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Abstract

Language Policy, Ideology and Practice: Parents Views on the Trilingual Policy

At present, Kazakhstan is at the initial stage of implementing nationwide the new language
policy that is designed to reform education system from being taught in one of the two
languages used as medium of instruction to use of three different languages to teach certain
subjects. Such language-in-education policies have great impact on the society, thus not only
teachers and students but the whole nation are its implementers. All members of a society,
especially multilingual one like Kazakhstan, have a complex mixture of beliefs about
languages that form their language ideologies. These ideologies are constantly negotiated,
affirmed or changed and base the criteria according to which people evaluate all languages
and language policies like the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan. This study aims to explore view
on the new policy of parents that chose to start Kazakh-medium schools in 2016 by finding
out their language ideologies and practices. Parents’ reasons for their choice of the language
of instruction and their home language use can reveal their prevalent language ideologies that
are not always articulated and conscious. However, opinions of parents belonging to the
majority group about new language policies are rarely asked and heard. This concept driven
qualitative study employed surveys used to select and recruit participants and ten one-to-one
semi- structured interviews. The result of the study show that parents’ choice of MOI and
their reported everyday language practices reflected their multiple language ideologies. All of
these language ideologies echo the language ideologies of the past policies and played great
role on informing their views on the trilingual policy. It is argued that a deeper understanding

of parents’ complex language ideologies can inform actions that will help endorse new policy.

Vi
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AOcTpakT
SI3bIKOBas MOJIUTUKA, HIEOJIOTHS U MPAKTUKA: B3rsiabl poauresieil Ha

MOJIUTURY TPEXbA3BIYUSA

B nacrosmee Bpems Kazaxcran npeObiBaeT B HAYaJIbHOM CTaIMU BHEPEHUSI HOBOU S3BIKOBOM
MOJIUTUKH, HAIpaBJIEHHON Ha MpeoOpa3zoBaHue CUCTEMBI 00pa30BaHMs Ha MPOCTOpax BCe
crpanbl. [lanHas pehopma moapazyMmeBaeT nepexo.l OT MpenojaBaHus BceX MPEIMETOB Ha
OJTHOM SI3BIKE, Ka3aXCKOM MJIM PYCCKOM, K IIPENOaBaHUI0 ONPEAEIECHHBIX IPEAMETOB Ha TPEX
pa3NUYHBIX s3bIKax. Takas s3bIKOBast MOJUTHKA B 00pa30BaHUU OKa3bIBAaeT OTPOMHOE
BJIMSIHME Ha 0OIIECTBO, TAKUM 00pa3oM, HE TOJBKO YUUTEINS U YUICHUKH, HO M BCE TPaKIaHe
CTpaHbl OCYILIECTBIISIOT €€ BHeIpeHue. Bee wiieHs! o01iecTBa, 0COOEHHO TaKOro
MHOT0S3bIYHOT0 Kak KazaxcraH, MMEIOT pa3nuyHble yOex1eHus, 00 S3bIKax, KOTOpbIe
(GOpMHPYIOT S3BIKOBBIE MJICOJIOTHH JIOAEH, KOTOPBIE IOCTOSHHO OCIIapUBAIOTCHA,
MOATBEPKAI0TCA WM U3MEHSIOTCSl. OHM OCHOBBIBAIOT KPUTEPUN OLICHKH S3BIKOB H
A3BIKOBBIX MOJINTHK, TOJOOHBIX MOIUTUKE TpeXba3biuus B Kazaxcrane. JlanHoe
HCCJIEIOBAHUE CTPEMUTCS UCCIIEN0BATh B3IUIAIbI POJUTENEH IEPBOKIACCHUKOB, KOTOPBIE
peni 00ydaTh CBOMX JIETEH B KJlaccaxX ¢ Ka3axCKUM si3bIkoM oOydenwus ¢ 2016 rona, Ha
HOBYIO SI3bIKOBYIO TOJIUTUKY, Y3HAB UX SI3bIKOBBIE UI€OJIOTUH U IPAKTUKY. I TOTrO, YTOOBI
OTBETHUT Ha BOIIPOCHI KOHIIENT-00Pa30BaHHOT0 KBAJIMTATUBHOI'O UCCIIEA0BAaHUS OBbLIO
IIPOBEJIECHO JECATH UHINBUYaIbHBIX MOIY-CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX HHTEPBBIO C Y4ACTHUKAMM,
IIPUBJICYEHHBIMU U OTOOPAHHBIMHU C IIOMOLIBIO Onpoca. [IpuunHbL, TOBIUABILNE HA
POIUTENBCKHUM BHIOOP s3bIKa 0OYUEHUS, U UX A3BIKOBBIE TPAKTHKH, COOIIOJaeMbIE OMA,

MOTYT IIOKa3aTb JOMHUHHUPYIOIIUC A3BIKOBBIC NACOJIOTHHN ceMeil. Ot HNACOJIOTMH HE BCEraa

Vil
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MOTYT OBITh IPU3HAHHBIMU U 0OCO3HAHHBIMH. OJTHAKO MHEHUS POJUTENEH, MPUHAIJIeKAIINX K
rpyMIe STHUYECKOro OOJBIIMHCTBA, O HOBOM SI3BIKOBOM MOJUTHKE 4acTO OCTaeTcs 0e3
BHHUMaHHUS, a X S3bIKOBBIE UCOJIOTHH HE UCCenytoTcs. Pe3ynbTaThl uccieqoBaHus
BBISIBUJIM, YTO POJUTENLCKUI BHIOOP OTHOCUTEIBHO S3bIKa 00yUEHUsI CBOUX JETel U
SI3BIKOBBIE MPAKTUKH, IPUMEHUMBIE B CEMbE, OTPAXKAIOT UX MHOXKECTBEHHbBIE
CJI0)KHOCOCTABHBIE SI3IKOBBIE UACONIOTHH. Bee 3TH sI3bIKOBBIE UACOTOTHH OCHOBBIBAIOTCS HA
TJIaBHBIX A3BIKOBBIX UJCOJOTUSAX MPOLUIBIX JIET U UTPAIOT OOJBIIYIO POJIb B (POPMUPOBAHUN
WX MpeACTaBIECHUN O MOJUTHKE TPeXbs3bluus. bonee riy0okoe MOHMMaHKUE CIOMKHBIX
SI3BIKOBBIX UJICOJIOTUH, KOTOPBIX MPUAECPKUBAIOTCS POAUTEIH, MOKET IPOJUKTOBATD

JENCTBUSI, HEOOXOIUMBIE JIJIsl YTBEPKICHUSI HOBOU SI3BIKOBOU IMOJTUTHKH.
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AnaaTrna
Tin casicaThl, TLIAIK WA0JOTUJIAP KIHE MPAKTUKAJIAP: aTa-aHAJAPAbIH YIUTUIIIK

casicaTbIHA KO3KapacTapbl

Kasipri yakpiTTa, Kazakcran MmemiekeTTik qeHreiine 0iaim Oepy xKyheciH esrepTyine
OarbITTaJIFaH JKaHa T1JI casCaThIH JKY3€re achIpyIbIH OacTanKbl Ke3eHiHae Typ. by
pedopMaHbIH Heri3ri 6arnapsl OapibIK MOHIAEPI Ka3aK HEMECe OpPBIC TIAEPIHAEC OKBITYIaH
Oenrini Oip mMoHAEpAl YII TYpJIi TiJIe OKBITYFa aybICy. biniMm O6epy canacsiHaa KOJJaHbUIAThIH
TiJIepre acep eTeTiH MYHJal TiT casicaThl eXiMi3AiH OapibIK a3aMaTTapblHa YIKEH acep
€Telli, COHJIBIKTaH OHBIH KY3€re achIphLIybIHA OKBITYIIBIIAP MEH CTYJACHTTEPMEH KaTap
KOFaMHBIH OapJiIbIK MYIIeTepiHiH yieci 30p. KoraMHBIH Gapiiblk MyTenepi, acipece
KazakcTtan cHUSKTBI KONTLIAI KOFaM OKUIIEpi TiT Typalibl Oip KaTap miKipJep YCTaHa b,
ByHaii Tin Typasl mKinxep agaMaapasiH TULAIK HACOM0THsUIApbiH (TUTAIK HaHBIMIAPI5I)
KYpaKIbl )KOHE 7€ OChI HICOJIOTHsIIAp KYHACTIKTI TYPE TYPaKTaHaIbl HEMECE ©3TepTiIe/Ii.
Omnap opTypai TinAep Il )KoHE YT TUIAUTIK casicaTThl CUSKTHI TUI cascaTTapbiH OaraiayblHa
apHaJIaFaH KpuTepuiiepal Kypaiasl. by 3eprrey, 2016 xbutbl 03 OatamapbiH Kazak
CBHIHBITITAPBIH/IA OKBITYFa MIEIIKEH O1pIHIII CHIHBIN OKYIIBUIAPBIHBIH aTa-aHaJapbIHbIH TULIIK
HJICOJIOTHSIIAPBI MEH TUT KOJIJIaHy MPpaKTHKaJIapbl OLTY apKbUIBI OJIapIbIH KaHa TiT cascaThiHa
JIereH Ke3KapacTapbIH 3epTreyre O0arpiTTanfrad. Ochl 3epTTeyre KaTbICyIIbLIap bl TaHIayMEH
TapTy YIUiH aJIJbIH aja aTa- aHajap apachblHaa cayajiHama albIHabl. Ochl Ty KbIpamaapra
HETI3/IeNITeH KBAJIMTATUBTI 3ePTTEYAIH CYpaKTapbIHa jkayar oepyre Oerme-0eT xKapThiiai
KYpBUIBIMAaHFaH cyx0arTap xKyprizuial. Ata-aHamapasiH Kazak TiiniH O6ananapbIHbIH OKBITY

TUTI pETiHAE TaHaay ceOenTepl MEH OJap IbIH 0TOACKUIAPBIH/IA ACHIPBIIATHIH T
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MPaKTUKAIAPhl OJIAPABIH YCTEM TiTI HIACOJOTHSIApABIH KopceTe alajsl. by naeonorusiap
KEH Ke3/iep/ie caHachl3 O0IYHI 1a MYMKiH. Aaiia, STHUKAJIBIK KOIIIUIIK TOMKA JKaTaThIH aTa-
aHaJap/IbIH JKaHa TUT casicaThl Typasbl MIKIpUIEpl MEH TIAIK UICOIOTHIIAPhI KOTI
3epreninOered. OChl 3epTTEYIIH HOTHKEIEP1, aTa-aHalapAblH OKBITY TIJIIH TaHIAy JKacaraHza
YKOHE YHJIE JKajacaJIbIHATHIH TUT MPaKTUKaTapbIHa op-0i1p aTa-aHaHBIH ©31HIH OipHEIe
KypMajsac TUIIIK UACOJIOTHsIIapabl 0acThl ceden 0oaranbiH KepceTTi. OChl TUTIIK
WJICOJIOTHSIIAP IbIH OapibIFbl OYPBIHFBI TUIAIK cascaTTapAblH HET131HAepiH e Tai1a OOk,
TYpaKTaJFaH KOHE aTa-aHaJIap/IbIH JKaHa YIITUI cascaT Typajibl MHIpIEpiHe YIKEH acep
etTi. Korammarsl Kyp/iesi TULIK UACOTOTUsIIApAbl TEPEH TYCIHY jKaHa TUT casicaThIHbIH
KEMICTI OOJTybIHA KAQXKETTI ic-Tapagap/ibl yaKbITUIbI )KOHE OPBIHIBI TYPJIC KY3€re achlpyFra

Haianel.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Since acquiring its independence in 1991, Kazakhstan has prioritized education
modernization and development of its human capital as key objectives to achieve its long-
term strategic goal to become a prosperous and developed country. A number of educational
changes have already been introduced while some more are being implemented at present;
however, as early as 2004, Shaukenova conducted public survey, “On the views of
Kazakhstani society on reforms in the education system”, and found that reforms in the
educational and scientific spheres are implemented but are not understood [by the public]
(2004). She concludes that the Kazakhstani public did not fully support these reforms
probably because the society’s endorsement of drastic changes areas like education is hard to
gain without its sufficient understanding of the change and their benefits. At present,
Kazakhstan is at the initial stage of implementing the latest major reforms in education, which
are the transition to 12-year schooling incorporated with a new language policy that affect
languages of education. Education is the domain of language use that can consolidate or
threaten the role of the language in a community, while language of instruction has a great
impact on students’ linguistic, cognitive and affective development (Tam, 2011). Therefore,
the matter of public understanding and accepting the policy becomes even more crucial.

The new language policy is aimed at raising the level of competence to the same level
in three languages, Kazakh, Russian and English, among the majority of population through
program called “Trinity of Languages” (Zhumanova, Dosova, Imanbetov & Zhumashev,
2016). It was introduced in 2007, and since then the implementation of the trilingual
education has been widely advertised and promoted in mass media states Smagulova (2008).

In his interview to the press in April 2016, the Minister of Education and Science of
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Kazakhstan, Erlan Sagadieyev, announced the gradual transition to countrywide educating the
first students in three languages starting new academic year of 2016 (Tengrinews, 2016). In
September 2016, children that enrolled in the first grades in mainstream schools of
Kazakhstan started their education in accordance with the trilingual education program. The
new model of language of instruction will teach certain subjects in designated language. For
example, English will be used to teach science disciplines; while subject like the Kazakh
language and Literature, Geography and History of the country will be taught in Kazakh;
whereas in Russian students will learn about the World History. By using three languages as
mediums of instruction, Kazakhstan aims to create “harmonious language policy to ensure the
full functioning of the state language as an important factor in strengthening national unity
while preserving the languages of all ethnic groups living in Kazakhstan” (MoES, 2010, p. 3).
This means that the new program will consolidate the status of the Kazakh language, promote
societal multilingualism by preserving the linguistic diversity and use of Russian and develop.
At present, Kazakhstan has a unique situation with multiple languages legitimized to
be used as medium of instruction. Since 1989, when the Kazakh language was officially
allowed to be used as a medium of instruction, Kazakhstani education has offered education
in two types of mainstream school; first is so called “pure schools” which uses only one
language as MOI, and the other is called “mixed school” where children separated by
different MOI share a building (Fierman, 2006). Both pure and mixed schools predominantly
teach in Kazakh and Russian, schools with other languages as MOI are extremely few.
Although, all parental units or caretakers can decide which type of school and which MOI to
choose, Fierman states that Kazakh medium of instruction schools are quite homogeneous

since non-Kazakhs rarely choose this language as MOI (2006). 75 per cent of all Kazakhstani
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students attend Kazakh- medium school; however, among them only 1 per cent belongs to
ethnicity other than Kazakh (IAC, 2015). At the same time a sizable portion of Kazakh
children and children from other ethnic groups study in Russian medium of instruction or in
small number of ethnic medium of instruction schools. According to the plan, by 2020 all
mainstream schools of the country will study with this program and while those students in
secondary levels will be educated in the three languages the public’s competence in English
by changing the current use of language in education. Trilingual education program directly
influences the language in education and society; however, this program is only called as a
trilingual policy in the word of mouth (NIS of Astana, n.d.). This also implies that policy-
makers that designed the program for trilingual education do not regard it as a language
policy, hence can overlook certain aspect of language policy such as language beliefs all
language policies have (Spolsky, 2004).

The public’s, - and especially the parents’- opinions of new language policy that
influences language(s) used in mainstream education can determine society’s acceptance of or
resistance towards it. Hornberger (2009) warns that proposing a language policy, issuing a
law supporting it and creating a state program of its implementation sometimes are not
enough to make people adhere to the new policy. The Ministry of Education and Science
(hereinafter MoES) conducted some public polls that show more positive perception and
support of new policy by the public; however, there have been few polls conducted by non-
partisan or independent entities. One of the main factors that decides whether there will be
parental approval and backing is parents’ sufficient understanding of education process: what
their children would learn, how parents would be able to help their children, how it would

influence their families and their children’s futures. People base their interpretations of the
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reform on their own educational and linguistic experiences and beliefs about languages
(Liddicoat and Taylor-Leech, 2015). While much effort is being given to educate teachers as
future implementers of the new reform (MoES, 2010), comparatively less is seemingly being
done to educate parents on the matter. Therefore, all factors that can influence successful
implementation of new language policy like parents’ perceptions that affect their support or
rejection should be learned and taken into account.
Research Problem

Sociolinguistics is the field of social science that investigates languages and policies
about languages. This field has not been fully researched in Kazakhstan. Therefore, local
policy-makers who seem to be, unaware of the integral aspects of any language policy like
language ideologies when designing and implementing language policies do not consider
them. The fact that “Trinity of the Languages” program has not lead to the appearance of
official language policy and accompanying documents can atone to the fact. In other contexts,
people’s language ideologies otherwise are well researched at possible level of existence and
from different standpoints. At the same time, most research investigates family language
policies, ideologies or practices of immigrant rather than marginalized ethnic and language
minority families; however, at home level language ideologies of people belonging to the
language and ethnic majorities are considerably less researched. Each multilingual context is
unique, and language policies and ideologies of majority groups are not necessarily
monolingual as Spolsky (2004) suggests. Multilingual and multiethnic Kazakhstan has a post-
colonial past, so the current ethnic majority then have been numerical and linguistic minority
and in the last couple of decades has implemented several major language policies. While

some study of national language policies and public language ideologies has been conducted
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in the country, these studies have not examined post-Soviet language revitalization as it
affects family language policies and ideologies of any ethnic, linguistic groups.
Purpose of the Study

Within the frame of education and schooling as related to the language policy, it is
important to explore the perspectives of the affected parties. Therefore, this paper aims to
identify parental language ideologies to reveal most common ideologies of the society, and to
explore how parents’ language ideologies and language practices shape their views on,
expectations of the trilingual policy. This purpose leads to investigating the following
research questions.
Research Questions

Central question | employed in my study is “What are parents’ understanding of and
expectations for the trilingual policy in education?” To understand this central question, |
developed the following sub-questions:

- What factors are relevant in the choice of medium of instruction?

- How are they connected to parents’ language ideologies and language practices?

- What do parent’ language ideologies reveal about their views on trilingual policy?

The first sub-question aims to reveal the reasons that played into parental decision
about choice of medium of instruction that can be connected to various circumstances. The
second question, then, will look into the relation of these circumstances on the formation of
people’s language ideologies, which are not always conscious and articulated. Parents’
decision about children’s language of instructions is the outward display of their language
ideologies and family language policies. And, finally the third sub-question will help reveal

parents’ views on trilingual policy which were based on their language ideologies.
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Significance of the Study

This study is very important for me as it gave me valuable opportunity to hone my
research skills and gain experience of organizing and carrying a project from the beginning to
the end. It is also my first contribution to the existing body of knowledge. In addition, there is
a great significance of my work for Kazakhstan as it draws attention to the important societal
phenomena like language policy not being recognized and treated as such. This study also
contributes to the existing gap in the research regarding the language policy in Kazakhstan; it
sheds some light on current ideologies and language practices that occur at family level.
Knowing the views of parents on the trilingual policy that come from their language
ideologies can help policy-makers in better managing its implementation. Suggestions for the
current practice and even policy based on the findings will increase chances of successful
implementation of the policy, thus benefit both policy-makers and general public. The
findings of the parental language ideologies of group of people belonging to the complex
multilingual society of Kazakhstan should make an important contribution to the field of
sociolinguistics.
Outline of the Study

The introduction chapter recounts the background information and the context of the
topic by highlighting some relevant aspects of the new language policy (how it came to be
and what it is aimed at achieving), elaborates on the lack of study into people’s opinions that
became the research problem and its significance to the existing body of knowledge and to the
society, recounts the research questions and outlines the structure of this paper. The literature
review chapter explores the concepts of language policy, language ideology and language

practice, presents the review of literature on international and local studies that investigated
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these concepts. The methodology chapter describes the research design and methodological
procedures of survey which served as recruitment tool and ten interviews that were conducted
in two urban centers of Kazakhstan and constitutes the source of empirical data for this
article, and reports on the analysis methods that was used to identify the findings. The
findings chapter reports on the reasons for choosing medium of instruction compiled from
survey answers that lead to discovery of the parental language ideologies that are similar to
the dominant language ideologies in the society and parental viewpoints on the new policy.
The discussion chapter offers attempts to provide probable explanations as to why parents
have certain language ideologies and how they made up their opinions about the new policy
from the reviewed literature and elaborates on their possible affect the policy. This paper
concludes with remarks on the limitations of the current work and the implications of the
findings for the larger Kazakhstani context and recommendations for the research and

practice.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review

Language policy is a social phenomenon that tries to regulate the public’s use of
languages. Some language policies are designed to regulate languages used in education, a
crucial domain of language that affects the whole society and can also determine the future of
the language (Delarue & De Caluwe, 2015; Liddicoat & Taylor-Leech, 2015). Most studies
that exist on the perceptions of main stakeholders about language policies explore the
opinions of teachers and students as their main implementers (Bridwell-Mitchell & Sherer,
2017; Heineke & Cameron, 2011; Valadez, Etxeberria, & Intxausti, 2015). However, other
members of the society like students’ family members also play important role in the
implementation. Public’s support or rejection of the new policy directly influence its success
or failure. People have beliefs about and assign certain values to the languages based on their
own linguistic, cultural, educational backgrounds and experiences (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009).
These language beliefs are the prism through which people evaluate the language policy and
form their attitudes towards it (Liddicoat &Taylor-Leech, 2015). Learning such language
beliefs of society members, especially ones that are directly affected by the language-in-
education policy like parents of students, allows finding out the dominant language ideologies
existing within the society. This can serve as a predictor of how people will react to the new
policy. However, all individuals have a complex mixture of multiple language beliefs not all
of which are consciously articulated but all of which influence their language choices
(Martinez, Hikida & Duran, 2015).

Most researchers use ethnographic tools of inquiry such as interviews and
observations to find out people’s language beliefs through their everyday language choices

and practices (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Phyak, 2013). Home is the domain where people can
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create their own language policies because they do not feel the pressure to adhere to societal
language norms (Johnson, 2013). Learning about parents’ home language practices, and
reasons for choosing certain language as medium of instruction can to uncover people’ s
language beliefs. To answer the central research question of this study, that is to find out
about how people understand the language policy, one must learn what language beliefs
public had in the societies that experienced introduction of major language policy and to learn
what language ideologies Kazakhstani public might have before the implementation of the
trilingual policy. This section explores the concepts related to language policies and language
beliefs, examines family language policies and the connection between choice of school and
the language beliefs, investigates how existing public language beliefs influenced their views
and reactions to the language policies in different settings and presents the past language
policies that formed the language beliefs of members of Kazakhstani society.
Concepts

Language policy and language ideology are the two central concepts that guided this
study. In the scope of this work, language policy is defined as “a situated socio-cultural
process — the complex of practices, ideologies, attitudes, and formal and informal mechanisms
that influence people's language choices in profound and pervasive everyday ways” (McCarty
2010, p. xii). From this definition, it can be deduced that that language policy strongly affects
the society, as it informs people’s opinions and actions related to languages. People can
adhere to the policy or reject it. Therefore, it can be said that not only policy-makers but all
members of the society are the implementers of the policy.

All language policies, regardless whether they exist at a nation or family unit levels,

one way or another affect all groups and communities of the society. Some language policies
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have even bigger impact on society than others. Language policies, whether they are covert or
overt that have any impact on the languages that are used in the education as language of
instruction, communication or simply taught as a subject, are referred to as language-in-
education policies (Johnson, 2013). Such language-in-education policy is said to impact the
society the most since it vocalizes the plan for society members’ future (Delarue & De
Caluwe, 2013). Since according to Fishman (1991) survival of the language is closely tied to
its use in formal education, language-in-education policy defines the role, the function and the
value of the languages and can even determine its fate. Therefore, any change to the existing
language-in-education policy should be carefully planned and learning from experiences of
other countries or societies that changed their language-in-education policies can facilitate its
success.

In the scope of this work, language ideologies are defined as “the set of beliefs about
the appropriate practice of languages in the society that also assigns values and prestige to
them” (Spolsky, 2004, p.14). Finding out the prevalent language ideologies of the society is
important because Liddicoat and Taylor-Leech state that “the prevailing ideologies within a
society and the attitudes and values they (re)produce are an important part of the context in
which language education occurs” (2015, p.2). It seems that people evaluate languages and
language policies through their own beliefs about languages built their past experiences.
Because of strong connection between people’ ideologies on languages and the way people
interact with language policies, knowing dominant ideologies in the society can help predict if
people will adjust to, ignore, internalize or refute the new policy. Therefore, beliefs about
languages can be the factor that that can play into the effective implementation of the new

language-in-education policy.
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Language ideologies are complex phenomena. Spolsky (2004) argues that one
ideology is usually dominant in the society, while other scholars believe that individual have
multiple ideologies not all of which are expressed and demonstrated (Kroskrity, 2004;
Martinez, Hikida & Duran, 2015). This means that while some of the many language
ideologies that people possess are explicit, there can be some that can be only deduced from
speakers’ language use (Kroskrity, 2004). Moreover, public language ideologies are not
“predetermined or fixed but continuously negotiated, contested, and reshaped by people’s
everyday sociocultural experience and future trajectories” (Bae, 2015, p. 643). Which means
that they are not constant and can change along shift in society that happen under influence of
various circumstances. According to Spolsky (2004) there are four linguistic and non-
linguistic forces that influence the emergence of language ideologies: the sociolinguistic
force, which influences the formation of the common understanding which language or its
variation is acceptable and not; the sociocultural force, which impacts what value people
assign to languages; the socioeconomic force, which regards languages through their benefits;
and the sociopolitical force, which is connected to official language policies and being a force
that derives from the top can strongly influence people’s opinions about languages. The
values assigned to the languages can be purely symbolic which stem from the emotional ties
person has with the language, while the prospective benefits of the language increase its
instrumental value (de Jong, 2014). These four forces can influence perceptions of people at
the same time, they can overlap or one of them can overpower the others. Therefore, two
members of the same society that have experienced exposure to the same forces can have
complex set of ideologies that can be similar or different, close or opposite. Peoples’

backgrounds, life circumstances and linguistic competences can play into the formation of
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their ideologies. Language ideologies can also change along with people’s new life
experiences; thus language policies are individual as well as community or national.

Language and as was mentioned before it can help uncover covert language ideologies
that people have. While language policies and the accompanying rules of language use can
occur at the macro level, the level of the whole society, the domain where people can decide
on their own policies and practices is home. In this domain language policy is called Family
Language Policy (FLP). According to Curdt-Christiansen (2009), FLP is “shaped by what the
family believes will strengthen the family’s social standing and will best serve and support the
family members’ goals in life” (p. 352). In other words, FLP is based on family members’
beliefs on language(s), and language practices that are beneficial to their family. Bae (2015)
states that investigating people’s discourses and everyday language practices can reveal their
language ideologies. Meanwhile, choice of medium of instruction as part of the FLP
management is considered the ultimate manifestation of family language policy (Curd-
Christiansen, 2009) and can serve to identify the strongest language ideology in the family.
Finding out the reasoning behind choosing one language of certain number of families can
help to find out the most common language ideologies among population in their residence.

Change in the official language policy can affect home language policy management
which can hence result in community language shift. This means that home language policy
can change community language; however, in its turn community also can influence family
language policy. From various papers on FLP, several factors that impact people’s FLP were
compiled. These factors include parents’ own educational experiences and values assigned to
languages (Leung & Uchikoshi, 2012), media and peer-group interactions (Curdt-

Christiansen, 2009), the official governmental language policy and parental educational
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expectations and aspirations for their children’s bilingual development that is usually
connected to perceived market values of the different languages and conflict of explicit and
implicit ideologies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2016) and parental understanding of how children
acquire language(s) and about their own roles in this process (Moin, Scwartz & Leikin, 2013).
All of these factors can have different impacts on individuals. Since each person is individual
with their own unique experience and set of values and beliefs, members of the same family
can have the same, opposing, or at times conflicting language ideologies. Family members
can adhere to one FLP consistently or each member can try to implement their own FLP at
home.
International Studies

There have been a number of studies conducted on perspectives of different
stakeholders on language policies in the world, especially on language policies that were
employed in education. From the vast number of studies conducted about the language-in-
education policy, the overwhelming majority were investigated from the sociolinguistics
perspective. Sociolinguists predominantly use discourse analysis or critical ethnographic
approaches. Social sciences also research public perspectives and attitudes to understand deep
incentive behind social behavior (Hodges, 2012). This implies that in order to better
understand social behavior it is preferable to study deeply one person and their incentives than
to study society to understand one person. This means that because not all members of the
same social community will have the same or similar language ideologies, finding out the
dominant language ideologies in society comes from learning language ideologies of different

individuals with various roles in the community. However, studies that specifically focus on
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parents understanding, attitudes, beliefs and expectations seem to be less frequently conducted
compared to studies of teachers’ and students’ perspective (Johnson, 2013).

One of the emergent themes of such studies is that the success of the any policy
implementation is closely connected to certain “practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and
rules” its implementers have (Bridwell-Mitchell & Sherer, 2017, p. 223). In language policy
implementation, this connection leads to teachers’ appropriation of the policy and their
pedagogy practices according to their language ideologies and their classroom contexts
(Heineke & Cameron, 2011). It seems that teachers react to language-in-education policies of
which they are the immediate implementers through their own set of beliefs including those
about languages. While a considerable amount of literature has been published on language
policy and its aspects like language ideologies and management, these studies explore the
existing or past language policies and not the language policies at the early stages of
implementation. Such language policies under investigation have already some produced
outcomes, thus researchers do not wonder what people expect of them. One of the few studies
that explored teachers’ expectations in the context of language revitalization policy focused
on probabilities of Basque dominant, Spanish dominant and recently settled immigrant
students’ mastering the language (Valadez, Etxeberria, & Intxausti, 2015). The findings of
this research suggest that the highest chances of learning the Basque language are expected
from Basque dominant students, who assign symbolic and instrumental value to the language,
and the lowest from new immigrants.

At the same time, there is a relatively small body of literature that is concerned with
parents’ views on the language policies predominantly focused on language policies at family

level. Many researchers conducted studies to explore how FLP are negotiated and executed in
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the family. However, most of these studies explore the cases of migrant or ethnic/ linguistic
minority or immigrant families. Spolsky (2004) claims that literature on language ideologies
of parents’ that belong to the majority group are scarce because they are usually monolingual.
The existing literature on FLP and language ideologies at this level suggest that n some
communities, the common language ideologies can be positive and supporting of the language
policy, negative and opposing the language policy or mixed with some portion of population
endorsing and other rejecting it. For example, in some communities all members share
positive outlook on language-in-education policy. This is the case of bilingual school for
Palestinian and Jewish children in Israel. Nasser (2010) claims that one the main reasons for
Palestinian and Jewish parents to keep their children in bilingual education in Israel was their
belief that the school promotes cultural understanding and tolerance among all children. Any
country that tries to implement multilingual language-in-education policy should be aware of
such occurrence, aim to try to avoid devaluing one of the languages.

Meanwhile, some people can be against language policy with objective to maintain
their minority language because of their language ideologies. Because of the perceived
economic and cultural value assigned to the languages, people refuse to the use of mother
tongue in education. It is often the case of parents from marginalized groups that perceive
their native languages as language of poverty and the past (Hornberger, 2009). By resisting
the language policy that aims to maintain the language they also refuse the societal
multilingualism through language-in-education policy. That was the case of the
ethnographical study of a multilingual school in Nepal, results of which show that indigenous
communities did not see any cultural and linguistic capital of their own first language in the

wider educational or economic market (Phyak, 2013) and actively tried to stop the use of



LANGUAGE POLICY, IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICE

native language as MOI. At the same time, some communities can support language
revitalization (Cho, 2015). The example of second-generation Korean-Americans show that
contrary to the established process of heritage language shift towards its loss among children
of first- generation migrants, the perception of Korean as prestigious language lead to positive
attitudes towards its maintenance and revitalization.

In other communities, public can be divided in their opinions about the language-in-
education policy. Some members of the same community can support it wholeheartedly,
while others oppose it. For example, in Catalonia, Pladevall-Ballester (2015) used open and
close-ended opinion questionnaires to gather parents’ opinions and expectations of the CLIL
program in primary schools. The results varied from convictions that this program is the only
way to learn English, to fears that it is detrimental to children’s first languages. She
speculated that those parents that regard this program with caution could be parents that feel
that the language policy that promotes multilingualism endangers their position in society,
undermines their language and cultural heritage, threatens their younger’ futures. The
researcher concluded that such polar findings can be the result of parent not being well
informed about the multilingual education with its own language-in-education policy.
Moreover, because of the different language ideologies of society members sometimes
language policies can achieve their aims only partially. Curdt-Christiansen’s six months long
ethnographic study of three families of diverse origins revealed that while governmental
language policy was the promotion of societal multilingualism through maintenance of
mother tongue(s) and usage of English as MOI, some family members intentionally or not
hindered development of children’s bilingualism (2016). Observations, parents’ interview and

family language audit used as data collection tools showed that despite the expressed
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language ideologies, interaction with children which is part of the FLP management can have
the opposite results than those that were indicated by their expressed language ideologies, can
simply be inconsistent and even conflicting among different members of the same family.
Any country that plans for the successful implementation of the policy should be aware of the
existing and possible divide in people’s opinions.

Apart from ethnographic research that is the most commonly used research design,
public’s language beliefs can be revealed by learning the reasons for choice of language of
instruction. For example, Whiting and Feinauer (2011) used only opinion questionnaires with
open and close-ended questions to find reasons highly motivated parents from diverse
community chose Spanish- English two-way immersion program for their children. From
open coding researchers synthesized six categories as reasons for parents’ decision according
to their occurrence of being named: bilingualisms/biliteracy, educational experiences, future
and career opportunities, cultural immersion/diversity, preserving heritage, and proximity to
home. These six reasons were most common among parents tell what value did parents assign
to studying in two languages. Parents’ ethnic, educational, socioeconomic or religious
backgrounds played big part in their decision-making process. Heritage maintenance was
relevant only for Spanish speaking parents, while bilingualisms/biliteracy was the most
frequently named reason among both English and Spanish speaking parents. Learning how
parents made choice of the language of instruction at the time of new multilingual language-
in-education policy implementation can help reveal the prevalent existing language

ideologies.
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Kazakhstani Context

Studies discussed above illustrate how public language ideologies can positively or
negatively influence the implementation of language policy proposing a language policy,
issuing a law supporting it and a state program of its implementation sometimes are not
enough to make public adhere to the new policy. The rejection of policy is the results of
changing the language-in-education policy that Kazakhstan should try to avoid by taking into
account all of the existing language ideologies among its population. Since the trilingual
policy is a rather recent innovation, in Kazakhstan, there seem does not seem to be many
studies conducted about its implementation, its results and public opinion about it. However,
since all societies have certain language beliefs they would assess the new policies from the
perspective of what they know and in what they believe.

In Kazakhstan, sociolinguistics is the field that has not been fully investigated to date.
While there are studies on language policies that have been implemented into the Kazakhstani
society earlier and language ideologies that exist within it, they are either old written in the
previous decade or are written based on them. For example, Arya, McClung, Katznelson and
Scott (2016) on a 2004 study to claim that Kazakhstan’s citizens regard bilingualism is
different compared to citizen of Canada basing their conclusion. Meanwhile Zhumanova,
Dosova, Imanbetov, and Zhumashev (2016) analyze several Kazakhstani studies, none of
which were written in the second decade of 2000s. Due to such scarcity of sources, this paper
will use all sources available regardless of their publication date.

Trilingual policy is the policy that changes the language of instruction in mainstream
school making it the language-in-education policy which can have an enormous impact on the

future of the country. Since the trilingual policy has not affected the majority of the
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population yet which is planned to be achieved by 2019, public’s language ideologies were
formed under influence of previous language policies. Language ideology might take some
time to spread in the society and can stay in it for a long time. There are several studies about
language policies in Kazakhstan most conducted before the nationwide implementation of the
trilingual policy. The most noteworthy studies are the study of language shift in their function
as mainstream schools’ medium of instruction in cities by Fierman (2006), the research about
previous covert language policy called Kazakhization and its influence on citizens’ attitudes
towards and use of languages of the community conducted in Almaty by Smagulova (2008)
and research that Matuszkiewicz (2010) did on new ethnic relations that were constructed
after independence under influence of language policies. These studies explored national
language policies that were introduced before the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan,
kazakhization of the society and official bilingualism.

One of the language ideology that exist in Kazakhstani society is the result
Kazakhization process that had the purpose of “derussification” the society and revitalizing
the Kazakh language (Matuszkiewicz, 2010, p. 220). This process was described by Dave
(2004), Fierman (2006), Smagulova (2008) and Matuszkiewicz (2010), and they all agree that
the main aim of this process was the active and at times forceful revitalization of the Kazakh
language, thus this language policy can be said to have nationalistic “one nation, one
language” viewpoint (de Jong, 2014). Its main slogan was a quote by the president
Nazarbayev that “Kazakhs should speak in the Kazakh language with other Kazakhs” used
shaming for not knowing the “mother tonguage” which was said to deepen the clear divide
between urban and rural Kazakhs in their ideologies and identities. Yessenova (2009) puts

forward a notion that the Kazakh ethnic group was split into two groups of people that
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identified themselves as “Kazakh speaking rural Kazakhs” and “Russian speaking urban
Kazakhs”. Smagulova (2008) while agreeing with this notion also expands it by stating that it
happened because of the perceived instrumental value of Russian as a tool for upward
movement of several generations of city Kazakhs. In addition to the language differences,
there seem to be ideological opposition where Russian speaking Kazakhs regard the Kazakh
language as “language of old” while Kazakh dominant Kazakhs shame all those incompetent
in Kazakh as “shala-Kazakh” (literary subpar Kazakh) or “mangurts” (someone who lost their
language, name, origin) (Yessenova, 2009). It seems that Kazakh dominant Kazakh have
deeper emotional connection to their mother tongue than city Kazakhs most of whom have a
very limited competence in the language and a little interest in mastering it.

Other scholars like Dave (2004), Smagulova (2008) and Matuszkiewicz (2010), that
also investigated the Kazakhization process, agree that it did not fully reach the set aims.
Kazakhization process was rather forceful and somewhat alienating (Matuszkiewicz, 2010),
some of the minority ethnic groups and many Kazakh were against such change in the
language use. Policy aimed at “derussification” of the society the nation lead to inter-ethnic
tension (Dave, 2004; Matuszkiewicz, 2010; Smagulova, 2008). There were reports in the
media on the attempts of people belonging to Slavic ethnic groups to separate northern
regions Kazakhstan by creating an autonomy or by joining Russian federation. Many people
belonging to Kazakh, Russian and other ethnicities living in Kazakhstan were in favour of
retaining Russian as the language spoken in the society. To appease to all society and prevent
interethnic conflicts that devastated many of the neighbouring countries, Kazakhstan issued
the Law on the Languages of 1997 that stated that Kazakh is the state language and Russian is

the official language of interethnic communication (Yakavetz & Dzhadrina, 2014). This law



LANGUAGE POLICY, IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICE 21

also declared the right of all Kazakhstani citizens to use their mother tongues and get
education in one’s mother tongue in areas of high enough density of population speaking the
language. This pluralistic ideology is carried on in the new language policy that promotes use
of many languages. However, Arya, McClung, Katznelson and Scott (2016) that use the paper
published 12 years ago as an only reference in discussing language ideologies in Kazakhstan
and conclude that here public regards acquiring bilingualism in Russian and native language
as a “a mere nod of respect for one’s mother tongue” (p.44). It means that people of
Kazakhstan do not see benefits in being bilingual and in knowing native language which is
recognized as official state language only formally. Despite such conclusion made based on
out dated study, Kazakhstani policy- makers designed a new language policy with name that
refers to multilingualism. The trilingual policy with its aim to maintain and promote
competency in the Kazakh language among wider number of population seems to carry the
ideology promoting the societal multilingualism. The trilingual policy also takes into
consideration languages of other ethnic groups of Kazakhstan.

The trilingual policy has a complex ideology of preserving the Kazakh language and
societal multilingualism at the same time. However, the studies that explore it do not look at
the new language policy from sociolinguistic point of view. For example, Mehisto,
Kambatyrova and Nurseitiva (2014) conducted the most salient study on the latest language
policy. They explored how various stakeholders perceive government’s intentions concerning
the trilingual policy and claim that the majority of respondents were positive views about the
multilingual aims of the policy. The researchers concluded that despite support and optimism
expressed by the clear majority of respondents, their limited knowledge of international

experience can indicate that the implementation of the trilingual policy was initiated without
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sufficient explanatory work to help society to prepare and adjust to changes. However, the
latest study analyzed official government documents, and interviewed local and regional
administration officials, pre-service teacher training institution executives, school principals
and their deputy heads one to one, while teachers and students were interviewed in focus
groups and this study did not reveal participants’ language ideologies.

All of the studies discussed above explore the broad national language ideologies and
do not look at the language ideologies that exist at community or family levels. Judging
language policies only on by the official statements might not be enough to reveal the actual
ideologies people have. Studying language ideologies at family level can help with that but
FLP in Kazakhstan is an area of sociolinguistics that has not been researched in depth. There
are a handful of studies done in the field if researches on choice of school can be counted as
FLP studies. For example, one of the earlier studies explores the shift in the use of Kazakh
language and made the prediction based on the analysis the statistical data of students enrolled
in Kazakh and Russian medium of instruction schools. Fierman (2006) predicts that the divide
in the Kazakh ethnic group as Russophone Kazakhs and Kazakh dominant Kazakh was most
likely to remain in the society. This conclusion contradicts another study of FLP in
Kazakhstan done by Smagulova (2017). She states that as far as 2008 she noticed the
language shift towards revitalizing Kazakh among Russified urban population of a major city
in Kazakhstan. She concludes that some Russian dominant urban Kazakh choose to enroll
their children into Kazakh-medium school because of their implicit ideology of language
revival and reconnection with one’s ethnic identity.

To sum up, language policies regulate language use in the different domains of the

society. National language policies like Kazakhization process or Law on languages affect the
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whole nation and influence people’s languages beliefs. These beliefs form one language
ideologies that can be adopted by person without conscious realization or be well articulated;
nonetheless, people usually have multiple ideologies both expressed and not. Choice of school
MOI, on the other hand, is usually a result of deliberate reasoning and can help determine
people’ own language policies and ideologies. Existing body of literature on public’s
language ideologies clearly indicates the direct influence of person’s language beliefs on their
reaction to new language policy. In Kazakhstan, empirical and analytical literature on
language policies, language ideologies and FLP and its management is rather scares.
Nevertheless, the existing sources point to the existence of several language ideologies in
Kazakhstani society. These ideologies are the strive to revitalize Kazakh language, the desire
to retain interethnic peace and keeping societal multilingualism by valuing all languages of all
ethnic groups and ideological divide within the ethnic majority as Russian-dominant and
Kazakh-dominant portions that can have strong objection to others’ stance. The following

section will discuss the methodology of the present study.
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Chapter 3. Methodology Chapter

The central phenomena of this study are parents’ perceptions of the new language-in-
education policy and its connection to their language ideologies. To investigate the central
phenomena, | designed the research questions to explore the parents’ understanding of and
expectations for the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan that can be based on their language
ideologies, which would be revealed in the analysis of reasoning for choosing children’s
medium of education and their home language practices. This chapter presents the qualitative
methodology employed to examine the topic of parents’ opinions of the new policy and
provides justification for using the qualitative research design. It also explains why certain
tools like survey and interview were chosen to collect the data and how they were developed,
reports on how the participants and research sites were selected, describes how research
procedure was carried out, explains the way the collected data was analyzed thematically and
with elements of discourse analysis and discusses the limitations of the design of this study.
Research Design

This study employs a qualitative interview-based research design. According to
Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007), this particular design allows a researcher to gather
sufficient and valid data on the central phenomenon of the study and to address the research
problem. Furthermore, this study is an adaptation of Riches and Curdt-Christiansen’s (2010)
work, which used ethnographic tools of inquiry: semi-structured interviews with members of
selected families in their homes and participant observations in the school and community
contexts in order to study parents’ aspirations and expectations for, and their support of and
involvement in, their children’s education. However, its design was modified to

accommodate the specific context of this particular study which addresses similar research
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questions with a different focus within a shorter time frame. Because of the limited time
given to collect the data in two geographically distant locations, observation was not seen as
fit for the purposes of the present study. As with Hodges’ (2012) study on parental incentives
for choosing a certain medium school for their children, | devised and administered the survey
only for purposeful sampling in identifying participants with certain beliefs and recruit them
for the follow-up interview.

The research began with an interpretation of a research problem and a development of
a research purpose and then research questions set out to reveal insight into the topics under
investigation. The next step was the review of the concepts relevant to the research problem
and the purpose along with the intention of gaining some understanding of the different
context where these concepts would be investigated. After that, | developed two data
collection instruments based on different purposes. The first data collection tool is the
recruitment survey that contains 13 closed background questions and one open-ended
question, which asked parents about the reasons took into account when choosing a certain
language as MOI for their child’s education. The second data collection tool is the interview
with a 10-question interview protocol designed to seek answers to the research questions. This
study employed the qualitative research method and collected data by conducting ten one-to-
one interviews, six of which were face-to-face and four which were done via telephone as per
some participants’ requests. During the interviews, | asked questions additional to the ten
from the interview protocol in order to clarify and allow the participants the opportunity to
expand on their initial answers.

Before starting the data collection, I pilot tested both instruments on five volunteers in

both languages that would be made available to the actual participants. Initially, the
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participants of this study were to be comprised of parents of children in the 1st grade of
mainstream Kazakh and Russian schools in two large urban centers. The study intended to
involve the participants with similar middle class socioeconomic status, however, of diverse
linguistic, ethnic, cultural and educational backgrounds as the most likely representative of
the views shared by the majority of citizens. However, during the data collection procedure
due to time constraints and the unforeseen difficulties in gaining permission from the
headmaster of a school with Russian MOI in the second city, the study had to be changed to
perceptions of parents from only Kazakh MOI schools in two urban cities. All data collected
from the parents of Russian MOI from the first city were not taken in account in the Findings
and Discussion section of this paper. During the two weeks of data collection, | distributed
100 surveys at two Kazakh- medium schools in two cities out which only 44 surveys were
fully completed. The preliminary analysis of the answer why parents chose a certain language
of instruction showed the emergence of several of the most common trends and some unique
reasoning. Based on these trends, | selected ten participants for the follow up interviews. The
section below elaborates by describing the participants of this study.

Participants. When carrying out the interview-based research, selecting the
participants is very important. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2003) and Creswell (2014)
agree that in qualitative research, identifying and choosing participants is purposeful, thus
they should be selected from those who are likely to be most helpful through their clear
understanding of in understanding the central phenomenon. The participants of this study
were parents of children enrolled in the first grade of mainstream Kazakh schools in two large
cities of Kazakhstan and so had started their schooling careers in 2016 in the just recently

reformed new program. At the moment, they are the only parents who were influenced by the
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implementation of the trilingual language policy. Moreover, parents of these first graders had
decided of the MOI only a half year prior to the data collection time, thus the process and
factors that influenced this decision should have been fresh in their memories. Therefore,
participants of this study were chosen through a purposive sampling technique, i.e. surveys of
parents of children in the first grade of mainstream Kazakh schools in two large urban centers.
The children were not involved in this research; they were neither interviewed or observed.
From the participants that filled out the survey, | selected ten parents, five parents
from the first city and five parents from the second city. In the language most convenient to
them, | informed the participants about the purpose of the study, explained how the interview
would proceed, with explanation of how the data collected from them would be further
processed and asked permission to record their responses. The participants were informed
about their right to withdraw from the interview or could decide not to answer a question at
any time without any harm or punishment. 1 distributed the informed consent forms (see
Appendix A) to participants in the language of their choice, one that was the language most
convenient to them. | completed the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) (see
Appendix B) training prior to approaching the possible respondents. No psychological,
social, economic, or emotional pressure were put on them. All participants were assigned
pseudonyms based on the order in which their interviews were conducted. | did not include in
the research any of the identifiable features that the participants shared during the interviews.
Research site. The research was conducted in two large urban centers, where some
residents were born and raised and many others had moved to there from other parts of the
country. Therefore, the participants from these two urban centers were able to reveal language

ideologies typical to the communities of these cities and other parts of the country because
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people can express opinions that are dominant in their place of origin. The first research site
was an urban, mainstream, primary school with Kazakh MOI, which had number of Russian
MOI schools in close proximity to it. The second research site was an urban mixed school that
provides education in two separate streams in one of the languages, Kazakh and Russian. The
schools are located in two different cities. Choosing such schools was done in such a way as
in order to eliminate ‘proximity to home’ as a possible answer for question of the choice of
MOI. However, | did not been anticipate that in mixed schools the proportion of classes with
Kazakh MOI and Russian MOI was not equal. The local administration prescribed how many
classes should be taught in Russian or Kazakh MOI without considering the number of
students willing to enroll in classes with certain language of instruction. As such, it had an
impact on the open-ended question of the survey on reasons for enrolling. The section below
will present the information about the tools administered to gather the data in greater detail.
Data collection instruments. The primary tool for collecting the data that answered
the research questions was follow-up, semi-structured, one-to-one interviews, conducted
either face-to-face or by telephone. Before interviews, a short survey with 13 closed questions
capturing respondents’ ethnic, linguistic, cultural and educational background information and
one open- ended question on the respondents’ reasons for choosing a particular MOI was
administered (See Appendix C). I distributed the surveys that were available in two languages
dominant in community personally. The surveys were accompanied by a covering letter with
a request for further participation in the research and for participants’ contact details if they
had a wish to participate. The surveys were used to observe trends indicated by responses to
questions (Creswell, 2014) from which participants with certain ideologies and attitudes were

identified and recruited for the interviews if contact information was provided. Data collected
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from the survey helped to find emerging commonalities and possible themes for the analysis.
Moreover, the information from the surveys helped to form essential interview questions to
ensure that the research questions were answered. Participants for follow up interviews were
chosen in accordance with the emerging themes.

Each of the ten semi-structured, in-depth, focused, one-to-one, and face-to-face or
telephone interviews took from 20 to 40 minutes. | conducted the interviews in the language
the participants indicted was most comfortable for them. All questions in both languages were
piloted beforehand. During the interviews, | asked ten question from the interview protocol
and approximately 20 additional open-ended, semi-structured questions that elicited
qualitative information about the respondents’ perceptions regarding the issues under
investigation (See Appendix D). In order to get in-depth information, these additional
questions were prepared before the interviews. Answers to the questions were divided into
different themes according to the concepts that drive this research. The questions for all
participants were the same, so that it was easier to compare and analyze the findings. The next
section will elaborate on the research site where the parents were recruited or interviewed.
The analysis of the collected data will be discussed more in-depth later in this chapter, while
the section below recounts the procedures that | conducted.

Research Procedures

The whole process of the study started long before the data collection period. Prior to
starting data collection, | completed the CITI training that helped her to receive approval to
conduct this study from the NUGSE Research Committee. Before going into the field, |
conducted pilot testing of survey and interview questions and another field test with

alternative wording in Kazakh and Russian. I did not have gatekeepers at the chosen research
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sites. After receiving the informative, permission letter from the NUGSE, | approached the
headmasters of schools in the two cities asking permission to distribute the survey on the
premises of their school grounds. Each school principals received the NUGSE letter
informing them about the current study. By gaining permission, | was allowed to approach
parents that were dropping off or picking up their children requesting that they fill in the
survey. The participants could choose to fill out survey in the language that was comfortable
for them. Due to the lack of cooperation of headmasters of several Russian medium schools
approached in the second city, this study had to change focus from perspective of parents with
children in both Kazakh and Russian schools to opinions of parents from Kazakh- medium
schools.

The data was collected from the 5th to the 16th of December in the first city and from
the 10th to the 19th of January in the second city. However, in the first school when the
parents were given the surveys in Kazakh, quite a number of them struggled to read, to
understand the close-ended question and to reply to the open-ended question in Kazakh. |
collected 23 completed and 13 partially filled in out of 50 distributed. I considered the surveys
that did not contain an answer to the open-ended question as partially filled in and eliminated
them from the data collection and the analysis. Out of the 23 fully filled in surveys, seven had
contact information from parents willing to be interviewed. The information from the answers
to the open-ended question allowed me to choose five interviewees that were later
interviewed. In the second city, | followed the procedure of data collection exactly as I did in
the first city with the only difference being the survey language. This time the surveys were
double sided and contained questions in Russian on one side and in Kazakh on the other side.

Nevertheless, some parents replied in Russian to questions written on the Kazakh side. |
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collected 21 completed and 15 partially filled in surveys with 8 parents ready to be
interviewed. The participants that expressed a willingness to take part in the follow up
interviews were contacted by the means indicated in the survey.

Before asking the interview questions, | gave each participant an informed consent
form and thoroughly explained the purpose, procedure and the result of the research in the
language that was most comfortable to them. The language of the interviews was either
Kazakh, Russian or a code mix of the two languages depending on the interviewee’s
preference, as | am fluent in both. In addition to that, | transcribed and analyzed the interviews
contents while conducting the interviews. More on the analysis of the data will be elaborated
on later in the analysis section of this chapter. The interviews were held at a time most
convenient for the participants at places of their choice such as their homes, work place,
multi-space rooms, or by telephone and ranged in length from 20 to 40 min. Six out ten
interviews were held face-to-face and four were conducted via telephone as per participants’
requests. All four participants that answered to the interview questions via the telephone
received consent form through emails, and after reading and signing them sent them back to
me. Five participants gave formal agreement before the interview for me to record their
answers, thus only five interviews were audiotaped and transcribed to facilitate the following
data analysis. The rest of the interviews were not audio-recorded but notes were taken during
and immediately after the interviews. Hard copies of the transcripts and protocols were kept
in the safe, locked place, while the soft version of copies of transcripts, protocols, and data
analysis were kept in the password-protected folder on school server. All raw and analyzed

data was destroyed when this paper was finished.
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Limitations. While conducting this research | faced some challenges such as the
limited time given for the data collection and a difficulty identifying suitable participants and
gaining cooperation from the school administration and participants. While I managed to
overcome these challenges, the research design still has some limitations.

Due to the generally accepted cultural practice where mothers are caregivers while
fathers are breadwinners, participants were predominantly females. On one hand, child raising
and care giving is highly feminized in Kazakhstan, and many men tend to consider all matters
concerning children’s up bringing as something unrelated to them. This limitation could not
be overcome by a novice researcher like me with such short time given for data collection. On
the other hand, as primary caregivers some of whom are stay at home mothers, female
participants as people that spend more time with children should be more knowledgeable
about the language practices at home.

Both data collecting tools (interviews and open- ended survey) rely solely on
participants” memories and truthfulness. Moreover, participants reported on their everyday
action such as choice of language of communication that often happen for different purpose
but without conscious pondering on why such choice happened or even registering instances
when such choice was done. The observation of such home language practices could have
helped to uncover the actual linguistic situation at home and to triangulate the data. Instead, |
analyzed participants’ discourses that is, according to Fairclough (2013) the main type
analysis that can reveal language ideologies.

Since telephone interview data was gathered without face-to-face contact there was a
limitation of me not seeing participants’ faces and not being able to notice non-verbal part of

the communication like their face expressions, gestures, postures. This hindered my ability to
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decipher fully the participant’s utterances and limited further interpretation of their emotional
states. However, careful recording of intonation and conversation fillers like pauses, noise,
throat clearing and words that were stressed helped overcome this limitation and added
valuable information to discourse analysis.

Analysis. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007) state that in a qualitative study, there
is no one right way of analyzing the data and that the researcher should analyze it in
accordance with the fitness for purpose principle. I used this principle to analyze the data
collected using both data collection instruments. The first tool, although its main intent was to
recruit the participants for the interview provided some relevant data. Most of the data from
the surveys is mainly quantitative because 13 out 14 questions sought background information
so were designed as closed type questions. This was done to speed up the answering the
questions. One question was open-ended and provided word based qualitative data (see
appendix E for data sample). This data was used to find out the most frequently identified
trends that were later explored in the follow up interviews. This was achieved by manually
recording all answers in one table, combining similar answers under the same category and
counting the results. The categories from such analysis are presented in the findings section
below.

The second tool was designed to collect data to find out the participants’ perceptions
of language-in-education, and what language ideologies prompted the parents’ selection of a
certain MOI for their children’s learning. | started the analysis of vast qualitative data from
interviews as soon as the first of ten interviews was conducted because many researchers
agree that qualitative research data is emergent, and that data collection and analysis should

be simultaneous and complement each other (Creswell, 2014; Cohen et al., 2003; Merriam &
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Merriam, 1998; Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014; Weiss, 1994). In addition to thematic
analysis | analyzed participants’ discourses because as Fairclough (2013) claims, discourse
analysis is necessary to analyze language ideologies. This process of conducting a
preliminary analysis while collecting the data helped in facilitating the following interviews
and helped me to pose relevant questions from the themes that started emerging. Since new
questions came to be from the analysis of the first interviews, it meant that I did not pose them
to the first interviewees. | contacted the first participants and asked them these new questions
so that all participants had answered the same set of questions and gave similar data that can
be compared. Therefore, data analysis continued from the first interview to after all ten of
them were conducted and transcribed. | started transcribing the scripts as closely to the
original conversation by writing every word of each of the participants including descriptions
of all verbal and non-verbal clues such as pauses, throat clearing, raise and fall of the voice,
intonation, face expressions gestures, nodding or shaking the head and others. In addition, |
recorded my thoughts, feelings and observations straight after the interview was completed.
According to Creswell (2014), the thematic analysis that is chosen for data analysis in
the study not only describes facts but also “makes interpretation of people and activities” (p.
473). After carefully reading all of the notes, | started noticing some commonalities and
differences. The coding of the data was done by hand in several stages. As Miles and
Huberman (1994) suggest, all assigned codes were gathered, displayed and reduced and
organized into themes. These themes were translated into English because all interviews were
conducted either in Kazakh or in Russian. At the same time, | also analyzed these scripts
along with my field notes as participants’ discourses according to their informativeness, if

discourses contain new information; situationality, under which circumstances they were
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produced; and intertextuality, what is the connection of these discourses to the world outside.
From these emerged themes, or as Creswell (2014) calls them categories, and my
interpretations of participants’ utterances the findings were compiled. These findings are
presented in the Findings Chapter and are interpreted and explained in the Discussion Chapter

of this paper.
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Chapter 4. Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the study about the perceptions of parents
regarding the trilingual policy. In particular, this study focuses on the parents of the first
graders with Kazakh MOI. This study was guided by the main research purpose of exploring
parents’ understanding of and expectations for trilingual policy in education by learning the
views of parents about the new policy, and how these views were connected to parents’
language ideologies and identities and by identifying the factors that were relevant in making
a choice of medium of instruction.

The results were obtained by implementation of two data collection instruments - a
questionnaire and interview. Questionnaire results describing the reasons for enrolling in
Kazakh-medium school were analyzed and synthesized to four major themes. From the results
of the questionnaire survey ten parents were selected for the follow-up interview. They were
assigned codes such as Parent 1, Parent 2 and so on according to the order that interviews
where taken. Because parental language ideologies inform parental viewpoints about the new
policy the findings chapter begins by presenting the discoveries about parental language
ideologies. They come from analysis of data from survey related to the choice of school and
data from interview about participants’ family language practices. The next section discusses
parental understanding of the trilingual policy by exploring what parents know about the
policy, how they interpreted what they know and what they expect from it. The results
interpreted from this analysis and presented at the end of this chapter will be explored in

greater depth in the following chapter.
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The Choice of Kazakh as MOI

Questionnaire asked parents for their reasons that guided their choice of MOI. Parents’
statements given as the answer open-ended question about the choice of language of
instruction facilitated the initial overview of their FLP and language ideologies. Although 42
surveys were filled in by parents of children attending first grade in Kazakh MOI, some of the
parents put down more than one reason in their answers. In the case when parents put down
several reasons, each of these reasons were recorded as one token of reasons with a total
number being 56. From all collected surveys, four main categories of reasons were created
based on the respondents’ perceived language ideologies, counted for frequency of occurrence
and presented below. These categories were also used to recruit the parents that had these
reasons for the follow up interview.

Reasons for choosing Kazakh MOI. As can be seen in Figure 1, “Mother tongue’
was most frequently named as the parents’ main reason for choosing Kazakh-medium
education in almost three quarters of the surveys. All answers that were categorized under
“mother tongue” were gathered from participants indicating Kazakh as their mother tongue,

these answers also include such answers as “our language”, “language of our nation”,
“heritage language”, “language spoken at home”, “we are Kazakhs, child is Kazakh” and “I
want my child to speak Kazakh. In addition, this category was more favored over other
categories by parents that chose to answer in the Kazakh language. The next most frequently
occurring reasoning among parents is the official status of the Kazakh language, and it takes a
little over 20 per cent of all reasons. This category is labeled as “state language”, categorized

together answers like “it is the state language” and “we are citizens of Kazakhstan”. The third

category is called “bilingualism in Kazakh and Russian” and include such answers as “I want
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my child to know Kazakh and Russian” and “Kazakh is harder to learn than Russian”. This
understanding that unlike Russian, Kazakh is harder to learn as second language was put
down only in two surveys but was more common among interviewees when asked. The last
category “no place in Russian class” was given by two respondents and falls under
unexpected findings. These answers were noted in the surveys collected in the mixed school
from the second city. Researcher has not taken into account that while classes with Kazakh
MOI and Russian MOI shared the same building, the number of Kazakh-medium and
Russian-medium classes were assigned by the local administration and not the parents’
choice. Another notable finding is that neither in surveys, nor in interviews respondents

identified the trilingual policy as a factor for choosing to enroll their children into Kazakh-

.l.'-n

medium classes.

Mother State Bilingualism No place in
tongue language in Kazakh and Russian class
Russian
Total number 41 11 2 2

Figure 1. Reasons for choosing Kazakh-medium school.
In conclusion, four main categories of reasons for making the choice of MOI were
identified from answers to open ended question in the survey. Two of the categories were

most frequently named in almost 95 per cent of the cases. Another category was put down



LANGUAGE POLICY, IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICE

only twice in the surveys but was more frequently mentioned in the interviews. The last
category was unexpected finding. The trilingual policy has not been named as the factor that
informed their decision. These reasons were used to generate the themes in the analysis stage
and to recruit parents with the most common and the least common reasons to the follow up
interviews.

Parental language ideologies. In the survey parents reported their reasons for
selecting Kazakh as MOI for their children. Parents that shared the most common reasons
and those that had unique answers were asked to participate in the in-depth interviews
because their statements given in their own words can best help to define their language
ideologies. One of the most striking results to emerge from the data is that the answer given in
the survey was not the actual reason that informed their action. Instead, in all cases a
complicated mixture of circumstances, beliefs and attitudes was the real reason for choosing
Kazakh MOI. Because each person’s life and linguistic experiences can be similar but are
always unique and because each individual has a complex variation of diverse language
beliefs grouping the ten interviewees under definitive categories is not possible. Two people
can stand on antipodal opposite stance regarding one language and have similar views and
beliefs about another language. Therefore, parents were grouped only according to the
parents’ beliefs about the Kazakh language that they chose as language of instruction for their
children.

All participants believe in the benefit of knowing English for children’s future career
perspectives; they share similar ideology towards it which will not be further discussed in this
paper. The analysis of parents’ strongest beliefs that informs most frequently occurring

language practices at home revealed three main language ideologies about the Kazakh



LANGUAGE POLICY, IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICE

language. These ideologies are Kazakh revitalization with some parents having more
nationalistic or pluralistic approach to the process, societal multilingualism and Russophone
ideology. All but one participants endorse Kazakh revitalization. At the same time, eight out
ten of them believe in societal bilingualism in Kazakh and Russian and view knowledge of
multiple languages as an asset, while two parents consciously or inadvertently follow
subtractive language practice. From this it can be deduced that all respondents had more than
one language ideology. In all cases one belief that played the biggest role in making the
decision was the strongest. Parents were roughly categorized according to their most
prominent language ideology; however, discussing some cases in details can give clearer
picture.

Since the group of interviewees was rather homogeneous in ethnic belonging to the
majority group and middle to upper-middle class economic status, their language ideologies
regarding Kazakh seem to echo language ideologies of national language policies. As can be
seen in Figure 2, half of ten parents strongly believe in their duty to maintain the Kazakh
language, some of them do not feel that this should happen at the expense of other languages.
Two parents of five that have language revitalization ideology have a more nationalistic view
about the Kazakh language perseverance. As opposed to other three parents, they have a
negative attitude towards other languages of the community. Irrespective of their beliefs about
other languages, these five parents chose Kazakh language classes to ensure the future of the
language. Four other parents’ language beliefs are similar to official language ideology of
Kazakhstan which states that all languages are important and knowing more than one
increases country’s competitiveness in the world market arena. They believe that by studying

in Kazakh medium school their children can grow up multilingual. One parent has an
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Russophone ideology because her language choices at home encourage shift from use of
Kazakh to Russian. This parent did not want to enroll into Kazakh MOI class but was
compelled to do so by other family members. This parent’s ideology is as strongly expressed
and endorsed as two parents with nationalistic view point, and can be grouped under

nationalistic ideology because it is born as the direct opposite of it.

Pluralistic Nationalistic

KAZAKH REVITALIZATION SOCITAL MULTILINGUALISM RUSSOPHONE

Figure2. Parental language ideologies.

To sum up, all of participants agree that knowledge of English is necessary, but their
views regarding other two languages, Kazakh and Russian differ. Interviewees have three
main language beliefs about the languages of the trilingual policy including the Kazakh
language revitalization, societal multilingualism and Russophone ideology. These ideologies
played a great role when making the decision to choose Kazakh and can shape parental
attitudes towards the new policy.

Parental Views on the Trilingual Policy

In the scope of this study parental views on the policy was regarded as participants’
knowledge about the policy such as its goals, planned time frame and how it being
implemented in their children’s classrooms, the way participants interpret the policy and what

they expect from it.
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Knowledge about the trilingual policy. The majority of the parents seem to be aware
of the new policy that is being implemented in the mainstream schools of the country. Only
half of the interviewed parents reported attended the informative seminars held by school
principals and teachers about the new policy. Moreover, probably because these seminars
were held 4-5 months prior to the interviews, even those that attended this seminar were
vague when asked about the general knowledge about the new policy.

Out of ten interviewed, only one parent demonstrated profound knowledge about the
new policy aims and details of its implementation. Parent 6 who herself is the teacher of
science at school and at the time of the interview was learning English as part of her teacher
training courses knew and was able to elaborate on the specifics of the new policy. She could
cite the main aims of the policy. She knew the information which subjects are to be taught in
which language and the time frame constructed for gradual switch to the new mode of
learning. In addition to that, she recounted her own experience of learning the English
language and told about seminars and courses she attended. Although it was not the focus of
this study, insight from Parent 6 revealed her attitude towards and expectations for the policy
as a teacher as well as a parent.

The rest of the respondents knew less about the new policy than Parent 6. While seven
out of ten could recall basic facts, two of the participants did not know that their children were
the first children that started education in new system before the interview happened. Parent 7
shared that she forgot to find out about the program of her child’s education because of her
disappointment that all attempts to place in Russian school were futile and because of her
worry that homework would bring a lot of hardship to her family. She has attended the

seminar and all the parents’ meetings at the beginning of the school year but her limited
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proficiency of Kazakh prevented her from getting all information. She said that she felt
ashamed to ask to translate everything into Russian for her sake and did not want to prolong
the meeting that was held in the late evening even more. Her attitude for lack of effort to learn
about the new policy can be her in her speech:

I guessed that since they(teachers) did not ask anything from me or told us that we did

something wrong, my son and | were doing fine. | was simply glad that my son had

Russian and English in first grade since it meant less work for us.

While Parent 3 simply did not attend the seminar. Her eldest child of two already graduated
from secondary school thus she speculated that the education system changed or that it was
her youngest child’s school’s own system. Since the change was not big and all other classes
followed the same program, this parent did not inquire about the change in the system. Both
parents simply followed the new education system without knowing that it is new.

The rest of the respondents knew some information about the trilingual policy. Almost
half of this group did not participate the informative seminars held by teachers because at the
time they could not do so or because another family member attended it in their stead.
Regardless whether parents attend such seminars or not, their retention of information about
the policy stemmed from their assessment of this information in terms of immediate
relevance. Parent 2’s words can fully explain such attitude towards the policy:

I did not attend this seminar. My mother did it. She told me that my son will have

lessons of Russian and English. She did not say that it happened because of the

trilingual policy. ...1 do not really care what is it called. It is more important to know
to know the timetable and what was assigned as homework. I do not have time to think

about such distant future. I will think about it when he (her son) moves to the
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secondary school. And if it [teaching in some subjects in different languages] is still

used at that time.

Furthermore, all parents agree that implementation of the trilingual policy in the first year of
education has not brought noticeable changes yet. Several parents recalled that even prior to
2016 some schools taught all three languages from the policy; therefore, the initiative of
teaching Russian and English from grade 1 is not a novelty. Nevertheless, four parents shared
their plans to read up on the trilingual policy when the interviews were completed.

Interpretation of the trilingual policy. Since the majority of participants did not
have extensive knowledge on the specifics of the trilingual policy, they interpreted it using
their own comprehension of the word “trilingual” and their own experience with it. Since at
the time of the interview participants’ children have already completed two terms of study in
the new system, all of them had firsthand experience with new policy’s implementation.
Parental opinions about the how the policy is being and how it will continue being
implemented in their children’s classrooms differ and their attitudes towards it range from
total and complete support of the way it is done now to wishes to make some changes, some
big and some small.

Some parents think that children would learn the three languages in primary school as
separate subjects to master them and in secondary school would learn in all three languages
within one lesson. Parent 3 that has strong nationalistic viewpoint about Kazakh revitalization
thought of this interpretation. She became clearly upset with the possibility of her child not
doing well academically because of child’s limited knowledge of Russian and the possible
outcome of her daughter’s mixing other languages with Kazakh. She expressed her wish to

drop Russian from the trilingual policy. As a parent that prohibits her child to play with
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Russian speaking children, she stated that knowing Kazakh is a must, learning English is
necessary for the career perspectives, but the dominance of Russian in the society is obsolete
and should no longer be indulged. Another participant, Parent 10, who believes in the benefit
of being multilingual, made the same assumption. However, he was more positive primarily
because of his multilingual ideology. He stated that he did not care how it would be run in
classrooms as long as his son mastered the three languages. In both cases, parents assessed
their interpretation of the policy using their own language beliefs.

Two other parents think that this policy would be managed by continuing teaching all
three languages as subjects throughout all 12 years of secondary education while using
designated language as MOI. They believed that policy teachers would build up students’
proficiency by increasing the amount of language lessons with time. Parent 8, whose
prevailing language ideology is Kazakh maintenance without the need to eliminate Russian
from the society, elaborated that she would not want her child to study in such a system. She
also thinks that introducing English in the first grade is a great burden for children’s brains
and that instead they should learn Kazakh and Russian first. She also complained that her son
confuses letters of the three different language alphabets. Russophone, Parent 2 suggested
similar idea of policy implementation. When being asked to tell how she would want to
change it, Parent 2 did not wish to put forward any alternatives.

Six other parents either knew or guessed without naming the specifics that in the
Kazakh medium secondary school science subjects will be taught in English, certain
humanities subjects in Russian and the rest in Kazakh. All parents from this group have
multilingualism as primary or secondary language ideology. Most of them also share

understanding that children are capable of acquiring many language at once. These parents
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believe that the policy was well-planned and therefore its execution does not require any
changes. Parent 6 like other five parents was proud of her child’s accomplishments in all three
languages. Regardless of how participants interpreted the policy, all of them were asked if
they believe their suggestions on how to improve the new policy addressed to the school
administration or education authorities would be listened to and if possible implemented. Half
of the participants were skeptical that they would ever share their suggestions or complaints
with someone above the class or subject teacher. Whereas the other half was firm that in case
they would have suggestions or complains they would speak to the administration first and to
media if not heard.

Expectations for the trilingual policy. Eight out of ten parents, both those that have
multilingualism as language ideology and those that support language revitalization, share
high expectations of the trilingual policy. They believe that by the time their children would
graduate the school they would master all three languages to the native-like proficiency.
These parents have a consensus on the notion that their children are capable of learning in
three languages and of becoming fluent or highly proficient in them by studying certain
subjects at school. Most reasoned that 12 years is a sufficient amount of time to accomplish
such deed and had a story of their own or their relative’s educational and linguistic success as
a proof of its feasibility. For example, Parent 1 told about her eldest who was trying to apply
to Nazarbayev University and was enthusiastic about her youngest child’s perspective for
higher education. Parent 4, ethnically Kazakh expatriate from China, shared her experience of
acquiring four languages including Chinese that was her MOI and language of the majority,
Kazakh as language spoken at home, English as a subject and Russian after moving to

Kazakhstan.
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Unlike the rest, two parents, Russophone Parent 2 and Parent 3 with nationalistic
viewpoint that have common subtractive language practices, were not as optimistic about the
trilingual policy and have low expectations. Parent 2 is not pleased with the general quality of
education in Kazakh-medium schools and did not have faith that such “cardinal change”
would be able to “fix” it. Parent 3 who has monolingual ideology and own interpretation of
the policy discussed above fears that this policy might have the opposite result than the
targeted maintenance of Kazakh language. She claimed that she witnessed how many Kazakh
dominant Kazakh children that moved to the city from the village became Russian speakers
when being exposed to the Russian language. She fears that Kazakh is less attractive to
younger generations than Russian or English and in direct competition might lose its place.
Regardless of their attitudes towards the new policy aims, all parents were asked, if children
from Russian MOI school would also become fluent in Kazakh in addition to Russian and
English which is one of the goals of the new policy. All respondents but two needed more
time to think and their answers hinted of uncertainty with long pauses before answering.

To conclude, the results reveal that participants do not know many details about the
trilingual policy for various reasons main of which is the low impact the new policy had made
on their children’s education to date. This does not prevent them from making assumptions on
how the new policy would be implemented using their own life experiences and language
beliefs. These interpretations of the policy were correct on over half of the cases. Language
ideologies that were revealed from reports on language practices at home and parents’
statements about the choice of MOI also influence parental expectations of the policy and

their general attitudes towards it.
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Chapter 5. Discussion

This chapter discusses the possible explanation of main findings presented in the
previous chapter and examines the connection to the existing body of literature and
implications. As citizens of multilingual country that encourages societal multilingualism at
the same time as promotes revitalization of the Kazakh language, all participants had more
than one language ideology. These language ideologies not only influence the choice of MOI
and the choices of language(s) use at home, but also people’s opinions about the new policy.
Parents’ Choice of MOI and Language Ideologies

The analysis of ten interview data revealed that each participant had their own unique
combination language ideologies regarding the languages of the community and language
practices they perform at home. These language ideologies inform their family language
policy management and stem from individual’s own unique educational, linguistic, cultural
experience, family circumstances (Curd-Christiansen, 2009) and four linguistic and non-
linguistic forces (Spolsky, 2004). Because of the uniqueness of individual’s life history and
because language beliefs are not fixed, parents were categorized according to the one
language ideology that had a greater influence on choosing the Kazakh language as MOL.
According to the primary languages beliefs and practices identified in the process of the
analysis parents were grouped into two major groups that adhere to either language
revitalization or to societal multilingualism ideologies with one case put into a separate
category.

Parents’ life experiences helped them internalize national language ideologies and
prioritize one certain belief over the others. In some cases, these language ideologies were

consensual or conflicting with language ideologies of their family members. In two case
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parents did not make the choice themselves but were forced by the external circumstances or
their family members. Despite the similarities of this two cases, participants’ language
ideologies that were also similar are no longer the same. The experience of attending Kazakh-
medium school changed one of the parents’ beliefs. Therefore, to fully explore parental
language ideologies that inform their views on the language policy, this study should discuss
some cases in details.

The Kazakh language maintenance. One of the most frequently named reason for
choosing Kazakh MOI comes from the fact that this language is participants’ ‘mother tongue’
and seem to derive from respondent’s wish to maintain the Kazakh language. This language
ideology is consistent with the main idea of Kazakhization process (Dave, 2004;
Matuszkiewicz, 2010). This can be heard from phrases grouped under this category such as “it
is our language” and *“Kazakh is his[child’s] heritage language” that were used as slogans of
this language policy. The analysis of interviews with parents indicates that maintenance of the
Kazakh language was in fact the strongest language ideology of eight out ten parents and not
just the six parents selected based on this survey answer. However, while some were adamant
that Kazakh is the only language that should exist in the country, others were more
accommaodating towards languages of other ethnic groups.

Some parents that believe in Kazakh revitalization as the primary language of the
country seem to have a strong nationalistic view (de Jong, 2014). It means that they adhere to
Kazakhization ideology (Smagulova, 2008; Matuszkiewicz, 2010). Such ideology can be
heard in the famous expression of one politician that Parent 5 quoted several times in her
speech: “Kazakhs should speak in Kazakh with each other”. This ideology was a result of

how two participants internalized the ideas’ of Kazakhization process through the prism of
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own life experiences. Such nationalistic view of the language revitalization ideology exists in
the society and is in clear opposition of the official language ideology of the country.
Learning about the circumstances that lead parents to adhere to it is important to understand
their thinking.

During the interview, Parent 5 who is ethnically Kazakh expatriate from China
revealed that she considers Kazakh as her mother tongue but its official status was more
important to her. As an expatriate who grew up and got education in a language that is not
commonly spoken in Kazakhstan and as a person working for a government, her stance on the
official status of Kazakh language was strong. She also shared that she had negative
experiences after coming to Kazakhstan because of her own non-existent knowledge of
Russian and Cyrillic script used for both Kazakh and Russian and often limited knowledge of
Kazakh of people she sought help from. Since then she was developed good proficiency in
Russian, and as multilingual person herself sometimes she speaks to her children in Chinese.
She shared that she does not prohibit her children from learning Russian because they need
this language to survive but wished they would not have to.

The other parent that has nationalistic ideology has a negative attitude towards
bilingualism in Russian. In fact, Parent 3’strong nationalistic ideology is more monolingual in
nature and stems from her own and her husband’s difficulties adjusting to life in the Russian
dominant community. This ideology lead to a manifestation of this negative attitudes towards
Russian in their family language policy management. This participant restricted her children’s
exposure to the Russian language. She allowed her daughter to play only with children that
speak Kazakh as their first language while prohibiting her daughter to play with Russian

dominant children or watch TV in that language. Parent 3 confided that she had to ask class
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teacher to pair her child only with Kazakh speaking children. In both cases, the nationalistic
viewpoint seems to derive from parents’ negative experience from their lack of knowledge of
Russian. However, such nationalistic view on language revitalization ideology is not often
openly expressed.

For the other three participants that were put into this group, maintenance of Kazakh
plays a great role in their everyday language choice and practice, but they also have positive
attitude towards multilingualism in Russian and English. The language maintenance ideology
of these three is best described by the quote from Parent 8: “Learning the Kazakh language is
our duty, but at the same time it is also our privilege”. Unlike Parents 3 and 5, these parents’
stance is more accommodating towards other languages, probably because these participants
never experienced hardships that previous two participants did. Furthermore, in some cases
this language ideology can be developed and followed subconsciously. Parent 6 stated that
she never had to overtly deliberate on or defend her position on languages of society. She said
that whether to enroll in Kazakh MOI or in Russian was never a “choice”, but “a natural
course of development of life circumstances”. There was no discussion of this matter in her
family. However, even unconsciously she has language maintenance ideology because she
does not want her daughter not to know her “mother tongue” like some of her nephews and
nieces. For Parent 6 as well as Parents 3 and 5 choosing Kazakh MOI since it is also a
language spoken at home came naturally without any deliberations.

While Parent 6 does it subconsciously, two participants (Parents 4 and 8) have an
overt Kazakh maintenance policy at home and follow this ideology consciously. Both were
raised with Kazakh as their first language. Both became Russian dominant because of the

education in Russian; nevertheless, their circumstances differ. While Parent 4 acquired this
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ideology under influence of her husband and own mother, Parent 8 and her husband came to it
because of their similar educational and linguistic experiences. Both participants follow
“Kazakh is the language spoken at home” family language policy, one more rigorously than
other. Parent 4 in eight years of her marriage and seven years of raising children in Kazakh
internalized her family members’ ideology and at home speaks only in Kazakh with
occasional use of Russian words if she lacks the knowledge of its Kazakh version. Both
Parent 8 and her husband were born and started formal education in Russian which was the
only available choice in the pre-independence time. They have a strong wish for their children
to learn in Kazakh that they could not do in their time. Though they ask their children to speak
in Kazakh at home as much as possible, Russian is the main language of communication.
Nevertheless, Russian dominant parents’ choice of Kazakh-medium of instruction can
indicate that the shift of urban Kazakh towards speaking Kazakh and reconnecting with their
Kazakh identities that Smagulova noticed in 2008 is taking place at present as well
(Smagulova, 2017). The fact that these two participants made the choice intentionally may
indicate that the Kazakh language is growing stronger.

These five parents (3, 4, 5, 6, 8) for whom the maintenance of the heritage language
was the main reason seem to adhere to sociocultural force which assigns symbolic value to the
Kazakh language. Symbolic power is an emotional and sentimental value that people assign to
languages (de Jong, 2014). It is uncommon for members of the ethnic majority to be driven by
this force. In fact, it is usually more prevalent among members of ethnic or linguistic minority
groups whose language is endangered (Cho, 2015). Strongly endorsing nationalistic ideology
can indicate that Parents 3 and 5 use sociolinguistic force as the point of reference to evaluate

the languages, how good or bad, how acceptable or unacceptable they are (Spolsky, 2004).
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This might indicate that, like these two participants, some members of the Kazakh ethnic
group might still feel that advance and existence of Kazakh as the language of the Kazakh
ethnicity in the future is not secure. The fact that one of the main aims of the new policy is to
maintain the Kazakh language can help these people to accept this policy. However, policy-
makers should also be cautious not to let marginalizing, nationalistic ideology spread under
influence of the trilingual policy.

Official multilingualism. Similar to how five parents believe in Kazakh revitalization
ideology that was the part of the old official language policy, four parents consider another
ideology as the deciding for factor when making the choice of MOI. Only two survey
respondents put down the promotion of children’s bi or multilingualism as their reason for
their language choice. Moreover, half of the participant cases discussed here vocalized their
language ideologies as language revitalization, but their reported language practices and
reasons for school MOI show that their language ideologies are consistent with societal
multilingualism ideology. This language ideology contradicts Arya, McClung, Katznelson
and Scott’s conclusion (2016) and might be the result of the Law on the Languages of 1997
(Matuszkiewicz, 2010). While these parents share Kazakh maintenance ideology but they
emphasized other factors such as the importance and future benefits of their children’s
becoming bilingualism were more important in their decisions making process.

While three parents that endorse multilingualism had such ideology before their
children started the school, one parent acquired it after her son started attending Kazakh MOI
class. This parent had a strong Russophone ideology and did not adhere to the Kazakh
maintenance ideology. She chose Kazakh MOI because there were no available places in

Russian class. Parent 7 stated that she and other parents that could not enroll into Russian
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class went to negotiate opening another one for their children with school headmistress. She
also reported that the distribution of classes as Kazakh MOI and Russian MOI was made by
the local administration and was not negotiable. She and other parents were given a choice to
enroll into a Kazakh class or to find a different school. This reasoning was the unexpected
finding. However, Parent 7’s language ideology, who is Russian dominant and only studied
the Kazakh language in school before, was even more unexpected. In her speech, Parent 7
made clear distinction between then, the time before the enrollment and now, the end of the
second school term and her emotions about her child’s education she had then and now. It
seems that Parent 7 had a different language ideology before starting school which changed
with time which proves that language ideologies are not constant. Then she was not happy
because being a single mother who raised her child alone, Parent 7 felt that she had no other
choice but enroll in the class with lower quality of education but in the school, that is close to
home. Now she feels that although her son and her both still struggle with homework, she is
glad that her child and she herself are learning Kazakh together in addition to Russian they
already spoke at home. Now they occasionally attempt to speak in Kazakh with each other.
Her ideology changed because of her new experiences that consolidates the concept of
language ideology being very complex.

The other three participants from this group made the decision consciously based on
their beliefs that multilingual individuals have many advantages over monolingual person.
Russian dominant, Parent 10’s case is a telling example of how choosing Kazakh-medium
school can help becoming bi or multilingual. He is a government official and he is one of the
parents that think that learning Kazakh as second language is immensely harder than learning

Russian. He attempted to learn Kazakh many times in school, university and later in his
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workplace in order to get advancement in his career with little success because he is “not
fluent in Kazakh and when speaks has a strong Russian accent”. He believes that his career
could have been even more prominent “if only he knew Kazakh”. Parent 10 thinks that his
Russian speaking can learn Kazakh only by living in ‘aul’ [Kazakh village] or by attending
Kazakh-medium school, opinion that many Russophone Kazakhs share (Yessenova, 2009).
Therefore, to maximize his son’s future career perspectives, he decided to enroll him into
Kazakh class despite that his family only speaks Russian. Bilingual with high competency in
both Kazakh and Russian Parent 9 has very similar ideas as Parent 10. She claims to have had
many benefits from being bilingual like more frequent salary raise, promotions at work
compared to her monolingual colleagues and ease in establishing rapport with her Kazakh
dominant in-laws. Parent 1’s multilingual ideology was the result of her own experience of
having great difficulties because of limited knowledge of foreign languages when she was
abroad for the first time. She does not want her children to experience such hardship and
thinks that bilingual children have better chance in getting good education.

The practice of choosing bilingual education in mono or multilingual settings for its
perceived cognitive and academic or economic benefits is widespread (Curd- Christiansen,
2016; Whiting & Feinauer, 2011). Although in Kazakhstan all subjects are taught in one of
the two available languages of instruction, attending school with MOI that is not child’s
dominant language can help them become bilingual. These parents’ views on societal and
personal multilingualism that very close to official societal multilingualism language ideology
(Matuszkiewicz, 2010). As it is often the case of FLP, they evaluate knowing two official
languages in regards of what future advantages in the form of economic, educational and

career perspective such knowledge can bring them and their children (Curd- Christiansen,
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2009). These parents had a pragmatic approach to the languages and regarded their values in
terms of possible benefits. Such future benefits are among the most commonly named factors
for choosing or rejecting certain languages as MOI (Whiting & Feinauer, 2011; Phyak, 2013).
On one hand, people with such opinions would probably have the easiest time to adapt to the
trilingual policy. On the other hand, since language ideologies are not fixed and can evolve
with change in circumstances, society members can adopt such multilingual ideologies under
influence of the trilingual policy (Bae, 2015). This endorsement of multilingualism is the
result of sociopolitical force that is closely related to official language policy and can strongly
influences people’ language beliefs and practices (Spolsky, 2004). These parents can tell the
benefits of being multilingual such as increasing competitiveness on the job market that were
advertised as part of the trilingual policy campaign. At the same time, it is clear that these
parents do not consider other benefits of raising multilingual and multicultural children.
Getting education in multilingual and multicultural environment can help children grow up as
tolerant and accepting of others cosmopolitan individuals (Nasser, 2010). In addition, there
are also cognitive benefits of being bi or multilingual that facilitates students learning
(Whiting & Feinauer, 2011). These advantages of multilingualism seems to not have been
mentioned because they are not discussed as part of new policy’s aims or outcomes. This can
lead to many children being raised as monolingual speakers of Russian or Kazakh before they
reach school age without realizing that they can learn two language at the same time or one
after another before that.

Monolingual language ideologies. One parent’s case does not fit into the two groups
discussed above. Unlike all other cases, Parent 2 does not believe in Kazakh revitalization and

does not support societal multilingualism. therefore, this case put separately under heading of
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monolingual language ideologies. In this family, all four members that live together are
competent users of Russian and Kazakh, the attitudes towards these languages of elder and
younger generation are opposite. The grandparents share strong language maintenance
ideology thus communicate only in Kazakh. Meanwhile, the mother and child preferred to
speak in Russian to each other and outside their family. Parent 2’s language ideology can be
described best as Russophone (Yessenova, 2009) which does not align with strong Kazakh
revitalization language ideologies of her family members. In fact, if Parent 2 could have
enrolled her son based on her own ideology, he would have been studying in Russian school.
A graduate from Kazakh MOI school, Parent 2 has negative opinion about the quality of
education in Kazakh schools. The only reason for enrolling her son in such facility was that
grandmother who is child’s the primary caretaker insisted on it. In addition to that, her
language practice with her son seem to be of a subtractive nature with future perspective of
becoming monolingual by eliminating Kazakh. At first glance the family of Russophone
Parent 2 is the opposite of the Parent 3 with her nationalistic ideology; however, it can be seen
that both parents follow consciously or unconsciously monolingual ideology.

Although Parent 2 was the only participant of ten that had viewpoint opposing the
official language ideologies of language revitalization and official multilingualism, small
sampling of the study does not allow generalization that people with such outlook are rare. In
fact, Parent 7 used to have similar ideas about the languages and changed them because of the
experienced she made under circumstances beyond her control. Therefore, it can be only
argued that there are members of the society that adhere to language ideologies that do not
come from two major language policies of the past. Furthermore, such cases where language

ideologies of different family members are not the same occur quite often (Curd-Christiansen,
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2016). Since language ideologies can change because of the new realia of life, policy-makers
should be aware of that to avoid creating situation similar to what happened in Nepal (Phyak,
2013) where the majority of people develop negative opinions about one language.

To sum up, all participants had several language ideologies most dominant of which
echo the language ideologies of the past language policies. Most of these ideologies, such as
the Kazakh language revitalization and societal multilingualism ideologies are argued to
facilitate people’s acceptance of new policy. While other ideologies, such nationalistic or
Russophone viewpoints with monolingual mindset are predicted to hinder parents’ its
endorsement. Further section will discuss parents’ views on the trilingual policy and the role
that parental language ideologies played in forming them.

Parental Views on the Trilingual Policy

This section discusses the findings that were revealed from answers as to what parents
know about the language, how they interpret the new policy and what do they expect from it
will be discussed. Parental language ideologies that are shaped based on the experiences they
had, beliefs and values they associate with certain languages and the information they have
can shape their opinions of new language-in-education policy and the changes its
implementation will brings (See appendix F for summary of parents’ ideologies and
perceptions). Therefore, it is crucial for parents to be knowledgeable about the major change
in the education system of the country.

The main finding is that all parents but one had a vague understanding what the
trilingual policy is and how it affects their children’s education. Since Parent 6 is a teacher of
science and at the time of the interview was participating in the seminar to increase her

competency as the future implementer of the policy, her deep knowledge about the specifics
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of the new policy is not surprising. However, such finding is not consistent with one of the
conclusions from the study of Mehisto, Kambatyrova and Nurseitova (2014), which found out
that educators that includes teacher and administrators themselves have very limited
knowledge about the reform beyond the facts given in the state plan. This might be the result
of the actions that policy-makers and educators made in the years since this study was
conducted. However, other parents, who are not educators, have little knowledge about the
trilingual policy. Such low level of knowledge about the new policy among parents from two
largest urban centers with easy access to many sources of information is a worrisome finding.
Limited knowledge can lead to the distorted perception and misinterpretation which could
hinder the success of the policy (Hornberger, 2009). Moreover, like in Pladevall-Ballester’s
(2015) study, such shortage of knowledge can lead to various attitudes from ranging
unrealistic expectations to complete rejection out of fear. In rural areas, where access to the
information is limited and all new information about the policy mainly comes from the
teachers, parents are at a clear disadvantage. The possible solutions on how to increase
parents’ knowledge will be discussed in the next chapter.

Since the majority of parents had limited knowledge about the policy, to answer how
they understand language policy, the researcher asked how they interpreted it. This is not the
common practice. Interpretation of the language policy is most commonly asked from the
teachers who implement it (Johnson, 2013). Parents’ ideas on how the new policy would be
executed in the classrooms are not usually asked. Similar to the trend of teachers’ perceptions
and interpretations of policy implementation being based on their sets of beliefs revealed by a
number of studies on (Bridwell-Mitchell & Sherer, 2017; Heineke & Cameron, 2011),

parents’ personal language ideologies informed such interpretation and even expectations for
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the policy. For example, a parent with strong nationalistic ideology about the revitalization of
Kazakh language fears the language shift or death as the result of new policy. Parents who are
more open towards multilingualism interpret this policy more positively, although not all of
them could guess the way new language policy is planned to be implemented. Teachers adapt
policies they implement in their classes to make them more suitable or beneficial for them and
their students (Heineke & Cameron, 2011). Similar to that parents might wish to appropriate
the policy to suit their circumstances and desire for the best results. Dearth of detailed
knowledge about the policy implementation can hinder parents from construing the clear
understanding of the policy. Therefore, general public should be better informed about how
the trilingual policy will be implemented in children’s classrooms, so that they would be
better prepared to with help homework or additional support which will increase the new
policy’s chances to produce the best results. While, parental misinterpretation of how the
language policy would be implemented could decrease the effectiveness of parents’ help.
Parents’ expectations of the policy, both high and low, seem to derive from parents’
language ideologies and their own perceptions of children’s linguistic capabilities. Both of
such could be dangerous because these expectations influence parents’ attitudes towards
languages and their linguistic practices. In addition to that they serve as the foundation of
children’s language attitudes. In case of the parents with low expectation, the possibility of
the child’s future failure would not only consolidate such belief but could also become its
cause inadvertently. It is hard to succeed in something that one’s expects to fail. High
expectations have their own drawbacks as well. Expectations to achieve native-like” or
“perfect” proficiency in all three languages is the insurmountable deed; most children while

developing adequate communication skills would never be able to acquire British or
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American pronunciation or elusive “perfect” fluency. Furthermore, these negative experiences
can become the stories that future parent would use as a basis for their language ideologies.
Parents’ hesitancy about the possibility of Russian-medium students achieving high
proficiency in Kazakh can be similar to the case of the Basque country (Valadez, Etxeberria,
& Intxausti, 2015). Similar to how participants in the study about the Basque language
revitalization, participants of this study assign symbolic and instrumental value to the Kazakh
and doubt that speakers dominant in other languages do the same. Such expectation can be the
result of the commonly shared understanding that learning Kazakh as second language is
harder than learning it as the first or more difficult in comparison with learning Russian as
second language and/or the widely-acknowledged occurrence when students in Russian-
medium study Kazakh for 11 years and still most cannot communicate in the language beyond
familiar topics and phrase or simple sentence level.

To sum up, all parents had more than one language ideology which mirror the
language ideologies of the past major language policies. The dominant language ideologies
and participants’ personal circumstances informed their choice of MOI. On one hand, none of
the parents named the trilingual policy as the factor that influenced their decision. On the
other hand, two of the most commonly shared language ideologies that impacted this decision
align well to ideologies of the trilingual policy which can help people embrace it. At the same
time, policy-makers should be more aware of shift of parents’ views that would come with the
implementation of the new policy towards segregating and monolingual ideologies. It also
noteworthy that since it was not mentioned in the official document not many realize other
benefits of growing up multilingual. Parental ideologies played great role in participants

understanding of the new policy because there is a dearth of knowledge among participants
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about the new language-in-education policy. Such lack of knowledge seems to be the result of
low impact new policy had on patents life to date. While not all parents were able to infer how
the policy is designed to be implemented, their interpretations were mostly positive and
expectations high. Although that cannot be said about expectations of students of Russian

MOI achieving high proficiency in all three languages.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

The overriding purpose of this study was to determine parents’ views on the trilingual
policy, in particular to find out what they know about it, what they expect of it and how their
personal language ideologies connect to their interpretations of and expectations for the
policy. In order to accomplish this goal, it was necessary to reach some steps like identify the
research problem, aim and pose questions that will reveal most relevant data that will
facilitate demystifying the problem; review the existing literature on language policy; design
tools that will provide reach data; analyze, present and discuss it and suggest possible way
how to alleviate the situation. During the literature review conducted for this paper, it become
important to determine what language policy and its integral aspects like language ideologies
and management are, to learn how they are constructed and to explore in what ways do they
inform people’s language attitudes and decisions. In addition, it was necessary to examine a
number of relevant studies conducted in different contexts and to explore the existing
language ideologies in the Kazakhstani society that parents could have had. Exploring the
existing literature allowed me to construct the data collection tools which were later employed
and to decide how to analyze the collected data thematically. | presented the most noteworthy
findings that language ideologies in their complexity and at time elusive nature have strong
influence on people’s opinions, and attempted to give possible explanations for these finding
and discuss what they might imply for the policy implementation. This chapter reports the
summary of the main findings, acknowledges the limitations of this research and presents the

conclusions and implications to practice, policy and research that resulted from this study.
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Summary of Main Findings

Based on the findings, it seems that language policy, whose implementation was
proposed in 2007 and promoted since then, had yet to make any significant impact on
people’s opinions about education system, or their beliefs about languages of the society. In
fact, parents that do not work in education sphere have a superficial level of knowledge about
the details of this reform in education. Therefore, it did not play any role when making their
decisions of a choice of language of instruction, while some parents have reservation about
achievability of some of its goals. It seems that the trilingual policy had not became an
influential sociopolitical force that can push people to choose a language that is not spoken at
their home or is not their heritage language as MOI. Parents’ scarce levels of knowledge
about the important change in their children’s education lead them to evaluate it through their
own multiple language ideologies built on their experiences and past major language policies.
This could be seen in some cases when parents’ negative attitude towards some languages in
Kazakhstani society ignited their resentment of the trilingual policy. For example, some
parents expressed their fear of Kazakh undergoing the language shift thus achieving the
opposite result than one that was aimed for. Therefore, there is a need to increase the
knowledge level about and understanding of the new policy among parents because this can
change their negative perceptions and can directly influence the success of the new reform.
They should be aware of the risks, the benefits, and the details of procedure of the new
language policy implementation and what exactly might be asked from them. One of the best
way to increase parents understating is to strengthen the communication and collaboration
between parents, teachers and school administration and establishing a place of open

information exchange.
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Limitation of the Research

The major limitation of the design of this study is the use of a single data collection
tool to collect data about everyday actions like choice of language of communication between
family members that are usually done subconsciously. Observations of the home language
practices would have increased the validity and reliability of the data by providing points of
triangulation. Because of the small number of participants this study that all belong to the
same ethnic group, the research outcomes cannot be generalized to a larger population of
multiethnic and multicultural country. In addition, because taking care of children is very
feminized in the society, the overwhelming majority of the participants were females, in
particular nine out of ten. However, while there might have been biased to some degree
because | am a member of ethnic group that all participants belong to, such gender and ethnic
composition of participants allowed me as an ethnic Kazakh female of similar age that had
similar linguistic and educational experience to establish good rapport with them. In order to
increase the degree of generalizability of the results, study sample included participants that
were born and raised in the urban centers that were chosen as research sites, participants that
moved to them and one expatriate from China to reveal language ideologies dominant in the
large cities, as well as those prevalent in small towns and villages from different parts of
Kazakhstan. Another limitation of this study comes from the fact that researcher collected,
analyzed and interpreted all data by herself. | acknowledge the possible bias and had my
findings, their analysis and interpretations, and conclusion drawn from them checked by one

of the participants, my fellow researchers and my advisor.
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Implications for Practice

The finding that suggest dearth knowledge among general public about the new policy
suggests that the information exchange between parents and educators should be
strengthened. One ways is to establish open access source of information about the policy as
an open forum online. There policy-makers would be able to share how the policy is being
implemented in the country, how it was done in other countries where similar policies had and
achievement and clear explanation of what to do to get the best results while teachers would
be able to suggest best strategies to help children’s education. Providing information open
and accessible to all members of the society can eliminate possible rejection or conflict
among members of society with different attitudes towards the same languages.

Another way is increase the collaboration between parents and education professionals
that might become more effective if the present practice of parent-teacher meetings changes
along with the whole education system. The current system is that class teachers meet with a
group of parents twice in a term, eight times in an academic year usually in the evenings after
the working day. Changing this practice to one-to-one meetings on a day freed of all lessons
can be more effective in terms of establishing good communication and more informative and
useful for parents. In addition, parents could be more involved in the school affairs by
attending celebrations, sport events and aiding teachers and administration with organizing
them. Such involvement means that parents would be able to share their suggestion or
complains with teachers and administration more freely and expect to be heard. Such
collaboration would not only to increase parents’ knowledge and improve their understanding

of the policy but also facilitate successful implementation of the policy in the classroom.
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Implications for Policy

As a novice researcher, my suggestions to change the program of trilingual education
might be viewed as hasty; however, they come from the controversy of this program being a
language policy but when designed never being considered as such. This implies that not only
policy-makers could be unaware of the components of language policies such as language
ideologies but also that they might be ill-informed about the accumulated knowledge on
children’s multilingual development. While research in sociolinguists suggest that there are
many benefits of cognitive development bi or multilingual person has, detrimental effects of
early bilingualism were not irrefutably proved instead many believe that only in early
childhood children can learn multiple languages with the most ease. Currently the design of
trilingual education does not include pre-school education and regardless, if policy-makers’
design was based on these theories of negative effects of early bilingualism or other unrelated
circumstances, this design leaves out seven important years in children’s development.
Perhaps, establishing bilingual kindergartens by combining Kazakh and Russian groups
together to allow children bilingual in both languages before starting school might help
extinguish some parental fears.
Implications for Research

Notwithstanding the limitations in research design of this study, I believe that the
research outcomes are important because they give voices to the group of stakeholders that
are rarely listened to and heard. This study also contributes to sociolinguistics and especially
to the its branch that investigates family language policies, the under researched field in
Kazakhstan. However, more research is needed to better understand the societal language

ideologies involving parents that chose Kazakh and those that chose other languages of
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instruction in order to know language ideologies and perspectives of the whole population. A
study that encompasses a wide range of participants with a more diverse ethnic, cultural,
socioeconomic, linguistic, educational backgrounds from different regions of Kazakhstan will
contribute to better understanding of complex and ever-changing phenomena of language
policy and ideologies in the complex context like Kazakhstan. The research design of this
study should use ethnographic tools of data collection, interviews, self-reports and non-

participatory observations to gather rich and rigorous data.
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Appendix A

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Language policy, ideology and practice: Parents views on the trilingual policy

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the reasons for choosing a certain
language as medium of instruction. You will be asked to participate in face-to-face interview and to answer the
interview questions. Your responses will be audio recorded with your permission. The recording will be kept
in a secured online password-protected server and will be deleted after the study is done. The findings of the
study will be used in a thesis for completing the master’s degree program. The interview will be in the
Kazakh/ Russian language.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 60 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks associated with this study are minor and might be related to some
sensitive topics to be covered during the interview. The benefits which may reasonably be expected to result
from this study will be the understanding of the parents’ family language policy management in Kazakhstan.
Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your professional, social and economic
status.

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

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its procedures,
risks and benefits, contact the Research Project Supervisor for this student work, Assistant Professor
Nettie Boivin, nettie.boivin@nu.edu.kz.

Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have
any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a participant,
please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to speak to someone independent of the research
team at +7 7172 709359. You can also write an email to the NUGSE Research Committee at
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

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

* | have carefully read the information provided;

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

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

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

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

Signature: Date:
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The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.
®OPMA UHOOPMALIMOHHOTI'O COI'JIACHUA
S3pIKoBasi MOJTUTHKA, HACOJIOTHA M NPAKTHKA. B3risiabl poauTeseil Ha NOJUTHKY
TPeXbA3bIYHA

OIIMCAHHME: Ilpurnamaem Bac npuHATh ydacTHe B UCCIEAOBAaHUH O MIPHUUYUHAX BBIOOpA
POIUTENSIMUA OIIPEEIIEHHOTO sI3bIKa 00y4ueHus. Bam Oyzier mpeniokeHo NpUHATh y4acTue B
MHIUBUAYAIBHOM UHTEPBBIO M OTBETUTH Ha BONpockl. C Ballero pa3perieHysl Balld OTBEThI
OyayT 3amucaHbl Ha ayJuo. 3anuch OyaeT XpaHUThCS Ha 3alUIIEHHOM MapoJieM cepBepe U
OyZAyT yZlajeHbl Oocie TOT0, KaK UCCIIe0BaHUe OyeT 3aBepIueHo. Pe3ynbTarhl
uccienoBaHus OyayT UCTOIb30BaHbl B JUCCEPTAIIMH JUIsl TOTYYEHUS CTENIEHU MarucTpa.
WHTepBbio OyeT Ha Ka3aXCKOM / PYCCKOM SI3bIKE.

BPEMS YYHACTMUA: Bamie yuactue 3aiimMeT 0ko10 60 MUHYT.

PUCKU U ITPEUMYUHIECTBA: Pucku, cBsi3aHHBIE C 3TUM HCCIICIOBAHUS
He3HauuTeNbHbl. OHU MOTYT OBITh CBSI3aHBI C HEKOTOPBIM JIETUKATHBIMU TEMaM,
3aTPOHYTBHIMHU B XOJI€ HHTEPBBIO. BBIT0/1a TPOBEIEHUS ATOTO UCCIIeIOBaHMS Oy ieT Ooee
MOJIHOE TIOHUMAaHHUE O TOM, KakK B ceMbsix KazaxcTaHa MpuHUMAIOTCS pelieHus 00 sI3bIKax.
Baiuie pemienue o Tom, y4acTBOBaTh WJIM HE y4aCTBOBATh B 3TOM HUCCIEAOBAaHUU HE MOBJIMSIET
Ha Baill Mpo(eCCHOHAIbHBIN, COIIMAIBHBIA N YKOHOMHUYECKUN CTaTYC.

ITPABA YYACTHHMKOB: Ecnu Brl npounTanu ganHyio (GopMy U permif NpHHSTH
ydacTue B JAHHOM MCCII€OBAHNH, BBl TOJDKHBEI TOHMMATH, 4TO Bamie ydactue sBiasercs
A00pPOBOJILHBIM U UTO Y Bac ecTb IpaBo 0T03BaTh CBOE COrJIacHe WM NPEeKPaTUTh
yuyactue B J1000e BpeMsi 0e3 ITpagHbIX CAHKUMHA U 0€3 MOTepH COUMAJIBLHOI0 NMaKeTa,
KoTOpbIii Bam npexocraBiisiiin. B kadecTBe aIbTEPHATUBBI MOXKHO HE Y4aCTBOBAaTh B
uccnenoBanuy. Taxke Bel nmeere npaBo He OTBEYaTh Ha KaKUe-T1M0O BOIPOCHI.
Pe3ynbpTaThl TaHHOTO MCCIEIOBAaHUS MOTYT OBITh MTPEICTABICHBI I OMyOJIMKOBAaHBI B
HayYHbIX WIHA IPOPECCUOHATBHBIX LEIAX.

KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMAIIUA:

Bonpocsi: Eciii y Bac ectb BOmpochl, 3aMe4aHus WK K00kl 10 TTOBOY JaHHOTO
HCCIEA0BaHMS, IPOLEAYPHI €r0 IPOBEIEHUS, PUCKOB U IIPEUMYILECTB, BbI MO)keTe cBA3aThCA
C MCCJIEIOBATENEM, UCIIOJIB3Ys cieaytonue nanusle: Herru boiiBuH,
nettie.boivin@nu.edu.kz.

He3aBucumblie KOHTAKTHI: Eciu Bl HE y10BIETBOPEHBI IPOBEICHUEM TaHHOTO
UCCIeI0BaHus, eci y Bac BO3HUKIIN Kakue-1100 mpoOemMbl, kaao0bl UIIU BONIPOCHI, Bbl
Moxete cBsizathesi ¢ Komurerom ccnenoBanuii Beicieit Ilkonsr OOpa3oBanus Hazap6aes
VYuusepcurera 1o Tenedony +7 7172 70 93 59 unm oTnpaBUTH TUCEMO Ha 3JIEKTPOHHBIN
anpec gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

[Toxanyiicta, moANUIINTE TaHHYIO GOopMY, eciii BBl corfacHbl y4acTBOBaTh B UCCIIEIOBAaHHH.

* Sl BHUMATENIbHO U3YUYWII PEACTABICHHYIO HH(POPMAIIHIO;
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*  MBHe npeIoCTaBIIIN MOJHYI0 HH(POPMAIIMIO O IEISIX U MPOIeaype UCCIICIOBAHMS;

* S moHmmaro, Kak OyJqyT UCIOJIB30BaHbl COOpPAaHHBIC AaHHBIC, M YTO JOCTYI K JHO00M
KOH(pUACHITMAIbHOU HHPOpMaIuu Oy1eT UMETh TOJIHKO UCCIIEI0BATEb;

* 4 moHmmaro, 4TO BIpaBe B JIFOOOH MOMEHT OTKAa3aThCsi OT YYacTUs B JaHHOM
rccaea0BaHuM 0€3 00BICHEHUsI IPUYHNH;

* C MOJHBIM OCO3HAHHWEM BCETO BBIMICH3JIOKEHHOTO S COTJIACEH MPHUHSATH y4acTHE B
HCCIIEIOBAHUH 1T0 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

TToanuce: MHara:
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BEPTTEY K¥MbICbI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI

Tin casicaThl, TLIAIK WA0JOTUJIAP KIHE MPAKTUKAJIAP: aTa-aHAJAPAbIH YIUTUIIIK
casicaTbIHA KO3KAPaCTaphbl

CHUITATTAMA: Ci3 Kazakcran ara-aHanapsl MeKTenTe Oenriji Oip OKbITY TUTIH Kajai
TaHJaybIH JKacallThlHA OAFBITTAIFAH 3€PTTEY KYMBICHIHA KAaTBICYFa IIAKbIPBLIBIIT OTHIPCHI3.
Cisre xeke cyx0aTka KaTbICy YChIHBUIAABL. Ci3/1iH PYKCATHIHBI30CH Ci3/IiH jKayarnTapbIHbI3
ayJMOTacIacklHa JKa3buiaapl. byt Tacma maposibMeH KOpFaFaH cepBep/ie CaKTallaThiH
Oouazipl J)KOHE 3epTTeY asKTaJFaH COH JKOMbUIAJBI. 3epTTeY HOTHKEIepl MarucTpIIiK
JUccepTaIysa maiaJaHbuIaThiH 00JIa b,

OTKI3BUIETIH YAKDBITBI: Ciznix KaThICybIHBI3 IlIaMaMeH 60 MUHYT YaKbITBIHBI3IbI
ajaabl.

3EPTTEY ) K¥MbBICBIHA KATBICYIbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH

APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI: 3eprTey )KyMbIChIHA KaTBICYABIH KayinTepi a3. Omnap cyxoar
OapbICBIH/IA MIETIH MAceseNnep Ko3FaaFraHbIHa OalIaHbICTHI O0TYBl MYMKIH. 3€pTTEY
KYMBIChIHA KaThICYBIHBI3/IBIH KeJIeCiIel apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAphl 00Iybl MyMKiH: Ka3zakcTaHabIK
ot0achIHAa OKBITY TUIIEp Typasbl IIENIMAep Kajlail KaObIIAaHATBIHBI Typajibl TYCIHICTIK
naiina 6osaapl. 3epTTey JKYMBIChIHA KaThICYFa KeJiciM OepyiHi3 HeMece Oac TapTybIHbI3 03
epkiHizae. by seprreyre karbicy Ci3aiH )KYMBICBIHBI3FA, KOCIOH, OJIEYMETTIK JKOHE
HKOHOMHKAJIBIK MOPTEOCHI3Te eIl 9CepiH TUTI30en .

KATBICYHIBI KYKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3 6epinren oopMamMeH TaHBICHII, 3epTTEY
YKYMBICBIHA KaTBICyFa IeIiM Kadbuiaacanbi3, Ci3/iH KaThICybIHBI3 ePiKTi TYp/e €KEHIH
xabapraiiMbi3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KaJaFaH yaKbITTa albINNy.J TeJeMeii :koHe ci3ain
JJIEYMETTIK KeHIJAIKTepiHi3re em Kecipin TUri30eil 3epTTey *KYMBICHIHA KATbICY
TypaJibl KeJIiciMiHI3l Kepi KaliTapyFa HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKbIFBIHBI3 0ap. 3epTrey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIJIEM KAThICIIAYbIHBI3FA /1A TOJBIK KYKbIFBIHbI3 0ap. CoHaaii-ak, KaHaau
na Oip cypakTapra xayarn OepmeyiHire jie 907eH 60maabl. by 3epTTey KyMBICBIHBIH
HOTWDKEJIEPl aKaJeMUSIIBIK HeMece KociOn MakcaTTap/ia bacmara YChIHBIUTYBI HEMECe
IIBIFAPBLUTYBl MYMKIH.

BAWJAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

CypakrapbiHbi3: Erep xyprizimin oTeIpFaH 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH ITPOIIECi, KayTi MeH
apTHIKIIBIIBIKTAPHI TYPAJIbl CYpaFbIHbI3 HEMECe IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00Jica, Keeci OaiIaHbIC
KYpaJ1apbl apKbLIbI 3epTTEYIIIMEH XabapaacybiHbI3Fa 6omaasl. Hertn boiiBuH,
nettie.boivin@nu.edu.kz.

JTEPBEC BAMJIAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3eprrey )yYMbICHIHbIH
KYpriziryiMeH KaHaraTTaHOacaHbI3 HEMECe CypaKTapbIHbI3 OCH IaFbIMIaphIHBI3 00Ica,
Hazap6aeB YuuBepcureri XKorapsr bimim 6epy mektebiniH 3eprrey KomurerimeH
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KOpCETIITeH OaiaHbIC KYpasaphl apKbLIbl XabapiiacybIHbI3Fa Oonasl: +7 7172 70 93 59,
AJIEKTPOHABIK TommTa gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaTBICYyFa KeTiCIMIHI3I1I OepceHi3, OepiireH GopmMara KOJ KOIOBIHBI3IBI
CYpanMBbI3.

*  MeH GepinreH popmMaMeH MYKUSAT TAHBICTHIM;

* MaraH 3epTTey JKYMBICBIHBIH MakKcaTbl MEH OHBIH IPOIEIYpPachl KaWbIHIa TOJBIK
aKmapar oepini;

e XuHnakrasFaH aknmapart MeH KYIHUs MOJIIMETTEepre TEeK 3epTTEYIIiHIH 631He KODKETIMI1
KOHE MOJIIM OOJIATHIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH Ke3 KeNreH yakbITTa eHIKaHIail TYCIHIKTeMeci3 3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KAThICyIaH
6ac TapTybIMa OOJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH KOFapblia atajblll O6TKEH aKmapaTThl CaHajdbl TYypAe KaObUITam, OCBl 3epTTey
’KYMBICBIHA KaTBICYFa 3 KeliciMiMIi OepeMiH.

Komsr: Kyni:
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*NOTE: Scores on this

Appendix B

COLLABORATIVE INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING INITIATIVE (CITI PROGRAM)

COMPLETION REPORT - PART 1 OF 2
COURSEWORK REQUIREMENTS*

Reguirements Report reflect quiz completions at the time all requirements for the course were met. See list below for details.
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Belment Report and CITI Course Introduction (ID: 1127)
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Institution Unit:

Curriculum Group:
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Stage:
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Report ID:
Completion Date:
Expiration Date:
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Students in Research (ID: 1321)

History and Ethical Principles - SBE (ID: 430)

Informed Consent - SBE (ID: 504)
International Studies (ID: 971)
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Nazira Ayazbayeva (ID: 5912304)
nazira.ayazbayeva@nu.edu kz
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Students conducting no more than minimal risk research
Students - Class projects
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subjects research.
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Appendix C
Survey

Thank you for agreeing to take this survey. The survey is being done by the student of
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education (NUGSE). The purpose of the survey is to
collect opinions from parents. We are seeking to understand the opinions of parents that have children
that started school in 2016 and recently chosen a certain language as medium of instruction for their
children’s education. There are no right or wrong or desirable or undesirable answers. | would like you
to feel comfortable to share your opinion. All of the answers you provide in this survey will be kept
confidential. No identifying information will be provided to general public or NUGSE. The survey
data will be reported in a summary fashion only and will not identify any individual person.

This survey will take about 10 minutes to complete.

1) Do you have a child that started school in September, 2016? UYes UNo [end survey]
2) What is your date of birth? ...................
3) Areyou: U male Q female

4) Where were you born: Village/Town: ... i,
5) What is your ethniCity?...........coovieriiiiiiii i

6) What is ethnicity of your SpOUSE? .......ccoiiiiiiiii i,
7) What language(s) do you know? Please tick if you can

Languages Speak Read Understand Write
Kazakh
Russian
English
Other languages:

8) What is the medium of instruction of your education?
U primary school ... U secondary school .........................

U higher education ...................oell L university.......ooooeiiiiiiii

9) What is the medium of instruction of your child(ren) that started school in September, 20167
UKazakh U Russian U English Other ...
10) Why did you choose this language?

Thank you for your time. If you wish to participate in the follow up interview, please fill out the
following section.
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Onpoc

Cmacu60 3a Barre yuactue. 9tot onpoc 3aiiMeT He 6ombine 10 munyT. B 3TOM ompoce Het
MPAaBUIIBHBIX MITM HETIPaBUIIBHBIX, JKEJIATSILHBIM MIIH HEXKEJIATSILHBIM OTBETOB. DTO OIPOC
AQHOHMMEH. DTOT OIPOC MPOBOAUTCS MarucTpanToM Briciieit [l konsr O6pa3zoBanust HazapOaes
VYuusepcureta (NUGSE). Llenbto uccnenoBanus siBisieTcss cOOp MHEHUHM pOANUTENECH YbH ACTH MOLUIH
B mkoiry B 2016 romy asist BeIABIECHUS (PAKTOPOB, COTIIACHO KOTOPBIM POIAUTEH BHIOMPAIOT
OTIPEICIICHHBIH S3bIK OOYUYEHHS CBOUX JICTEH.

1.

No oo k~wn

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.

Ectp 1 y Bac ecTb peGCHOK, KOTOPBIH MomIen B KOy B ceHTss0pe 2016 roxa?

a Jla UHer (xomerr ompoca)

Ber: O xenmuna U myxuuna

Ckonpko Bam ner? O o 29 0 30- 39 U 3a40
Boi pomuiics B U ceme/ ayie U ropoxe

KTO BBI 10 HAIMOHATIBHOCTH? . .vvvsveeereereereeseseeneennns
Kto Bamr cynpyr(a) 10 HAITHOHATBHOCTH? ..v'vtieeeisereeneanneanneannannns
Kakumu s3pikamu BbI Brazgeere? [loxkaiyiicta, OTMETBTE €CJIH Bl MOXKETE

SA3pIKN ['oBopuTH Yurate ITonnMate Ha cyx [Tucats

Kazaxckuit

Pycckuii

AHTIniicKkun

Jpyrue

Ha xakom si3bike BbI mostyumiin oopaszoanue? W Pycckom 1 Kazaxckom U Ipyrom
VKAKUTE JPYTOR ABBIK. .. eve e vreeannneennannnns

Menstau v Bl s3bIK 00yuenns? 1 la O Her

Ecnu MeHsuH, TO yKaXKUTE MOCIIE KAKOTO KIACCA/ KYPCA «.venenreneeaneeanennnne.

Ha xakom si3bike yauThes Barin peOeHok HauaBimii mkoay B 20167

U Pyccrkom U Kaszaxckom U JIpyrom

VKAKUTE JPYTOU ABBIK. .. evevenvreeanineennnnnnns
[To xakuM pUYMHAM BBI BEIOpAIIH 3TOT SI3BIK JUIsl 00y4eHHUs Baliero pedeHka?

Crnacn6o 3a yuactue. Eciin BbI JkejiaeTe IPHHATHL y4acTHe BO BTOPOM 3Tarle HCCIeI0BAHUS,
3anmojnuTe BHU3Y. Ha BTOpOM 3Tame OyaeT HHTepPBBIO, KOTOpPOe MPOAJIHUTCH He 0oJlee yaca.

| 0,70 SRR 1) ¢ § i) Ut 0807 0 (o) (11111 ¢ (N

DITEKTPOHHASN THOUT A uveuuetnnnrensronsennssnnsonnsonnsnnnnenmnnnannemenmnnsmnsemnemnnemnesnes
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Cayannama

Cayannamara sxayan Oepy 10 MUHYTTaH KeM YaKbITHIHBI3IBI anafpl. by cayanmHamanga aypsic
HeMece OyphIC, )KarbIMIbl HeMece JKarFbIMCBI3 JkayanTap 00ysl MyMKiH emec. by cayanmnama
aHoHUM I Typae xyprizingeni. Cayaanamansl Hazap6aeB Yuusepcutetinid Xoraps! bitim bepy
Mexkte6inin (NUGSE) maructpanTsl kyprizeni. ¥ CBIHBUIFAH cayIHaMaHbIH MakcaThl 2016 sKblIbl
MEKTenKe OapraH Oananap/blH aTa-aHalaphbl KaHJai ceOenTepre cyieHin OanachlHbIH OKBITY TLTIH
TaHJaraHbl TypaJibl MIKip )KMHAY OOJIBIN TaObLIAIbI.

1. 2016 xpULIbIH KBIPKYHETiHIe MEKTENKe OapraH OanaHbi3 Oap ma?

U Usa UKok (cayamHama asikTamabl)
2.  JKBIHBICHIHBI3: U oiten U epkexk
3. Kacemmpes Hemene? U 29 ve ogan kem 1 30- 39 U 40 apTeIK
4. Cis kaiina tyaeiabeia? U abrynaa U xamana
5. Ci3OiH YITBIHBI3 KIM? ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaienanns
6. JKyOalbIHBIZABIH YITBI KIM? ...uouititiiintiiiiineeiniiieeaenes
7. Kanpaii tinnepni 6ineciz? Erep kenecini ictelt ancaHpI3, TOMEHE OeNTiIeHi3
Tingep Ceiiney Oky Tyciny Kazy
Kazak
Opsic
AFbUIIIBIH
backa

8. Cis kait tinge 6inim anaeiaei? U Kasak U Opeic U backa Tinae

9. OIMKAMTUI? oo,

10. Oxpity Tinin e3reptTini3 6¢? L YKok U Usa

11. OsrepTkeH 0oJicaHBI3 KaHIAl CHIHBINTAH/ KYPCTaH KEHIH JKACAIBIHBI3 .. ouvevrrinransanrannsns.
12. 2016 mekrenke 6apran OanaHe3aeIH OKbITY Timi Kanmain? U Kaszak U Opeic U Backa
RSN @)1 §5:¢:17 (s U 1) 0/ A

14. Ocsl Tinai Kangai cedenTepre OaIaHbICThI TAHIABIHbI3?

KatbickanbinbI3Fa ke paxMeT. Erep ci3 3epTTeyaiH eKkiHIIi caTbIHAA KATBICYBIHBI3 KeJIce,
TOMeH/eriHi TOATHIPbIHBI3. EXiHII caThina 0ip caraTTaH KeM YaKbIT aJaThIH cyX0aT 00/1a1bI.

ATBIHBI3 Baiinanbic TeseQoHBIHBIS. ........ ceesreseniinns

3ﬂeKTp0H}1bIK NMOIITAHDBI3.cceceeeeccccnccccnns tececesssccscscccncas teccccsssccsssscne cecesscscccncns .ee
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Appendix D
Parental perceptions study interview protocol
Project: Language policy, ideology and practice: Parents views on the trilingual policy

Time of Interview:
Date:
Place:

Good morning (afternoon). My name is Nazira. | am a master student at Nazarbayev
University Graduate School of Education (NUGSE). Thank you for finding time for this
interview, | really appreciate your willingness to take part in this study. We have met today to
discuss how you chose school for your child. I am doing this interview with the purpose to
find out what do you think about new reform in education that would use three languages at
school and how do you manage these languages at home. The interview will take around 60
minutes. Please, feel free to share any information you wish, as your name and any
information that can identify you will be redacted from final report. There are no right or
wrong answers. | am interested in your experience and your opinion. With your permission,
this discussion will be recorded. The purpose of this is so that | can get all the details but at
the same time be able to carry on an attentive conversation with you. | will also take notes of
what you share. Everything you shared will be kept in a secure place, soft data on the
password protected server and hard data in the lockable filling cabinet. After the course
project is completed, | will destroy all copies of the interview and transcript. Before we get
started, please take a few minutes to read sign this consent form. (Hand participant consent
form.) (After participant returns consent form, turn tape recorder on.) Do you have any
questions before we begin?

1) Based on the information that you provided in the questionnaire, you went to high
school with X language as medium of instruction. Please tell me what other languages
do you know and your level of competences in them?

2) Could you tell me where do you speak in language X? and with whom?

3) What language(s) could you hear in your home? What language(s) do you and your
family members speak to each other?

4) Do you have any rules about use of languages at home? Do you encourage use of
some languages at home? Do you prohibit use of other languages?

5) How many languages do you think should be in Kazakhstan society? In what
language(s) do you think Kazakhstani citizens should be fluent?

6) Do you consider it important to maintain Kazakh language and culture in the society?

7) Why did you choose X language as language of instruction? How did you make the
choice?

8) Who helps children with homework in the Kazakh language? In the Russian language?
In the English language?

9) What do you know about trilingual policy? How and when did you first learn about it?
Please give as many details as you can.

10) Do you think it will be successful? Do you think its targets can be achieved?
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HpOTOKOJI HHTEPBBIO 0 POAUTEIBCKOM ITOHUMAHHUE MOJUTUKHA TPEXDBAZBIIUA

SI3bIKOBas MOJUTHKA, HIEOJOTHA U NPAKTUKA: B3rasiabl poaureseil Ha MOJTUTHKY
TPeXbA3bIYHSA

Bpems uHTEpBBIO:
MHara:
Mecro:

3apascTByiiTe. Mens 30ByT Hasupa. S cryaeHT-mMaructpant Beicniei mkosbl
obpazoBanus Hazap6aeB Yausepcurera (NUGSE). Criacu6o, 9To Hanumm Bpemst JJist ITOro
MHTEPBBIO, 51 OUYEHB LIEHIO BAllly TOTOBHOCTh IPUHSATH YYaCTHE B 3TOM UCCIEI0BAHUU. MBI
BCTPETHIINCH CETOJIHS, YTOOBI 0OCYIUTh UTO BbI JyMaeTe 0 HOBOH peopme B 00pa3oBaHuUH,
KOTOpasi OyIeT UCIOJIb30BATh TPH A3bIKA B IIIKOJIE U KaK Bbl OyE€TE ypaBisATh ITUMU
a3pIkaMu foma. MHTepBbIo 3aiimer He 6onee 60 munyT. [loxanyiicta, He cTecHsAHTeCh
JEUTHCS JTF000M nHpOpMAIIUE, TaK KaK Ballle UMs U Jiro0as HHPOopMaIus, KOTopas MOKET
UACHTU(UIIMPOBATH Bac, OyAET OTpEeJaKTUPOBAHbI U3 OKOHYATEIbHOTO oT4yeTa. Het
MIPaBUJIbHBIX WM HEMPABUJIBHBIX OTBETOB. MEHs MHTEpECYeT Balll ONBIT U Balle MHeHHE. C
BAIIET0 Pa3peIIeHus 3TO HHTEPBBIO OYAET 3aIMCAHO JUIS TOTO YTOOBI s1 CMOTJIA TIOJTYYUTH BCE
JIeTaJIi HAILIEro pa3roBOp, HO B TO JK€ BPEMs CMOTJIa MOJIHOCTBIO YASIUTh BaM. S Taioke Oyay
3aMMchIBaTh TO YEM BHI JieiuTech. Bes nndopmanns, KOTopoii Bbl MOJAENIUTECH OyAeT
XpaHHUTHCS B 6€30MIaCHOM MECTE, HJICKTPOHHBIE JaHHBIC HA 3alIUILCHHOM IapoJIeM CepBepe U
KECTKHUE TaHHbIE B 3anupaeMoM Iikady 3anoaHeHus. [1o 3aBepiieHnn uccieaoBanus, s
YHUUTOXKY BCE KOIIMM UHTEPBBIO U CTEHOTpaMMBbl. [Ipexae uem Mbl HauHEM, ITOKalyHcTa,
npounTaiite 3Ty hopmy coriacus. (JIate hopma coriacusi yuacTHUKY, BKITFOUHTE
MarHuTo(oH.) Y Bac ecTh Kakue-1u00 BOIPOCHI, MPEKIE YeM Mbl HauHEM?

1) Ha ocHoBe uH(bOpMaIUH, TPETOCTABICHHOW BaMH B aHKETE, BbI TIOJIYUHIIH CPETHEES
obpa3zoBanue Ha X s3bike. CKaxure, MoXkatyiicTa, Kakue Ipyrue sI3bIKU Bbl 3HAeTE U
Balll YPOBEHb BIIaJICHUSI UMU?

2) He mornu OBl BBl pacckaszaTh MHE, TIE BBl ToBopHTe Ha si3bike X? U ¢ kem?

3) Kakwe s3bIKH MOKHO YCIIBIIIATh B BarieM gome? Ha Kakom sI3bIK BbI U YJICHBI BaIICH
CEMbH F'OBOPUTE JIPYT € Apyrom?

4) Ectb 5 y Bac Kakue-JIM00 MpaBuiia UCTIOIB30BaHUS 3bIKOB Aoma? Tlooripsiere Jiu BbI
HCI0JIb30BAaHNE HEKOTOPBIX SI3BIKOB JIoMa? 3anpelniaeTe 1 UCI0Ib30BaHUE JPYTUX
SI3BIKOB?

5) CKOJBKO SI3BIKOB, IO BallleMy MHEHHIO, TOJDKHO OBITh B Ka3aXCTAaHCKOM 00IIecTBe?
Ha xakum s13p1Kk0OM (s13bIKaMu), 110 BallleMy MHEHHIO, rpaxkaaHe Kazaxcrana JOmKHbI
CBOOOJHO BIaJCTh?

6) Cuwuraere U BbI BOKHBIM COXPaHEHHE Ka3aXCKOTO S3bIKA M KYJIbTYpPhI B 001IEeCTBE?

7) Tlouemy BbI BBIOpay 361K X Kak s3bIK 00y4deHus1? Kak BbI cienanu 3ToT BIOOp?

8) Kro momoraer getsam ¢ gomainHeii paboToi Ha Ka3axckoM s3bike? Ha pycckom si3bike?
Ha anrnuiickom si3bike?

9) Yro BbI 3HAaETE O TPEXbA3BIUHON MoaMTHKE? Kak 1 KOr/1a Bl BIIEPBhIC y3HAIN O HE?
[Toxanyiicta, yKa)kuTe Kak MOXHO OOJIbLIe JeTaleH.

10) Cumnraere a1 BbL, 4TO 3T0 pehopma OyzaeT ycremHoi? CunuTaere Ju Bbl, YTO €T0 eI
MOTYT OBITh JOCTUTHYTHI?
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ATa-aHaJapabIH YIITUIIK CasicaTbIHA KO3KAPACTAPhbI KAHJIbI CYX0aT XaTTamMachl

Tin casicaThl, TLIAIK NA0JOTUSJIAP KIHE MPAKTUKAJIAP: aTa-aHAJAP/AbIH YIUTUIIIK
casicaTbIHA KO3KAPaCTaphbl

Cyx0ar yakpIThI:
KYHi:
OpHBI:

Conemerci3 6e, meHiH atbiM Hazupa. Men Hazap6aes Yuausepcuretinin (NUGSE)
Koraprs! biniM MekTeOiHIH MarucTpaHTHIMBIH. byt cyx6aTka yakpIT OeiareHiHi3re Kemn
paxmert. bi3 OimiM Oepy canachIHIAFbI )KaHa YIII TUIAUTIK cascaThl peopMachl Typaibl
TYCIiHIri3i Oiny yiiH ke3nectik.Cyx6ar 60 MUHYTKa )KYBIK co3bU1aabpl. Cyx0atr Ke3iHae Ke3
KEJITeH aKIapaTThl Oeicyre epKiH Ce31HIHI3A1 CYpalMBbIH. TYPHIC HEMece OYPHIC JKayamnTap
#oK. Ci31iH pYKCaTBIHBI30CH CI3/IiH JKayanTapblHbI3 ayJHOoTacara xKa3buiaasl. by Tacma
MapoJIbMEH KOPFaJIFaH CEPBEP/IC CAKTAIAThIH 00JIa/IbI )KOHE 3ePTTEY asKTalFaH COH
KOUBLTAJIBL. 3epTTEY HOTHIKETIEpl MATUCTPIIIK AUCCEPTALIMSIA TIaiiTaaHbIIaThIH O0Ta IbI.
3epTTey asKTaaFaHHaH KeliH, MEH cyXOaTThIH TaCMachlH jKOHE CTEHOIpaMMasap/IbIH OapiIbIK
KelripMesepiH xosaMbIH. bi3 6acramac OYpbIH, KETiCIM HBICAHBIH OKBIIT IITBIFBIHBI3.
(Kareicymbira KeiiciM HbicaHbIH Oep.) (mukTodon sl Koc). Cizne KaHaai qa 6ip cypakTap
Oap ma?

1) Ci3 cayannamana OepreH akmapar Herizinze, ciz X Titinae opta 0ixiM anabiHb3. Ci3
Oacka KaHmai Tutaepai oineciz?

2) Ci3 X riniHae Kaiina ceitneiicis ? Kimmen?

3) Cisnin yitae kanmait tiaaepai ecryre 6omaapi? Cis sxone Cizain 0TOACH MyIIenepi
Oip-OipiMeH KaHal Tinae coitneni?

4) Cizgin yitge Tigaepai nainanany Kanaai qa 6ip epexenep 6ap ma? Ci3ain yiiae
Keioip Tingepe ceiecyre biHTaNaHAbIpana Ma? backa Tinaep/i nainananyra
TBIABIM CaJIbIHA Ma?

5) Ci3 ka3ak KoFaMbIH/Ja KaHIIa Tijaep 0omysl THic aen oinaiicei3? Ci3 Kazakcran
azaMatrTaphl Kail TP/l EpKiH MEHIepyi THIC JIET OMIaichI3?

6) Ci3 Korama Ka3ak TiJIi MCH MOJICHUETIH CaKTall KaJly MaHBI3]IbI JCTI €CeNTEeiCI3 Oe?

7) Ci3 6amanpabl X TUTIHIAE OKyFaHBIH Here TaHaaabiHei? Ci3 mienriMre Katam
KeJiHi3?

8) Kim Ganmamapra Ka3ak TiUTIHIET] Vil TalICBIPMAChIH OpbIHIayFa KeMekTecei? Opric
TiTIHAEr? AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHAET?

9) Ci3 ymrriaaiik cascatsl Typaisl He Oieci3? Ci3 OyJ1 Typaibl ajFall Kajai KoHe
KamraH OU1iHI3? MyMKIHIITIHIIE erKel-TerKei aknapar 6epyiHizai cypaiMbIH.

10) Ci3 ocsl peopma TaOBICTBI O0NIAIBI Ien oiaiice3 6a? Ci3 oraH KOWbUIFaH
TarceIpMaNapAbl OPBIHIANIBI ST OinalichI3 6a?
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Appendix E

Interview transcript in English

Codes

Researcher: Please, tell me a little about yourself?

Parent: I'm a housewife, my husband and I have three children. Our
youngest daughter is in the first grade, the middle son is in grade 8 and the
eldest son will finish school this year.

Researcher: What is their language of instruction?

Parent: They all study at Kazakh-medium school, the eldest son wants to
study in English is going at Nazarbayev University. He is preparing for
SAT exams.

Researcher: Why did you choose Kazakh as the language of instruction?

(Q7)
Parent: We all speak Kazakh at home. This is our mother tongue.

Researcher: How did you make this choice? Did you have any discussions
about choosing a different language? (Q7)

Parent: No, we did not have any discussions. ... Although | wanted my
daughter to go to a Russian school. But the husband and his mother
insisted that attended to the Kazakh.

Researcher: Why?

Parent: Because the level of education in Kazakh schools is lower than
Russian. For example, when my son began to prepare for the Olympiad
[competition] in Physics, | bought him several textbooks in the Kazakh
language. He told me not to buy books in Kazakh anymore because there
were so many mistakes in these textbooks.

Researcher: Based on the information that you provided in the
guestionnaire, you went to high school with Kazakh language as medium
of instruction. Please tell me what other languages do you know and your
level of competences in them? (Q1)

Parent: I am fluent in Russian. But Kazakh is my dominant language. |
read and understand a little Arabic and | am learning Hindi.

Researcher: How did it happened that you know Arab and Hindu

Mother tongue
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languages that are not very common in Kazakhstan?

Parent: When | first went abroad | did not know any foreign languages. Of
course, | learned English at school, but you know how they teach English
in the village. I knew just a few phrases. Once at the Turkish airport, |
almost missed my flight because I did not understand the announcements.
Well, at least | knew Russian. There were Russian tourists, one of them
knew a little English. Then I realized how important it is to know foreign
languages. | am learning Arabic to read the Koran. | wanted to read it and
understand it myself. And | began to understand Hindi because my
mother-in-law and I are watching Indian TV- shows every evening with.

Researcher: Could you tell me where you speak Kazakh? And with
whom? (Q2)

Parent: I dominantly speak Kazakh, especially at home and at school. I try
to speak Kazakh with everyone.

Researcher: And if your interlocutor does not understand Kazakh?

Parent: Then of course | will speak Russian. The president said that it is
against the law to discriminate against people who do not speak Kazakh.
It's in town X, you do not always know if a person speaks Kazakh, not all
Kazakhs speak it, but some foreigners learn it. In my village, everyone
speaks Kazakh, Kazakhs and Russians and other nationalities alike. And
in city X I try to speak Kazakh only with Kazakhs.

Researcher: You are a polyglot. What languages can be heard in your
house? What language do you and your family speak to each other? (Q3)

Parent: In the family, we predominantly communicate in Kazakh with
each other. I also speak with children in Russian because | want them to
know both languages well. Children also hear Arabic during prayers and
Hindi from the TV. Furthermore, my elder is intensely learning English,
and the middle son tries to teach this language to my daughter.

Researcher: Do you have any rules about use of languages at home? Do
you encourage use of some languages at home? Do you prohibit use of
other languages? (Q3)

Parent: No, there are no rules. We all just simply speak Kazakh, although
my husband is sometimes gets angry that children speak Russian with
each other. But we do not forbid them from speaking it. And we
encourage them to speak English.

Positive
attitude to
multilingualism

Home language
practice

Home language
practice
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CTeHOrpaMMa MHTEPBbIO

KOJABI

Uccnenosarens: Pacckaxxure HeMHOTO 0 cede?

Pongurens: 51 nomoxo3diika, y Hac ¢ My>KeM Tpoe aeTel. Muaamas 104b
B MEPBOM KJIACCE, CPEIHUI ChIH B § KJIaCCE U CTapILHil ChIH B 3TO TOY
3aKaHYMBAET IIKOJTY.

UccnenoBarens: Ha kakoM si3pike 00y9aroTCs Ballld JETH?

Poputens: OHM Bce ydarcs B Ka3aXCKOM IIKOJIE, CTapIINi ChIH
coOupaeTcs NOCTYIUTh XOUET yUUTCs Ha aHruiickoMm B HazapOaes
VYHuBepcurere. OH YCHIIEHHO TOTOBUTBHCSA K 3Kk3aMeHy DcOuTh.

UccnenoBatens: [ToueMy BbI BRIOpay Ka3aXxCKUil Kak sI3bIK 00y4deHuUs1?
(Bompoc 7)

Ponutens: Jloma Mbl Bce TOBOPUM Ha Ka3aXCKOM. DTO Halll pOAHOU
A3BIK.

UccnenoBarens: Kak BoI caienanu 3ToT BeIOOP? beutn mu oOcyxaeHus o
BeIOOpE pyroro si3bika? (Bonpoc 7)

Ponutens: O6Cyx)aeHust kak Takoro He ObLI0. (1may3a). XoTsl sl XoTena,
9TOOBI MOSI TOYB TIONLIA B PYCCKYIO mKony. Ho My u ero martb
HAaCTOsAJIN HA TOM ‘ITOGBI OHa MIOoIJIa B Ka3aXCKY1O.

Uccnenosarens: [Touemy?

Ponutens: IloTroMy 4TO ypoBeHb 00pa30BaHMs B Ka3aXCKUX HIKOJaX
HIDKE 4eM pycckux. Hampumep, korjga Moil CbIH Hadan FOTOBUTHCS K
oNMMIIHaze 1Mo (GU3MKe s eMy Kynuia HECKOJIbKO YUeOHHKOB Ha
ka3axckoM. OH MHe cka3all, 4TOOBI 51 00JIbIIIE HE MTOKYIada KHUTH Ha
Ka3aXxCKOM MTOTOMY UYTO B 3THX Y4eOHHKaX ObUIO OY€Hb MHOTO OIIMOOK.

Uccnenoparens: Ha ocHoBe nH(pOpManum, mpeaocTaBIeHHONH BaMU B
aHKeTe, Bbl CaMH MOTYYIIIA CPEIHIOI 00pa30BaHME HA KA3aXCKOM
si3bIke. CKaXuTe, MOXKaIyhHcTa, Kakue APYTHe sI3bIKA Bbl 3HACTE M Balll
ypoBenb BianeHus umu? (Bompoc 1)

Ponutens: Sl Bmageo pyccKMM Tak ke CBOOOJIHO KaK BIIAJICIO
KazaxckuM. Ho kazaxckuii MOM OCHOBHOM SI3BIK. UMTaro v IIOHUMAIO
HEMHOT'O Ha apaOCKOM M Y4y XHUH/IH.

Uccneposarens: [loueMy Bbl pelIniy BEIyYUTh 3TH SI3bIKU, KOTOPBIE HE
XapaKTepHBI I Ka3axCTaHCKOro odiecTa?

Mother tongue
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Ponurens: Koraa st mepBblid pa3 momnaia 3a rpaHUILy S HE 3Hajla
MHOCTPaHHBIX s3bIKOB. KOHEUHO 51 yunia aHTTTMUCKUH S3bIK B 1IKOJIE, HO
BbI K€ IOHUMAETE, KaK MPENoIaloT aHIIMHCKUH SA3BIK B ayje. S 3Hana
OYKBaJIbHO HECKONBKO (hpa3. OMHAKIBI B TYPELIKOM a’pOIOPTY, 5 e/1Ba
HE TPONYCTUIa CBOI peiic OTOMY YTO He MOHUMAaa OObSBICHUSI.
Xopo1o X0Th pycckuit 3Hana. Tam ObUTH pycCKUE TYPHUCTBI, KTO-TO U3
HUX 3HAJl HEMHOTO aHIVIMKACKUM. Toraa s moHsia, Kak Ba)KHO 3HaTh
MHOCTPAHHBIC S3BIKA. APaOCKUH 51 y4y JUISl TOTO 4TOOBI CaMOil UNTaTh
Kopan. A xuHau s Hayajga NOHUMAaTh U3-3a TOTO, YTO MBI C MOEH
CBEKPOBBIO KK/l B€Yep CMOTPUM UHAMMCKUE CEPUAIIBIL.

Hccnenosarens: He Morm Obl BBl paccKasarh MHE, IJI€ BBl TOBOPUTE Ha
kazaxckom? U ¢ kem? (Bompoc 2)

Ponutens: S Bcerna roBopro Ha KazaxCKOM, OCOOCHHO JIoMa U B IIIKOJIE.
S cTaparoch TOBOPUTH Ha Ka3aXCKOM CO BCEMH.

UccnenoBarens: A eciu Bam coOECENHNUK HE IIOHUMAET Ka3aXCKUii?

Ponutens: Torna st KoHeuHo e Oyy TOBOPUTH Ha pycckoM. [Ipe3uaeHt
CKa3all, 4TO 3TO NMPOTHBO3AKOHHO IUCKPUMUHUPOBATS JIIOAEH KTO HE
TOBOPSIT M0-Ka3aXxCKU. JTO B ropojie X HE BCET/1a 3HACIb TOBOPHUT JIH
YeJIOBEK Ha Ka3aXCKOM, HE BCE Ka3aXU TOBOPAT HA HEM, 3aTO HEKOTOPbIE
MHOCTpaHIBl €ro yyaT. B Moem ayse Bce roBOpsIT Ha HEM U Ka3axu U
PYCCKHE U IpYyrye HAIlMOHAIBLHOCTH. A B Topojie X 51 CTaparoch
3aroBapuBaTh HA Ka3aXCKOM TOJIBKO C Ka3aXaMHu.

Uccnenosarens: Bel moaurior. A Kakue A3bIKH MOKHO YCIIBIIIATh B
BaueM ome? Ha kakoMm s3bIK Bbl U YJIEHBI Balllell CEMbU FOBOPUTE APYT
¢ apyrom? (Bompoc 3)

Ponutens: B 0CHOBHOM B CéMbe MBI 00IIIaeMCs Ha Ka3axCKoM. S Tak ke
TOBOPIO C IETbMU Ha PYCCKOM MOTOMY YTO X04Y, YTOObI OHM 3HaJIU 00a
S3BIKA XOPOIo. JIeTH Takke CIbIIAaT apadCKuil BO BpeMs MOJIUTBEI U
XUHIU U3 TeneBu3opa. Tak e MOW CTaplinii YCUIIEHHO 3aHUMAeTCS
AHTJIMMCKUM, a CPETHUN 110 HE MHOTY YUUT 3TOMY SI3bIKY MOIO JIOUb.

HUccnenoBarens: Ecth 1 y Bac Kakue-1100 MpaBuiia HCIIOIb30BAHMUS
A3BIKOB ,Z[OMEI‘.7 Hoomp;leTe JIX BbI UCITOJIb30BAHUC HCKOTOPLIX S3BIKOB
noma? 3amperaeTe i UCIOoab30BaHKe ApYyrux s361k0B? (Bompoc 4)

Ponurens: Her, npasun Her. Ham BceM mpocTo ynoOHER BCEr0 TOBOPUT
Ha Ka3aXCKOM, XOTs MO MY>»K HHOTJIA 3JIMTCS YTO AETH MEKIY cO00M
roBopsT Ha pycckoM. Ho MBI He 3ampeliacM UM TOBOPHUTE Ha HEM. A
IIOOIIPSEM MBI aHTTMACKHUHN.
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Table A1

Appendix F

Summary of analysis on relationship between parents’ language ideologies and their

perceptions of the trilingual policy

Language Quotes Perceptions
ideologies
Kazakh Parent 4: “It is our heritage e positive attitudes and high

revitalization

(4 parents)

language”,

Parent 8: “Learning the
Kazakh language is our duty,
but at the same time it is also
our privilege”.

expectations of the policy.
reservations that children from
Russian-medium school would
be able to become proficient in
Kazakh.

Societal
multilingualism

Parent 9: “Because | speak
Kazakh and Russian | get
promoted faster at work. It also

positive attitudes and high
expectations of the policy.
named only benefits for future

(4 Parents) helped me with my [Kazakh career perspectives.
dominant] mother and father e did not name cognitive
in-law” development or
multiculturalism and tolerance.
Nationalistic Parent 3: “Kazakhs should e 3inl

view on Kazakh
revitalization
(1 parent)

speak in Kazakh with each
other”

fears language losses the result
of trilingual policy.

Russophone

(1 parent)

Parent 2: “We don’t need
Kazakh”; “Changing language
of instruction would not fix the
problem [of education]”

wished trilingual policy to never
be implemented.
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