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Abstract
Exploring Family Language Policy and Sociolinguistic Challenges among

Repatriate Families in Kazakhstan

Located in the heart of Eurasia, Kazakhstan has been affected by powerful migration and
demographic changes for over centuries. In the early 2000s Kazakhstan started to implement
ethnic immigration policies to solve demographic problems and promote nation building. As
a result, more than 1,860, 000 ethnic Kazakhs known as “qandas” have moved to their
historical homeland (Ministry of Labor and Social Protection of the Population of
Kazakhstan, 2021). Despite all the state efforts aimed at encouraging qandas to return to their
ethnic homeland, issues rooted in social, economic, cultural integration and low socio-
linguistic adaptation remain a significant challenge (UNDP, 2006). The study aims to explore
family language policy among repatriate families and the socio-linguistic challenges they
face integrating into the Kazakhstani society using Spolsky’s (2004) amended tripartite
model. This is a qualitative study which uses semi-structured interviews as the main research
instruments to gather data from three repatriate families from Uzbekistan, China, and
Mongolia. The main findings suggest that all families prioritize Kazakh language as a symbol
of national and cultural identity. The findings also illustrate that this ideological orientation
was a primary motivator for repatriation, underscoring a desire to reestablish cultural
belonging through language. The second priority language was found to be English due to its
perceived global value, while Russian is widely rejected or deprioritized, often due to past
experiences of linguistic discrimination. Such findings call for more equitable and consistent
implementation of national language policies, particularly in urban areas where Russian

dominance continues to marginalize Kazakh speakers.
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AngaTna
EypasusiHbIH Kak opTacsiHaa opHanackaH Kazakcranaa racsipiap 00iisl

naeMorpadusIbIK e3repictep opbiH aiabl. 2000 xeiiaapabie 6aceiHna Kazakcran
Pecny6nukacel geMorpadusuIblK Maceenepai HIenTy 5KoHe MEMJICKET KYPBUIBICHIH 1ITepiiieTy
YILIiH IMMUTPAIMSUIBIK CascaTThl Ky3ere acbipa 6actanbl. COHBIH HOTHKECIHIE «KaHIAC»
aranral | 860 000-naH actam oTOacklIap Tapuxu oTaHbiHa KOHBIC ayaapabl (KP ExoOek xone
XaJIBIKTBI QJICYMETTIK KOpFray MUHHCTpIT, 2021 x.). KanmactapaplH 3THUKAIBIK OTaHBIHA
OpaJTybIH bIHTAJaHJBIPYFa OaFbITTAIFAaH MEMJICKETTIH OapIIbIK KYLI-)KirepiHe KapamacTaH,
QJIEYMETTIK, SKOHOMUKAJIBIK, MOJCHH UHTETPAIUSFA KOHE dNICYMETTIK-TIIIK OeHiMIeTyIiH
TOMEH JIeHTeline Herizaenren macenenep aui ae o3ekTi (BY ¥ /1b, 2006). Byn reutbiMu xoba
KaHJac 0TOachUIapbIHBIH T1JI CascaThl MEH KOFaMFa MHTETpallUsUIaHybIH 1A KE3eCeTiH
QJICYMETTIK-TUIAIK KUBIHABIKTApbI 3epTTeyre OarbITTaliFaH. by canansl 3epTrey
Crnonbckmiinig (2004) ynpkakTel MOJEINIH Naiaanana oTeIphin, O30ekctan, Kpitaii xoHe
MoHFonIMaIaH KOl KelareH oToacklIapMeH XKapThllaid KYpbUIBIMIBIK CYX0aTTap apKbUIbI
AepeKTep kuHaAbl. Herisri Ty KbpIpbIMaap 0apiablK 0TOaChUIapIbIH YIATTHIK-MOICHH
OipereislikTiH CHMBOJIBI PETiHJE Ka3ak TiJliHe 0achIMIBIK OepeTiHiH kopceteai. CoHmaii-ak
KOPBITBIHIBLIAP OCBI UACOJIOTHSUIBIK OAFBITTHIH KalTa KO KeTy/iH HeTi3ri MOTHBI1
OonraHbIH KepceTeai. byl Kazak Tii apKbUIbl MOJCHH THECUTUTIKTI KaJIbIHA KENTIpyre 1ereH
YMTBUIBICTHI KopceTeli. EKiHII 0achIMIBIKTa FATAM/IBIK KYHIBUIBIFBIHA OaiTaHBICTHI
aFBUTIIBIH T OOJIBIN TaOBUIIBL, a1 OPBIC TUJII HICOJIOTHSIIBIK cebenTepre OaiaHbICThI

0AaCBIM/IBUIBIKKA M€ EMEC EKEHIITT aHBIKTAIIIbL.
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AHHOTanud

KasaxcraH, pacnoyio’keHHBIN B caMOM LIeHTpe EBpa3uu, Ha NPOTSHKEHNUN BEKOB NIEPEKUBAT
MOIIHBIE MUTPAITHOHHBIE U leMorpadudeckre n3meHenus. B nagane 2000-x rozoB cTpaHa
Hayajia peajnu30BbIBATH MTOJIUTUKY 3THUYECKON HMMUIPALIUY C LIEJIBIO PEIIECHUS
aeMorpaduueckux npobiaeM u yKperuieHus Haiuu. B pesynbrate atux mep 6onee 1 860 000
ATHUYECKHX Ka3aXOB, U3BECTHBIX KaK "KaHAAchl'", BEPHYJIHNCH HAa CBOK UCTOPUUECKYIO
ponuny (MUHHCTEPCTBO Tpy/a U colmaibHOM 3ammuThl HaceneHus PK, 2021). HecmoTps Ha
YCHJIUS TOCYIapCTBa 110 COAECHCTBUIO BO3BPAILEHUIO KAHJACOB, MO-TIPEKHEMY COXPaHSAIOTCS
cepbe3HbIe IPOOIEMBbI, CBA3aHHBIE C COIIMATIBHON, SKOHOMUUECKOH U KyJIbTYPHOMH
MHTErpalyeil, a Takxke HU3KoM cormonuHreuctuueckor aganrtanuet (IIPOOH, 2006).
JlaHHO€ HCCIIeJOBAaHUE HAIIPABJICHO HA U3YYEHHUE CEMEUHOMU SA3BIKOBOU IOJIUTUKU CPEIU
pEnaTpuaHTOB U COLIMOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX TPYAHOCTEMN, C KOTOPHIMHM OHH CTAJIKUBAIOTCS MIPU
MHTETPAIlUH B Ka3aXCTaHCKOE 0011ecTBO. TeopeTndeckoif OCHOBOM CITYKHT
MOJU(UIMPOBAHHAS TPEXKOMIOHEHTHast Mojienb Crosncku (2004). OTo kKayecTBEeHHOE
UCCIIEI0OBaHUE, OCHOBAHHOE HA MOJIyCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX UHTEPBBIO C TPEMS
pernaTpuaHTCKUMH CeMbsIMH U3 Y30ekucrana, Kuras u Monroanu. OCHOBHBIE pe3yJIbTaThl
IIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO BCE CEMbU IIPUIAIOT IEPBOCTENIEHHOE 3HAUEHUE Ka3aXCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK
CHUMBOJIy HallUOHAJIBHOM U KyJIbTYPHOU MACHTUYHOCTHU. M ieonornueckas opueHTanus Ha
Ka3aXCKHUM A3bIK cTaja IIIaBHBIM MOTUBOM JJIsl peNaTpUaliiy, TOCKOJIbKY CEMbU CTPEMUIIUCH
BOCCTAaHOBUTH KYJIbTYPHYIO IIPUHAIEKHOCTD YEPE3 SI3bIK. BTOPBIM 110 3HAUMMOCTH SI3BIKOM
ObUT Ha3BaH aHTJIMICKUH, OJ1aroaapst ero rao0albHON IIEHHOCTH, TOTJa KaK PyCCKUN S3bIK
4acTO OTBEPIaJICs WIN OTOABUIAJICS HA BTOPOM IUIaH M3-3a IPOLLIOTO OIBITA S3bIKOBOM
auckpuMuHanuu. [lomydeHHble JTaHHbBIE TOTYEPKUBAIOT HEOOXOUMOCTH OoJiee

CIIPaBEJIMBOM U NOCJIEA0BATEIBbHON Peaanu3ali HAlIMOHAIbHOM SI3bIKOBOW ITOJIUTHUKU,



0COOEHHO B ropojax, ra¢ 1I0MUHHUPOBAHUC PYCCKOTO A3bIKa IPOAOJIZKACT BLITCCHATDH

Ka3axXO4A3bIUHbIX I'PAXKIAH.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Located in the heart of Eurasia, Kazakhstan has been affected by powerful
migration and demographic changes for over centuries. After the Soviet Union dissolved in
1991, Kazakhstan saw a considerable decline in its population due to the large-scale
emigration of ethnic Russians and Germans. It is estimated that the population of
Kazakhstan decreased from 16.5 million to less than 15 million between 1989 and 1999.
Kazakhstan started to implement ethnic immigration policies to solve demographic
problems and promote nation building. The first Resolution on the Procedures and
Conditions of the Relocation to Kazakh SSR for Persons of Kazakh Ethnicity from Other
Republic and Abroad willing to work in rural areas was passed on November 18, 1991.
This was followed by the Law on Immigration in June 1992, which established a special
immigration quota for repatriates (UNDP, 2006). As a result, more than 1,860, 000 ethnic
Kazakhs known as “oralmans” have moved to their historical homeland (Ministry of Labor

and Social Protection of the Population of Kazakhstan, 2021).

In 2020 the term “oralman,” translated as “returnee,” was officially replaced by the
term “qandas,” translated as “people of the same blood” by president Kassym-Jomart
Tokayev (Tengrinews, 2020). The majority of these oralman families are descendents of
those who were forced out of the Soviet Union in the 1920s and 1930s or who escaped
political turmoil, repression, forced collectivization, and hunger crises (UNDP, 2006). The
source countries of oralmans extend from East Asia to the Middle East and Western
Europe. During the period from 1991 to 2005, the main countries of origin for gandas
families were Uzbekistan (285,409), Mongolia (71,507), Turkmenistan (41,787), China

(22,117), and Russia (18,632) (UNDP, 2006).



Cerny (2010) claims that the main motives behind oralmans’ decision to return to
homeland stem from a desire to maintain and strengthen Kazakh national identity. In
particular, those repatriates who previously had a higher socioeconomic status in their
country of origin, return to their ancestral homeland to immerse themselves in Kazakh
culture, language, and traditions to integrate into Kazakh society. Socio-linguistic
integration relies heavily on the knowledge of language since it is essential for any human

interaction. (UNDP, 2006).

Today there are two dominant languages in Kazakhstan, Kazakh as a state language
and Russian as an administrative language. A 2013 survey of 1000 permanent residents in
Almaty aged 17 to 65 showed that 42.3 percent of respondents claimed to speak only
Kazakh, and 57.7 percent reported speaking both Kazakh and Russian (Galat, 2013).
Russian is predominantly used in both official and unofficial settings. Thus, successful
repatriates’ socio-linguistic integration in Kazakhstan requires comprehensive knowledge
of at least Kazakh or Russian language. This current study explores the socio-linguistic
challenges faced by oralman families settled in urban areas and their family language
policy (FLP), where FLP is defined as a set of deliberate literacy practices within home

domains and among family members (Spolsky, 2009).

Problem Statement

Despite all the state efforts aimed at encouraging oralmans to return to their ethnic
homeland, issues rooted in social, economic, cultural integration and low socio-linguistic
adaptation remain a significant challenge (UNDP, 2006). In fact, oralmans belong to one

of the most vulnerable groups with high unemployment rates and absenteeism from school.



Statistics gathered by the Committee on Migration report that only 61.5% of oralmans of
working age are actively employed, and nearly 23% of oralman children report ansences
from secondary school (UNDP, 2006). The main reason is that oralmans arriving from
countries outside of the Commonwealth of Independent State (CIS) regions face problems
related to widespread use of Russian in public life. This is especially noticeable in the
northern regions of Kazakhstan. In the southern regions, where Kazakh language is more
widely spoken, linguistic barriers may be less visible. However, in these areas linguistic
differences still arise. For instance, oralman families from China, Iran, Afghanistan, and
Pakistan write in Ancient Kazakh using Arabic alphabet, and in Turkey Kazakh is written
using Latin alphabet. Thus, lack of knowledge of Cyrillic letters causes an inability to
write and read in either Kazakh or Russian, which makes it difficult for the elderly to enter

the labor market and discourages children from attending school (UNDP, 2006)

Taldybaueva et al. (2021) reported that most of the ethnic Kazakh repatriates,
fueled by a longing for motherhood, immigrated to Kazakhstan with the intention to return
to the land of their ancestors “the country of Kazakhs”. However, after arrival, many find
themselves not in the Kazakh, but the Kazakhstani environment, in which Russian
language, which is a foreign language for them, plays a dominant role in public life. Thus,
most oralmans feel socially alienated by the dominance of the Russian language in urban
areas and official settings (Amitov et al., 2016). They might perceive this as a continuation
of cultural suppression, leading to frustration and resentment towards Russian language
and Russian-speaking people. Negative feelings may contribute to negative beliefs and

ideologies towards Russian language.



In addition to these socio-linguistic challenges, another problem is the formation of
closed communities due to the big inflow of oralman families. Based on Brubaker’s (2013)
model of immigration, there is the influence of the host country’s politics in the integration
process. For instance, all Kazakh schools in China have been closed since 2015, which led
to the new wave of young returnees from China who do not understand or speak Kazakh at
all (Aubakirova et al., 2023). As a result, oralman families are restricted to communicate
only among each other using the language of their origin country. Although the state funds
language support programs for oralmans, neither a school nor a program exists in
Kazakhstan. This stands as the main obstacle to the full exercise of their rights as citizens

(UNDP, 2006).

Another crucial research gap in the study of oralmans in Kazakhstan is the lack of
comprehensive studies that specifically examine how these families implement FLP to
maintain linguistic and cultural identity in the face of strong societal pressures to
assimilate. While there is some research on the challenges repatriates face in general, such
as integration difficulties and social adaptation, the specific strategies they use to manage
language within the family, and how these strategies impact their children’s linguistic
development and cultural identity, remain underexplored. Therefore, this study aims to fill
this research gap in the literature by exploring the FLPs of these families, with focus on

their language ideologies, language practices, and their language challenges.



Research Purpose and Questions

The study will explore family language policy among repatriate families and the
socio-linguistic challenges they face integrating into the Kazakhstani society, and will be

guided by the following research questions:

1. How do family language ideologies influence the formation and
implementation of family language policies (FLP) among repatriate families in

Kazakhstan?

2.  How do FLP decisions impact daily language practices among children in

repatriate families in Kazakhstan?

3.  How do repatriate families manage competing linguistic demands within their

FLP to foster linguistic and cultural integration in Kazakhstan?

4.  What are the socio-linguistic challenges faced by the repatriate families with

regard to Kazakh and Russian?

Significance of the Study

Studying FLP among oralmans contributes to a broader understanding of how
national language policies are interpreted and implemented at the family level. This can
identify gaps or inconsistencies between official policies and everyday linguistic practices.
The findings can be compared with other contexts of diaspora returnees and linguistic
minorities, contributing to global discussions on language maintenance, identity, and

integration in multilingual societies.



FLP among oralmans plays a crucial role in the preservation and revitalization of
the Kazakh language and cultural identity. Many oralmans return from countries where
other languages (e.g., Russian, Chinese, Uzbek) have been dominant, so the strategies they
adopt to reconnect with their Kazakh heritage are vital for cultural continuity.
Understanding FLP can also shed light on how oralmans reintegrate linguistically into
Kazakh society, which is important for social cohesion and the successful blending of

returnees with the broader population.

In terms of intergenerational language transmission, studying FLP can reveal how
oralmans manage the transmission of the Kazakh language to younger generations. This is
particularly important in families where children may have been born in or exposed to
non-Kazakh-speaking environments. Moreover, research on FLP can help understand how
oralmans balance Kazakh with other host country’s languages. This balance is crucial for

maintaining linguistic diversity while promoting the use of Kazakh.

FLP significantly influences the educational experiences of oralman children.
Research can identify how family language practices impact academic performance,
particularly in Kazakh-language schools, and how these children adapt to the educational
system in Kazakhstan. Insights from FLP studies can guide the development of educational
policies and curricula that are sensitive to the linguistic backgrounds of oralman students,

ensuring they receive appropriate support to succeed academically.

Outline of the Study

Overall, this study has begun with an introduction chapter, which provided

background information about repatriate families and the main research problems. Next,



the literature review summarizes existing studies and research related to family language
policy among repatriate families. It also presents the theoretical framework to guide this
research. This is followed by the methodology section, which specifies the research design,
data collection tools, sampling, and data analysis. Next are the results and discussion
sections, which present the findings and contribution the study. Finally, the study ends

with the conclusion, which summarizes key points and offers recommendations.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This literature review examines the interplay between family language policy
(FLP) and the sociolinguistic challenges faced by repatriate families in Kazakhstan.
Utilizing a theoretical framework that encompasses family language ideology,
management, and practices, the review highlights how these families navigate the
complexities of cultural identity and linguistic integration in a rapidly changing
sociopolitical landscape. Family language ideology reflects the beliefs and values that
shape language use within families, while family language management pertains to the
deliberate strategies employed by parents to influence their children's language acquisition.
Additionally, the actual language practices of these families reveal the dynamics of their
daily interactions amidst sociolinguistic challenges such as language proficiency gaps and
societal pressures. Through this synthesis, the review aims to provide insights into how
repatriate families negotiate their linguistic identities and cultural belonging, ultimately

contributing to a deeper understanding of their experiences in Kazakhstan.

Theoretical Framework

In researching how parental ideology, management, practices, and sociolinguistic
challenges shape Family Language Policy (FLP) among repatriate families in Kazakhstan,
an integrated theoretical framework is essential. This study draws upon Spolsky’s (2004)
Family Language Policy model and integrates it with Ward’s (2001) bidimensional
adaptation model to better capture the complexity of language adaptation in a

sociolinguistically dynamic environment.



Spolsky’s (2004) FLP model provides a structured way to examine family language
management, ideological beliefs, and language practices within the home environment.

According to this model, FLP is shaped by three primary components:

1. Language Ideology

2. Language Management

3. Language Practices

In the context of repatriate families in Kazakhstan, these components interact in
unique ways as families navigate the state’s promotion of Kazakh language revitalization,
the continued use of Russian, and the growing importance of English in global contexts.
Spolsky’s model is particularly useful for understanding how parents' ideological
commitments to different languages inform their management and practice decisions

within the family.

However, Spolsky’s model focuses primarily on language use in the home domain
and may not fully account for the broader sociocultural factors that influence FLP,
particularly in the case of repatriate families adapting to a new linguistic environment.

This is where Ward’s bidimensional adaptation model complements the FLP model.

Ward’s (2001) bidimensional adaptation model focuses on how immigrants and

repatriates adapt to new sociocultural environments along two dimensions:

1. Psychological adaptation: Emotional well-being and coping
mechanisms in a new environment.
2. Sociocultural adaptation: The degree to which individuals adjust to

the norms and behaviors of the host society.
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In the context of repatriate families in Kazakhstan, psychological adaptation relates
to how well parents and children cope with the pressures of reintegration into Kazakhstani
society, which often involves adjusting to new linguistic and cultural expectations. For
example, parents who experienced linguistic shifts during their time abroad may face
emotional challenges when trying to reintegrate into a society where Kazakh has gained

prominence since their departure.

Sociocultural adaptation, on the other hand, is crucial for understanding how
families adjust to the language norms of the broader society, namely, the state's promotion
of trilingualism (Kazakh, Russian, and English). Ward’s model highlights how external
societal pressures such as school language policies or public discourse influence language

practices in the home, a crucial factor for understanding FLP in a repatriate context.

By integrating Ward’s bidimensional adaptation model into Spolsky’s FLP
framework as seen in Figure 1, this research captures not only the internal dynamics of
family language management but also how these are shaped by external adaptation

pressures in the sociocultural environment.

For example, a family that ideologically values Kazakh for cultural identity may
still adopt more Russian or English in daily practices if those languages dominate the
sociocultural landscape of the community or schools where their children are enrolled. The
integration of these two models allows for a more holistic understanding of how repatriate
families adapt their FLP in response to both internal family dynamics and external

sociocultural pressures.

The combined framework is especially relevant for understanding how repatriate
families in Kazakhstan handle the complexities of multilingualism. Repatriates often return

with diverse linguistic backgrounds, having lived in countries where they may have
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adopted new languages. Upon returning, they face the task of re-establishing FLP in an
environment where the Kazakh language is undergoing revitalization, but where Russian

and English maintain strong functional roles.

This integrated framework will help identify the sociolinguistic challenges
repatriate families face as they adapt to Kazakhstan’s evolving language landscape,
including conflicts between parental ideologies supporting Kazakh language revitalization
and practical sociocultural adaptation to Russian or English in school and work
environments, and the emotional challenges families experience as they re-adapt to using
Kazakh after years abroad, potentially influencing both language practices and the

management strategies employed at home.

Figure 1.

Ideology

Family
Language Management
Policy

Sociolinguistic

Adaptation

Ideology
The concept of language ideology plays a central role in shaping FLP as it reflects

the beliefs and values that parents hold about language use, identity, and education.
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Various studies have explored how these ideologies impact family decisions regarding

language transmission, especially among immigrant and multilingual families.

Curdt-Christiansen’s (2009) study of Chinese immigrant families in Montreal
offers a detailed exploration of how parents’ ideologies toward multilingualism are
influenced by political, socioeconomic, and cultural factors. Their research reveals that
these families support English for global integration, French for socio-political reasons in
Quebec, and Chinese for cultural identity and heritage. The parents’ ideological
commitment to multilingualism is driven by high educational expectations, as they believe
that fostering language diversity will enhance their children’s future opportunities. This
study highlights the intersection between language ideology and practical concerns like
social mobility, cultural preservation, and educational success. However, its limitation is
its focus on highly educated parents from Mainland China, which may not fully represent

other immigrant experiences.

Similarly,Gu et al. (2021) examined family language ideologies among South
Asian immigrant mothers in Hong Kong. The findings suggest that FLP is deeply
intertwined with social contexts such as school and community, where mothers who
emphasize heritage language teaching often envision future career opportunities for their
children in their home countries. This "imagined identity" shapes their language decisions,
reflecting broader societal influences in Hong Kong. Gu et al’s study also points to the
dominant role that social immersion and external environments play in shaping family
ideologies about language. However, the exclusion of fathers and children in this study

leaves out potentially different perspectives on language policy within the family.

Kopeliovich’s (2010) study on a Hebrew-Russian bilingual family reveals how

language ideology differs between parents in their approach to preserving their heritage
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language. The mother’s strong ideological attachment to Russian stems from a desire to
maintain a deep emotional connection with her children and transmit cultural and literary
heritage. In contrast, the father does not hold the same ideological commitment to Russian
but encourages openness to other languages. This case highlights how ideological
differences between parents can shape language practices and choices within the family.
However, as this study focuses on a single family, it may not capture the broader diversity

of experiences in bilingual households.

In the Kazakhstani context, language ideology often revolves around the
revitalization of the Kazakh language, reflecting broader national efforts to reinforce
cultural identity. Amantay et al. (2017) explored this phenomenon by studying Kazakh
families in urban areas. The findings suggest that parents support Kazakh language
revitalization for reasons tied to culture, history, and identity, and employ various
management practices such as exposing their children to Kazakh media and literature.
Code-switching between Kazakh and Russian is also common, indicating that parents
pragmatically balance cultural and linguistic preservation with everyday communication
needs. However, the small sample size and focus on only ethnically Kazakh families limit

the study's ability to represent the diversity of family language ideologies in Kazakhstan.

Further insights into language ideology in Kazakhstan come from Kambatyrova’s
(2023) research on trilingual education policy. This study reveals that parents across
Kazakhstan hold generally positive attitudes toward the policy due to its political, cultural,
and economic benefits. However, they express concerns about the educational
implications, particularly the potential risks of simultaneously teaching children in
Kazakh, Russian, and English. Regional differences also influence language ideologies:

parents in South Kazakhstan are more supportive of Kazakh due to cultural values, while
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those in the North and Centre tend to prioritize Russian. This variation illustrates how
political, cultural, and regional factors shape family language ideologies and influence FLP

decisions in different parts of Kazakhstan.

Romaine (2006) provides a broader theoretical framework, positioning families as
micro-agents of language policy crucial for the survival of minority languages. This
perspective is particularly relevant in Kazakhstan, where state policies promote Kazakh
revitalization. However, Romaine's analysis does not fully account for the specific socio-
political pressures faced by repatriate families, limiting the applicability of her framework

to these unique contexts.

Building on these themes, Piller (2017) discussed how language and identity
intersect in intercultural communication, arguing that language is not merely a
communication tool but a marker of social belonging. In the context of Kazakhstan, the
prominence of Russian as a lingua franca poses challenges for repatriates who primarily
speak Kazakh. While Piller's work underscores the significance of language in shaping
identity, it does not explicitly address the familial strategies employed by repatriates in

response to these challenges.

Additionally, the work by Arends-Toth and van de Vijver (2006) on acculturation
emphasizes the psychological and sociocultural dimensions of adapting to new linguistic
environments. They highlight the role of language proficiency in both sociocultural
adaptation and psychological well-being. However, their framework does not explore how
family dynamics and language policies interact to influence repatriates’ experiences in

Kazakhstan.

These studies collectively highlight the significance of familial language

management in shaping cultural identity among repatriate families. However, they also
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reveal gaps in understanding the nuanced interactions between state language policies and
individual family language practices. Specifically, existing research often relies on self-
reported data or focuses on specific ethnic groups, limiting insights into the broader
dynamics affecting repatriate families in Kazakhstan. Furthermore, while some studies
acknowledge the influence of sociopolitical contexts, few provide an in-depth exploration
of how these factors interact with family values and decision-making processes regarding

language use.

My research aims to address these gaps by examining the FLP practices of
repatriate families in Kazakhstan, focusing on how they navigate the challenges posed by
language proficiency, cultural identity, and state policies. By employing a qualitative
approach that includes interviews and observational data, I will provide a more
comprehensive understanding of how families manage their linguistic resources in
response to sociolinguistic pressures. This study will contribute to the existing literature by
illuminating the lived experiences of repatriate families, offering insights into the complex

interplay between cultural preservation and adaptation in a multilingual context.

Family Language Management

Family language management, a key aspect of FLP, involves the deliberate efforts
of parents to influence the language use and acquisition of their children. In the context of
repatriate families in Kazakhstan, this component becomes particularly significant, as
families navigate complex sociolinguistic landscapes shaped by cultural identity, state

language policies, and sociocultural pressures.

Bokayev et al. (2012) conducted a study on ethnolinguistic identification among
1000 repatriates who returned to Kazakhstan from diverse countries such as China,

Mongolia, and Uzbekistan. The study found that while a high percentage of repatriates
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identify Kazakh as their mother tongue (96%), language proficiency varied, with 84.5%
speaking the language fluently and 9.8% unable to speak it at all. This gap between
language proficiency and ethnic identification highlights a critical aspect of family
language management: for many repatriates, Kazakh holds significant cultural and

symbolic value, irrespective of their fluency.

This finding emphasizes that repatriates’ language management strategies are often
driven by ethnic belonging, as families manage the symbolic significance of the Kazakh
language as part of their identity. Parents may prioritize the use of Kazakh at home, even if
proficiency levels are uneven among family members, underscoring the importance of
cultural preservation over practical language fluency. However, the study focuses on self-
reported data, which may not accurately reflect language practices in different social
contexts, and it does not account for individual variation in language management

practices across families.

Similarly, in a study of Korean-Chinese bilingual families in Shanghai, Cui et al.
(2014) explored how ethnic identity and language ideologies shape family language
management. The study revealed that despite strong ethnic ties, parents chose to invest in
their children’s Chinese and English learning while deprioritizing Korean. This decision
was influenced by the perception of English as a marketable commodity and Chinese as

necessary for integration into the local context.

This study highlights the tension between ethnic identity and language ideology
that families face when managing language use. While families may ideologically value
the heritage language, the pragmatic demands of the broader sociocultural context (e.g.,
the economic and social utility of Chinese and English) often influence their management

decisions. This reflects how family language management is mediated by broader societal
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forces and the value assigned to different languages, leading families to prioritize
economic and social goals over heritage language maintenance. However, the findings are
specific to Korean-Chinese families in Shanghai, and their investment choices may not be
generalizable to other bilingual families or repatriate contexts, where different

sociolinguistic and economic factors apply.

Moin et al. (2013), in their study on Finnish-Russian bilingual families, also
underscore the role of parental motivations in shaping family language management. The
study found that parents overwhelmingly supported early bilingual education and viewed it
as an effective way to promote bilingual competence. Their decisions were motivated by
several factors, including language-related reasons (e.g., preserving Russian), the quality

of the educational staff, and convenience for both the children and parents.

This research suggests that family language management is often driven by parents'
aspirations for their children's bilingual development, particularly in the early stages of
education. Parents' active decision-making—such as enrolling children in bilingual schools
or providing language resources—reflects their commitment to fostering bilingualism,
whether for cultural preservation or future social mobility. The main limitation of the study
is that it focuses on early bilingual education but does not explore how language

management evolves as children grow older or face new educational or social contexts.

Romaine’s (2006) work provides a broader perspective on family language
management by positioning families as micro-agents of language policy. Romaine argues
that grassroots efforts at the family level are crucial for the survival of minority languages
and should be recognized alongside state-driven language policies. Families, through their

daily language practices and decisions, play a central role in preserving linguistic diversity.
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In the context of repatriate families in Kazakhstan, this view is particularly
relevant. While state policies promote Kazakh language revitalization, individual families
manage their linguistic resources based on personal values, cultural identity, and practical
considerations. Families' ability to adapt their language management strategies to balance
cultural preservation and sociolinguistic challenges illustrates their critical role in the
broader language policy landscape. While Romaine provides a useful theoretical lens, the
focus on grassroots efforts in language policy does not fully address the unique socio
political pressures repatriate families may experience in Kazakhstan, where state language

policies play a strong role in shaping FLP.

Family Language Practices

The role of language practices within FLP is a central focus of research on
bilingual and multilingual families, revealing the complexities of minority language
transmission and maintenance. Several studies highlight how families negotiate their
language practices based on ideologies, family structures, and external factors like
schooling.

The studies by Smith-Christmas (2014), Slavkov (2017), Schwartz (2010), and
O’Brien et al. (2014) provide valuable insights into the dynamics of FLP and language
practices, which can be directly connected to my research on how parental ideology,
management, practices, and sociolinguistic challenges shape FLP among repatriate
families in Kazakhstan. These studies collectively explore how families navigate language
choices and transmission within multilingual and bilingual contexts, offering frameworks
to examine similar processes within Kazakh repatriate families.

Smith-Christmas’s (2014) qualitative study on Gaelic-English bilingualism in an
extended family on the island of Skye, Scotland, highlights the role of family members’

habitual language preferences, practices, and ideologies in shaping FLP. In particular, the
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concept of dual-lingualism, where family members consistently use different languages
within the same interaction, is a significant finding. This notion is highly relevant to my
research as repatriate families in Kazakhstan may similarly navigate language use between
Kazakh, Russian, and potentially other languages. Just as Gaelic was actively used in
child-centered contexts in the study, it is essential to explore how Kazakh or Russian is
employed in family interactions among repatriates, and whether there are specific contexts
where one language dominates. Moreover, the finding that Gaelic was primarily used for
disciplinary purposes suggests that language choice may carry social and emotional
connotations, a factor that could be relevant to how Kazakh families manage language

practices.

Slavkov’s (2017) exploration of minority language transmission in multilingual
Canadian families offers another useful perspective, particularly regarding the role of
schooling in supporting bilingualism and multilingualism. His finding that school choice is
a strong predictor of multilingualism connects to the sociolinguistic challenges faced by
repatriate families in Kazakhstan. The choices made by these families regarding language
of education may have significant implications for children’s fluency in Kazakh, especially
given the presence of Russian-dominant schools in urban areas. By comparing Slavkov’s
insights with the educational context in Kazakhstan, my research can assess the impact of
schooling policies on FLP and how families manage these external factors to maintain

Kazakh as a heritage language.

Building on this, Curdt-Christiansen (2016) provides crucial insights into how
ideologies shape FLP, especially in multicultural environments. Her study on Chinese-
English bilingual families in Singapore highlights the way parental beliefs about language

utility and identity influence FLP. This is relevant for Kazakh repatriate families, where
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parental ideologies about Kazakh as a marker of national identity may drive language
management decisions, even in the face of dominant Russian usage in urban areas. Curdt-
Christiansen’s model of language as cultural capital can provide a lens through which to

analyze the symbolic and functional value of Kazakh within these families.

Schwartz’s (2010) literature review on FLP emphasizes the role of intra-family
factors, such as family structure and parental education, in determining the success of
language transmission. Her findings that older siblings and emotional ties to the heritage
culture play a crucial role in language retention can be directly applied to the
intergenerational dynamics within Kazakh repatriate families. My research can build on
this by investigating whether similar patterns occur in Kazakhstan, where older siblings or
extended family members may act as language role models or enforce language ideologies
that prioritize Kazakh. Additionally, Schwartz's findings on the emotional burden of
maintaining a minority language resonate with the potential challenges faced by repatriate
families in balancing Kazakh language retention with integration into Russian-speaking

urban environments.

Further, De Houwer (2007) contributes to understanding how early language
exposure and parental consistency in language use can lead to successful bilingualism. Her
study on bilingual first language acquisition found that children’s language output is
heavily influenced by parental language input consistency. In the context of Kazakh
repatriate families, examining how parents balance the use of Kazakh and Russian at
home, and whether they consistently promote Kazakh in daily interactions, will be critical

to understanding FLP success.

Luykx (2005) offers another perspective through her work on language

socialization in Quechua-Spanish bilingual families in Bolivia. Her study revealed how
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children’s agency in language use—especially as they navigate between different linguistic
environments—can lead to shifting family language practices. This has implications for
Kazakh repatriate families, where children may negotiate between Kazakh and Russian
both at home and in wider social settings, potentially influencing family language

dynamics in ways that differ from parental intentions.

O’Brien et al. (2014) provide further insights into the role of family literacy
programs in promoting minority language development. Their quasi-experimental study
demonstrated that participation in FLP-based literacy programs led to significant gains in
language proficiency among children from low-income immigrant families. This finding
can inform my research on how repatriate families in Kazakhstan may utilize literacy
practices or engage in formal language programs to support Kazakh language acquisition.
Just as O’Brien’s study showed that literacy programs could bridge vocabulary gaps,
Kazakh repatriate families might engage in similar proactive strategies to enhance their
children's fluency in Kazakh, particularly in environments where Russian or other

languages are dominant.

Fogle and King (2013) extend these discussions by exploring how parent-child
interactions shape language transmission. Their research on heritage language maintenance
in immigrant families found that children’s resistance to using the heritage language often
results in parents adopting different management strategies, such as enforcing language
rules or negotiating a mixed-language environment. This directly connects to Kazakh
repatriate families who may face similar challenges when children resist using Kazakh due

to the dominance of Russian in social settings.

Finally, Fishman’s (1991) concept of language shift and maintenance within

minority language communities highlights the broader sociolinguistic challenges repatriate
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families face in Kazakhstan. Fishman’s work suggests that social pressures and language
prestige play a crucial role in either fostering or hindering language maintenance.
Applying this to my research will allow an examination of how Kazakh language prestige
and sociolinguistic environments in Kazakhstan influence families' ability to retain their

heritage language.

Despite the wealth of research on FLP, including studies by Smith-Christmas
(2014), Slavkov (2017), and others, several gaps persist in understanding how parental
ideologies, management, and sociolinguistic challenges influence FLP in specific cultural
and migration contexts. Most studies, such as those by Schwartz (2010) and Curdt-
Christiansen (2016), focus on bilingual or multilingual families in predominantly Western
contexts (e.g., Canada, the UK, Singapore), where the dynamics of language shift and
retention often revolve around majority and minority languages in well-established
settings. Few studies thoroughly examine the FLP of repatriate families, particularly in
post-Soviet contexts like Kazakhstan, where the linguistic landscape is shaped by

historical, cultural, and political factors unique to the region.

For instance, while Smith-Christmas (2014) offers valuable insights into the
negotiation of Gaelic-based FLP, her study is limited to a single family and does not
address the broader sociopolitical factors that might influence language choices in
repatriate families. Similarly, Slavkov (2017) highlights the importance of schooling in
minority language retention, but the study is confined to the Canadian educational system
and does not consider how national policies and linguistic hierarchies in different regions,

like Kazakhstan, might affect family language decisions.

One significant gap in the literature concerns the impact of repatriation on FLP in

families returning to their ancestral homeland. In Kazakhstan, where Kazakh is both a
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national language and a symbol of ethnic identity, the sociolinguistic dynamics of
repatriate families present a unique case. Bokayev et al. (2012) reveal the complex
relationship between ethnolinguistic identity and language proficiency among repatriates,
but their study does not examine how these dynamics are negotiated within the family unit.
Additionally, existing research tends to emphasize the language management practices of
families, yet less attention is given to how repatriate families navigate sociolinguistic

challenges, such as language hierarchies and integration pressures, in shaping their FLP.

My research aims to address these gaps by focusing on how parental ideologies,
management strategies, and the broader sociolinguistic environment influence FLP among
repatriate families in Kazakhstan. By examining both the internal (family structure,
language practices) and external (sociolinguistic challenges, state language policies)
factors shaping FLP, this study will provide a more nuanced understanding of language
maintenance and shift in a unique migratory and cultural context. Furthermore, this
research will contribute to expanding the geographical and cultural scope of FLP studies,
offering insights into how families in post-Soviet, multilingual contexts negotiate their

linguistic identities and practices.

Sociolinguistic Challenges

The expanded body of literature on sociolinguistic challenges faced by repatriates
and immigrant families highlights the multifaceted nature of adaptation processes in
multicultural societies. In particular, Kadyskyzy et al. (2018) identified significant cultural
discrepancies, linguistic barriers, and social-psychological obstacles impacting qandas
students in Kazakhstan. Their findings underscore the importance of addressing language

proficiency and cultural integration to foster better academic and social outcomes.
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Berry et al. (2006) expanded on these themes by exploring the acculturation
strategies employed by immigrant youth, illustrating how a balanced bicultural identity can
enhance well-being. This finding resonates with Tannenbaum’s (2012) reconceptualization
of family language policy (FLP) as a coping mechanism, which emphasizes the emotional

dynamics underlying language decisions within immigrant families.

Trevisani (2022) and Piller (2017) further contextualized these challenges by
examining the sociolinguistic adaptation of repatriates in Kazakhstan, particularly the
impact of Russian as a dominant language. Arends-Toth and van de Vijver (2006)
contributed valuable insights into the psychological and sociocultural dimensions of

acculturation, reinforcing the critical role of language proficiency in successful adaptation.

Moreover, Portes and Rumbaut (2001) and Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco
(2001) provided foundational perspectives on the second-generation immigrant experience,
emphasizing how linguistic challenges can hinder social integration and identity formation.
Schmid (2013) and Karaoglu & Oncu (2018) offered additional frameworks for
understanding language maintenance and identity dynamics in multilingual contexts, while
Friedrich (2016) underscored the role of educational institutions in shaping language

policies that support bilingual development.

Existing studies on sociolinguistic challenges faced by repatriates and immigrant
families reveal several gaps. Many researchers, such as Tannenbaum (2012) and Piller
(2017), emphasize sociocultural adaptation but overlook the formulation of FLP in
response to these challenges. Moreover, while studies like those by Arends-Toth and van
de Vijver (2006) touch on psychological adaptation, they often neglect the emotional
dimensions that influence language use and familial communication strategies.

Additionally, most research focuses on immigrant populations in Western contexts,
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leaving a gap in understanding the unique sociolinguistic landscape of Kazakhstan,
particularly concerning the interplay between local languages like Kazakh and dominant

languages such as Russian.

This research can fill these gaps by providing a comprehensive examination of how
repatriate families in Kazakhstan formulate FLP amid sociolinguistic challenges. By
integrating psychological frameworks, I will explore the emotional and identity-related
factors affecting language choices. Furthermore, my focus on the intergenerational
dynamics of language use will reveal how these families navigate their linguistic
environments, shedding light on the transmission of language practices across generations.
Addressing societal attitudes and stereotypes in relation to language adaptation will also
enhance understanding of the broader social integration process for repatriates in
Kazakhstan. This approach will contribute valuable insights to the literature on migration

and adaptation, particularly in Central Asian contexts.

Summary

This literature review explores the interaction between FLP and the sociolinguistic
challenges encountered by repatriate families in Kazakhstan. Using a framework that
includes family language ideology, management, and practices, it highlights how these
families navigate cultural identity and linguistic integration in a shifting sociopolitical
environment. The review examines how beliefs about language influence family
communication, the strategies parents use to shape their children's language learning, and
the actual language practices within daily interactions. It sheds light on the challenges such
as language proficiency gaps and societal pressures, offering insights into how repatriate

families negotiate their linguistic and cultural identities in Kazakhstan.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The chapter starts with the research purpose and research questions. Then it
proceeds to the description of the research method and design. Then, information about
participants, sampling strategy, research site, and data collection instruments are presented.
Finally, the data analysis process and ethical considerations along with potential benefits to

the participants are described.

Research Purpose and Research Questions

The study will explore FLP among repatriate families and the socio-linguistic
challenges they face integrating into the Kazakhstani society, and will be guided by the

following research questions:

1. How do family language ideologies influence the formation and implementation of

family language policies (FLP) among repatriate families in Kazakhstan?

2. How do FLP decisions impact daily language practices among children in

repatriate families in Kazakhstan?

3. How do repatriate families manage competing linguistic demands within their FLP

to foster linguistic and cultural integration in Kazakhstan?

4. What are the socio-linguistic challenges faced by the repatriate families with regard

to Kazakh and Russian?

Research Method

A qualitative research approach has been chosen to explore repatriate families’
language policies and the socio-linguistic challenges they encounter in the process of

adaptation. This method has been chosen primarily because it allows for rich, descriptive
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accounts, taking into consideration the content-specific nature of participant families’
experiences (Creswell, 2013). These descriptions can reveal not only families’ actions, but
also the motivations, emotions, and meanings underlying these actions, providing a holistic
view of their socio-linguistic adaptation. Additionally, qualitative methods such as semi-
structured interviews and ethnographic observations enable researchers to capture the
dynamic interplay between individual agency and structural influences, including state
language policies, educational systems, and community norms (Marshall & Rossman,
2016). This approach is particularly effective in understanding the complexities of
language ideologies, family dynamics, and the intergenerational transmission of linguistic
practices, which are often embedded in deeply personal and culturally nuanced
experiences (King & Fogle, 2006). Furthermore, qualitative research facilitates the
identification of emergent themes and patterns, offering insights into both shared
challenges and unique strategies employed by repatriate families to navigate multilingual
environments. By adopting this approach, the study aims to contribute to a deeper
understanding of how families negotiate language use in ways that reflect and reshape their
identities, social relationships, and integration trajectories (Baldassar et al., 2017).

Within the qualitative inquiry, a case study design has been chosen for several
reasons. Firstly, a case study allows for an in-depth, focused exploration of FLP and
sociolinguistic challenges among repatriate families in Kazakhstan, taking into
consideration the intricate social, cultural, and linguistic factors influencing these policies
(Merriam, 1998). Secondly, a case study can accommodate a comparative approach,
allowing for FLP comparisons with repatriate families from different countries such as
Mongolia and China. By working with two separate repatriate families, each with distinct
linguistic and cultural histories, cross-case analysis becomes possible, shedding light on

the similarities and differences in their language policies and sociolinguistic challenges
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(Yin, 2018). Such a comparative framework not only highlights patterns but also reveals
culturally specific strategies families employ to maintain linguistic heritage while adapting

to new environments.

Given the exploratory nature of this study, non-probability purposeful sampling
will be used to recruit repatriate families because it allows to intentionally select families
based on their status, language practices, and family structures. This sampling strategy
allows in-depth exploration by recruiting families who are likely to provide
comprehensive, nuanced, and insightful data (Creswell, 2013). The participant pool will
potentially consist of two repatriate families from Mongolia and China, where the average
number of family members is 4-5 people. The main criteria for choosing these families are
the following: 1) participant families must have 2-3 children, 2) participant families have
lived in Kazakhstan for at least 3-5 years, 3) participant families’ children attend or have
attended local school in Kazakhstan. Participants will be recruited among Nazarbayev

University alumni via telegram chats.

Research Site

The data for this qualitative case study will be collected in the home domains
because it is the primary context where family members interact and negotiate language
use. This setting allows researchers to observe the natural and habitual language practices
of repatriate families in an environment where decisions about language use are made
organically and often reflect deeper cultural and emotional ties (Spolsky, 2009). Moreover,
within home domains, it is possible to capture not just language choices but also the
emotional, cultural, and relational dimensions of language use within the family, such as
how language serves as a means of transmitting values, cultural heritage, and identity

across generations (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). For repatriate families in Kazakhstan, the
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home often becomes a critical site where the interplay between the state-promoted Kazakh
language, Russian as a lingua franca, and other heritage languages unfolds, illustrating the

unique sociolinguistic dynamics of multilingual adaptation.

The home as a private and intimate space also provides a context where family
members are more likely to use their preferred languages without external pressures, such
as those imposed by schools or society at large (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). This is
especially important for repatriate families, who may face conflicting demands to integrate
into the local linguistic landscape while preserving their linguistic heritage. Data collection
in the home can provide insights into how parents establish and enforce language policies,
how children negotiate or resist these policies, and how external factors, such as schooling
or community interactions, influence these dynamics (King, Fogle, & Logan-Terry, 2008).
Observing and documenting language practices in this domain can reveal not only the
linguistic patterns but also the ideological and affective underpinnings that shape family
language policies, thereby offering a comprehensive understanding of the sociolinguistic

challenges faced by repatriate families.

Data Collection Instruments

Within this study there are three research instruments to collect data: 1) a written

narrative, 2) semi-structured interviews, and 3) non-participant observation.

Written narratives allow for a collection of data through personal stories, offering
insights into how repatriate families interpret their experiences and realities (Earthly et al.,
2008). The prompts for written narratives include general background information
including age, education level, occupation, and family structure. Additionally, the prompts
will also focus on motivations behind moving to Kazakhstan. The last prompt probes into

the linguistic background and how it has changed since moving to Kazakhstan.
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The second research instrument is a semi-structured interview, which allows to
gather in-depth responses to identify participant families’ perspectives, feelings, and
motivations about family language policy (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). While there is a
predetermined set of questions, the semi-structured nature allows for follow-up questions,
clarifications, and probing, enabling deeper exploration of the family language policy and
the socio-linguistic challenges faced by repatriate families (Kvale, 2007). There are in total
16 questions and the interview will last for 60-90 minutes. The individual interview with
participant parents will take place in the home domain. The conversation between the
researcher and the participant families will be audio recorded only with parents’
permission.

Lastly, non-participant observation allows collecting data on actual behavior in
real-time, without relying on self-reports that may be biased or inaccurate (Cohen et al.,
2011). This method is particularly valuable in the context of studying FLPs among
repatriate families, as it enables to capture authentic interactions, routines, and language
choices as they occur naturally within the home environment. Observing real-life settings
provides a unique opportunity to document how linguistic decisions are negotiated in
spontaneous contexts, such as mealtime conversations, interactions during family
activities, or parent-child discussions about homework. These naturally occurring moments
reveal not only the overt language practices but also the subtle, implicit dynamics of
power, authority, and affection that influence family language policy (Luykx, 2005).
Therefore, observation is used to study repatriate families’ family language policy in real-

life settings.
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Data Analysis Process

Data analysis for this study will go through several key stages such as data
preparation, coding, thematic analysis, contextualizing, narrative construction, and, finally,
reporting findings (Braun et al., 2006). Firstly, written narratives will be coded to identify
key themes. Then, responses from the semi-structured interviews will be transcribed into a
written form to find common patterns. Notes from the observation will also be transcribed
and coded. Once themes are identified, the findings are interpreted within the broader

social, cultural, and linguistic context, and included in the thesis.

Data analysis for this study will go through several key stages, including data
preparation, coding, thematic analysis, contextualizing, narrative construction, and, finally,
reporting findings (Braun & Clarke, 2006). These stages ensure a systematic approach to
extracting meaning from qualitative data while maintaining rigor and reliability. Firstly,
written narratives from participants will be coded to identify recurring themes and patterns
that reflect their family language practices and sociolinguistic challenges. This process will
involve both inductive and deductive coding, allowing the researcher to uncover new
insights while remaining guided by the study's theoretical framework (Creswell & Poth,

2018).

Responses from the semi-structured interviews will then be transcribed into written
form, ensuring verbatim accuracy to preserve the richness of participants’ expressions.
These transcriptions will be analyzed to find commonalities, contradictions, and unique
insights across participants’ experiences, enabling a comparative perspective.
Observational notes taken during non-participant observation sessions will also be
transcribed and coded, focusing on non-verbal cues, contextual factors, and implicit

language practices that might not emerge in interviews or narratives. These multiple data
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sources will undergo triangulation to validate findings and ensure the credibility of

interpretations (Patton, 2015).

Once the key themes are identified, they will be contextualized within the broader
social, cultural, and linguistic landscape of Kazakhstan, taking into account the unique
dynamics of repatriate families. This contextualization will illuminate how national
language policies intersect with individual family practices and ideologies. Finally, the
findings will be synthesized into a cohesive narrative, highlighting the lived experiences of
repatriate families while addressing the study's research questions. These results will
contribute to the broader discourse on family language policy and sociolinguistic

adaptation, forming the basis for the thesis and potential future publications.

Ethical Considerations

To follow ethical considerations within the study, all data will be collected once the
ethics application has been approved from GSE IREC. Given the qualitative nature of this
research and its focus on repatriate families’ language policies and sociolinguistic
challenges, several ethical safeguards will be implemented to uphold research integrity and

maintain participants’ trust.

First, all participants will receive detailed information about the study, including its
objectives, procedures, potential risks, and benefits. This will be provided through an
informed consent form written in clear, accessible language. Participants will be given the
opportunity to ask questions before voluntarily agreeing to participate. Special care will be
taken to ensure participants understand that they can withdraw from the study at any time

without repercussions (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
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During the data collection process all research sites and participant information will
be assigned pseudonyms or codes to ensure confidentiality. This measure ensures the
protection of individual identities (Creswell, 2013). While data is being analyzed,
observation notes, interview recordings and transcriptions will be securely stored in a
password-protected cloud repository, with restricted access limited to the researcher and
the supervisor. Upon receiving approval from the GSE IREC, all the data and findings will
be published strictly using pseudonyms. After the research is complete and the results are
reported, all the data including interview audios, transcriptions along with observation

notes will be erased once the research work, including the publication, is complete.

Although the study is designed to be minimally intrusive and respectful of
participants’ rights and well-being, certain minor risks associated with the research should
be acknowledged. One potential risk relates to the confidentiality of participants. Although
strict precautions will be taken to safeguard participants’ identities, it is important to
acknowledge that full anonymity cannot be entirely ensured due to the nature of the study.
Participants might unintentionally share information during interviews that could reveal
their identities. Pseudonyms will be assigned to all participants in the final report and no
identifying information will be disclosed to minimize this risk. While asking about the
socio-linguistic challenges and beliefs, participants may feel vulnerable or uncomfortable
during interviews. The researcher will foster a supportive, non-judgmental atmosphere
during the interviews to reduce emotional risks. Participants will be informed that they
have the right to skip any questions they find upsetting. Additionally, they will be
reminded that their participation is entirely voluntary, emphasizing their freedom to

withdraw from the study at any time without facing any repercussions.
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Given the intimate nature of home observations and interviews, it is important to
minimize any perceived power imbalances between the researcher and participants. The
researcher will emphasize their role as a neutral observer and active listener rather than an
authority figure. This approach aims to reduce any discomfort participants may feel and

encourage authentic, uninhibited responses.

Benefits of the Research

The study does not directly benefit the participants but can contribute to the sense
making of their family language policy and language beliefs. For instance, participation
might provide them with the unique opportunity for self-reflection and increased self-
awareness regarding their language management practices and ideologies. Most
importantly, the findings from the study will contribute to a wider understanding about
FLP among repatriate families and it will inform policymakers and other relevant
stakeholders about the challenges faced by repatriate families. Considering that FLP is a
relatively under-researched topic in the context of Kazakhstan, the findings of this study

could also contribute to theory-building in the scholarship.

Summary

To sum up, this chapter outlined the methodological framework used to explore
FLP and the sociolinguistic challenges faced by repatriate families in Kazakhstan. The
chapter began by restating the research purpose and questions guiding the inquiry. A
qualitative case study approach was employed to allow for in-depth exploration of
participants' lived experiences, particularly through written narratives, semi-structured
interviews, and non-participant observations conducted in home settings. The upcoming

chapter will explore how FLP is shaped by family ideologies, language practices, and



external influences, and will illuminate the sociolinguistic challenges repatriate families

encounter as they navigate integration into Kazakhstani society.
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Chapter 4: Findings
The study explores family language policy among repatriate families and the socio-
linguistic challenges they face integrating into the Kazakhstani society based on three
participant families residing in Astana and Shymkent who immigrated from China,
Mongolia, and Uzbekistan. The participant mothers’ names have been substituted with
pseudonyms such as Aisha, who comes from Mongolia, Dana from China, and Fatima
from Uzbekistan. There are four main research questions addressed in the study, which are

the following:

1) How do family language ideologies influence the formation and
implementation of family language policies (FLP) among repatriate families
in Kazakhstan?

2) How do repatriate families manage competing linguistic demands within their
FLP to foster linguistic and cultural integration in Kazakhstan?

3) How do FLP decisions impact daily language practices among children in
repatriate families in Kazakhstan?

4) What are the socio-linguistic challenges faced by the repatriate families with

regard to Kazakh and Russian?

This chapter elaborates on seven main themes which appeared as a result of the
analysis of interview data. The chapter concludes with a summary.
RQ1: How do family language ideologies influence the formation and implementation of
Family Language Policies (FLP) among repatriate families in Kazakhstan?

Family Language Policies (FLP) among repatriate families in Kazakhstan are
shaped by the interplay of language ideology, language management, and language
practices, as outlined in Spolsky’s (2004) tripartite model. Language ideology refers to

deeply held beliefs and attitudes about language status, use, and function, which influence
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family decisions regarding linguistic transmission and maintenance. For repatriate
families, these ideologies are often rooted in a strong attachment to Kazakh as a heritage
language and a symbol of national and cultural identity (Fishman, 1991). Language
management involves explicit efforts to regulate language use within the family, such as
setting rules for speaking Kazakh at home or enrolling children in Kazakh-medium
education (Spolsky, 2009). These management strategies, however, may be challenged by
external sociolinguistic pressures. Language practices, the actual patterns of language use
in daily life, may not always align with ideological beliefs or management efforts. In urban
Kazakhstan, where Russian remains dominant in education, employment, and public
discourse, repatriate families often encounter difficulties in maintaining exclusive Kazakh
language use, leading to complex bilingual or diglossic practices (Smagulova, 2021). The
tension between ideological commitment, managerial strategies, and actual language

practices underscores the fluid and adaptive nature of FLP in Kazakhstan.

Kazakh as a Sign of National Identity

For all three repatriate families, the Kazakh language is a central pillar of their
national identity, serving as the primary motivation for their immigration to Kazakhstan.
Their deep emotional and cultural attachment to the language is evident in their personal

narratives.

Participant Aisha, who was born and raised in Mongolia, moved to Kazakhstan to

pursue higher education. Reflecting on her linguistic and cultural identity, she states:

I believe that a person cannot be wholesome and self-fulfilled without
proper knowledge of the mother tongue. Deep inner feelings can be
touched only by the mother tongue. The feelings of belonging, longing,

love, respect, grief ... all these feelings can be best expressed in the
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mother tongue. So, I feel proud to return to an independent country of
mine, where my Kazakh is the state language. My children also share

our love towards the Kazakh language and respect their mother tongue.

This statement underscores her strong emotional connection to the Kazakh
language, viewing it as an essential part of her identity and sense of belonging.
Furthermore, she emphasizes her pride in returning to an independent Kazakhstan, where
Kazakh holds official status, and her desire to pass this linguistic heritage on to her

children.

A similar sentiment is expressed by Participant Dana, who was born in a Kazakh
speaking village in China near the Kazakhstani border. She and her repatriate husband
from China relocated to Kazakhstan with their two children for employment and
educational opportunities. She recalls the formative role of her family in shaping her

attachment to the Kazakh language:

Back in my childhood, my grandparents used to read me poems and
fairy tales in Kazakh. They also taught me to love and respect the
Kazakh language and culture. So, I had been longing to live in an
independent Kazakhstan, where people speak only Kazakh. My husband

and I had also been longing for the rich Kazakh culture.

Her response highlights the influence of her grandparents in fostering a deep
appreciation for Kazakh language and culture. This early exposure instilled in her a
lifelong desire to settle in Kazakhstan, where she could fully embrace her linguistic and

cultural heritage.
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Similarly, Participant Fatima, who was born and raised in Bostandyk village in
Uzbekistan near Kazakhstan’s southern border, reinforces the strong link between
language and national identity. She describes her long-standing aspiration to return to

Kazakhstan:

Although I was born and raised in a Kazakh-speaking village in
Uzbekistan, since childhood, I had longed to move to Kazakhstan and
speak Kazakh freely with my peers. Having an opportunity to
communicate in a mother tongue in a home country is priceless. This is
the land where my grandparents had lived and fought for its
independence. So, I was always emotionally attached to Kazakhstan and
the Kazakh language. Actually, my husband and children communicate

only in Kazakh without translanguaging.

Like the previous two participants, Fatima perceives Kazakh as more than just a
means of communication, it is a crucial aspect of her identity and a bridge to her ancestors.
She values the opportunity to use her mother tongue freely in her homeland and
emphasizes her family's commitment to preserving the language through exclusive use in

daily communication.

Overall, these three accounts illustrate how Kazakh serves as a powerful symbol of
national identity for repatriate families. Their deep-rooted connection to the language,
shaped by personal, familial, and cultural influences, ultimately drove their decision to

return to Kazakhstan.
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English Language Second in Priority after Kazakh

Among the repatriate families interviewed, two reported that they prioritize English
as a second language after Kazakh, largely due to its global applicability and the
educational opportunities it offers. Their perspectives highlight the significance of English

in securing a bright academic and professional future for their children.

Participant Aisha strongly emphasizes the importance of English, positioning it as a

crucial language for advancement. She explains:

As for English, my husband and I prioritize English after Kazakh. We
believe that English is the language of educational opportunities and a
bright future. All educational materials are provided in English. We
dream about our children enrolling at the top universities abroad.
English is the language of international communication. Moreover, my
work is directly related to teaching and learning English, so I prioritize

this language for my children.

Her statement reflects a strategic approach to language acquisition, where English
is seen not only as a tool for higher education but also as a gateway to international
opportunities. Additionally, her professional background in teaching and learning English
reinforces her commitment to ensuring that her children develop proficiency in the
language. This is also observed in her children’s active use of English for educational
purposes. Her children are among the top of their class in terms of English knowledge and
have won various international academic competitions. Aisha and her husband also

actively use English for work purposes.
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Similarly, Participant Dana also prioritizes English for its role in accessing global

economic and academic opportunities. She states:

The second language widely spoken and taught to my children is English
because it is an opportunity to enter global economies. I have a positive
attitude towards English because it allowed us to quickly adapt during

my master’s studies at Nazarbayev University.

Her perspective underscores the instrumental value of English in higher
education and professional mobility. Having personally benefited from English
during her studies at Nazarbayev University, she recognizes its potential to provide
her children with similar advantages in the future. Her children are fluent in English
and use it well for educational purposes. Dana and her husband are both fluent in

English and use it actively at work.

In contrast, Participant Fatima has had a different experience with English. Unlike
the other two participants, she has never learned the language herself, which makes it
challenging for her to support her children in learning it. Although she sincerely hopes that
her children will become proficient in English and develop the skills necessary to become
global leaders, she has faced barriers in providing them with formal instruction. Due to
financial and logistical constraints, she has been unable to enroll them in extracurricular

language classes or hire private tutors.

Overall, while English is widely acknowledged among repatriate families as a
valuable second language, access to learning opportunities varies. Participants Aisha and
Dana actively prioritize English, recognizing its role in securing academic and professional
success for their children. However, Participant Fatima’s experience highlights the

challenges that some families face in acquiring English due to limited resources. These
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contrasting experiences demonstrate how socioeconomic factors influence language

acquisition and shape educational aspirations among repatriate families.

Common Negative Attitude towards Russian language

All three participants expressed negative attitudes toward the Russian language,
although the intensity of their sentiments varied. Their perspectives were shaped by
personal experiences, with some encountering linguistic discrimination and others being

largely unaffected due to their geographic and social environments.

Aisha had the most negative perception of Russian, shaped by direct experiences of
mistreatment after migrating to Kazakhstan. Initially, she viewed Russian as just another
foreign language. However, after settling in Pavlodar and Karagandy, her feelings shifted
to resentment. She recalls facing frequent discrimination due to her lack of Russian

proficiency, making daily life and employment opportunities challenging.

We were often scolded and mistreated because we did not speak

Russian. Finding a job was nearly impossible, as employers prioritized
Russian over Kazakh or even English. In some cases, we couldn’t even
buy basic necessities because sellers refused to give us bread unless we

pronounced the word correctly in Russian.

Over time, this exclusion led to deep frustration, particularly in the northern
regions of Kazakhstan, where Russian remained dominant. She describes feeling as
though she had not moved to Kazakhstan but rather to Russia. However, her
experience in the southern and western parts of the country was markedly

different—there, Kazakh was widely spoken, and people appeared more patriotic.
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As a result, she developed a strong opposition to Russian, considering it a "language

of colonizers" and refusing to support her children in learning it.

Similarly, Participant Dana developed a negative attitude toward Russian after
moving to Kazakhstan, though her initial exposure to the language was minimal. She

explains:

Before migration, Russian was not present in my surroundings, so I had
no particular attitude toward it. However, after arriving in Kazakhstan, I
was surprised to see how dominant it was. Many ethnic Kazakhs

prioritize Russian over their native language, which I see as a sad reality

and a form of mental colonization.

Her statement highlights a broader sociolinguistic issue in Kazakhstan, where

Russian continues to hold significant influence, often at the expense of Kazakh.

In contrast, Participant Fatima remained largely indifferent toward the Russian
language, as she had never encountered a situation that required its use. Growing up in a
Kazakh-speaking village near Shymkent and later studying at a university in the same city,
she had little exposure to Russian. Since Shymkent, located in southern Kazakhstan, is
predominantly Kazakh-speaking, she never faced linguistic barriers and thus did not

develop a strong opinion on Russian.

Overall, the participants' attitudes toward Russian were shaped by their personal
experiences and regional contexts. Those who lived in Russian-dominant areas, like
Pavlodar and Karagandy, experienced discrimination and exclusion, fostering resentment
toward the language. Meanwhile, those from Kazakh-speaking regions, such as Shymkent,

had limited interaction with Russian and, as a result, did not form strong opinions about it.
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These differing perspectives highlight the ongoing linguistic and cultural tensions within
Kazakhstan, reflecting broader discussions on language policy, national identity, and post-

colonial influences.

RQ2: How do repatriate families manage competing linguistic demands within their FLP
to foster linguistic and cultural integration in Kazakhstan?

Family language management, as a crucial component of Spolsky’s (2004) Family
Language Policy (FLP) framework, involves deliberate parental efforts to regulate
language use within the household. Among repatriate families in Kazakhstan, language
management is shaped by competing linguistic demands, as parents strive to maintain
Kazakh as the dominant home language while navigating the necessity of Russian and

English for broader social and educational integration.

Key Role of Parents in Language Learning

Mothers play a central role in shaping their children's language development, often
taking on the primary responsibility for language management within the household.
Across all three participants, a common theme emerges: a strong emphasis on Kazakh as
the primary language, followed by varying degrees of exposure to English and, to a lesser
extent, Russian. However, fathers also contribute significantly to language transmission,
particularly through their reinforcement of linguistic values, engagement in family
discussions, and influence over educational decisions.

Participant Aisha highlights the shared vision she and her husband have regarding
language management in their family. Since her husband is the primary breadwinner, she
spends more time at home with their children, assisting them with homework and fostering

a reading habit from an early age. She explains:
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I start with Kazakh books and incorporate interactive resources in
English. However, due to time constraints, [ have not yet integrated
Mongolian, Turkish, or Russian into their learning. Since their
curriculum is entirely in Kazakh, Russian remains an optional foreign
language at school.

Her approach reflects a deliberate prioritization of Kazakh and English, aligning
with her children's academic curriculum and future opportunities. While she is more
actively involved in daily language learning activities, her husband reinforces the
importance of Kazakh through cultural discussions and storytelling, emphasizing its role in
national identity.

Similarly, Participant Dana actively encourages her children to use Kazakh as their
primary language, both at home and in school. Since their formal education is conducted in
Kazakh, maintaining fluency is relatively effortless. However, she also makes a conscious
effort to integrate English into their daily routine:

I try to speak to my children in English for at least half an hour every
day so they can practice at home. Additionally, they attend English
classes to prepare for university admissions, particularly for institutions
like Nazarbayev University or other foreign universities. When they
have free time, they also try to read in Russian.

Her strategy demonstrates a balanced approach, ensuring that while Kazakh
remains dominant, English receives adequate reinforcement to support future academic
aspirations. Meanwhile, her husband plays a complementary role by modeling bilingual
communication. For example, he frequently engages the children in discussions about
current events in Kazakh and introduces professional vocabulary in English, particularly

related to STEM and business, which he believes will benefit them in the future.
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Participant Fatima follows a similar pattern, reinforcing Kazakh as the primary
language in her household. She describes their daily routine:

I do homework with my children in Kazakh, and their grandparents also
read to them in Kazakh. We prioritize Kazakh as the first language and
English as the second. Living in Shymkent, where exposure to Russian
is minimal, we rarely practice it at home. In reality, my children
communicate exclusively in Kazakh both inside and outside the house.

Her experience underscores how geographical context influences language
exposure, reinforcing Kazakh as the dominant language in her children's upbringing.
Additionally, her husband plays an active role in shaping the children’s linguistic
environment. While he spends less time on direct instruction, he reinforces Kazakh
through storytelling and historical narratives, emphasizing its role in cultural continuity.
He also expresses strong opinions about the necessity of English, encouraging the children
to develop proficiency for academic and career advancement.

Their responses collectively highlight the significant role both mothers and fathers
play in shaping their children's language learning experiences. In all three cases, Kazakh is
the primary language, reinforced through daily communication, school education, and
reading practices. English is strategically integrated as a secondary language, particularly
for future academic and career opportunities. While mothers are more engaged in
structured learning activities, fathers contribute through cultural reinforcement,
professional aspirations, and ideological support for multilingualism. Meanwhile, Russian
exposure varies depending on regional factors, with some families engaging with it
minimally. These insights reflect broader patterns in family language policy, where both
parents act as key facilitators in ensuring language transmission and development within

multilingual households.
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RQ3: How do FLP decisions impact daily language practices among children in repatriate
families in Kazakhstan?

FLP decisions play a crucial role in shaping the daily language practices of children
in repatriate families in Kazakhstan. Spolsky (2004) emphasizes that FLP consists of
language ideology, management, and practices, all of which influence how children
engage with multiple languages in everyday interactions. Among repatriate families,
parental decisions about home language use, school choice, and exposure to external
linguistic environments determine the extent to which children maintain Kazakh as their
dominant language while acquiring Russian and English for broader social integration

(Curdt-Christiansen, 2018).

Kazakh as a Primary Language of Communication among Children

Among the participants, a clear pattern emerges regarding children's language use:
Kazakh remains the dominant language of communication both at home and in social
settings. While some exposure to other languages exists, particularly English, Kazakh is

overwhelmingly the preferred medium for interaction.

Participant Aisha emphasizes that her children use Kazakh exclusively in their
daily lives. She explains: "At home, they speak Kazakh, and they also communicate with
their friends at the playground and school solely in Kazakh, without mixing it with

Russian.”

Beyond her family, she extends this commitment to her professional life,
maintaining an educational blog in Kazakh and using only Kazakh and English when
interacting with her students. Her experience reflects a conscious effort to promote Kazakh

as both a household language and a tool for professional communication.



48

Similarly, Participant Dana highlights that Kazakh remains the primary language
spoken by her children at home and in social settings. However, she also notes that their
exposure to English comes from digital platforms and extracurricular courses: "My
children mostly speak Kazakh at home and in public, but they also engage with English
through social media and additional language classes.” This suggests a bilingual
environment where Kazakh dominates daily interactions while English serves as an

important supplementary language for educational and entertainment purposes.

Participant Fatima reinforces this trend, emphasizing the exclusive use of Kazakh
within her household and extended family: “All four of my children, along with our
extended family, speak only Kazakh in everyday conversations and in public spaces.” Her
statement underscores how Kazakh remains deeply embedded in family life and the

broader community, maintaining its role as the central language of interaction.

The responses collectively illustrate that Kazakh is the predominant language of
communication among children, used consistently in both home and public settings. While
English is introduced through digital platforms and extracurricular activities, it remains
secondary to Kazakh in daily conversations. Notably, Russian is either absent or
intentionally excluded from children's linguistic practices, further reinforcing Kazakh as
the primary means of communication. These insights highlight the strong role of family

and community in maintaining Kazakh language use across generations.

Repatriate Families’ Efforts in Preserving Kazakh while Living Abroad

Repatriate families have successfully maintained their Kazakh language despite
growing up outside Kazakhstan, largely due to the influence of family, community, and
educational opportunities. Each participant highlights different factors that contributed to

their language preservation.
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Participant Aisha attributes her and her siblings’ ability to maintain Kazakh to both
their parents and the surrounding Kazakh-speaking community in Mongolia. She explains,
"My siblings and I have succeeded in preserving our heritage Kazakh language while
living in Mongolia mainly because of our parents and community. Our school used
Kazakh as a medium of instruction, and our parents put a lot of effort into teaching us
Kazakh." Additionally, she notes that while she initially struggled with adapting to the
Kazakh dialect upon moving to Kazakhstan, her children did not face the same challenges:
"Although I struggled with adhering to the Kazakh dialect at first, my children have not

encountered any such difficulties.”

Similarly, Participant Dana grew up in a village near the East Kazakhstan border,
where Kazakh was the dominant language in both home and educational settings. She
recalls, "I had been raised in a purely Kazakh-speaking community in my village close to
the East Kazakhstan border. There used to be a Kazakh-medium school where learning
materials were available in Kazakh.” However, she expresses concern over recent changes:
"Over the last 5-10 years, these Kazakh-medium educational institutions have been closed
due to political reasons.” Growing up in a large extended family also played a significant
role in her language retention. She explains, "I grew up in a big extended family with
multiple siblings and grandparents. All of the family members usually spoke in Kazakh at
home and switched to Chinese outside the home domain." While these factors enabled
both Dana and her husband to maintain their Kazakh fluency, their dialect differs from the
one commonly spoken in Kazakhstan. However, their children, who were raised in urban
areas of China, faced more challenges in maintaining the language: "My children found it

more difficult to preserve Kazakh because they used to live in the urban areas of China.”
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Participant Fatima also grew up in a Kazakh-speaking village near Kazakhstan’s
southern border. She describes her experience, saying, "I used to live in a Kazakh-speaking
village close to the southern borders of Kazakhstan. Actually, Bostandyk village is located
very close to Shymkent, so there were Kazakh-medium public schools and other
educational projects in Kazakh." She highlights that these schools are still actively
functioning in Uzbekistan. Additionally, her strong network of relatives and friends in the
village helped reinforce her language skills: "I had plenty of relatives and friends residing

in the village, which made it easy to continue speaking Kazakh in daily life.”

The experiences of these repatriate families reveal that maintaining Kazakh outside
of Kazakhstan depends on a combination of factors, including family commitment, access
to Kazakh-medium education, and a strong Kazakh-speaking community. While
individuals raised in rural Kazakh-speaking environments found it easier to preserve their
linguistic heritage, those who later moved to urban settings often faced greater challenges.
Nonetheless, the dedication of parents and cultural networks has played a crucial role in

ensuring the continued use of Kazakh among repatriate families.

RQ4: What are the sociolinguistic challenges faced by the repatriate families with regard

to Kazakh and Russian?

Socioeconomic and Linguistic Barriers in Initial Adaptation

Repatriate families encountered various sociolinguistic and economic challenges
upon their arrival in Kazakhstan, with experiences differing based on location, language
background, and socioeconomic factors. Participant Aisha recalls facing significant
financial and legal struggles, stating, "At first, it was difficult to obtain citizenship and find
employment." These difficulties were further exacerbated by linguistic barriers, especially

in northern Kazakhstan, where Russian is widely spoken. She describes feeling socially
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excluded due to speaking only Kazakh with a dialect: "There were moments when I could
not even do grocery shopping without being scolded by people around me." This led

to immense stress and alienation, at times making her consider leaving Kazakhstan
altogether.

Similarly, Participant Fatima faced employment challenges, explaining, "Initially,
it was difficult to obtain citizenship and secure a job, but over time, these problems were
resolved." However, even after overcoming initial obstacles, she struggled with systemic
corruption, which hindered her ability to find stable work: "I have continuously faced

instances of corruption whenever I tried to get hired."

Role of Geographic Location in Adaptation

The location where families settled greatly influenced their adaptation. Aisha noted
that moving to Astana significantly improved their situation, as the city’s diverse migrant
population led to fewer social challenges: "Astana is a megacity full of migrants from
different regions, so there are fewer social problems here".

Conversely, families settling in Russian-speaking areas faced additional linguistic
barriers. Dana, who immigrated from China, acknowledged some dialectal differences but
did not face major adaptation challenges. In contrast, Aisha experienced discrimination in
northern Kazakhstan, where Russian was dominant, which contributed to her difficulties in

daily life.

Impact of Prior Preparation and Socioeconomic Status on Adaptation

Dana emphasized the importance of financial stability and education in easing her
family's transition: "Both my husband and I received a high-quality education in China and
saved up some money before moving to Kazakhstan. Probably, all these factors really

contributed to our successful adaptation". While she and her husband adapted relatively
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easily, their two older children, who were born and raised in China, initially struggled with
language barriers: "At first, they were excluded because they spoke with an accent and did
not know Russian. Unfortunately, most children communicate in Russian in informal
settings." However, thanks to teacher support, they eventually integrated into the school

community: "Thanks to the teachers' support, the most difficult moments are in the past”.

Linguistic Integration and Children's Adaptation

While adults, particularly those speaking Kazakh with a dialect, often
faced linguistic discrimination, their children generally adapted more easily, particularly
in Kazakh-speaking environments. Fatima expressed relief that her children had not
experienced similar struggles: "Luckily, my children have not faced any issues with
integration because everyone around them speaks Kazakh". She also highlighted their
social success: "My children are very socially open and actively take part in school life".

Dana, despite her initial worries about her children's adaptation, ultimately saw
them integrate with the help of teachers. Her perspective reflects a common pattern
where younger generations adjust more smoothly, provided they receive institutional

support.

Political and Cultural Motivations for Repatriation

For some repatriates, the decision to move was driven not only by economic or
linguistic considerations but also by political pressures in their countries of origin. Dana
described the deteriorating situation in China, which made relocation increasingly
necessary: "Over the last decade, it was becoming increasingly difficult to live in China
because the state started closing all Kazakh educational institutions and depriving Kazakh
people of their civic rights." Her sense of belonging and cultural identity also played a role

in her satisfaction with life in Kazakhstan: "I have felt exhilarated and happy since moving
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to Astana because it is so developed, and people are kind here. I also feel happy to be

surrounded by ethnically Kazakh people instead of only Chinese."

Summary

This study explores the formation and implementation of FLP among repatriate
families in Kazakhstan, focusing on how family language ideologies, management
strategies, and sociolinguistic challenges shape children's linguistic practices. Findings
reveal that while parents prioritize Kazakh as the primary home language, external
pressures such as the dominance of Russian in education and public spaces complicate
language maintenance. Mothers, as key language socialization agents, play a central role in
FLP, but the absence of fathers' and children's perspectives limits the study's scope.
Additionally, repatriate families face significant adaptation challenges, including
discrimination and limited institutional support for Kazakh, particularly in Russian-
dominant regions. Despite these obstacles, strategic language management practices, such
as structured exposure to Kazakh in educational settings and social networks, help foster
linguistic integration. Future research should adopt a more inclusive approach by
incorporating diverse family members' perspectives to gain a more comprehensive

understanding of FLP dynamics in Kazakhstan.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
This chapter discusses the key findings of this study on family language policies
(FLPs) and sociolinguistic challenges among repatriate families in Kazakhstan. The
analysis is guided by Spolsky’s (2004) tripartite model of FLP, which examines the
dynamic interplay between language ideologies, practices, and management within the
family domain. By comparing empirical findings with existing literature, this chapter aims
to interpret how repatriate families navigate the trilingual education and the sociolinguistic

challenges they faced after moving to Kazakhstan.

Key Findings

The first research question focused on how family language ideologies influence
the formation and implementation of FLPs. One of the strongest patterns across all cases
was the deep ideological commitment to the Kazakh language. Repatriate families viewed
Kazakh as more than a means of communication—it was seen as a cultural anchor and an
emblem of national identity. This aligns with previous studies (Smagulova, 2008;
Pavlenko, 2011) that situate Kazakh language as a cornerstone of post-Soviet nation-

building and identity reconstruction in Kazakhstan.

The findings also illustrate that this ideological orientation was a primary motivator
for repatriation, underscoring a desire to reestablish cultural belonging through language.
Such views resonate with Curdt-Christiansen’s (2009) idea of language ideology as the
driving force behind FLP decisions. In line with Spolsky’s model, these beliefs are shaped
by both daily practices and long-term goals, such as schooling preferences and peer

socialization.
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The second research question addressed how families manage linguistic demands
within their FLP to foster integration. A clear pattern emerged: Kazakh is the dominant
and preferred language, followed by English due to its perceived global value. Russian was

widely rejected or deprioritized, often due to past experiences of linguistic discrimination.

This hierarchy of languages reflects a complex negotiation between ideology
(Kazakh as heritage), instrumentality (English for education), and resistance (Russian as a
remnant of colonial legacy). Parents’ prioritization of English aligns with broader global
trends (e.g., King et al., 2008; Park & Wee, 2012), where English is pursued for upward

mobility while the heritage language remains emotionally salient.

Interestingly, while rejecting Russian might appear impractical given its continued
dominance in many public domains—particularly in urban centers, education, and
media—the families in this study framed their stance as a conscious act of linguistic
resistance and cultural self-protection. This finding stands in contrast to earlier studies
such as Smagulova (2017), who emphasized the instrumental rationality behind choosing
Russian, often portraying it as a “language of upward mobility” and a necessary tool for
navigating professional and bureaucratic life in Kazakhstan. However, participants in this
study emphasized emotional and ideological dimensions that at times outweighed
pragmatic considerations. For instance, Aisha explained, “I know Russian helps with jobs,
but I don’t want my children to feel that Kazakh is not enough. If we switch at home,
they’ll lose it.” Dana stated, “We’ve already lost too much of our identity. At least at
home, we keep Kazakh alive.” These perspectives refute the utilitarian framing presented
in previous literature, revealing a deeper affective commitment to language as a marker of
identity and belonging. In resisting Russian in their home domains, families were not

merely rejecting a language, but also making a symbolic statement about cultural
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continuity and linguistic sovereignty. Thus, these findings support the argument that
language ideologies, particularly those grounded in affect and identity, play a crucial role

in shaping family language policy, often in tension with the dominant societal hierarchies.

Repatriate families appear to have effectively maintained Kazakh even while living
abroad, largely due to a combination of consistent family efforts, support from Kazakh-
speaking community networks, and access to cultural education such as weekend language
schools and cultural gatherings. This challenges widespread assumptions that living in
non-Kazakh speaking countries necessarily leads to language attrition or loss. Instead,
these families demonstrate that heritage language preservation is possible through
intentional planning and deep emotional investment, aligning with Tannenbaum and
Berkovich’s (2005) emphasis on family resilience as a key factor in maintaining linguistic

continuity across migration contexts. Dana reflected:

Even while living in China, we always spoke Kazakh at home. Our
ethnically Kazakh neighbors and family friends all communicated in
Kazakh. Moreover, my two older sons learned Chinese language at

kindergarten, but at home, they knew Kazakh was our root.

Similarly, Aisha reported that her grandparents used to retell fairytales in Kazakh.
Moreover, in their Kazakh community there was a library with an access to Kazakh books
and learning resources. So, this background let her preserve her Kazakh language and
cultural belonging. These narratives underscore how deliberate language planning and
culturally meaningful routines can act as protective mechanisms against language loss,
even in overwhelmingly dominant-language environments. As Tannenbaum and

Berkovich (2005) argue, the family unit can serve as a stabilizing force, transmitting not
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just linguistic knowledge but also cultural identity and emotional belonging across

generations and borders.

Parents also functioned as language managers, with both mothers and fathers
taking active roles in promoting Kazakh use and encouraging English in educational
contexts. Their conscious decisions to limit Russian exposure and promote Kazakh

demonstrate the active and strategic nature of FLP (Spolsky, 2009).

The final research question addressed the sociolinguistic challenges repatriate
families face. Several families reported linguistic discrimination, particularly related to
their accent or use of non-standard Kazakh or Russian. These challenges were more
pronounced in urban environments, where Russian dominance is often stronger. This
supports Shohamy’s (2006) argument that language policies, although officially inclusive,
are often enforced through implicit norms and informal practices that marginalize minority
speakers. This pattern is explicit in Aisha’s case, where her family struggled a lot at the
beginning after immigrating from Mongolia. She explained that she had experienced social
exclusion due to speaking Kazakh with a Mongolian accent.

In addition to sociolinguistic struggles, families also reported economic and
educational challenges, particularly during the initial resettlement period. Access to
Kazakh-medium schools and qualified teachers was inconsistent across regions,
highlighting the uneven implementation of national language policy. This finding aligns
with Fierman’s (2006) critique of the Kazakh language revival, which, despite its symbolic
and political prominence, often lacks the institutional infrastructure and material support
necessary to guarantee equitable access to quality Kazakh-language education. Aisha
shared, “When we came back from Mongolia and settled in the north of Kazakhstan, we

wanted our daughter to attend a Kazakh school. But in our district, the teachers were not
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fluent themselves, and they mixed Russian in every subject.” She also commented, “We
had to move to another city just to find a proper Kazakh school. It wasn’t easy, but we
didn’t want our children to lose the language.” These accounts highlight a disconnect
between policy-level ambitions and on-the-ground realities, revealing how language
planning without adequate systemic support can inadvertently exacerbate inequality,
particularly for repatriated families seeking linguistic reintegration. Thus, while families
are ideologically committed to Kazakh, structural constraints sometimes impede their
goals of integration, leading to frustration and a sense of exclusion.

Across all findings, one thread appears to be consistent: parental agency is central
in shaping family language outcomes. Parents act not just as caregivers, but also as
policymakers within their homes, prioritizing certain languages, rejecting others, and
making deliberate educational choices. Both mothers and fathers contributed to language
transmission, though often in different ways. While mothers engaged in everyday
scaffolding and correction, fathers frequently emphasized ideological alignment and long-
term goals. This distribution of roles reflects Curdt-Christiansen’s (2013) notion of
“collaborative language management” (21) and adds nuance to Spolsky’s model by
illustrating how gendered responsibilities influence FLP. It also shows that FLP is not
static; it is continually negotiated in response to new educational demands, peer

interactions, and shifts in family circumstances.

Findings related to the Literature Review

This research explores the FLP of repatriate families in Kazakhstan, examining the
ways in which families navigate sociolinguistic challenges arising from their migration
experiences. The findings highlight the importance of language proficiency, emotional

dynamics, and acculturation strategies in shaping FLPs. To understand these findings, it is
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essential to situate them within Spolsky’s (2004) theoretical framework of Family
Language Policy, which is amended here to include elements of family language ideology,
management, practices, and sociolinguistic challenges. By incorporating these dimensions,
the discussion below draws upon Spolsky's framework while extending it to address the

unique dynamics at play within the repatriate families in Kazakhstan.

Family Language Ideology: Emotional and Identity-Driven Language Decisions

Spolsky’s (2004) concept of family language ideology offers a useful conceptual
frame to understanding how repatriate families in Kazakhstan manage their language
choices. Family language ideologies refer to the beliefs and values that families hold about
language use, which are often influenced by broader societal attitudes, educational
policies, and personal experiences. In this research, the emotional and identity-driven
nature of language decisions emerged as a significant finding, highlighting that language is
not just a tool for communication but also a means for cultural preservation and identity

formation.

This perspective is supported by Turgaleyeva (2017), who examined Armenian
families in Kazakhstan and found that their language ideologies and practices are deeply
intertwined with ethnic identity construction. The study emphasizes the influence of both
macro-level factors, such as official language policies, and micro-level factors, like

individual family beliefs, on language maintenance and shift.

Further, Pawliszko (2021) explored the emotional dimensions of language choice
among Kazakh-Russian bilinguals, revealing that many individuals perceive their first
language as more emotionally resonant. Participants reported that expressing affection and
intimate emotions felt more authentic in their native language, suggesting that emotional

connections significantly influence language preferences within families.
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Similarly, a study by Shen and Jiang (2023) on Chinese and African immigrant
families in Australia highlighted that family language policies are often driven by
emotional bonds and identity considerations. Parents viewed heritage language
maintenance as essential for preserving cultural identity and fostering emotional closeness,

indicating that language choices are not solely pragmatic but also deeply affective.

These studies collectively underscore that family language ideologies are not
merely about communication efficiency but are profoundly connected to emotional
expression and identity preservation. In the context of repatriate families in Kazakhstan,
acknowledging the emotional and identity-related motivations behind language choices

provides a more comprehensive understanding of their linguistic practices.

Parents in repatriate families often view the Kazakh language as a means of
preserving cultural identity and maintaining ties with their heritage. However, as Kazakh is
less frequently used in urban settings and often perceived as less advantageous in terms of
social mobility, the emotional weight of these language choices becomes apparent. The
struggle to balance Kazakh and Russian in a multilingual context reflects the complexities
inherent in family language ideologies. These ideologies are deeply intertwined with
identity formation and integration strategies, reinforcing the emotional and social

dimensions of language use that Spolsky (2004) argues are crucial in understanding FLPs.

The findings of this study align with Tannenbaum’s (2012) conceptualization of
FLP as a coping mechanism, emphasizing that families use language policies to navigate
the tensions between identity maintenance and the desire for social integration. This
process of ideological negotiation allows families to reflect on their values and aspirations,

deciding which language(s) to prioritize within the family unit.
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Family Language Management: Negotiating Linguistic Space Within the Family

Spolsky (2004) defines family language management as the deliberate decisions
and practices families employ to maintain or alter language use within the household. This
aspect of FLP is particularly relevant in the context of repatriate families, where the
influence of both Kazakh and Russian creates a space for negotiation. In this study
repatriate families in Kazakhstan were found to engage in active management of language
use, often adopting specific strategies to balance the linguistic demands of both the home
environment and the broader social context. As Curdt-Christiansen (2009) suggests, family
language management is rarely neutral. It is a reflection of ideological investments and
desired cultural capital, shaped by socioeconomic status, educational goals, and parental

beliefs about language value.

Furthermore, the study’s findings highlight the bicultural approach adopted by
families who encourage the development of both Kazakh and English language skills in
their children. This aligns with Spolsky’s (2004) emphasis on the importance of family
language management as a dynamic process, one that adapts to the evolving needs of the
family members as they negotiate their position within the sociocultural landscape of
Kazakhstan. For instance, Dana and her husband reported integrating English language
into their children’s daily education by reading books in English, enrolling in
extracurricular language clubs and speaking to children in English. Their elder boys are
fluent in Kazakh, English, and Chinese, while their youngest daughter is fully bilingual in
Kazakh and English. Dana and her husband associate English with better future
opportunities and global literacy, thus, they adopt a bicultural approach in educating their
children. A similar pattern was observed in Aisha’s family, where she takes in an active

role in teaching her children communicative and academic English. As she is an online
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English instructor, she has prepared her children for a TeenEagle Competition among
middle school students. Her daughter won the first place among her peers. She also
reported speaking to her children both in Kazakh and English so that they become
multilinguals in the future. This clearly shows the bicultural approach adopted by Aisha’s
family. Fatima’s family is also positive aboout bicultural approach, however, due to certain
constraints, they are unable to enroll their children in foreign language classes. Also due to
not being exposed to any languages other than Kazakh, Fatima cannot practice bicultural

approach.

These varied family experiences point to the importance of viewing FLP as a
socially situated and ideologically charged process. The bicultural approaches adopted by
Dana and Aisha’s families reflect a form of agentive bilingualism, wherein parents actively
orchestrate home language practices to prepare children for success in multiple linguistic
and cultural spheres. Their strategies resonate with the model of critical language
awareness (Fairclough, 1992), as they demonstrate a conscious understanding of how
language shapes access to power and opportunity. In contrast, Fatima’s constrained context
illustrates the limitations of agency when not supported by structural resources, reminding
us that FLP operates within and is often constrained by broader sociopolitical and

economic conditions.

Family Language Practices: Impact of Sociolinguistic Challenges on Language Use

Spolsky (2004) highlights that family language practices, the routine language
choices and interactional patterns within the home, serve as the observable outcome of
underlying language ideologies and management decisions that form a family's broader
language policy. In the context of this study, these practices are intricately shaped by the

sociolinguistic challenges repatriate families face in Kazakhstan, particularly in navigating
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the dominance of Russian in public life. Notably, despite the widespread utility and
prestige associated with Russian in urban Kazakhstan, where it functions as a lingua franca
in many educational and professional domains, the families in this study consistently
resisted the encroachment of Russian in the home domain. Instead, they prioritized Kazakh
as the primary language of intra-family communication, reflecting a deliberate strategy of

cultural preservation and identity affirmation.

This resistance is also ideologically informed by the national discourse

of Kazakhization, wherein Kazakh language revitalization has become a core component
of post-Soviet nation-building (Smagulova, 2008; Fierman, 2006). The alignment of
family language practices with state-promoted ideologies of Kazakh cultural identity
reinforces the idea that language is more than a communicative tool, it is a symbol of
belonging, nationhood, and historical continuity. The prioritization of Kazakh within the
household, even in urban environments where Russian prevails, reflects a deliberate and
value-laden decision by repatriate families to reclaim cultural heritage and assert a distinct

linguistic identity.

At the same time, the study revealed a complementary emphasis on English
language use in the families of Aisha and Dana, reflecting what Piller (2015) describes
as globalization-oriented language practices. In these households, English is not perceived
as a threat to Kazakh but rather as a valuable linguistic resource aligned with future
academic and economic opportunities. Dana’s husband regularly read English-language
bedtime stories to their children, and Dana used English in daily conversations with her
daughter. Similarly, Aisha—drawing on her professional expertise as an English teacher,
actively fostered her children’s English language development, both in educational

contexts and daily routines. These bilingual or even trilingual practices illustrate a form
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of additive bilingualism (Lambert, 1975), where English is introduced not to replace
Kazakh, but to expand linguistic repertoires and equip children with skills necessary for

global participation.

Fatima’s case, while marked by more limited English-language resources, further
illustrates the aspirational dimension of English within these families’ FLP. Despite
structural constraints, both Fatima and her husband expressed a strong interest in providing
their children with access to English, viewing it as instrumental to educational and
professional success. This aligns with the findings of De Costa (2010) and Tollefson
(2013), who argue that family language practices are often influenced by perceived

language capital and the desire to align children with global socioeconomic networks.

In sum, the family language practices observed in this study reflect a nuanced
negotiation of local and global linguistic ideologies. On one hand, families resist Russian
to assert Kazakh cultural identity and maintain heritage ties; on the other, they embrace
English as a strategic investment in their children's future. This dual orientation
underscores the complexity of FLP in repatriate families and affirms that language choices
in the home are not merely practical decisions but are deeply embedded in sociopolitical,

cultural, and economic frameworks.

Sociolinguistic Challenges: The Interplay of Ideology, Management, and Practices

Sociolinguistic challenges, including the dominance of Russian and the linguistic
division between Kazakh and Russian, emerged as significant obstacles in repatriate
families' efforts to maintain a family language policy. These challenges include issues of
linguistic discrimination, social exclusion, and the lack of institutional support for Kazakh

language education. Spolsky’s (2004) framework emphasizes the contextual nature of
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FLPs, where sociolinguistic conditions such as societal attitudes toward language,
governmental policies, and the economic utility of languages play a central role in shaping

family decisions.

The findings of this study suggest that repatriate families face a complex
sociolinguistic environment, while Russian often dominates in educational and
professional spheres, Kazakh remains tied to cultural identity and heritage. This reflects
the challenges identified by Trevisani (2022) and Piller (2017) regarding the
sociolinguistic adaptation of repatriates in Kazakhstan. Families must navigate a landscape
where language proficiency is tied to social mobility, and where the dominant language,

Russian, often prevails over the heritage language in everyday life.

Moreover, as seen in the findings, the sociolinguistic challenges associated with
language use are not only external (such as societal attitudes toward Kazakh) but also
internal, as families confront the emotional dynamics of language choice within the
home. The findings emphasize that family language practices are not solely determined by
the sociolinguistic environment but are also shaped by the emotional and identity-related

factors that families attach to language use.

This perspective is supported by Pawliszko (2016), who explored the emotional
dimensions of language choice among Kazakh-Russian bilinguals. The study revealed that
many individuals perceive their first language, Kazakh, as more emotionally resonant,
especially in family interactions. Participants reported that expressing affection and
intimate emotions felt more authentic in their native language, suggesting that emotional

connections significantly influence language preferences within families.

Further, Donbayeva et al. (2024) examined the psychological impacts of language

choice in postcolonial Kazakhstan, highlighting how bilingual individuals navigate
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complex identities. The study found that language choice between Kazakh and Russian
influences self-concept and mental health, providing insight into the psychological impacts

of linguistic identity in a postcolonial context.

Additionally, Smagulova (2017) investigated the role of family interactions in the
re-acquisition of Kazakh as a native language. The study demonstrated that everyday
family interactions play a crucial role in language revitalization, with parental ideologies
and broader social and cultural contexts influencing language policies and identity choices
within families. These studies collectively underscore that family language practices are
deeply intertwined with emotional and identity-related factors, reinforcing the notion that

internal dynamics within families significantly shape language use and maintenance.

Summary

By employing Spolsky’s (2004) theoretical framework on FLP with insights into
family language ideology, management, practices, and sociolinguistic challenges, this
research highlights the complex ways in which repatriate families in Kazakhstan navigate
their linguistic environments. The findings emphasize the central role of family language
ideology in shaping language choices, family language management in responding to
sociolinguistic challenges, and family language practices as both a reflection of and a
response to these challenges. This study contributes to the growing literature on FLP,
providing valuable insights into the experiences of repatriate families in Kazakhstan,
where the interplay of Kazakh and Russian creates unique sociolinguistic dynamics that

shape language policies within the home.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

Summary of the Findings

This study significantly contributes to Family Language Policy (FLP) research by
focusing on repatriate families in Kazakhstan, a multilingual, post-Soviet context. It
extends Spolsky’s tripartite FLP model by introducing sociolinguistic challenges as a
fourth dimension, highlighting how external societal pressures shape and constrain family
language planning. The findings underscore the ideological commitment to the Kazakh
language as a central motivator for both migration and daily linguistic choices, reinforcing

FLP’s emotional and symbolic dimensions.

The study documents successful heritage language maintenance among repatriate
families, challenging deficit-based narratives of language loss. It emphasizes the
importance of emotional attachment, community support, and strategic language
management in intergenerational transmission. A key insight is the use of language
resistance, specifically, rejecting Russian as an act of political and identity assertion,

complicating assumptions of Russian as a neutral lingua franca.

Despite alignment with state language ideologies, families face structural barriers,
such as a lack of qualified Kazakh-medium educators and institutional preference for
Russian, revealing a gap between policy rhetoric and practice. Gendered dynamics also
emerge, with mothers and fathers playing distinct roles in language management,

highlighting the collaborative and affective nature of FLP.

Overall, the study deepens our understanding of how language, identity, power, and
policy intersect in multilingual family contexts and offers practical implications for more

inclusive and effective language and education policies.
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Significance of the Findings

The findings of this study carry significant theoretical and practical implications for
the field of FLP, especially within post-Soviet, multilingual contexts like Kazakhstan. By
focusing on repatriate families, the study sheds light on a unique sociolinguistic group
whose experiences enrich and complicate existing frameworks in language policy,
migration studies, and heritage language maintenance.

Extending Spolsky’s Model with Sociocultural Specificity

One major contribution lies in the way this study builds upon and refines Spolsky’s
(2004, 2009) tripartite model of language ideology, language management, and language
practices. By incorporating sociolinguistic challenges as a fourth, interacting component,
the study demonstrates that language planning at the family level is not only shaped by
internal ideologies and practices but also constrained and enabled by external social
pressures. This adaptation strengthens the explanatory power of Spolsky’s framework,
especially in contexts where state policies and societal attitudes may diverge from family

goals.

Moreover, the finding that ideological commitment to Kazakh language and culture
was a key motivator for both migration and daily language choices underscores the
centrality of language to national identity reconstruction in postcolonial contexts. It
reinforces Curdt-Christiansen’s (2009, 2013) proposition that FLP is not merely about
utility but is deeply tied to affective and symbolic investments. In this regard, repatriate

families serve as active agents in the bottom-up enactment of national language policies.
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Reconceptualizing Heritage Language Maintenance

Another significant contribution is the documentation of successful
intergenerational transmission of Kazakh in transnational contexts. While much of the FLP
literature highlights heritage language loss among diaspora populations (De Houwer,
2007), this study reveals that with strong ideological motivation, emotional attachment,
and strategic language management, families can sustain linguistic continuity—even in the

face of migration and minority status abroad.

These findings challenge deficit perspectives on language maintenance and calls
for a more asset-based understanding of family resilience and resourcefulness. The role of
community support and access to cultural education emerged as essential facilitators of
this process, pointing to the need for policies and programs that leverage such community-

based resources to support heritage language education more broadly.

Resistance as a Language Strategy

Perhaps most strikingly, the study reveals how repatriate families use language
resistance—specifically the rejection of Russian—as a conscious act of identity formation
and political expression. This finding complicates assumptions that language choice is
always governed by pragmatic concerns. Instead, it suggests that emotional and historical
dimensions of language can override instrumental logic, especially when linked to past

experiences of discrimination or exclusion.

This insight provides a valuable counterpoint to prevailing models that frame
Russian as a "default" or "neutral" lingua franca in Kazakhstan (e.g., Smagulova, 2017),
instead positioning it as a contested and ideologically charged symbol within repatriate

narratives.
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Implications for Educational and Language Policy

The reported sociolinguistic and educational challenges highlight gaps in the
implementation of Kazakhstan’s language revival policies. Although repatriate families are
ideologically aligned with state goals, they face structural limitations—such as lack of
qualified Kazakh-medium teachers or institutional biases favoring Russian—that
undermine their integration efforts. This finding underlines the disconnect between policy
rhetoric and everyday reality, echoing Shohamy’s (2006) critique of covert language

policy enforcement through informal norms.

Such findings call for more equitable and consistent implementation of national
language policies, particularly in urban areas where Russian dominance continues to
marginalize Kazakh speakers. They also emphasize the need for inclusive teacher training
programs, curriculum development, and regional investment to ensure that families who

align with national ideologies are not disadvantaged by structural constraints.

Gendered Contributions to Language Management

Finally, the study brings attention to the gendered dynamics of FLP, with mothers
and fathers contributing in distinct but complementary ways. While mothers tend to focus
on immediate language correction and nurturing emotional bonds through language,
fathers often emphasize long-term ideological goals. This division of labor supports Curdt-
Christiansen’s (2013) idea of collaborative language management and opens further

questions about how gender roles influence language outcomes within households.

By surfacing these nuanced patterns, the study offers a more holistic view of family
language policy—one that accounts for affect, ideology, identity, power, and structure.

These insights have relevance not only for scholars but also for educators, policy-makers,
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and community organizations seeking to support heritage language maintenance and social

integration in multilingual societies.

Limitations

Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the data collection
process involved interviews and observations with only the mothers in each of the three
repatriate families. Although the mothers provided rich and detailed accounts, often
reporting on behalf of both themselves and the fathers, this reliance on a single parental
perspective may have influenced the findings. Fathers’ direct participation could have
offered additional viewpoints and possibly revealed different experiences, ideologies, or
practices regarding language use within the family. The absence of fathers’ voices
represents a limitation in capturing the full dynamics of family language management.

Second, the small sample size of this study presents another limitation. With only
three families participating, the findings cannot be generalized to the broader population of
repatriates in Kazakhstan, which numbers approximately two million individuals. While
the study aimed to provide an in-depth, qualitative understanding of language ideologies
and practices within these specific families, the limited number of participants may not
fully represent the diversity of experiences, backgrounds, or strategies among repatriate
families across different regions, socioeconomic statuses, or educational levels. Future
research involving a larger and more varied sample would be necessary to strengthen the
generalizability of the findings and to capture a broader range of family language policy

experiences within the repatriate community.

Recommendation for Future Research

Based on the findings and limitations of this study, several directions for future

research are recommended. First, future studies should aim to include the perspectives of
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both parents, and where possible, children themselves. Gathering data from multiple
family members would offer a more holistic understanding of how language ideologies
and practices are negotiated within the household, and could reveal potential divergences
between mothers' and fathers' approaches to language maintenance.

Second, expanding the sample size and diversity of participants would be valuable.
Research involving a broader range of repatriate families across different regions of
Kazakhstan, varying socioeconomic backgrounds, and levels of urbanization could provide
a more comprehensive picture of Family Language Policies (FLPs) among repatriates.
Comparative studies between urban and rural repatriate families, for example, could shed
light on how differing sociolinguistic environments influence language choices and
identity formation.

Third, longitudinal research would greatly enhance understanding of language
maintenance and shift processes over time. Tracking families across several years could
illuminate how family language practices evolve as children grow older, enter new
educational stages, and engage more fully with the wider society.

Finally, future research could also explore the role of institutional and community
support in aiding or hindering heritage language maintenance among repatriate families.
Investigating how schools, media, and community organizations contribute to or challenge
family language ideologies and practices would provide a richer understanding of the

broader ecosystem in which FLPs are embedded.

Self Reflection

Throughout the process of conducting this research, I have experienced significant
personal and academic growth. One of the most valuable skills I developed was the ability

to locate, evaluate, and integrate relevant scholarly sources into my work. Learning how to
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navigate complex academic databases, critically assess the relevance of literature, and
synthesize diverse theoretical perspectives has strengthened my ability to build a solid
academic foundation for my arguments. In particular, working with theoretical frameworks
such as Spolsky’s (2004) family language policy model helped me better understand how
to apply theories thoughtfully to real-world contexts, rather than treating them as abstract
ideas.

Additionally, designing and carrying out a qualitative study taught me important
methodological skills, from formulating research questions to conducting interviews and
analyzing data thematically. I learned how crucial it is to remain flexible and responsive
during fieldwork, especially when working with participants who generously shared
personal aspects of their family life. Through this experience, I gained a deeper
appreciation for ethical considerations in research, including the responsibility to represent
participants’ voices with care and integrity.

Beyond technical skills, this project had a profound impact on my personal
perspective. Researching family language policies and sociolinguistic challenges among
repatriate families in Kazakhstan made me far more sensitive to the experiences of
minority groups and the often invisible struggles associated with language barriers. It
opened my eyes to how language can serve as both a bridge and a barrier to identity,
belonging, and opportunity. Listening to the stories of repatriate families taught me that
language is not merely a tool for communication, but a deeply emotional and political
marker of history, pride, and survival.

This research also pushed me to grow in patience, critical thinking, and resilience.
There were moments when the complexity of the topic felt overwhelming or when data

analysis revealed nuances that challenged my initial assumptions. Learning to embrace
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these complexities, rather than seeking overly simplistic conclusions, has made me a more
thoughtful and responsible researcher.

Overall, this journey has strengthened my commitment to conducting research that
is both academically rigorous and socially meaningful. It has inspired me to continue
exploring issues of language, identity, and social justice in future academic and

professional work.
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Appendix C: Consent Letters

Exploring Family Language Policy among Repatriate Families in Kazakhstan

Description: You are invited to participate in a study focusing Family Language Policies
among repatriate families in Kazakhstan and the socio-linguistic challenges they face. The
purpose of the research is to study repatriate families’ language ideologies and practices to
successfully integrate into the Kazakhstani society, along with the socio-linguistic

challenges they face.
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Risks and benefits: Due to the confidential nature of the research, there are no potential
risks to your personal or professional life related to participation in this study. However, I

will ensure that:

. Your identity will remain confidential and anonymous throughout the study. Your
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identity will be replaced with pseudonyms or codes in this master’s dissertation and any
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during the interview, they will not be disclosed in the research.
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3epTTey KYMbICHI KeTiCiMiHIH aKIapaTThIK (popMachl
Ka3akcTangarsl opajMaH oT0achblIap apachbIHAAFbI 0TOACBLIBIK Tijl CasicaTbIH
3epTTey

Cunarrama: Cizni Kazakcranaarsl opaiiMad oTOachlIap apachlHAAFbl 0TOACHUTBIK T1T
casicaThl KOHE OJIapbIH QJICYMETTIK-TIIIK KMBIHIBIKTAPhl TYPaJibl 3epTTEYTe KaThICyFa
IIaKBIPaMBbI3. 3epTTEYAIH MaKcaThl — OpajMaHap 0TOACBUIAPBIHBIH TUIIK HICOTOTUACHI
MEH TOXKIpUOECciH Ka3aKCTaHIbIK KOFaMFa CITTI Kipiryi, COHBIMEH KaTap OJIap/bIH
QJICyMETTIK-JIMHT BUCTUKAIIBIK KUBIHABIKTAPBIH 3€PTTEY OOJIBIN TaObLIAIbI.
Ciznen OastHIAy 1Bl TOATHIPY>KSHE JKapThlIail KYPBUIBIMIIBIK CyX0aTKa KaThICy, COHBIMEH
KaTap OHBI ay/Ino XkKa3yFa KeliciMiHi3 cypananabl. Ci3 opKalllaH Iypbic eMec JeT CaHAWThIH
Ke3 KeJIT'eH CypaKTapFa jkayar OepyJeH 0ac TapTyFa MyMKIHAITHI3 O6ap.
Kartbicy yakpIThl: Ci3iH KaTbICYbIHBI3 maMaMeH 60-90 MUHYT yaKbITBIHBI3/IBI allafIbl.
3epTTeyre KaThICybIH Kayill MeH naiiacbl: 3epTTey iH KYTUs CUMAaThIHA OaliTaHBICTHI
Ci3/IiH 3epTTeyre KaThICYbIHbI3 )KEKe HeMece KaciOn eMipiHi3re Kayin TOHIipMeni.
JlereHMeH, Kelleci Kayirnci3/iK mapagapbl KapacThIPbLIIbL:
- 3epTTey GapbIChIH/A Ci3Te KaTHICTHI aKHIapaT TOJBIFBIMEH KYITUS JKOHE KAChIPbIH
6omazpl. Ci3/iH aThIHBI3, Jaya3bIMbIHbI3, YJIECTEC MEKEMEHI3 J)KOHE Ci3/11H TYJIFaHbI3IbI
JKapusl eTeTIH Ke3 KeJIreH 0ackKa Ja akmapar OChbl MaruCTPJIK AUCCePTAIUAIAFbl XKOHE Ke3
KeJIreH KeHiHTi 3epTTey ecenTepineri OypKeHIIIK aTiieH HeMece KOATMEH aybICThIPBLIA b
ConbIMeH Katap, erep cyx0at OapbIChIHIa HAKTHI €CiMIep HeMece MeKeMeep Typajibl

auThUICA, OJIAp 3E€PTTEY/IE allblIIMAN/IbI.
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- bapnbIk cayanHamanap, MOTIH/IK, JayBICTBIK kKa30ajap skoHEe TPaAaHCKPUILUAIAP Ci3AiH
JepeKTepiHi3IiH KayiNCI3airiH KaMTaMachl3 Ty YIIiH 3epTTeYIIiHIH KYIHs CO31He-
KOpFaJIFaH AepOec KOMITbIOTEPIHE CaKTala bl ’KOHE OapIIbIK KUHAIIFAaH JIEPEKTEp 3ePTTey
KYMBICHI asKTaTFaHHAH KeWiH, MaKalaHbl )Kapusuiay Ke3iHe xxoibuiansl. Tamgay
KE3CHIH/IEe JePeKTep TeK 3€PTTEYIIIre KOHE JUCCEPTAIMSHBIH FHUIBIMH JKETEKITICIHE KO
XKeTiMI1 OoJaibl.

Ci3 OyJ1 3epTTeyre KaThICyIaH TiKeJew maiaa anMaicei3. Ajaiiia )KUHAIFaH aKmapaT
Kazakcranaarsl opaiMaH oTOAChIIAPBIHBIH TUIIIK casicaThl MEH AJI€YMETTIK-TUIIIK
KUBIHIBIKTAPBI TYPaJIbl 3¢PTTEYTe KAThICTHI FHUIBIMH d7IcOMEeTTEp Ti3IMIH KEHEeHTyTe
KOMEKTECE/I].

KaTtbicymbIHbIH KYKBIKTapbI: Erep ci3 6epiiren (jopmMaMeH TaHBICHII, OCBI 3€pTTEyTe
KATBICYFa IIeMIM KaObuIIaFrad 00JICaHbI3, Ci3/11H KATHICYBIHBI3 €PIKTI EKeHIH €CKePTeHiHI3
xeH. COHBIMEH KaTap, Ke3-KeIT'eH YaKbITTa, )KaFbIMChI3 CAJIAAPCHI3 3€PTTEYTe KaThICy
TypaJibl KeTCIMiHI3/1 Kepi KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFbIHBI3 Oap. 3epTreyre
MYJIIEM KaThICTIAYbIHBI3Fa Ja TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. CoHail-aK Ke3 KeNreH cypakka
kayan OepynieH 0ac TapTyFa KYKbIFBIHBI3 Oap. by 3epTTeyaiH HoTHxKenepi FbUIbIMH,
KaciOHM ic-1apajapaa YCbIHBUTYBl MYMKIH HEMeCe FhUTBIMU JKypHAIIap/a *KapusiIaHybl
MYMKiH.

bailsianbic aknaparTsl:

3epmmeywii: Kancas Paumosa, kenrinai 6171iM Oepy MarucTpaTypachlHbIH EKiHII Kypc
crynenti. XKorapsl binim bepy Mekre6i, HazapOaeB YauBepcureri, Acrana, Kazakcras.

Email: zhansaya.raimova@nu.edu.kz[s}:p}Tene(I)OH: +77059865996
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Cypaxmap: Erep ci3lie 0Cbl 3epTTeyTe, OHBIH MPOIleIypajapbiHa, Kayilli MEH Mai1acbiHa
KaTBICTBI CYpaKTapbIHbI3, aJTaHJaybIHbI3 HEMECE IIaFbIMIapbIHbI3 00JICa, MATHCTPIIIK
JMICCepPTAIUSHBIH FRUTBIMU JKE€TEKIIiCIMEH XabapiacyblHbi3Fa 0onaasl: Jlomnent, Cann
Masnas, syed.manan@nu.edu.kz.

Tayenciz baiinansic: Erep ci3 OCbI 3epTTEYIiH Kalail )Kypri3ijeTiHiHe KaHaraTTaHOACaHbI3
HEMece 3epTTey HeMece KaThICYIIbl PETIHACT] KYKBIKTapbIHBI3 TYPaJIbl CYpaKTapbIHBI3,
IIaFBIMIAPBIHBI3 HEMECE KaJIbl CYpaKTapbIHbI3 00JIca, 3epTTey TOOBIHA KATBICHI )KOK
Toyenci3 anammeH Oaiinanbicy yuriH HazapOaeB YuuBepcutetiniz XKorapsl binim bepy
MexkTeOiniy 3eprrey Komurerine xabapnaceiapiz: +7 7172 709359. Ci3 connaii-ak
AJIEKTPOH/IBIK XaTThl MbIHA MEKEH-)KaliFa ka3a anachl3 gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.
Erep ci3 ocbl 3epTTeyre KaThICyFa KelliCCeHi3, OChl aKnapaTTaHAbIPbUIFaH KeliciM (hopmara
KOJI KOMBIHBI3.

e MeHn OepinreH aKknapaTThl MYKUST OKbII IIBIKTHIM;

e MaraH 3epTTey/IiH MaKcaTTapbl MEH MpoLeAypajapbl Typaibl TOJBIK aKmapat oepinmi;
e MeH )XHMHAIIFaH aKMapaTThIH KaJlai MaiiianaHbUIaThIHBIH XKOHE Ke3 KeJreH KYIHs
aKmapaT TeK 3epTTeyIlIiIepre KOKeTiM 1 OOJaTHIHBIH JKoHE OacKaslapra sKapus
OOJIMaNTHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH Ke3 KeNreH yakpITTa ce0e0iH TyCiHIipMel 3epTTeyre KaTbicyAan 6ac TapTa
aJIaTHIHBIMBI TYCIHEMIH;

MeH »*oFapblJia aTalbIll OTKEH aKIapaTThl CaHaJbl Typ/e KaObUIall, OChl 3epTTeY
’KYMBIChIHA KaTBICYFa 63 KeliciMiMIi OepeMiH.

Komnsr: Kyni:
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®opMa HHPOPMUPOBAHHOIO COTIACHUS
H3yuyenne cemeiiHOM I3bIKOBOH NOJIMTHKH Cpeau ceMeil penaTpuanToB B Kazaxcrane
Onucanue: [Tpurnamaem Bac NpUHATh yYaCTHE B UCCIIET0BAHUY, IOCBALIEHHOM
CEMENHOM A3bIKOBOM MOJIMTUKE CPEU ceMEN penaTpuaHToB B KazaxcTaHe U counaabHO-
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUM IpO0OJIeMaM, C KOTOPBIMHU OHU CTaJIKKUBarOTCs. Llenbto uccienoBanus
ABJIAETCS U3YUECHUE A3BIKOBBIX UACOJIOIMI U IPAKTUK CEMEN penaTpUaHTOB JUIsl YCIEIIHON
MHTETPALlMH B Ka3aXCTAaHCKOE OOIIECTBO, a TAK)KE COLMOIMHIBUCTHYECKUX TPOOIeM, C
KOTOPBIMM OHH CTaJIKUBAIOTCS.
Bawm Oyzer npeanoxeHo 3al0IHUTh TTOBECTBOBAHUE U IPUHATH YUaCTHE B MOJTY
CTPYKTYpUPOBAaHHOM MHTEPBBIO C BAIETO COIJIacUs Ha ayAMO3aNUCh. Y Bac BCETAa €CTh
BO3MOKHOCTh OTKa3aThCsl OTBEUaTh Ha JIFOOOW BONPOC, KOTOPBIN BbI CUUTACTE
HEKOPPEKTHBIM.
Bpems yuactus: Bame yuactue 3aiimeT npuOnuszurensHo 60-90 MUHYT.
Pucku u BbIroabl: M3-3a KOHPHUIESHIIMATBLHOTO XapaKTepa UCCIIE0BAHUS HET
MOTEHIMAJIBHBIX PUCKOB JJIS Balllei TMUHON WK PO(ECCHOHATBHOM KU3HU, CBA3aHHBIX C
y4acTHEM B 3TOM ucciiefioBaHuH. OHaKO ObLUTH MPeTyCMOTPEHBI CIICAYIONINE MEPHI
0€e30MacHOCTH:
- Bama nuuHoCTh Oy/I€T MOMHOCTHIO KOH(PHUACHIIMATLHON 1 aHOHUMHOW B TEYCHHUE BCETO
uccienoBanus. Bamm ums, 10mmKHOCTD, ahQUINpOBaHHOE YUPEKICHUE U JTH00as Apyras
uHpopManus, KoTopasi Moriia Obl pacKpbIBaTh Ballly JTUYHOCTh, OyIyT 3aMEHEHbI
NICeBIOHMMAaMU HJTM KOJJAMH B JAHHOM MarucTepCKOM JuccepTaluy U B JTIOOBIX
MOCTIeIyIOIUX UCCIIE0BATENLCKUX 0TYeTax. bomee Toro, ecim B X01€ HHTEPBBIO OyAyT
YIIOMSIHYThl KOHKPETHBIEC MMEHA WJIH YUPEKICHUS, OHU HEe OYAyT pacKpbIBaThCs B

HUCCICOIOBAaHHUHU.
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- Bce aHKeThI, TEKCTOBBIE U TOJIOCOBBIC 3aITMCH U TPAHCKPUIIIIUHN Oy IyT XPaHUTHCS HA
NapoJib-3aIIUIICHHOM MIEPCOHATILHOM KOMITBIOTEPE UCCIIEI0BATENS sl 0OecneueHus
0€30MacHOCTH BaIlIMX JJAaHHBIX, M BCE COOpaHHbIE JaHHBIE Oy1yT YHUYTOKEHBI 110
3aBEpILECHUH UCCIIeA0BATENLCKOM padoThl, BKIIIOUas myOnukanuio cratbu. Ha stane
aHanM3a JaHHbIe OyIyT JOCTYITHBI TOJIBKO UCCIEA0BATENIO M HAYYHOMY PYKOBOJIUTEIIO
JUCCEepPTALUH.

Hakonen, yyactue B uCClI€JOBaHUM HE IPEAIIOIATraeT OJyUYEeHUE HEIOCPEICTBEHHBIX
MPEUMYIIECTB U BBITOJ. TeM He MeHee, cOOpaHHbIE JaHHBIE TOMOTYT PACHIUPHUTD
Hay4yHYI0 JINTEPATYpPY IO MPENOoAaBaHUI0 Ka3aXCKOT'0 S3bIKa, U3yUEHUIO Ka3aXCKOIo s3bIKa
1 yOSXKICHUSM MpernojiaBaresieil B CBeTe M3MEHEHUH B SI3BIKOBOM MOTUTHKE U pehopMax B
Kasaxcrane.

IIpaBa yyacTHuka: Eciiu Bbl 03HAKOMIIIUCH C JAHHOM (hOPMOI U pEIINI IPUHATH
ydacTHe B IaHHOM MCCIIE0BaHNH, IOXKAJIyICTa, IPUMHUTE BO BHUMaHHE, YTO Ballle
y4JacTHe SBJISIETCSl JOOPOBOJIBHBIM, M Yy Bac €CTh IIPABO B JII000E BpeMs OTO3BATh CBOE
COTJIaCHE WJIM 3aBEPIIUTH y4acTHe 0e3 KaKUX-I100 HEraTUBHBIX MOCIEICTBUMA WA yTPATHI
IIPUBWIET U1, KOTOPBIE BaM, B IPOTUBHOM Clly4dae, IPeJoCTaBIsAI0TCA. AJIbTepHATUBON
MOJKET OBITh Balll 0TKA3 OT y4acTHs B UCCIIEIOBaHUU. BBl Takke uMeeTe MpaBo OTKa3aThCs
OTBEYATh Ha JH0ObIe KOHKPETHBIE BOMPOCHL. Pe3ybTaThl TaHHOTO HCCIeI0OBAaHUS MOTYT
OBITH MPEICTABICHBI HA HAYYHBIX WIIH IPOPECCHOHATBHBIX MEPONPUATHIX HITU
OITyOJIMKOBaHBI B HAYYHBIX JKypHAJIaXx.

KonTakTHas nndopmanms:

Hccneoosamensn: Xancas PaumoBa, CTyIeHTKa BTOPOTO Kypca MarucTparypsl o
MYJbTHSI3BIYHOMY 0Opa3oBanuto. Beicimas [lIkona O6pa3oBanus, HazapOaes
YHuBepcurer, Actana, Kasaxcras.istrEmail: zhansaya.raimova@nu.edu.kz

Tenedon: +77059865996
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Bonpocwi: Eciiu y Bac ecTh Kakue-1100 BOMPOCHI, 3a00ThI WIIH KaIOOBl OTHOCUTEIHHO
3TOTO MCCIIEI0BAHNUS, €TO MPOLIEyp, PUCKOB U BBIT'OJ], BB MOJKETE 0OpaTUTHCS K
Hay4YHOMY PYKOBOAMTEIIO Marucrepckou nuccepranuu, Jouent, Cang Manas,
syed.manan@nu.edu.kz

Hesagucumotit konmaxkm: ECiy Bbl HE yZOBJIETBOPEHBI TEM, KaK IIPOBOJUTCS OTO
UCCIIeIOBAaHKE, WK Y BaC €CTh KaKue-TM00 BOMPOCHI, KaJI0Obl Wi 00IIHe BOIPOCHI O
MCCIIeZIOBAaHUH WJIM BaIlIMX MpaBax KakK yYacTHUKA, MOXKATyHCTa, CBsSDKUTECh ¢ KomuTeToM
WccnenoBanmii Beicueit [lkonsr O6pa3oBanust Hazap6aeB YHuBepcurera 11t 0OLMICHUS C
HE3aBUCHMBIM JIMIIOM, HE CBSI3aHHBIM C HCCJIEI0BATENbCKON IPYINOM, o Homepy +7 7172
709359. Bbl Takke MOKeTE HaKMCaTh AIEKTPOHHOE TUCHMO 110 aJIpecy

gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[Moxanyiicta, moanumure 3Ty HopMy HHHOPMHUPOBAHHOTO COTIACHUS, €CITH BB
COTIJIAIIAeTEeCh YYaCTBOBAThH B 3TOM MCCIICOBAHHH.

e ] BHUMATENIFHO MIPOYE MPEJOCTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAIIHIO;

e MHe npenocTaBieHa NojaHas HHPOpMAILKs O HENIX U Ipollelypax UCCIeT0BaHMS;

e ] monumato, Kak OyZeT UCIOJIb30BaHa coOpaHHass HHPOPMALIUS U YTO JIt00ast
KOH(pHIeHIaTbHas nHPopMalus OyAeT JOCTyIHA TOJIBKO UCCIIE0BATENsIM U HE Oy1eT
PaCKpbIBAThCS APYTUM JIUIIAM;

e ] moHuMaro, 4To B JIF000E BpPEMsI MOTY OTKa3aThCs OT YUacCTHsI B UCCIICOBAaHUH 0e3
OOBSICHEHUSI IPUYUH;

[TomHOCTBIO OCO3HABAs BCE BBILICHU3IIOKEHHOE, 51 COTJIAIIAIOCH YYaCTBOBATh B JTAHHOM
HCCIICZIOBAaHUH.

IToamuce: Hara:
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Appendix E: Data Collection Instruments
Appendix A
Written Narrative Guiding Questions
Exploring Family Language Policy among Repatriate Families in Kazakhstan
I. Please briefly provide background information about yourself and your
family (age, education level, profession, number of children, ethnicity, and number
of children, how many years you have lived in Kazakhstan).
2. Please describe your main motivations behind moving to Kazakhstan.
3. Please describe your linguistic background before moving to Kazakhstan
and how it has changed since moving to Kazakhstan?
4. What factors influenced your family's decisions about which languages to
prioritize? Can you recount any specific discussions or events that shaped these
decisions?
5. How do you think your family's language policy has influenced your
identity and that of your family members? Can you share any personal experiences
that highlight this?
6. How has your family's language policy impacted your educational
experiences? Can you describe any particular instances related to language learning
at school?
7. Have you encountered any socio-linguistic challenges since moving to

Kazakhstan? If yes, can you briefly describe them?
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Kocbivma A
Kaz0ama 6asinaay 00HBIHIIA OAFBITTAYIIBI CYPaKTap

Ka3akcTangarel opajiMaH 0T0achblLIap apachbIHAAFbI 0TOACBLIBIK Tijl CasicaThIH

3epTTey

1. ©3iHi3 )x0HE 0TOACKIHBI3 TypaJIbl KbICKAIIa MATIMET OepiHi3 (KACBIHBI3, OLTIM
JICHIeiiH13, MAaMaH IbIFbIHBI3, OallalapbIHBI3ABIH CaHbl, YITHIHBI3, OaalapbIHbI3AbIH CaHbI,
KaszakcTanna KaHIa >KbUl TYPachl3).

2. Kazakcranra kelry ce6e0iH CHTIATTaHBI3.

3. Kazakcranra KeIIKeHTe JeiHTI TUIIIK OPTaHbI3IbI xkoHe Ka3zakcranra
KOIIKEHHEH KeiiH OHBIH KaJlaif ©3repreHiH CUIaTTaHbI3?

4. OT10achIHBI3ABIH Kall TiITe OaChIMIBIIBIK Oepy Typalibl HIeNIiMiHe KaHai
¢axTopnap acep etti? Ochl memiMaepl KaTbINTaCThIPFaH HAKThl TAJIKbLUIAYIap bl HeMece
OKHFaJIap TypaJibl ka3a ajacbI3 6a?

5. Ci3iH 0TOACHIHBI3IBIH TLJT casicaThl Ci3/1H KOHE 0TOACH MYIIEIEePIHI3IIH
TYJIFachlHA Kaai acep erTTi aen oinaicez? XKeke Toxipouenizoen Oeice anacei3 6a?

6. CizziH 0TOACKIHBI3/ABIH TLNT casicaThl OLTIM aiy ToXipOUeHi3re Kanai acep erTi?
MekTenTe TiJ1 YipeHyre KaTbICThl HAaKThI MbICaJIap bl CUMATTall anachki3 6a?

7. Kazakcranra KOIIKEHHEH KeHiH 9JICyMETTIK-THHI BUCTHKAIIBIK KHBIHIBIKTapFa

tan 601abIHBI3 6a? Erep no 6osca, onapabl KpICKalla CUMaTTai anachei3 6a?
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IIpunoxenune A
IIncbMeHHbIE MOBECTBOBATEIbHbIC HABOASIIIIAE BONIPOCHI
N3yyenue ceMeHOM A3BIKOBOM MOJUTHKHU CPeIH CeMell penaTpuaHToB B
Ka3zaxcrane

1. IToxanyiicta, KpaTKO MPEJOCTaBbTE CIIPABOYHYIO HH(OpMAIIHIO O ceOe U CBOeH
ceMbe (BO3pacT, ypoBeHb 00pazoBaHusl, Ipodeccusi, KOTMUECTBO AeTel, STHUYEeCKast
IIPUHA]JIEKHOCTD, KOJIMUECTBO JI€TEH, CKOJIBKO JIET BbI kHUBeTe B Kazaxcrane).

2. Onumure, nokaiaylcra, OCHOBHBIE MOTHBHI Ballero nepeesaa B Kazaxcras.

3. Onumure, NoXxanyicTa, Balll I3bIKOBOM OMBIT 10 Nepee3na B KazaxcraH u kak
OH M3MEHMJICS TocJe nepeesna B Kazaxcran?

4. Kakue ¢pakTopsl MOBJIHSIIN HAa PELICHHE Ballleii CEMbU O TOM, KAaKUM S3bIKaM
oTAaTh NpuopuTeT? MOXKeTe JIM Bbl PacCKa3aTh O KAKUX-THO0 KOHKPETHBIX TUCKYCCHUSX
WIN COOBITHSX, KOTOPBIE TIOBJIHSUIN HA 3TO pelieHue?

5. Kak, 11o BalieMy MHEHHIO, A3bIKOBas MTOJINTUKA BallEl CEMbU MOBJIMSIIA HA BALly
JUYHOCTH WJIM JINYHOCTh WIECHOB Balllell ceMbU? MOXeTe JI1 Bbl IOJIEIUTHCS TUYHBIM
OIBITOM?

6. Kaxk s13pIK0Bast MOJUTHKA Balllel CeMbH MOBIHUsIIA Ha Balll 00pa30BaTeIbHbIHN
onbIT? MokeTe 11 Bbl ONIUCATh KOHKPETHBIE CITyYau, CBSI3aHHBIE C U3YUEHHUEM SI3bIKA B
nkosie?

7. CTanKkuBajIKMCh JIM BbI C COLMOIMHIBUCTUYECKMMHU TPOOIeMaMu TIocie epeeszia

B Kazaxcran? Ecnu na, MokeTe JIn Bbl UX KPaTKO OMKMCATh?
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Appendix B
Semi-structured Interview Questions
Exploring Family Language Policy among Repatriate Families in Kazakhstan
General Background Information:
1. What was your main motivation behind moving to Kazakhstan?
2. What are the main languages spoken in your family?
Questions related to family language ideology:
1. Can you describe the languages that are important to your family and why?
2. How did you decide which language(s) to speak at home? What factors influenced

this decision?

3. How do you see the role of each language in maintaining your family’s culture and
identity?
4. Have your views on the importance of languages changed since moving to

Kazakhstan? If so, how?

Questions related to family language management:

1. How do you negotiate different perspectives on language use within your family
(e.g. between parents, between parents and children)?

2. To what extent does your family consciously plan which languages will be spoken
in different settings (e.g. at home, in public)?

3. How do your children use different languages in their daily lives (e.g. at home,
school, with friends)?

4. In what context do you encourage your children to use specific languages (Kazakh,
Russian)?

Questions related to family language practices:
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1. Do your children follow the language choices you have made for the family, or do
they make their own decisions about which language to use?
2. Have you noticed any changes in your children’s language preferences since

moving to Kazakhstan? If so, what might have caused these changes?

3. What challenges do you face in balancing the use of multiple languages?
4. How do you prioritize which languages your children should learn or use?
5. How do external factors, like interactions with neighbors, teachers, or local

communities, shape your family’s language practices?

Questions related to socio-linguistic challenges:

1. What challenges have you or family faced in learning or using Kazakh and Russian
since moving to Kazakhstan?

2. What difficulties, if any, do your children face in school regarding the use of
Kazakh or Russian? How do these affect their language development?

3. Have you encountered any barriers in integrating linguistically with the local

community? If so, how have you addressed them?
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b KocsIMIIackl
Kaprbliail KYpbLIbIMAAJIFaH CyX0aT cypaKTapsbl

Ka3zakcTangarel opajiMaH oT0achblIap apacbIHAAFbI 0TOACBLIBIK Tijl CasicaThIH

3epTTey
JKanmer momimerTep:
1. OT1OachIHBI3 YIIIH MaHbI3AbI TULAEP/I CUMATTal anackl3 0a )koHe HeTiKTeH?
2. OtbaceiHbI31a KaHaal Tiaep 6achiM?

OTtback! TUTi UACONOTHIICHIHA KATBICTHI CYpaKTap:
1. Yiine kail Tinze ceiiiey KepeKTIiriH Kajail memTini3? by memimre kanaai

¢axTopnap acep erri?

2. OTOacBIHBI3IBIH MO/ICHUETI MEH OOJIMBICHIH CaKTayAarbl opOip TUIAIH pesiiH Kanai
Kepeciz?
3. Kazakcranra KelKeHHEH KeiiH TUIAIH MaHBI3IbUIBIFbIHA JETEeH KO3KAPAChIHbI3

e3repai me? Erep comaii 6ornca, Kanaii?

4. OtOachIHbI31a (MBICAJIBI, aTa-aHANAp, aTa-aHaNap MeH Oananap apachlHAa) TUIAL
KOJIJIaHyIBIH OPTYPIIi Ke3KapacTapblH Kallall Kemiccosiep Kyprizeciz?

Otback! Tin casicaTblH 6acKapyFa KaThICTHI CYpaKTap:

1. Ci3niH )aHYSIHBI3 Kall TiIIe opTypii opTaaa (MbIcaibl, YHIE, KOFaMIBIK
OpBIHJIAP/Ia) COMICUTIHIH KAHIIAIBIKTHI CAHAJIBI TYPAC KOCTIAPIIAN b7

2. CizniH GananapbIHBI3 KYHICTIKTI OMip/e opTYpIli TULIEpal Kallail maiiianana bl
(MbIcanbl, YiiJie, MEKTEITe, TOCTapbIMeH Oipre)?

3. Ci3 kanmaii xargaiina 6ananapeIHBI3IEI Oenriii Oip Tinaepai (Ka3ak, OpbIc)

KOJIZJaHyFa [aKbIpachi3?



101

4. Ciznin 0TOACKIHBI3 YIIIH TaHJIAFaH TiT TAHJAYBIHBI3AbI OanagapbIHbI3 OPbIHIAN Ma,
onje Kai TUIII KOJIJaHy KepeKTiriH e3aepi mernieni me?
OT6achUIBIK TiT TOXKIpOUECIHE KATBICTHI CYpaKTap:
1. Kazakcranra kelkeHHEH KeiiiH OananapblHbI3ABIH TUT KallaylapblHaa KaHaan aa
0ip esrepictep OaiikaabIHbI3 6a? Onaii 6oca, Oy e3repictepre He ceben 60Tybl MyMKiH?
2. bipHemie Tinai KoJgaHyAbl TEHECTIpYAe KaHIail KUBIHABIKTapFa Ke3ireci3?
3. bananapbIHbI3ABIH Kail TINAEpl YipeHyl HeMece naiiananybl KepeKTiriH Kajai
OipiHILI OPBIHFA KOSICHI3?
4. KepurinepmeH, MyFaixiMIepMeH HEMECe KEPTriliKTi KaybIMAACThIKTaAPMEH KapbIM-
KaThIHAC CUAKTHI CBHIPTKBI (DaKTOpIIap Ci3/1iH 0TOACHIHBI3IBIH T TOXKIpUOECiH Kanan
KaJIBIITACThIPAIbI?
OJIeyMEeTTIK-TMHI BUCTUKAJIBIK KUBIHBIKTAPFa KaTBICTHI CypaKTap:
1. Kazakcranra KeIIKeHHEH KeiiiH Ci3 HeMece 0TOACKIHBI3 Ka3akK KoHE OPbIC TUIIEPIH
yiipeHyie HeMece maiiananyaa KaHaail KUbIHABIKTapFa Tam OOJIbIHbI3?

2. Ciznix 6anamapbIHbI3 MEKTEIITE Ka3aK HEMeCe OpBIC TUTIH KOJIIaHy/ja KaHaai
KUBIHABIKTApFa Ke3ireai? by omapabIH Tin 1aMyblHA Kajail ocep eresi?

3. XKeprimikTi KaybIMIACTHIKIICH THHTBUCTUKAIBIK HHTETpALIMsAA KaHAal 1a Oip

Keneprisepre tan 0onabiHb 6a? Erep conait 6oica, ci3 onapra Kajaii KapaIbIHbI3?
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IIpunoxenune b
IHoay cTpyKTypHPOBaHHbIEC BOIPOCHI A1l HHTEPBbIO

N3yyenue ceMeiHOM A3BIKOBOM MOJUTHKHU CPeIH CeMell penaTpuaHToB B

Ka3zaxcrane
OOu1ast unpopmanys:
1. MoskeTe J11 Bbl OIIUCATh SI3bIKU, KOTOPBIE BasKHBI [ Balllel CEMbU U ITOUYEMY?
2. Kakue s13p1k1 Hanbosee Moy IsipHBI CPEeIU YWICHOB CEMbU?

Bornpocsl, cBSA3aHHBIE C UIECOIOTUEN CEMENHOTO S3bIKA!

1. Kak BbI pemmim, Ha KakoM si3bIke(ax) ToBopHUTh Aoma? Kakue hakropbl moBIusIN
Ha 3TO peuieHue?

2. Kak BbI BUITUTE POJIb KAXKAOTO SI3bIKA B COXPAHEHUU KYJIBTYPBl M CaMOOBITHOCTH
Baleil ceMpu?

3. W3MeHnnuCh i Bally B3IJIAAbI HA BAXKHOCTD SI3BIKOB I10CJIE IIEpee3a B
Kaszaxcran? Eciau na, To kak?

4. Kak BbI cOriacoBbIBa€Te pa3InyHbIE TOUKU 3PEHUS HAa UCIIOJIb30BAHUE SI3bIKA B
Balllel ceMbe (HarpuMep, MEX1Y POIUTEISIMU, MEXIY POIUTEISIMU U AETHMU)?
Bompocsl, CBSA3aHHBIE C YIIPABICHUEM CEMEUHOIO SA3BIKA!

1. B kaxoii creneHu Ballla cEMbsl CO3HATEIbHO MJIAHUPYET, HA KAKUX SI3bIKaxX OyayT
TOBOPUTH B PA3IMYHBIX CUTYAlMAX (HalpuUMep, I10Ma, B OOIECTBEHHBIX MecTax)?

2. Kak Bamm geTu ncnosib3yroT pa3Hble sI3bIKH B TIOBCEAHEBHOM KM3HU (HaIIpUMep,
JIoMa, B IIKOJIE, C APY3bsIMU)?

3. B xakoM KOHTEKCTE BbI MOOLIPSIETE CBOMX JETEH UCIIOIb30BATh OIPEIECICHHBIE
SI3bIKU (Ka3aXCKUM, PyCCKUil)?

Bonpocsl, cBA3aHHBIE C IPAKTUKON CEMENHOTO S3bIKA:
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1. Bamm netu criemyioT ToMy SI3bIKOBOMY BBIOOPY, KOTODBIH BBl BBIOpANIU JIS1 CEMBH,
WIM OHU CaMU IIPUHHUMAIOT PEIIEHNE O TOM, KaKOM A3BIK UCII0JIb30BAThH?

2. 3aMeTHIIN JIM Bl KaKHe-JINOO M3MEHEHHUS B SI3BIKOBBIX MPEANOYTEHHSIX BaIIuX
nereit nocine nepeesna B Kazaxcran? Eciu 1a, TO 4TO MOIJIO BBI3BaTh 3TH U3MEHEHUS?

3. C xakuMu npoOieMaMH BBl CTAJIKUBAETECh, MBITAsACh COATaHCUPOBATh
HCII0JIb30BaHNE HECKOJIBKUX S3BbIKOB?

4. Kak BbI paccraBisieTe NpUOPUTETHI, KAKHE A3BIKH JOJIKHBI U3y4aTh WIH
HCIIOJIb30BaTh BallK JETH?

5. Kak BHemHue GakTopbl, TaKue Kak B3aUMOJICHCTBUE C COCEISIMH, YUUTEISIMH WIH
MECTHBIM COOOIIECTBOM, (POPMUPYIOT SI3BIKOBYIO MPAKTHKY Balllel ceMbu?

Bomnpocsl, cBs3aHHBIE C COIIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKUMU MPOOIEMaMu:

1. C xakuMu TPyIHOCTSIMH Bbl WJIM WIEHBI Balllell CEMbH CTOJIKHYJIUCH IIPU U3yUYE€HUU WIN
HCII0JIb30BaHNU Ka3aXCKOI'0 M PyCCKOIO SI3bIKOB Iociie nepees3na B Kaszaxcran?

2. C KaKuMU TPYAHOCTSIMH (€CIM TaKOBBIE MMEIOTCSI) BAalllM I€TU CTAJIKUBAIOTCS B ILIKOJIE
IIPY UCIIOJIB30BAHUU Ka3aXCKOI'0 MIIM PyccKoro si3bika? Kak 3To BIMsAET Ha pa3BUTHE UX
peun?

3. CrankuBajIKCh JIM BbI C KAKUMHU-TTUOO MPETSATCTBUSMH B S36IKOBON MHTETPALIHH C

MeCTHBIM coob1ecTBoM? Ecnu 1a, TO Kak BbI C HUIMH 0Opamiaauce?
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Appendix C
Non-Participant Observation Field Notes
Exploring Family Language Policy among Repatriate Families in Kazakhstan
Observer: Zhansaya Raimova

Date:

Participants:

Location:

Activity:

Languages:

Other contextual information:

Comments:
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C KocbIMIIACHI
3epTTeyi-KaThICIIAlThIH OaKbUIay ka30a hopMacs
Kazakcranaarsl opaqmMaH 0TOachUIap apachbiHAAFbl OTOACKUIBIK Tl CasiCaThIH
3eprTey
baxputaymsi: XKancas Paumosa

Kyni:

Karbicymbinap:

Opnanackas >xepi/OpHbI:

Ic-apekeri:

Tin(zep):

backa KOHTEKCTIK aKmapar:

BakputaymbIHBIH TiKIpIIEpi:




®opma a5 HabmoIeHHsT 63 yJacTusi HCCIe10BaTes

N3yueHne ceMeMHOM A3bIKOBOU ITOJIUTUKU CPEAU CEMEMN pPENIaTpUaHTOB B

Haomronarens: XKauncas Paumosa

Hara:

Y4acTHUKH:

Ipunoxenne C

Kazaxcrane

Mecro:

JleicTBUA:

A3b1k(n):

Jlpyrasi KOHTEKCTHass HHPOPMAaLIUS:

Kommenrtapun HaOmonaTens:
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Appendix F: Data Analysis — Transcript and Coding Samples

Coding Samples
Language Language Language Practices | Sociolinguistic
Ideologies Management Challenges
Kazakh as Identity | Parents’ language Language Use at Accent-based
Language enforcement Home Exclusion
Negative Attitudes | Use of Literacy Language Use in Limited Russian
towards Russian Materials Community Proficiency
Strong Emphasis on | Language Intergenerational Limited Access to
English Education Plans Language Employment

Transmission
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Interview Transcript with Aisha

Zhansaya: Good afternoon, Miss Aisha. I hope you are doing well. First of all, I want to
thank you for taking the time to participate in the interview. This interview is within my
thesis research at Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education, which is aimed at
studying family language policies and socioeconomic challenges among repatriate families
in Kazakhstan. So, the interview will take about 60 minutes and it is totally voluntary.

There is narrative writing as well. Is everything clear right now?

Aisha: Yes, I understand everything.

Zhansaya: All right! Could you please tell me about your background, where you were

born, your family status, education and the reason for moving to Kazakhstan.

Aisha: Yes, sure. [ was born and raised in Mongolia to an ethnically kazakh family. My
parents had always lived in Mongolia and my father passed away a few years ago. I moved
to Kazakhstan for higher education purposes when I received a scholarship for oralman
students. So, I enrolled at Eurasian National University named after L.N. Gumilyov for
foundation year program. Afterwards, I had to pass an English test in order to proceed to
undergraduate studies, which was quite difficult for me because the education system in
Kazakhstan demands advanced knowledge of English. In Mongolia the education system
does not mandate English and overall there are less resources available. But I studied hard
and passed the entrance exam to the faculty of “Two Foreign Languages’. Since then I
have worked as an English teacher both offline at schools and education centers and

online. At the moment I lead an educational blog and teach English lessons online. Then I
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met my husband, who was born and raised in Kazakhstan. We married back then and now
have four children. They were all born and raised in Kazakhstan. My husband and I
worked in different regions of Kazakhstan, namely north, south, west, and the eastern

regions before finally settling down in Astana.

Zhansaya: Great! [ am so happy for you! Could you now tell me about your family

language ideologies? In general, what languages does your family speak in everyday life?

Aisha: Personally, I know Mongolian, Kazakh, English, Turkish at an advanced level, and
Russian at a pre-intermediate level. Back in Mongolia we learned Kazakh using Cyrillic
script and my whole family of origin communicates in Kazakh. However, our
pronunciation and dialect of Kazakh is unlike local Kazakh in Kazakhstan. Actually, I
have noticed that Kazakh dialect in each region is unique as well as the mentality. As for
our family language ideology, my husband and I prioritize Kazakh as the first and the most
important language. This mainly stems from my strong attachment and longing for my
mother tongue. I believe that a person cannot be wholesome and self-fulfilled without
proper knowledge of the mother tongue. Deep inner feelings can be touched only by the
mother tongue language. The feelings of belonging, longing, love, respect, grief ... all
these feelings can be best expressed in mother tongue. So, I feel proud to return to an
independent country of mine, where my Kazakh is the state language. My children also

share our love towards Kazakh language and respect their mother tongue.

As for Russian, it used to be a simple foreign language before moving to Kazakhstan, but
after migrating to Kazakhstan and living in Pavlodar and Karagandy, I started to feel

resentment towards Russian. This is mainly because we were often scolded and mistreated
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due to lack of Russian language. It was difficult for us to get employed because of our lack
of Russian. Interestingly, employers did not even test our knowledge of Kazakh or
English, but they were obsessed with Russian. It was even difficult for us to buy bread in
the shopping markets. The sellers would not even give us bread until we pronounced it
correctly in Russian. Over time we started to hate the Russian language and the system in
the Northern parts of Kazakhstan. We had a feeling that we did not move to Kazakhstan,
but rather Russia. The situation was as a complete opposite in Southern and Western parts
of Kazakhstan. People from these regions did not mix Kazakh with Russian and often
spoke in Kazakh fluently. They were more patriotic and we felt safe there. All in all, I have
a negative attitude towards Russian and do not support my children in learning Russian. I

deem Russian as the language of colonizers.

As for English, my husband and I prioritize English after Kazakh. We believe that English
is the language of educational opportunities and a bright future. All educational materials
are provided in English. We dream about our children enrolling at the top universities
abroad. English is the language of international communication. Moreover, my work is
directly related to teaching and learning English, so I prioritize this language for my

children.

Zhansaya: All right, thank you for your answer. Now, could you please tell me about

family language management in your family?

Aisha: Yes. My husband and I have similar ideas about language management in our

family. As my husband is the main breadwinner, I mostly spend time with children at
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home. I help them with homework and read books to them. I try to immerse them in
reading from an early age. I start with Kazakh books, and also use interactive resources in
English. As for now I have not had enough time to integrate Mongolian, Turkish, or
Russian. Their curriculum is fully in Kazakh, so, Russian is an optional foreign language at

school.

Zhansaya: Great, could you please talk about family language practices among your

children.

Aisha: Well, as I have already mentioned, my children primarily use Kazakh both at home
and outside. At home they speak Kazakh and they also communicate with their friends at
the playground and at school only in Kazakh without mixing with Russian. My children
also actively use English at school and other English courses online. They also participate
in different international competitions in English. Regarding myself and my husband, we
both use Kazakh for daily communication at home and outside. I lead my educational blog
in Kazakh language and communicate with my students in Kazakh and English. My
siblings and I have succeeded in preserving our heritage Kazakh language while living in
Mongolia mainly because of our parents and community. Our school used Kazakh as a
medium of instruction and our parents put lots of effort into teaching us Kazakh. Although
I struggled with adhering to the Kazakh dialect at first, my children have not encountered

any such difficulties.

Zhansaya: All right, could you please now elaborate on the sociolinguistic challenges

faced by you and your family after moving to Kazakhstan?
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Aisha: Actually, I have experienced huge socioeconomic challenges since moving to
Kazakhstan. At first it was difficult to get citizenship and also unemployment issues. When
we lived in the northern region, we faced huge discrimination in everyday life due to
speaking only in Kazakh and with a dialect, not Russian. There were moments when I
could not do grocery shopping and got scolded by society. We faced huge stress and social
alienation. There were times when I thought of moving to another country. Over time we
got used to these, however, it is still somehow present in my life. Thankfully, my children
do not face such problems. Moreover, Astana is a megapolis city full of migrants from

other regions, so, there are fewer social problems here.

Zhansaya: Excellent, thank you so much, Aisha. You have made great contribution to

research about repatriates in Kazakhstan.

Interview Transcript with Dana
Zhansaya: Hello, Dana! How are you? Thank you for participating in the interview! The
topic of my research is connected to the family language policies among repatriate families
in Kazakhstan. Could you please share your background?
Dana: [ come from China and I am Kazakh by ethnicity. I grew up in a village close to
Tarbagatai region to the East of Kazakhstan. The residents of the village are predominantly
ethnically Kazakh people. I grew up in a big family composed of my parents,
grandparents, and siblings. I had a happy childhood full of love and support. After high
school I was admitted to undergraduate studies in China to the faculty of chemistry. There
I met my husband and married him. Later on, we had two boys. After about five years
living in China we moved to Astana, Kazakhstan. In Astana I gave birth to my daughter.

Since then, we have been living and working in Astana.
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Zhansaya: Great! Could you please elaborate on your languages?

Dana: [ have known Kazakh since childhood because I was raised in a Kazakh speaking
environment. Back in my childhood my grandparents used to read to me poems and fairy
tales in Kazakh. They also taught me to love and respect Kazakh language and culture. So,
I had been longing to live in an independent Kazakhstan, where people speak only Kazakh.
My husband and I had also been longing for the rich Kazakh culture. I know little bit of
Russian, Chinese and English at an advanced level.

Zhansaya: Could you please speak about language ideologies at home?

Dana: Like I mentioned earlier, I love and respect Kazakh language because it is my
national identity. As for Russian, I did not use to have any attitude to Russian because it
was not present in my surrounding. However, after moving to Kazakhstan, I realized that it
is very popular in society and most ethnically Kazakh people prioritize Russian over
Kazakh. Personally, I think it is sad reality and I am against this colonization. The second
language widely spoken and taught to my children is English because it is an opportunity
to enter global economies. I have a positive attitude towards English because it allowed us
to quickly adapt at NU.

Zhansaya: Could you mention family language management?

Dana: Yes, I mostly encourage my children to speak and read in Kazakh because it is our
mother tongue. The school education is in Kazakh, so it is quite easy for me. Then I try to
speak to my children in English at least for half an hour everyday so that they receive
practice at home. They also attend English classes because they want to apply to top
universities such as Nazarbayev University or some other foreign universities. My children
also try to read Russian when they have time.

Zhansaya: Excellent! Could you now mention family language practices and any

socioeconomic challenges you have faced since moving to Kazakhstan?



114

Dana: My children mostly speak in Kazakh both at home and outside home domains.
Then, they are exposed to English through social media and some extracurricular English
courses.

I have felt exhilarated and happy since moving to Astana because it is so developed and
people are kind here. I also feel happy to see ethnically Kazakh people surrounding me
instead of only Chinese. Moreover, over the last decade it was getting more and more
challenging to live in Chine because the state started to close all Kazakh education
institution and deprive Kazakh people of their civic rights. When I first moved to
Kazakhstan, I felt relief and I believe I made the best decision in my life. We were also
lucky to move to Astana because it is the most economically developed city in Kazakhstan.
Moreover, both my husband and I received high quality education in China and saved up
come money before moving to Kazakhstan. Probably, all these factors really contributed to
our successful adaptation to Kazakhstan.

As for two older children, they went through sociolinguistic challenges because they were
excluded at first due to speaking with an accent and not knowing Russian. Unfortunately,
most children communicate in Russian at all informal settings. But I frequently approached
their teachers to give some support to my children and help them integrate to the school
community. Thanks to teachers’ support, the most difficult moments are in the past.
Overall, it took us lots of time and care towards older children for them to adapt and get

accepted by the local community.

Interview Transcript with Fatima
Zhansaya: Hello, Fatime! Thank you for participating in the interview, you are making
great contribution to research about repatriates in Kazakhstan. Could you first provide

information about your background?
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Fatima: Yes, [ was born and raised in a village called Bostandyq, which is located in
Uzbekistan close to the borders with Kazakhstan. I was born to an ethnically Kazakh
family and most of our relatives also lived in Bostandyq village. Then I received a state
grant for higher education after finishing high school and moved to Shymkent. There I met
my husband and we married. I successfully received citizenship after having the first baby.
So, I have been living in Shymkent for the last 10 years now.

Zhansaya: Great! Now I would like to ask about your family language policies?

Fatima: Personally, I know Kazakh and Uzbek at an advanced level and my husband
speaks only Kazakh. Our four children speak and read mainly in Kazakh, they are also
taught Russian and English at school. However, their levels are not competitive because
they are not frequently exposed to L2 environment. As we live with my husband’s parents
within an extended family, at home we have a purist stance towards Kazakh. This is the
language of our national identity and we try to pass on these values to the nest generation.
Zhansaya: Could you also speak about language management in your family?

Fatima: Yes, | do homework with my children in Kazakh and grandparents read to
children in Kazakh as well. We try to prioritize Kazakh as the first language, and English
as the second language. In Shymkent we are rarely exposed to Russian, so we rarely
practice Russian at home. In practice, my children only communicate in Kazakh both in
home settings and outside.

Zhansaya: Awesome, could you please mention sociolinguistic challenges you have faced
if there are any?

Fatima: Personally, I have faced some challenges at first it was difficult to attain
citizenship and get employment. Over time, these problems were resolved. However, I

have continuously faced instances of corruption whenever I wanted to get hired. I have



116

been on maternity for the last 8 years and right now I am a housewife. So, I have never
been officially employed in Kazakhstan.
Luckily, my children have not faced any challenges with integration because everyone

speaks Kazakh. My children are very socially open and actively take part in school life.



