s TpeOyIo U B HayaJle sl He BUXKY
HUYEro IJIOXOT0, €CIIU YeJIOBEKY KOM(POPTHO OH, CaMO€ TJIaBHOE MO3T paboTaeT B HyKHOM
HaIIPaBJICHUU U €CIIM EMY YTO TO HE XBaTaeT 5 Jar0 UM II0OJCKA3KH a TEIepb 3aMEHU OTO
PYCCKUM CJI0OBOM, 3aMEHU HTO TEIEPhb IIPEAMETHBIM COAECPKAHUEM, TO €CTh I CMOTPIO Ha
9TO IMOJIOKUTEIBHO, HO 3TO HE CTAHOBUTCS IIPABUIIOM MOMX YPOKOB II0TOMY 4TO,
TpeOoBaHuE Takue 4TOObl OHM Pa3BUBAIM SA3bIK. TO €CTh ATO Y Hac peKo ObIBAaET, TO €CTh
€CJIA B 7 KJ1acce 3TO ellle nonanaercs, To B 9-10 kimaccax 3To yke He BCTpedaeTcs, U OHU
3HAIOT, YTO €CJIM OHHU NPULILIA HAa YPOK BCEMUPHAs UCTOPHUsL, TO Mbl TOBOPUM HA PYyCCKOM
A3BIKE, CO BPEMEHEM HEOOXOIMMOCTh HCUYE3AET

6. What do you think about code switching, i.e. students mixing their first
language(s) with English while learning English?

Aigul: At the beginning, during adaptation period in the first quarter, we allow such
opportunities, because I as a native speaker of the Kazakh language | understand and,
accordingly, in grade 7-8 they try to convey difficult topics, I know that they don’t know
the term is enough, first they speak Kazakh and then the language | demand and at the
beginning I don’t see anything bad if the person is comfortable, the most important thing is
that the brain works in the right direction and if something is missing, | give them tips and
now replace it with the Russian word, replace it now with objective content, that is, | look
at it positively, but this does not become the rule of my lessons because, the requirement is
that they develop the language. That is, it rarely happens with us, that is, if it still comes
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across in the 7th grade, then it does not occur in the 9th-10th grades, and they know that
the medium of world history is Russian and with time there is no need for the use of L1.

7. Kak BbI CMOTPUTE HA TO, YTO YPOK J0JI’K€H MPOXOAUT TOJHKO HA A3bIKE
00y4eHMsi, TO €CTh €CJIH AHTJIMICKU SI3bIK, TO TOJbKO HA AHTJIMHCKOM 0e3
CMeIIMBAHUA IPYTUX SI3bIKOB H TOKe CaM0e KacaTeJIbHO Ka3aXCKOro u
PYCCKOIO I3bIKa U NPeIMeTOB?

Aljiryab: BooOrie Tpe6oBaHuUS POrpaMMBbl TaK U €CTh HO caMa s OY€Hb YaCTO OTXOXKY OT
3TOr0, IOTOMY 4YTO CaM IPEIMET BCEMUPHAsi UCTOPUS COAEPKUT uzydeHue Opanuuy,
AHTTIUY 1 OBIBACT YTO CJIOBA MPUXOASIT U3 ATUX KYJIBTYPHI, TO €CTh KaKue TO (pasbl,
CJIOBOCOYETAHUS y HAC OCTAIOTCS, U MBI IIPEAIIOYUTAEM HAIIPUMEDP, Ka3aXCKUE KJIACCHI 7KII
€CII €CTh TPYIHOCTh TO Ha JOMOJHHUTEIBHBIX YPOKAX Ha S3bIKE O0YUYEHHUS pa3rOBapHBaeM,
OOBSICHSIEM UM 3Ty TEMY, HaXOJAUM Ha UX S3bIKE, HO CKa3aTh YTOOBI YUUTENb CTPOTO HE
OTXOJMJI OT PaMKH, 51 CYMTAIO YTO ITO HE HY’KHO B IIEPHOJ alallTallU €CIIU €CTh
HE00XO0IMMOCTh BCE TaKU HY’KHO OTXOJUTh CaMO€ IJITaBHOE YTOOBI IOMOYb PEOCHKY
aJalTUPOBATHCS, MIOJIN A3bIYHOMY HAIIPABJICHUIO. A YK€ B JaJIbHEHIEM I10KaTyNHCTa, ThI
MEJIEHHO, HO, BEPHO, OyJelllb TPAaHCIUPOBATh TOT SI3bIK, KOTOPBIN TeOe HyKEH.

7. What do you think about using only English when teaching English? (using
only one language when teaching (through) that language

Aigul: In general, the requirements of the program is to use one language, but | very often
deviate from this, because the subject of world history contains the study of France and
England, and it happens that words come from these cultures, that is, some phrases,
phrases we still have, and we prefer, for example , Kazakh classes 7 grade , if there is
difficulty, then we speak the language of instruction in individual lessons, explain this
topic to them, find their language. | believe that this is not necessary during the adaptation
period if there is a need you need to move away, the most important thing to help the child
adapt, in a multilingual direction. And in the future, please, you will slowly, but surely,
you will achieve the language that you need.

8. Kak BbI 0THOCHTECH K TOMY, KOT/Ia YYHUTEJSA HCIOJIb3YyeT NMePBblIii A3bIK
ydauuxcs NpM npenojgaBaHumn’?

Ailiryas: B 7 knaccax B IepHoA aJanTallMy s TaK U JI€Jala, s UCII0Ib30BaJla CIIOBapH Ha
Ka3aXCKOM A3bIKE M HAXOAWJIA BUIEOPOIUKH, HHTEPHET PECYPCHI, Y HAC CEMYac HUHTEPHET
MIO3BOJISIET U HA YPOKE S BCE-TaKU TPAHCIUPYIO BIIEPEMELIKY, Y MEHS YUCTO Ka3aXCKOT0
A3bIka He 0bU10. Ho ecim cuauT Kinace, KOTOPBIN NPSMO CHIIBHO 3aTPYAHSETCs, a YPOK
JIBUTaTbCs TEMA HAJ0 M KaXIbIM 4achl HIYT BIEPE, a TEMA HAJ0 IIPOIOJIKAT U3y4aTh Mbl
UIEM afanTupyeMmcs K 3toMy. Hano npeoosners 3Tu TpyIHOCTH, a IOTOM, CMEJIOCTh
BBIPACTAIOT Y HUX JIEKCUKOH HabupaeT Mbl paboTaeM Ha 3TUM. MIHOr1a OHM 3HAIOT, HO
CTECHSIOTCS, MPOU3HOILIEHNE, TO €CTh JUIS aJalTAlMK IPUMEHSIEM, HO JalbIlIe yKe
TpeOyem. B HauabHBIX cTaAMX e11e BO3MOXHO. TpeboBaHre mporpaMMbl TaKUe YTO HAM
HaJ10 pa3BUBATh, & HE CTOSITh HA MECTE.

8. What is your belief on using students’ first languages when teaching...
(through) an additional language?
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Aigul: In grades 7, during the adaptation period, | did this, | used dictionaries in the
Kazakh language and found videos, Internet resources, we now have the Internet and in the
lesson I still use them in mix, I did not have a purely Kazakh language. But if for a class it
is very difficult, we are going to adapt to this. It is necessary to overcome these difficulties,
and then, the students’ confidence grow as they gain the lexicon, we work on it. Sometimes
they know, but are shy, the pronunciation, that is, for adaptation we apply, but then we
demand it. In the initial stages is still possible. The requirements of the program are such
that we need to develop, and not stand still.

9. Kak BblI ce0s1 uyBCcTBYeTE B NPENoJaBAHNU KOHTEHTA HA IPYTrOM SI3bIKE, TO
ectb B Bamem ciryyae Ha kazaxckom? McnbIThbiBaeTe JiM YyBCTBO BUHBI IIPHU
HCIO0JIb30BAHMY NEPBOIo sI3bIKa y4aulerocsi JJu6o npu paspemieHnd um?

AliryJsb: Takoro ouymeHue HeTy, IOTOMY 4TO, 51 K€ T'OBOPIO MBICIUTEINIBHBIH MpoLece
PEIIKO KOI/1a MOXHO IepEeBEPHYTh Ha TOT S3bIK, HA KOTOPOM Thl 00y4aelbcsi Kak BTOPOH
s3bIK. [10ATOMY, €l y HUX MBICTUTEIBHBIN Mpoliecc ObICTpee paboTaeT Ha POJHOM SI3bIKE
U pedIIeKTOPHO cpadaThIBACT 51 MX HE Pyraro, He TpeOyro MOoKa, HO YyBCTBO BHHBI IIPSIMO
TaKOTO... MOXKET OBITH B TIepBbIe To/1bI paboThl B cucteme HUIII B rosose 65110 Bomipoc A
MOKHO JI1 BooO11e Tak fenats? Ho mocine ceMuHapoB, TPEHUHIOB KOTOPBIE IPOBEIN
aJIMAHUCTpAIHS, TOMHIO JIaXKe JUPEKTOP TOBOPHIIL: TIOKAa PEOCHOK aIaiTHPYETCS TaeM
BO3MOKHOCTb aJallTUPOBATHCS, JTAEM BO3MOKHOCTB €MY BBICKA3aThCsl, [IOTOM YK€ I1OCIIE
TOT'0 Ka K B HETO BJIIOXKUTE CBOE 3€PHO, TalUTE €My BPEMs 3apacT a IIOTOM I10KAITyHCTa
TpeOyiiTe, a oKa OH MPUIIEN C IPYroro UIKOJIbI, OT IPYroro y4uTessi, BOoOIe Ha JpyroM
A3bIKE 00YUYEHMSI TO €CThb MBI Ja€M cpeay KOM(OPTHYIO AJIsl pPa3BUTHS, TO €CTh S HUKAKOI'O
YyBCTBa BUHBI HE ollyniana. To ecTb 1 cMOTpena Ha KoM(OPT AeTeil, eClli OHU CTaparoTCs
MEPEBECTU Ha TOT SI3bIK KOTOPBIA MHE HYKEH TO 51 HE CTPOro Oblia TaM, TaK MOoXKalyhcTa
MHE BCE Ha PYCCKOM TaM, JI€TIM B OCHOBHOM 4€pPE3 UTPOBYIO METOAUKY 3aXOIAT, TAKUE
HOBBIE CJIOBA, 3HAMEHUTHIE BBIPAXKEHHUS, yepe3 (popMaTHUBHBIE pabOTHI, UeEpe3 MUCHMO.
Pecypchl Kak TaKOBbIE OHM HE YUTAIOT, YEPE3 BUICOPOIUKHA OHU YJIABIIMBAKOT MHOTO, HO B
MaMATH OCTAETCsA Majo, IOATOMY BUIECOPOIUKH MBI KaK CTUMYJIUPYIOLIUN MaTepHUall
ucnonb3yeM. [lucemo, akazemMuueckoe MUChbMO Mbl pabOTaeM HaBbIKAMHU aHAN3a,
KPUTUYECKOTO MBIIIJICHUS TaM YK€ CepbE3HbIe pPaOOThI UET.

9. How do you feel about teaching content subjects through an additional
language? Do you feel any guilt for using students’ L1?

Aigul: There is no such feeling of guilt, because, as | say, it is a cognitive process and it
takes time. Therefore, if their on the right track process and for them it is easier in L1 | do
not suppress them, but being guilty ... maybe in the first years of work in the NIS system |
had a question in my head about it? But after the seminars and trainings held by the
administration, | remember even the principal said: while the child is adapting, we give the
opportunity to adapt, we give him the opportunity to speak, then after you put your grain in
him, give him time to grow and then please demand, and for now they just came from
another school, from another teacher, generally in a different language of instruction, that
is, we give an environment comfortable for development, after that, I did not feel any guilt.
That is, | looked at the comfort of the children, if they try to translate into the language that
I need, then I was not strictly there, so please, I’'m all in Russian there, the children mainly
go through the game technique, such new words, famous expressions, through formative
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work through a letter. They capture a lot through videos, but not much is left in their
memory, therefore we use videos as stimulating material. Writing, academic writing, we
work with the skills of analysis, critical thinking, serious work is already going on there.

10. CunTaere Jiu Bbl HEOOXOAUMOCTHIO0 YUYUTHIBATH NEPBbIH I3bIK y4aIMXCS
NpH IJIAHUPOBAHUM YPOKOB?

Aiiryab: OgHO U3 TPaBUIJI MEXKTyHAPOIHON aKKpEeIUTAlUU 3TO YYET UHAUBUIYAIbHOCTH,
€CJIM B KJIACCe CUAMUT YUYEHUK, KOTOPBIA HYK/1a€TCSI COOTBETCTBEHHO B IJIaH HA/I0 BBECTH U
3aBTpa B MOCIEAYIONIEM aKKPEIUTAIUHA Mbl TOKa3bIBAEM, HACKOJIBKO Mbl YUUTHIBAEM 3TO.
B mane ckopee Bcero Mbl CKOpo OyeM 3To MmoKas3biBaTh. Ham roBopwin B Havaie,
aJanTUPYUTE, TOMOTalTe CAMOCTOATENILHO HO YTOOBI TUTaH ObUT €IMHBIM JJIS BCEX, a BOT
ceifyac Bce MEHSETCS YCIOBHS aKKPEIUTALUU IIKOIbl MEHSIOTCS, U BOT ceiuac MosiBUIIOCh
YTO Ha MEPBOM MECTE JIOJDKHO OBITh KOM(OPTHOE M 6€30IIaCHOE COCTOSIHHE, CO31aBaThCS
Takas cpena e peOeHOK 0JaronoaydHo ce0s 9yBCTBYET, CPEIy YCICIIHOCTH TIO3TOMY B
IUTaHEe CKOpee BCero Oy IyT MOSIBIATHCS MOMEHTBI IS TPYIIIBI YU4CHHUKOB a,b,C mo Lesson
Study usydgaem ke, €ciIi Mbl OyJIeM JBUTAThCS K MEXTyHAPOTHOMY CTaHIApTy TO CKOpee
BCEr0 MOSBUTCS TaKass HEOOXOIUMOCTD.

10. Do you think that translanguaging, i.e. the use of L1 when teaching (through)
an additional language should be planned? Why? (e.g. introducing new
content; giving instructions and feedback; building rapport; plan activities in
a multilingual way...)?

Aigul: One of the rules of international accreditation is to take into account individuality, if
to plan accordingly to the needs of each student, and tomorrow in the subsequent
accreditation we will show how much we take this into account. In the plan, most likely we
will soon show it. We were told at the beginning, adapt but so that the plan is the same for
everyone, but now everything is changing, the conditions for accreditation of the school

are changing, and now it appears that in the first place there should be a comfortable and
safe state, create an environment where the child feels safe , the environment of success,
therefore, in the plan, moments for the group of students a, b, ¢ will most likely appear
according to the Lesson Study; if we move to the international standard, then such a need
will most likely arise



