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Abstract

Globalization and linguistic diversity in the world have led to Kazakhstan
amending its educational system. The consequential implementation of the Trilingual
Education Policy has made it obligatory to study the three languages (Kazakh, Russian,
and English) from the primary education level and content subjects in English in secondary
education. According to the policy, the languages are taught separately through a
monolingual approach, thus the phenomenon of translanguaging is mostly avoided in
classroom practices. The purpose of the research is to explore the perspectives of English
Medium Instruction (EMI) content teachers regarding the use of translanguaging as a
pedagogical tool in teaching. In compliance with the research purpose, the following
research questions helped to investigate content teachers’ perspectives about
translanguaging: 1. What language attitudes do EMI Content teachers have? 2. What are
EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging? A qualitative research method was
used to collect the data via semi-structured interviews. Overall, six EMI content teachers
from two Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools were interviewed. The analysis of the obtained
data drew on Ruiz’s framework of language ideologies: language as a problem, language
as a right, and language as a resource. The findings revealed that teachers do not consider
Kazakh to be necessary for education compared with Russian and English; moreover, the
English language is associated with development and prestige by the majority of
respondents. Regarding translanguaging, participants are mostly positive about
translanguaging practices while teaching, and use it for different purposes; however, the
languages used for translanguaging exclude Kazakh. The results of the research might be
important for policymakers to take into account as it will reveal the perspectives of

teachers on the purposeful use of several languages in the classroom. This study implies
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the necessity of training for teachers on the benefits of using translanguaging as a

scaffolding tool.
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AHjaaTna

XKahannany MeH aneMperi TUIK oapTypaitik Kazakcranasr OiniM Oepy xyiecin
e3repryre MaXOyp erTi. Y Tinae OuniM Oepy casicaThlH JOUEKTI TYPAE )Ky3ere acbipy
Oacraysim OiiM JeHreiiHeH 6acTan yin TUIAl (Ka3ak, OPbIC JKOHE aFbUIIIBIH) XKOHE OpTa
OlmiM Gepyaeri )KapaThIIbICTaHy OaFBITBIHIAFEI IIOHIEP 11 AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHAC OKBITYIBI
MiHAeTTi eTTi. OCBI casicaTka ColKec, TiIep KeKe-Iapa MOHOTMHT BUCTUKAIIBIK TOCLT
APKBUIBI OKBITHUIAIbI, COHJIBIKTAH CHIHBII TOXKIPUOECIHIE KON JKaFaaiia TpaHCTiIecy
KyOBUIBICTaphIHA JKOJI OepinMeiiai. 3epTTeyIiH MaKcaTsl - opTa OiniM Oepyne
YKapaTbUIBICTaHy OaFBITBIHIAFHI TOHAEP Il aFbUTIIBIH TUTIH/IE KYPTi3eTiH MyFaliMAEepaiH
TPaHCTUIAECyTe KO3KapaChlH aHBIKTAY OOJIBIN TaObUIA bl 3epTTEY MaKcaThIHA COMKEC,
KeJeci 3epTTey CYpaKTaphl KapaTbUIbICTaHy OAaFBITBIHIAFBI MYFAIIMICPAIH TPAHCTUIAECYTEe
KO3KapachlH aHBIKTayFa KoeMeKTecTi: 1. XKapaTeuipicTany OaFbITBIHIAFBI TIOHACPAI
aFBUIIIBIH TITIH/IE KYPTi3eTiH MyFaliMICpAiH TUIAEpre JereH KapbIM-KaThIHACHIH KaH/ai?
2. XKapatbuibicTaHy OaFbITbIHAAFbI OHACPA] aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHJE JKYPri3eTiH MyFaliMAEepAIH
TpaHCTUIIeCyTe Ko3Kapachl Kannai? XKapTeuiail KypbUIbIMIQIFaH cyX0aTTap KOMETiMeH
MOJIIMETTEp/I1 ’KUHAY YILIH canalibl 3epTTey d/ici Konaanslabl. Exi HazapOaes
3UATKEPIIIK MEKTEO1HIH 'KapaTbUIbICTaHy OaFbITHIHAAFbI aJIThl MYFaTIMMEH UHTEPBBIO
KYPri3unai. AJbIHFaH JepeKTepre Tainaay Pyn3TiH TUHTBUCTUKANIBIK U1€0JI0THUSCHIHBIH
TYKBIPBIM/IaMAChIHA HET13/1EI1: MyHa TUI Tpo0JieMa peTiHIe, KYKBIK PETIH/IE KOHE
pecypc peTiHe KapacTeipbuiaasl. HoTmkenep kepceTkeHaeH, MyFamimMaep Ka3zak TUTIH
OPBIC JKOHE aFBUIIIBIH TUTIEPIMEH CANBICTBIPFaH/Ia OKBITYIa KQXKET JIeT CAaHaMaiIbl.
CoHBIMEH KaTap, peClOHAECHTTEPAIH KOMIIIIT aFbUIIIBIH TIJH 1aMybIMEH JKOHE
OenenMeH OalaHbBICTRIPAAbL. TpaHCTUIAECY TYpasibl alTaThIH 00JICAK, KOOiIHECE,
KaTBICYIIBUIAP TPAHCTIIIECY MPAKTUKAChIHA OH KO3KapacIeH Kapaiiibl )KoHe OHBI SPTYPIIi

MakcaTTap/a KOJIaHa Ibl; anaiaa Oy KyObUIBIC YIITIH KOJAAHBIIATHIH TUIAEP KaTapbl

viii
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Ka3aK TiTIH KOCHaipl. 3epTTey HOTHXKETepl casicar jkacaylibulap YIIiH MaHbI3/Ibl O0JIybI
MYMKiH, ©ATKEH1 OYJI 3epTTey )KYMBICHI MYFaJIIMACPAIH ChIHBINTA apHAKBI MaKcaTTa
OipHeImIe TUIACP KOJIJaHy Typasibl Ko3KapacTaphliH amaabl. by 3eprrey TpancTiuiaecyai
Tipeyill Kypas peTiHe naiiananyIblH apTHIKIIBUIBIFBl TYPaIbl MyFaIiMIepre OKbITY

KQKETTUIITH YCHIHA/IBL.
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AHHOTANUA

I'moGanu3zanus u A36IKOBOE pa3HOOOpa3ue B MUpE MPHUBEIH K ToMYy, uTo Kazaxcran
U3MEHUII CBOIO cUcTeMy oOpa3oBanus. M3-3a nocnenoBarenbHol peanusanuu [lonmntrku
Tpéxpsa3pIdHOr0 00pa30BaHUs U3yUCHUE TPEX A3BIKOB (Ka3aXCKHUM, PYCCKHH 1
AHIJTIMHCKUI) C HaYaJIbHOTO 00Pa30BaHUS U €CTECTBEHHOHAYUYHBIX IIPEIMETOB Ha
AHTJIMIICKOM SI3BIKE B CpEAHEM 00pa30BaHHUH CTasI0 00s3aTeNbHBIM. B COOTBETCTBHHM C 3TOM
IIOJINTUKOM, SI3BIKU IIPENOJAIOTCS OTIEIBHO Yepe3 OAHOS3BIYHBIN ITOAXO0/, I0ITOMY B
OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIIY4aeB B I1€JarOrMUECKOM MPaKTUKE U30€TaloT SBJICHUS TPaHCSI3bIUus.
Llenp uccnenoBanus - U3y4UTh B3TJIAIBI YUUTEIEH €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX IIPEIMETOB,
IIPENOJAOIINX HA aHIVIMMCKOM SI3bIKE, HA TPAHCS3bIYHME B KAYECTBE IE€JAarOrn4eCcKOro
MHCTPYMEHTA B 00y4eHHUU. B COOTBETCTBUM C LIEIbIO UCCIIEOBAHMUS, CIIEIYIOIINE BOIIPOCHI
WCCJIEI0BAHMS TIOMOIUIM BBIABUTH B3TJISA/Ibl YUUTEIIEH €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX IIPEAMETOB,
IIPENOJAOIINX HA aHIVIMKCKOM, Ha TpaHcsasbluue: 1. KakoBbl OTHOmIEHUS IIpenoiaBarenen
€CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX IPEMETOB, IPETOAAIOIINX Ha aHTJINHCKOM SI3bIKE, K sI3bIKaM? 2.
KaxoBbI B3r1s1bI TpEno1aBaTesiell €CTeCTBEHHOHAYYHBIX IIPEIMETOB, ITPENOIAOIINX Ha
AHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKE Ha TpaHcsa3blune? KauecTBeHHBIN MeTO1 nccieqoBaHusl ObLl
MCIIOJIb30BaH JJIsi cOOpa JaHHBIX C MOMOIIBIO MOy CTPYKTYPUPOBAaHHBIX HHTEPBBIO. Beero
OBLIO OMPOILIEHO IIECTh YUUTENCH €CTeCTBEHHOHAYYHBIX ITPEMETOB, IPENOIAI0IIUX Ha
AHTTIMICKOM s13bIKe, U3 1ByX Hazap6aeB MHTemIeKTyanbHBIX MIKOI. AHAINU3 MOTYYEHHbBIX
JTAHHBIX ONMPAJICS HA KOHIIETIINIO A3BIKOBBIX UAeoa0rnid Pynsa: rae s3bik
paccMaTpuBaeTcs Kak mpo0sieMa, Kak ImpaBo U Kak pecypc. Pe3ynbraThl mokasaiu, 4yTo
YUUTENS HE CUYMTAIOT Ka3aXCKU SI3bIK HEOOXOAUMBIM ISl 00y4YeHUs, 10 CPaBHEHUIO C
PYCCKHMM U aHTJIMHCKUM si3bIKaMU. boiiee Toro, 60IbIIMHCTBO PECIIOHIEHTOB aCCOLIMUPYET
AHIIMMCKUH SI3BIK C Pa3BUTHEM U IIpECTHKEM. UTO KacaeTcst TpaHCA3bIUNs, YIACTHUKHU B

OCHOBHOM ITOJOXHUTCIIBHO OTHOCATCA K ITPAKTHKE TPAHCA3BIYHA BO BpEMA O6y11€HI/I$I n
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UCTIOJIB3YIOT €T0 ISl Pa3IMYHBIX IIEJIeH; 0IHAKO UCIOIb3yEeMBbIE S3bIKH, HCKIIOYAIOT
Ka3aXxCKHH. PG3YJIBT3,TBI HCCIICAOBaHUA MOT'YT OBITH BaYKHBI IJI1 JMPCKTUBHBIX OPpraHOB B
00pa30BaHNM, TOCKOJIbKY JIaHHast pa00Ta BBIABISET TOUKY 3PEHUS YUUTENEH Ha
IIeJICHAIPABJIEHHOE UCIIOJIb30BAHNE HECKOJIBKUX A3bIKOB B KJIacce. DTO UCCIIEI0BAHUE
YKa3bIBAaeT HA HEOOXOIMMOCTh OOYUYCHHS YUUTEICH MPEUMYIIIECTBAM HUCIIOJIb30BAHUS

TPAHCA3BIYHA B KAUCCTBC MHCTPYMCHTA JJIA O6y‘I€HI/I5I.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The language policy in Kazakhstan today is considered to be a reflection of its
sociodemographic and linguistic complexity (Smagulova, 2008). According to the Law on
Languages (1997) of the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Kazakh language is the state
language. Russian, on the other hand, is used as an official language along with Kazakh in
governmental organizations and local authorities, and each citizen has the right to speak
their mother tongue as well as to choose their language of communication and education
(Law on Languages, 1997). Recently, the high prevalence of English all over the world has
also affected Kazakhstan. Kazakhstani leaders might view the English language “as having
a vital role in national modernization and development” (Adamson & Morris, 1997, as
cited in Zhetpisbayeva, Shelestova, & Abildina, 2016, p. 660). Thus, in 2007, the first
President of Kazakhstan launched the project “The Trinity of Languages” that promoted
the idea of its citizens knowing Kazakh, Russian, and English (Nazarbayev, 2007). This
was further developed into the Trilingual Education Policy, and according to it, today,
Kazakhstani students study the Kazakh language, the History of Kazakhstan and Kazakh
Literature in Kazakh; the Russian language and World History in Russian; and the English
language, Computer Science, Physics, Chemistry and Biology in English (MoES,
2015). Therefore, under the Trilingual Policy, the three languages have been divided
according to subject and are taught separately, following a monolingual norm (Jorgensen,
2008). However, Ogutu and Kanana (2003) outlined that in a multilingual situation, like in
Kazakhstan, where individuals have more than one language in their linguistic repertoire;
people have a tendency to alternate between two or more languages simultaneously during
their speech. Thus, translanguaging or using students’ first language (L1) while learning in
a target language (TL) seems to be an inevitable practice in a classroom with multilingual

students (Garcia, 2009).
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Problem Statement

The implementation of the Trilingual Education Policy may have influenced the
language attitudes of content teachers’ teaching in English as a medium of instruction
(EMI) and their practices, as teaching content subjects through students’ second or third
language (L2/L3) causes certain challenges (Karabassova, 2017). One of them is that
content and language integration can be difficult for teachers who have a poor level of
English proficiency (Lazarevic, 2019) which, in turn, might lead to the fear that the content
of science subjects would be lost (Pladevall-Ballester, 2015). As the English language is a
foreign language for students, too, they might face difficulties understanding instructions
in English, and, accordingly, fail to acquire the content.

In accordance with Cummins’ Interdependence Hypothesis (1979, as cited in
McCracken, 2017), skills transfer between L1 and L2; consequently, it is easier to develop
additional languages if the speaker’s L1 is well-developed. Moreover, McCracken (2017)
stated that if the concept is already known in L1, comprehension in the TL is attained with
minimal effort. Therefore, employing translanguaging, which involves the use of students’
L1 as a means to make meaning while delivering the subject content, might be beneficial in
science classrooms, as it enables better comprehension (Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Wei,
2014).

However, Karlsson, Larsson, and Jakobsson (2019) stated that some science
teachers seem to not take advantage of their student’s linguistic repertoire. While Lee’s
(2005) study found that science teachers might be unaware of the methods involved in
organizing EMI lessons, (as cited in Karlsson et al., 2009), other studies (Cargile, 2018;
Kircher, 2016, as cited in Rivera and Mazak, 2017; Redinger, 2010) showed that their
practice of translanguaging is dependent on their language ideologies. For instance, Burtan

and Rajendram (2019) found that some teachers’ beliefs regarding language practices
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could be influenced by the school’s English language requirement, despite their
understanding of the importance of L1 in teaching content subjects. Therefore, these
teachers seem to believe that only English, without recourse to their students’ L1, should
be used in the classroom (Burtan & Rajendram, 2019). Thus, teachers’ translanguaging
practices in teaching content subjects might be dependent on their attitudes towards the
languages.

Since the implementation of Trilingual Education aims at developing Kazakhstani
students’ competence in the Kazakh, Russian and English languages simultaneously
(MoES, 2020), it is crucial to learn teachers’ attitudes towards the roles of these languages
and the extent to which the Kazakh and Russian languages are employed as a scaffold to
the EMI in the teachers’ pedagogical practice.

Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to explore EMI content teachers’ attitudes
towards Kazakh, Russian, and English, their perspectives on translanguaging, and whether
they perceive the phenomenon as a useful tool or an obstacle to students’ understanding the
content in English; and to identify the main reasons for their using or avoiding
translanguaging.

Research Questions

In compliance with the purpose of the study, the following research questions will
help us to investigate the perspectives of content teachers instructing in English on the use
of translanguaging in secondary education:

1. What language attitudes do EMI content teachers have?
2. What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging?

Why?
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Significance of the Study

There is very little research in Kazakhstan regarding the use of translanguaging and
teachers’ attitudes towards this phenomenon. The current study was conducted to shed
some light on Kazakhstani EMI content teachers’ language attitudes and their perspectives
on translanguaging. Thus, it may contribute further to an understanding of translanguaging
practices in Kazakhstani classrooms. The results of the research might be important for
policy makers to take into account as it reveals EMI content teachers’ perspectives on the
use of translanguaging for teaching under the Trilingual Education Policy. In addition, the
study might be used by other researchers who are interested in the linguistic situation in
Kazakhstan in the future.
Outline of the Study

The study consists of six chapters. This first chapter provides the background of the
research problem and presents the research purpose, the research questions, and the
significance of the study. The next chapter elaborates on the existing body of literature that
is relevant to teachers’ language attitudes and translanguaging practices. The third chapter
focuses on the methodology of the study and includes the research design which was used
to conduct the study, the research site and the participants engaged for the study, the
procedure of data collection, and ethical issues. The following chapter is dedicated to the
main findings arising from the data analysis. The fifth, the discussion chapter, lays out the
analysis of the findings in relation to the literature provided in the second chapter. The last
chapter, in turn, provides the conclusions as well as the limitations, recommendations and

implications for further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter presents a review of the previous studies from the international and
local Kazakhstani contexts that have guided the research. The first section elaborates on
the international studies that explored people’s language attitudes. It is followed by a
section dedicated to the studies on language attitudes in the Kazakhstani context. The third
section presents the literature on translanguaging, while the fourth focuses on teachers’
perspectives on translanguaging in the international context. Then, the fifth section
discusses the studies on translanguaging carried out in Kazakhstan, and the sixth provides a
description of EMI content subjects in Kazakhstan. The last section of the literature review
sets forth the conceptual framework that was used to analyze the findings of the study.
Language Attitudes

Research on language attitudes explores individuals’ critical reactions to a wide
range of language behaviors (Cargile, 2017). Baker (1992) identified two components of
language attitudes: instrumental orientation and an integrative orientation. These two
orientations differ in the purpose of the language use. The first one incorporates pragmatic,
practical motives (Baker, 1992), for example, the knowledge of a language may be useful
for being employed, receiving recognition or getting a promotion. According to Baker
(1992), this is mainly self-oriented and egocentric. As for the second component, an
integrative orientation concerns the need for relationship, as it is interpersonal (Baker,
1992). Learning a language to improve communication with other people or to become
respected can be examples of the integrative orientation.

Thus, people learn languages for different purposes, and consequently, have
different attitudes towards them. It might be important to explore language attitudes,
especially while policymaking in education, as, according to Razfar (2012, as cited in

Weekly, 2019), teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and practices are interrelated and shape
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teaching ideologies. It can also be considered to be essential in understanding their views
on such multilingual practices as code-switching and translanguaging.

Studies on teachers’ and learners’ language attitudes have been conducted in many
countries and different contexts (Alalou, 2009; Kosmarskaya, 2015; Redinger, 2010).
However, only the relevant research that was carried out in the similar linguistic context as
in Kazakhstan was considered in the literature review. One of those studies was undertaken
by Alalou (2009) in Morocco among Moroccan French teachers. It was targeted towards
an analysis of French teachers’ attitudes towards French via questionnaires. Three
languages: French, Arabic, and Tamazight coexist in Morocco; however, only French is
perceived as a language of importance both in daily life and education, even though
standard Arabic is a national language (Alalou, 2009). The findings of this study by Alalou
(2009) showed that despite the fact that teachers’ native languages are Arabic (almost
59%) or Tamazight (35%), the majority accepted the French language as “a medium for
modernity” and “a medium of accessing science and technology” (Alalou, 2009, p. 573).
Even those teachers, who had negative attitudes towards French, pointed out its
advantages, especially in education. The study shows that even though the state is trying to
elevate the status of Arabic as a national language under its Arabization policy, the French
language “plays an important role as a window to the outside world” (Alalou, 2009, p.
573).

Similarly, another study found that speakers' language attitudes influence their
attitudes towards the use of translanguaging practices. The study was conducted in
Luxembourg in 2010 by Redinger. He explored teachers’ and students’ language attitudes
towards Luxembourgish, French, and German, and their use in education. According to the
study, German and French are used as a medium of instruction at different stages of

curriculum, and the Luxembourgish language is “frequently used as an unofficial medium



EMI CONTENT TEACHERS’ PERSPECTIVES ON TRANSLANGUAGING

of communication inside the classroom” (Redinger, 2010, p. 24). Even though
Luxembourgish is considered to be the native language of the majority of the population in
Luxembourg, the dominance of French and German in the administrative, legislative and
educational contexts causes tension between these languages (Redinger, 2010). The study
results showed that the majority of students expressed positive attitudes towards
Luxembourgish in an educational context rather than French and German. Furthermore,
referring back to Razfar (2012, as cited in Weekly, 2019), it was discovered that language
attitudes play a significant role in the language choice of speakers, as speakers who had
negative attitudes towards French spoke that language less frequently than others. This is
yet another study which proves that the language attitudes of speakers influence their
attitudes towards the use of translanguaging practices.

Among the studies on language attitudes, a large number has presented attitudes
towards English (Sung, 2019), which might be caused by its prevalence all over the world.
Studies by Al-Masheikhi, Al-Mahroogi, and Denman (2014), Amukena Nyqgvist (2016),
Curran and Chern (2017), and Jeong-Ah (2010) explored teachers’ and learners’ attitudes
towards English, and all of these studies found that the majority of participants had
positive attitudes. English was viewed as a language providing educational opportunities
(Amukena Nyqvist, 2016; Mbato & Kharismawan, 2018), the ability to understand people
from other countries (Jeong-Ah, 2010), and to gain intercultural awareness (Curran &
Chern, 2017). Moreover, the learners in the study by Al-Masheikhi et al. (2014) agreed
that English is the language of science and technology.

Considering the existing Central Asian literature, it was found that one of the post-
Soviet countries, Kyrgyzstan, has a similar linguistic context to Kazakhstan. Nowadays, in
independent Kyrgyzstan, Kyrgyz is the state language, however, Russian is still considered

to be the dominant language in education and that of every-day communication
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(Kosmarskaya, 2015). Kosmarskaya (2015) stated that Kyrgyzs perceive Russian as a
marker of prestige and “as a language of wider communication” (p. 15), while those who
have little Russian competence remain underprivileged. The analogous linguistic situation
can be observed in a study by Simeki (2010) in the Ukraine, where the Ukrainian language
is known as the state language. However, as in most of the studies which have been
reviewed here, the Ukrainian language does not correspond to this high status in non-
official communication where it is replaced by Russian. The analysis of the survey,
conducted by one of the governmental funds, showed that 55% of citizens approved of
Russian being an official language of the state along with Ukrainian (Simeki, 2010).
Fierman (2012) claimed that Russian is still used as a means of communication in many
post-Soviet countries and possesses a high level of prestige.
Language attitudes in Kazakhstan

Most of the previous studies about language attitudes in Kazakhstan were focused
on the attitudes of the citizens (Smagulova, 2006, 2008; Alaidarova & Urazalina, 2019).
The study by Smagulova (2006) was aimed at shedding light on the language conflict in
Kazakhstan and on the attitudes of citizens’ towards Kazakh and Russian. According to
her, it cannot be denied that there is a conflict between Kazakh and Russian. Due to the
association of Russian with urban residency and better education, people had positive
attitudes towards the Russian language (Smagulova, 2006). Smagulova (2006) claimed that
such stereotypes concerning the superiority of Russian made learning Kazakh undesirable,
which might be the reason for 40% of Kazakhs not speaking Kazakh in the 1980s
(Fierman, 2005). Even after several years, in 1997, the status of Kazakh being a state
language did not correspond to its position in the social-communicative realm (Arenov &

Kalmykov, 1997).
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A similar pattern can be observed in a study by Abdrahmanova (2017) about
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the role of L1 in foreign language classes. It was
found that teachers use Russian more than the Kazakh language as L1 in teaching
languages and science, even though both teachers and students were fluent in Kazakh
(Abdrahmanova, 2017). This demonstrates that the Russian language still “enjoys superior
reputation” in the education sphere in Kazakhstan as a result of “the incorporation of
Kazakhstan into the Soviet Union” (Smagulova, 2006, p. 305).

Translanguaging

The term translanguaging was initially introduced by Cen Williams in his
unpublished thesis, "An evaluation of teaching and learning methods in the context of
bilingual secondary education”, in 1994. He used the term ‘translanguaging’ as trawsiethu
to refer to the educational practices in which students were requested to alternate between
English and Welsh (Paulsrud, Rosen, Straszer, & Wedin, 2017). Williams defined
translanguaging as the act when information is received in one language and produced in
the other (Hopewell, 2017). This was further argued by Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) who
claimed that translanguaging is not just an alternation between two languages or the use of
two languages by bilinguals. According to them, translanguaging is “a systematic and
strategic process that allows the speaker to make meaning and to foster the affective side of
language use in such a way that bilinguals use the whole linguistic and semiotic repertoire
at their disposal to shape their experiences and create meaning” (p. 160).

Since then, the use of translanguaging both as a concept and as an educational
practice has been expanded, and scholars in the field of multilingual education have
suggested new definitions and applications for translanguaging. Ofelia Garcia (2009), one
of the prominent scholars on translanguaging, defined translanguaging as the act of

multilingual selecting various linguistic features or modes of autonomous languages
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strategically to optimize communicative ability. It is not about mixing separate languages;
rather, translanguaging is multilingual using their entire linguistic repertoire, thus assessing
language features to express themselves monolingually (Burton & Rajendram, 2019;
Garcia & Li Wei, 2014). In other words, it refers to the assumption that languages are not
separated systems but ‘form an integrated system’ (Canagarajah, 2011), implying a holistic
view of language and seeing speakers’ language repertoire as an important resource
(Cenoz, 2017; Garcia, 2009).

Paulsrud et al. (2017) noted that translanguaging originated with pedagogical
methods where students’ entire linguistic repertoire was involved. Then, it developed into a
concept that presents new perspectives on languages and their use (Paulsrud et al., 2017).
However, Canagarajah (2011) claimed that there is still a gap between translanguaging as a
concept and translanguaging as a practice. Understanding teachers’ views on
translanguaging practices in the classroom might be one way to fill in this gap. Before
addressing this issue, however, let us define what translanguaging as a pedagogical
practice is.

Translanguaging pedagogy is the designing of plans and the development of
teaching strategies based on multilingual students’ linguistic repertoire as a resource both
in learning and teaching (Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia & Li Wei, 2014; Otheguy, Garcia, &
Reid, 2018). The following four main purposes for adopting translanguaging as pedagogy
were suggested by Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer (2016): supporting students in the
comprehension of content and texts; providing opportunities to improve students’
academic linguistic practices; creating a space for bilinguals to create knowledge; and
maintaining bilingual identities (Infante & Licona, 2018). Translanguaging pedagogy also
involves teachers helping their students become aware of their linguistic repertoire, and to

use it appropriately for different purposes and situations (Burton & Rajendram, 2019).
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Garcia (2009) stated that teachers should “maximize communication” using students’
language practices and linguistic repertoire in order to succeed in communication and
education (p. 152). Showing students that their L1 can be a resource to scaffold the
learning of content might ensure better academic performance (Rosiers, 2017), and
motivate students and decrease their anxiety (Adnan, Mohamad, Yusoff, & Ghazali, 2014).
Conversely, according to Norton (2000, as cited in Garcia, 2009, p. 152), linguistic
uncertainty and lack of confidence might lead to the poor learning performance of minority
language.
Perspective on Translanguaging: International Experience

Research on translanguaging conducted in the field of multilingual education has
reported its varying benefits to teaching and learning in the classroom (Arthur & Martin,
2006; Blackledge & Creese, 2009; Canagarajah, 2011; Hopewell, 2017; Rosiers, 2017,
Toth & Paulsrud, 2017). Translanguaging practices through the use of an additional or
foreign language functioning as a scaffolding tool can assist in understanding the content
in the target language (Bloom, 2008; Lin,1996, as cited in Garcia, 2009, p. 153).
Moreover, other research shows that using translanguaging increases participation and
provides enhanced access to the curriculum (Arthur & Martin, 2006; Blackledge & Creese,
2009). It also allows students to draw on their previous experience, knowledge, and
cultural background in developing new knowledge in their different subjects in school
(Paulsrud et al., 2017). Even though the literature yields enough information on the
benefits of different languages coexisting in the classroom (Garcia, 2009), translanguaging
practices are not fully supported by teachers.

Translanguaging practice contrasts with the one-language ideology promoting a
monolingual approach (Gal & Irvine, 1995, as cited in Schissel, Korne, & Lopez-Gopar,

2018). Commonly, bilingualism and bilingual students have been viewed as a problem for
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a long time (Cummins, 2000, as cited in Paulsrud et al., 2017, p. 11). However, there is no
empirical data to support monolingual orientations in teaching and learning (Hopewell,
2017). According to Hopewell (2017), despite the lack of evidence, most of the bilingual

education programs strictly separate languages, requiring “learning in and through only

one language at a time” (p. 74). Cummins (2005, as cited in Blackledge & Creese, 2010, p.

202) explained that this separation was caused by the continuous persistence of
monolingual instructional approaches in schools. Another explanation could be the fact
that the presence of the L1 while speaking in the target language is considered to be “an
easier or lazier way of speaking” or an indicator of language deficiency (Doiz &
Lasagabaster, 2017, p. 158).

Nowadays, many teachers feel positive about using translanguaging as they take
into account all of its advantages, however, there are still those who are against it.
Numerous studies (Allard, 2017; Nambisan, 2014; Schissel et al., 2018; Yuvayapan, 2019;
Wang, 2019) revealing teachers’ attitudes and perception of translanguaging have, to date,
been carried out and one by Schissel et al. (2018) was held in Oaxaca, Mexico. The
purpose of the research was to explore teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging practices
in classroom language assessments. It was conducted within the framework of an action
research case study using different research instruments: interactions, discussions, surveys,
documentation, and focus group interviews. The findings showed that teachers held
contradicting views towards the use of translanguaging in the classroom, thus presenting
both supportive and opposing arguments for its use. Moreover, teachers expressed that
institutions advocating a monolingual approach do not support the integration of
translanguaging into their teaching practice and in the assessment. Thus, according to

Schissel et al. (2019), the pressure exerted by the environment and expectations regarding
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students’ academic achievements in standardized tests prevent teachers from using
translanguaging in teaching.

The results of some studies (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017; Ogutu & Kanana, 2003)
demonstrated that the majority of teachers perceived translanguaging as a threat and were
not willing to use it in teaching. One of these studies was undertaken in the Basques
Autonomous Community (BAC) by Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017). On the basis of the
qualitative research design, three discussion groups participated in the study. The findings
were analyzed within Macaro’s (2009) framework of three distinct theories: the ‘virtual’
position, the ‘maximal’ position, and the ‘optimal’ position. The first position, the ‘virtual’
one corresponds to the belief that supports the use of only the TL, which means that there
is no space for translanguaging. The ‘maximal’ position is based on the belief that using
some L1 should be allowed as a teacher understands that using only the TL is not
achievable, however, a teacher feels a sense of guilt for this. The last ‘optimal’, position is
represented by teachers with the belief that using different languages may improve learning
and who therefore support translanguaging. According to the results of the study, the
majority (8 out of 13) of teachers appeared to represent the “virtual’ position. They
expressed the view in which the use of L1 while teaching in TL is considered a problem. In
contrast, only two teachers took the optimal position, which stands for the use of
translanguaging.

However, several other studies (Allard, 2017; Ofaletse & Oats, 2019; Nambisan,
2014; Wang, 2019) have revealed that some teachers hold positive attitudes towards using
students’ L1. These studies indicate that the use of translanguaging enables students to
understand the subject content better and overcome communication issues in the
classroom. The teachers that participated in these studies reported that they use

translanguaging to clarify texts in English (Allard, 2017), to enable the participation of
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students with low English level (Nambisan, 2014), and for explanatory and managerial
purposes (Wang, 2019). In investigating teachers’ practices of and perspectives on
translanguaging in two Swedish EMI classrooms, Toth and Paulsrud (2017) found that the
teachers in their study used translanguaging practices to increase students’ participation
and to facilitate communication. Likewise, Yuvayapan’s (2019) study revealed that
English teachers in Turkey believed that the use of Turkish (their students’ L1) in their
classes enables the participation of the students with a low level of English.
Perspectives on Translanguaging in Kazakhstan

Despite a dearth of empirical studies done on translanguaging in Kazakhstan this
subsection presents the findings from the few that have been conducted. The study by
Belova (2017) found that although learners in Kazakhstan use translanguaging practices
for formal communicative situations, the majority avoid alternating between languages.
The researcher connected this phenomenon with their belief that this could deteriorate their
learning of the TL. Similar results were obtained by Ospanova (2017) in her study on
students’ perceptions of code-switching in a program with EMI. According to her, students
perceived the alternation between languages negatively, as they consider it “as a marker of
professional incompetence” (p. 49). But still despite the presence of these negative
attitudes students, use their L1 for the purpose of translation, explanation, and clarification.

The recent study by Tastanbek (2019), aimed at exploring pre-service teachers’
beliefs on translanguaging, showed that the majority of pre-service teachers had positive
attitudes towards the use of translanguaging as a common practice. This is another study
that, similarly to the study by Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), used Macaro’s (2009)
framework to analyze the data obtained from semi-structured interviews. The use of

learners’ entire linguistic repertoire was perceived as a resource by pre-service educators.
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However, they preferred using English as much as possible because of their insufficient
exposure to English outside of the classroom and a feeling of guilt for using L1.

These studies that have been undertaken in Kazakhstan show that learners and
educators have different attitudes towards and perceptions of translanguaging practices.
The scarcity of research on translanguaging in Kazakhstan, however, demonstrates that this
phenomenon needs to be investigated further.

EMI Content Subjects in Kazakhstan

The implementation of the Trilingual Education Policy has changed several aspects
of the curriculum including the medium of instruction for science subjects. Since 2017,
English has been gradually integrated as a language of instruction in subjects like
mathematics, physics, biology, chemistry, and computer science (Irsaliyev et al., 2017).
According to the language policy in Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS AEO, 2019),
developed on the basis of the state program of development and the functioning of
languages in the Republic of Kazakhstan, learning a second or a foreign language is carried
out through a “switching” strategy. It consists of four phases: full implementation of the
strategy takes place in the first and second phase, while in the third it is discretionary, and
then completed in the fourth one (NIS AEO, 2019, p. 3). In other words, only 30% of the
lesson is instructed in English in the seventh grade, while in the ninth grade it increases to
50%. Finally, in the 11" and 12" grades, the language of instruction is English only.
Based on the switching strategy teachers follow the “one teacher-one language” approach;
however, if students do not understand the content, the teacher can use Kazakh or Russian
(NIS AEO, 2019, p. 3).
Conceptual Framework of the Study

Blackledge (2008) stated that “the values, practices, and beliefs associated with

language use by speakers” can be described as language ideology (as cited in Jonsson,
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2017, p. 29). In other words, language ideologies affect speakers’ language attitudes and
translanguaging practices (Jonsson, 2017). Therefore, Ruiz’s (1984) three orientations:
language-as-problem, language-as-right, and language-as-resource are used as a guide for
data analysis in the current study. This framework has been found very useful in previous
research on the use of L1 in multilingual classrooms (Fredricks & Warriner, 2016; Iversen,
2019).

Ruiz (1984) formulated the orientations concerning “the deficit perspectives on
linguistic minorities” and trying to “draw attention to the positive aspects of individual and
societal multilingualism” (Hult & Hornberger, 2016, p. 31). The language-as-problem
orientation is built on the idea that linguistic diversity is a threat to the unity of a nation
(Hult & Hornberger, 2016). It is “often associated with assimilationist discourses”
(Iversen, 2019, p. 4). According to Iversen (2019), the language-as-problem orientation
refers to not only speaking languages other than the dominant one but also to the lack of
proficiency in the majority language. In the context of this study, it is associated with the
ideology of EMI content teachers when they perceive using languages other than English
and poor English proficiency level as a hindrance or a threat.

The language-as-right orientation is based on the notion that linguistic inequality
leads to societal inequality (Iversen, 2019). It has a weak and a strong version (de Jong, Li,
Zafar, & Wu 2016) or positive and negative rights (Hult & Hornberger, 2016). Macias
(1979) explained the language-as-right ideology as the right to choose the language to use
in communication and to be free from linguistic discrimination (1979, as cited in Iversen,
2019). The idea can be interpreted as EMI content teachers allowing students to use their
L1 or any other language in their linguistic repertoire, hence taking into account their

linguistic rights.
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The language-as-resource orientation can be considered a reaction to the significant
limitations of the other two orientations, and according to this particular one, language
other than the dominant one is viewed as an asset (de Jong et al., 2016). It values
multilingualism, linguistic and cultural diversity and promotes advanced bilingualism (Hult
& Hornberger, 2016). In other words, using students L1 in EMI content subject does not
raise problems; conversely it is viewed as a resource and assisting teaching tool.
Conclusion

The Literature Review chapter has discussed the definition of language attitude and
its influence on teachers and students in their translanguaging practices. Having described
the findings of some international studies, this chapter has also analyzed the Kazakhstani
studies on language attitudes. Aimed at defining translanguaging as a concept and as a
pedagogical practice, there was a section dedicated to translanguaging, which was
followed by the discussion of the international studies on teachers’ perspectives on
translanguaging. In addition, this chapter reviewed some Kazakhstani studies that
investigated translanguaging and included the description of EMI content subjects in the
Kazakhstani context. Furthermore, the conceptual framework of this study that was used

for the analysis of the findings was described.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter aims at presenting the research design and the instruments used to
answer the research questions that guide this study. The purpose of this study was to
discover the language attitudes of EMI content teachers in secondary education and their
perspectives on translanguaging by answering the following research questions:

1.  What language attitudes do EMI content teachers have?
2. What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging?

The sections in this chapter provide the details of this qualitative research and
include the research design, the research site, the participants, and the data collection
instrument. This chapter also includes sections that describe the data collection and data
analysis procedures and are followed by a section focused on the ethical considerations.
Research Design

A qualitative study design was selected as the most suitable approach to answer the
research questions that complied with the research purpose to explore EMI content
teachers’ attitudes towards languages and their perspectives on translanguaging. As
Maxwell (2011) outlined, a “qualitative study suits best to understand the ‘meaning’ which
refers to cognition, affect, intentions, and participants’ perspective” (p. 30). Another
rationale behind choosing a qualitative research method is that it allows for exploring a
problem and developing an in-depth and detailed understanding about a central
phenomenon (Creswell, 2012). Moreover, as the literature provides little information
(Creswell, 2012) about translanguaging practices in Kazakhstani classrooms as well as
teachers’ perspectives on it in Kazakhstan, the researcher needs to obtain more information
about the participants’ experience and practices by obtaining comprehensible replies about

the central phenomenon.
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Due to the limited time and scope of the research, it was difficult to attract a large
number of participants. However, we could benefit from employing a qualitative research
design as it enabled us to reveal rich data on the participants’ views despite their small
number (Creswell, 2012).

According to Duffy (2015), the case study approach is widely utilized to determine
the use of language in teaching and learning. It is also applied in some quantitative studies,
yet is predominantly employed for qualitative studies, for the refinement of a theory, or for
developing new perspectives. It is inductive, in-depth, and holistic by nature, and involves
deep contextualization and a small set of participation. Therefore, this approach suits the
current research study well.

Research Site

As the study aimed to explore EMI content teachers’ perspectives on
translanguaging, the research site was a secondary school where content subjects were
taught in the target language, English. Thus, the choice of the site turned out to be two
Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS) in Kazakhstan. The main reason for this was that
under the Trilingual Education Policy, NIS was amongst the pilot schools where content
subjects were conducted in English. It means that this practice had been implemented
earlier and the school had more experience regarding the use of translanguaging than
others. Moreover, the fact that according to the requirements of NIS, teachers and students
have good English proficiency levels could help us to identify various perspectives on
translanguaging as well as the reasons to translanguage while teaching.

NIS offers a curriculum in which different subjects are taught separately in Kazakh,
Russian, and English via a monolingual approach (AEO, 2019). Representatives of 19
nationalities study at the school, and the majority (93%) of them were Kazakh (AEO,

2019). According to the NIS Language Policy (2019), all students are fluent in Kazakh and
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Russian. Thus, these two languages are allowed to be used as additional languages in the
lessons that are instructed in English.
Sample

As has already been mentioned, EMI content teachers were the main focus of this
study. To attract these participants, the purposeful sampling strategy was used because it
allows the researcher to select participants intentionally to develop an in-depth
understanding of the central phenomenon (Creswell, 2012). According to Patton (1990),
the main criterion for selecting them is that the participants be “information rich” (as cited
in Creswell, 2012, p. 206).

Table 1.

Characteristics of EMI content teachers

Participant Subject Grade Work Linguistic Ethnicity
experience repertoire
Arman Chemistry o™ 11™ 4 years Kazakh, Russian, Kazakh
12" English, Turkish
Alina Biology 11" 12™ 3 years Kazakh, Russian, Kazakh

English, Turkish

Aliya Biology 10" 11" 9 years Kazakh, Russian, Kazakh
English

Diana Computer g™ 9™ 10" 3 years Kazakh, Russian,  Kazakh
Science English

Kamila Physics 7", 8" 1 year Kazakh, Russian, Kazakh
English

Samat Physics o™ 11™ 6 years Kazakh, Russian,  Kazakh

12 English
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Creswell (2012) claimed that determining the sampling strategy to choose
participants for the study before data collection or after data collection has started is
required. In accordance with the purpose of the study, which is to investigate EMI content
teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging, maximal variation sampling was applied as it
helps the researcher to develop many perspectives about the central topic (Creswell, 2012).
Since different perspectives can be revealed from individuals who differ according to their
characteristics, the participants of this study differed by the subjects they teach, their age,
and work experience. Initially, the researcher planned to interview eight teachers; however,
not many teachers were willing to participate. Eventually, two teachers of biology, two
teachers of physics, one chemistry teacher, and one computer science teacher took part in
the study.

Research Methods

One-on-one semi-structured interviews were chosen as an instrument to collect data
on EMI content teachers’ language attitudes and perspectives on translanguaging. In
addition, interviewing can be “a flexible tool” in collecting data (Cohen, Manion, &
Morrison, 2007, p. 349) allowing researchers to elicit detailed information (Creswell,
2012). However, as Creswell (2012) outlined, one-on-one interviews, among other types,
are the most time-consuming ones.

The interview questions of this study consisted of three parts: the first part was
focused on the participants’ background, while the second one included questions
revealing their language attitudes, and the questions in the last part was aimed at
identifying teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging. Thus, these last two parts sought to
answer the research questions of this study. The interview questions were translated
beforehand into three languages (Kazakh, Russian, and English) to allow participants to

choose their preferred language (see Appendix A).
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Data Collection Procedures

After the interview questions were formulated, they were piloted with several
students from Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education. This step helped us to
identify inappropriate and unclear questions and to adjust them. Once the data collection
instrument had been tested, the researcher sent a letter to the email address of two
Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools on the 2™ of December 2019 (see Appendix B). The reply
that not many teachers were willing to take part in was received after several days, thus the
researcher had to contact the Research Department of NIS. The representative of the
department required the details of the study (see Appendix C) and informed that the
researcher had been provided access to the designated schools upon their agreement.
Moreover, the department sent us the email addresses of responsible people who would
arrange meetings with the teachers and the time for interviewing them.

The first semi-structured interview was conducted on the 10™ of December. Before
each interview, the participants were asked if they were participating in the study
voluntarily and then provided with the consent form (see Appendix D) to obtain their
signatures. Then, the researcher explained the purpose of the study and its nature. The
interviewees had the right to select and use the language of their interview (Kazakh,
Russian, and English) for answering the questions. In addition, the participants were asked
if their interviews could be audio-recorded for further examination. One-on-one semi-
structured interviews were held at the research site and each took approximately 30
minutes. As mentioned previously, the first part of the interview included questions
regarding their background, the second part focused on their language attitudes, and the
third consisted of questions concerning the use of translanguaging. The specialized term
‘translanguaging’ was not used in the interview questions to avoid incomprehension and

was paraphrased into “the use of students’ L1 in teaching”. The researcher listened to the
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interviewees very carefully and ensured the participants that the findings of the study
would be shared with them at the end of the interviews.
Data Analysis

Having conducted six semi-structured interviews, the researcher started the analysis
of the qualitative data. For this purpose, the researcher proceeded with the six steps
suggested by Creswell (2012). First of all, the researcher transcribed all of the audio-
recorded interviews: two in Kazakh, two in Russian, and two in English (see Appendix D).
The transcribing of each interview took approximately two hours, as this process is labor-
intensive (Creswell, 2012). Then, the transcriptions of the recorded interviews were
duplicated onto a laptop and a Google Drive file.

The transcriptions were read several times by the researcher, as it was necessary to
explore the data carefully by taking into account all its details. The next step was the
coding process, wherein the researcher developed codes from the text segments. Initially,
there were approximately sixty-five codes, which then resulted in the development of
seven themes. Thus, after coding the obtained data, the codes were categorized into the
themes that represent the following major ideas: attitudes to Kazakh, attitudes to Russian,
attitudes to English, positive attitudes to translanguaging, negative attitudes to
translanguaging, reasons for translanguaging, and the language for translanguaging.

In the next stage, the researcher analyzed the data and reported the main findings
using a narrative discussion (Creswell, 2012). The interpretation of the data included the
researcher’s personal reflections and views in contrast with the existing body of literature.
In order to ensure the accuracy of findings and interpretations, one willing EMI content
teacher who participated in the study was asked to conduct a member checking. This

participant was sent the interpretations of her answers via email and was asked to read
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them and inform us of any necessary changes. Two days later the respondent sent an email
with some clarifications of her answer, thus minor changes to the findings were done.

To conclude, the data analysis was based upon the steps suggested by Creswell
(2012). Firstly, the data was prepared for the analysis, and then it was explored and coded.
The next steps were to form themes and interpret the findings, which were followed by the
validation of the findings’ accuracy through member checking.

Ethical Considerations

Social researchers have to take into consideration the effects of their study on
participants and respect them by taking responsibility for this (Cohen et al., p. 58). Thus, in
order to consider all the main ethical issues, a checklist offered by Patton (2002) was used
by the researcher. According to it, the general ethical issues are “reciprocity, assessment of
risk, confidentiality, informed consent, and data access and ownership” (as cited in
Creswell, 2012, p. 230).

The risks involved in this research did not exceed those ordinarily met in daily life,
and in order to ensure that the study posed no more than minimal risk to the participants, it
received ethical approval from the Graduate School of Education Research Committee of
Nazarbayev University before the data collection. During the data collection, the
participants’ names were replaced by pseudonyms to protect them and provide
confidentiality. Moreover, neither the exact school name nor its geographical location was
mentioned in the thesis. All of the obtained data has been stored in the personal computer
of the researcher and is protected by a password that is accessible only to this researcher.

At the beginning of each interview, the participants received an informed consent
form where they could be introduced with the purpose of the study and its nature. All the

teachers in the research participated voluntarily and had the choice to not answer any
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interview question. In addition, the participants will have access to the study at the end of
the research.

Conclusion

This chapter was targeted at providing a description of the methodology used in the

research. More specifically, it presented information on the research design, research site,
its participants, the research method, data collection procedures, data analysis, and ethical
considerations. To explore content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging, six EMI
teachers were interviewed at the research site. All main ethical issues were considered
during the data collection and its report. The following chapter will discuss the major

findings obtained from the interviews.

25



EMI CONTENT TEACHERS’ PERSPECTIVES ON TRANSLANGUAGING 26

Chapter 4: Findings

The current chapter focuses on the main findings revealed from the six semi-
structured interviews at the research site. The purpose of the study was to explore the
language attitudes that EMI content teachers have and their perspectives on
translanguaging in their pedagogical practice. In accordance with the research purpose, the
following research questions helped to achieve the aim of the study:

1. What language attitudes do EMI content teachers have?

2. What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging?

A coding procedure helped to identify the main categories and organize the chapter
under the emerged themes, which correspond with the research questions. The first section
discusses the language attitudes of EMI content teachers, which is further divided into
attitudes towards Kazakh, attitudes towards Russian, and attitudes towards English. The
second section reveals the findings on EMI content teachers’ perspectives on
translanguaging and these are organized under the following subheadings: translanguaging
as resource and translanguaging as a problem.

EMI Content Teachers’ Language Attitudes

As the first research question strives to investigate the EMI content teachers’
attitudes towards the three languages used under the Trilingual Education Policy, it was
discovered that all of the interviewed teachers have a command of the Kazakh, Russian,
and English languages. Thus, they answered the interview questions taking into
consideration three languages they used, thus the reason for organizing the first section into
three subsections: attitudes towards Kazakh, attitudes towards Russian, and attitudes
towards English.

Attitudes towards Kazakh
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The interview questions considered all three languages from the perspectives of
daily use in our society and academic use in education. During the interview, all of the six
participants stated that they knew Kazakh; however, only two of them appeared to use
Kazakh in their daily life whilst other respondents seemed to prefer using Russian. The
participants who used Kazakh in their daily lives explained their choice as follows: “I
prefer speaking Kazakh in my daily life as I think in this language. Furthermore, 1 am from
a Kazakh speaking family, and it’s convenient to express my thoughts in Kazakh” (Diana)
and “I speak Kazakh because I love my language; it is beautiful” (Arman).

In response to a similar question about the language of everyday life, one of the
Russian speaking teachers gave an interesting reply:

I speak Russian ...; however, I feel guilty towards my students, as [ understand the

responsibility of being a model for them. | should speak Kazakh more, and my

colleagues should do it, too. It is time to elevate the status of Kazakh. (Samat)
The most striking result to emerge from the data was that many of the interviewees were
not positive about the use of Kazakh in education; only two participants (Diana, Arman)
claimed that all languages in education are equally valued. This can be observed from the
quote: “I cannot separate languages; I think all of them are necessary” (Diana). Reiterating
this view, Arman extensively elaborates that:

All languages have their own benefits, and it is not right to label them like that.

Literature in Kazakh, for example, cannot be translated into other languages

expressing everything the way it is in Kazakh. Everything is good in its original

version, thus I value all languages equally in education. (Arman)
As for the other respondents, they think that knowing Kazakh is not required in education
as students can afford to do without it. Two-thirds of participants mentioned the materials

on their subjects, which are usually in English and sometimes in Russian but not in Kazakh
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because materials on science subjects are either not available in Kazakh or are of poor
quality.

In education, Kazakh is not necessary, especially in biology. All the books and

materials are in English or in Russian; I do not consider Kazakh to be the language

of science. I tried once to read a biology book in Kazakh, but I did not like the

translation, it was not of adequate quality. Even for an adult, it was difficult to

understand not to mention children. (Alina)
Another common view regarding the importance of language in education among the
teachers is illustrated in the following responses: “I am Kazakh, but for me, the Kazakh
language is more associated with traditions, history, and culture. | cannot perceive
information on physics in Kazakh, I do not know why” (Kamila) and “I cannot translate
the words connected with my nation and traditions into another language” (Arman). These
responses indicate that the teachers associate each language with certain domains and
cannot use one language instead of another.
Attitudes towards Russian

As has been previously mentioned all interviewees have a good command of the
Russian language, and four of them prefer to speak it on a day-to-day basis. Surprisingly,
one of these four respondents, Aliya, provided an interesting reason for why she speaks
Russian in her daily life. She said that her first language was Kazakh, and it was
comfortable to express her thoughts in this language which is why she had chosen to be
interviewed in Kazakh; however, she uses Russian every day as people in her environment
do not understand her L1.

Kazakh is not in high demand nowadays. Moreover, everybody at work speaks

Russian, and not many people understand Kazakh. In addition, there are a lot of
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nationalities in our country, and the majority of them know Russian, so | can say, it

is a unifying language between the nations. (Aliya)

This answer might suggest that people choose the language of communication in
accordance with their environment and the linguistic requirements of their language
domains as in Aliya’s case.

The overall attitude towards the Russian language in education was positive. EMI
content teachers provided many reasons why knowing Russian was important in education
in Kazakhstan. Half of those interviewed shared the idea that there are many high-quality
resources on the subjects they teach that are available in Russian, and this was the main
reason for their positive attitude towards the Russian language. In this regard, Kamila
commented, “I think it is more beneficial to know Russian rather than Kazakh in education
because there are many books, articles, and research written in Russian, which are easy to
read and acquire”. As for Alina, she responded, “we could leave some words as they are in
English or in Russian without translating them because their translations are not always
clear for us”.

The finding that is worth mentioning is that interviewees were contrasting Russian
and Kazakh all the time, even though they were not requested to do so. The teachers
seemed to see the Kazakh and Russian languages in one category while the third language,
which is English, was a separate language system for them.

Attitudes towards English

As was expected, according to the answers of EMI content teachers, the English
language was mostly associated with the development and prosperity of our country. They
believed that knowing English has many advantages such as getting a good job, especially
in international companies, receiving a high salary, and career promotions. Some teachers

mentioned traveling abroad without translators and communicating with foreigners in
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Kazakhstan as the benefits of knowing English. This view can be observed from the
following responses: “For me, knowing English means the development, the promotion in
the career, and the communication with foreigners” (Arman), “If you know English; it is
possible to travel without translators over the world. As it is an international language
(lingua franca)” (Kamila) and “there are some advantages to knowing English. For
example, you can apply for a good job in an international company or get a higher salary at
school” (Diana).

Nevertheless, the teachers admitted that English is not used in their daily life and claimed
that it is only necessary for education. This difference in English usage was noted by
Diana, indicating that: “You can survive without knowing English in our country but there
are some advantages to knowing it”. Another teacher’s response showed that the
Kazakhstani community itself seems not to encourage speaking foreign languages as can
be noticed in the following extract:

Not many people know English. Besides, even if people know it, I think they feel
awkward speaking English on the streets. | have noticed that people in our country
do not endorse speaking in languages other than Kazakh or Russian. (Alina)
Overall, the teachers’ responses regarding English language use in education

revealed a positive attitude towards it, and the interviewees’ answers regarding this can be
seen in the following quotes: “English is a language of modern life” (Aliya), “English is
the language of science” (Alina) and “English provides competitiveness” (Samat).
The most common answer concerning the benefits of knowing English was access to
international sources as exemplified by the following extract:
Of course, English is more important in education rather than in our daily life. If
you know English, you can easily read articles, books in English. And I think

science is explained better in English, many complex topics have simple
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explanations and simple descriptions. The number of English sources is more

numerous than in other languages, thus knowing English gives it its own privileges.

In addition to all of these, students with good English proficiency can enroll in top

universities abroad. (Samat)

These answers suggest that the English language is assimilated for advancement,
achievement, and access to the world. Even though it is not in demand in daily life, its high
value in education was mentioned by almost all of the respondents.

Taken together, the results in this section indicate that there is an association
between the respondents’ attitudes towards the three languages in daily life and in
education. The majority, to be accurate, two-thirds of the teachers appeared to prefer
speaking Russian on a day-to-day basis. Moreover, these four interviewees believe that
knowing Kazakh is not required in education, whilst knowing English is essential for
achieving higher goals. Besides, the huge number of resources in English and in Russian
used by the teachers diminishes the necessity of knowing Kazakh for teaching science
subjects. This may be the reason why most teachers think that knowing English and
Russian is enough for education. Unfortunately, EMI content teachers do not see any
advantages in knowing Kazakh, and even perceive it as merely the language of culture and
history but not of science. The next section, therefore, moves on to discuss the EMI content
teachers’ perspectives on the purposeful use of several languages or an alternation between
them while teaching.

EMI Content Teachers’ Perspectives on Translanguaging

The second part of the interview was targeted at revealing content teachers’
perspectives on translanguaging. However, the term ‘translanguaging’ could be new for
many of them, therefore, in the interview questions, this term was replaced by its definition

and paraphrased as ‘purposeful use of students’ first language’.
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According to the interviewed EMI content teachers, alternating between languages
in daily life can be considered a normal phenomenon. Except for Kamila, who claimed that
she does not mix languages, all teachers reported that they switch from one language to
another during their speech, usually between Kazakh/Russian and Russian/English. As
Alina admitted, “I alternate between the languages I know while speaking. And | think it is
okay, it is not a problem for me”. This practice was echoed by Arman:

| do it every day. It is difficult not to mix because each topic and word that is
associated with a certain language. If it is a term in chemistry, for example, | use

English as | do not know the translations in Kazakh or Russian. I cannot also

translate the words related to my nation and traditions into another language. And |

think it is a norm to mix them, we are not robots to control everything and translate

all the words. (Arman)
Translanguaging in Education

However, the interviewees did not express the same perspectives regarding the use
of translanguaging practices while teaching. The teachers conduct their lessons at different
levels: from the 7" to the 12™ grade, consequently, their perspectives on translanguaging as
well as the language policy they use in the classroom differ depending on the grade in
which they teach. The lower the grade, the more the teachers felt positive about using
students’ L1, while teachers of the11™ and 12" grades mostly tend to follow a monolingual
approach in the classrooms as they try to use one language at a time. The teachers connect
this with their students’ level of English proficiency. They reported that in the 7" and 8"
grades, students do not have enough English proficiency to understand the content in
science subjects appropriately, and because of this, the school language policy allows
teachers to use students’ L1 in the lower grades. This can be seen from Kamila's comment,

“according to the language policy of our school, students in the 8" grade can use their L1
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during 70% of the lesson, and 30% is conducted in English”. Similarly, another teacher
responded positively to the use of L1 as scaffolding to understand the content of subjects:
I know it is difficult for students to change into another language right after they
were studying in their mother tongue. Thus, | am for using their L1 in teaching, we
should support them. The main duty of ours is to help our students when they are
struggling. (Alina)
However, there were teachers who thought differently. For instance, Samat and Aliya
believed that using students’ L1 may confuse them and hinder the acquisition of the
content in English. Regarding this, Aliya said, “If I use Russian, for example, students can
understand the topic, but then, they might be too incompetent to explain it in English,
while Samat shared the following:
...yes, I know that according to the school policy I can use their (students’) mother
tongue as 50% of the lesson can be held in L1 in the 9" grade, however, I believe
that using simple language in English is better rather than explaining the content in
Russian or Kazakh. You may ask ‘why?’ because | see no reason (to use L1).
Students in the 9™ grade can understand if I use simple words in English. Moreover,
they have to get used to it, as in the 11" and 12" grade they will study content
subjects only in English. (Samat)
As can be seen, the teachers demonstrated different views about using students’ L1 when
considering their level of English in teaching. Whilst a minority argued that they do not
take it into account despite the school language policy, others agreed that it is essential to
think about students’ English level while lesson planning and using their L1 in teaching.
The interference of using L1 for the content acquisition was not the only reason for
respondents being against this phenomenon. Some teachers mentioned the Cambridge

Examination which is only taken in English by graduates at the end of the 12" grade.
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Teachers believed that incompetence to elaborate on certain topics in English that was
caused by the use of L1 could lead to poor performance in the examination:
| do not consider the English level of students while planning as we have a standard
school program. In compliance with this standard, all students in an upper
secondary education must have a B1/B2 level according to CEFR. There are topics
which have to be completed by the end of the academic year because students take
the Cambridge Examination and it is in English. If other languages are used during
lessons, students may get confused or not remember necessary words in English as
they do not focus on them when using Russian versions. (Aliya)
...it (using students’ L1/translanguaging) prevents in-depth understanding and
students have to get used to academic English as they take their exams in English.
For example, many students from our school apply to universities abroad every
year. There, nobody is going to speak to them in Kazakh or Russian, and that is
why they have to practice their English even though they are struggling now.
(Samat)
Reasons for Translanguaging
The teachers provided different reasons for their translanguaging during their
lessons. A frequently mentioned reason for using students’ L1 amongst others was to
provide an explanation as can be observed from Diana's answer: “I sometimes use Russian
to explain the main points...the most important points about the new topic because I want
to be sure that students understand” and from Kamila: “There are times when I see that
students do not understand the topic, and then I use their mother tongue to clarify...”.
Hence, teachers believe that using students’ LL1 ensures a better acquisition as it allows

students with a low English level to understand the topic in Russian or Kazakh. In addition,
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the majority of teachers agreed that translanguaging during the lesson considerably
increases the level of students’ participation.
...It increases their (students’) engagement in the lesson - | get more answers. Of
course, | try to give English versions of the words when they answer...But I sec a
significant difference between the lesson when | sometimes use Russian and the
lesson held only in English. (Kamila)
An additional reason to translanguage in the lesson, suggested by NIS content teachers,
was to hold discussions in groups and in pairs. Arman stated, “...lessons are student-
centered. We have lessons when students work in pairs, in groups, in such cases they are
allowed to discuss the task with each other in L1, as it saves time”. He also added that
sometimes speaking only in English wastes time which is problematic as the lesson lasts
only 40 minutes, and he claimed that every minute is valuable for teachers. A similar
comment was given by Kamila, “Students sometimes think a lot to remember a word in
English or to construct a sentence that is grammatically appropriate, and in this kind of
situation it is better to translanguage”.
Furthermore, teachers allow students to use the languages in their linguistic
repertoire to search for information.
| encourage them (students) to use any language they know to find the information
regarding biology topics from the Internet or from books, but they usually tell what
they have found in English (Alina).
In Alina’s answer, it is seen that students receive information in one language and produce
it in the other, which can be an example of using translanguaging to complete tasks.
The interview included a question regarding the use of translanguaging for specific
tasks, or in other words, multilingual tasks in the lesson. Almost all of the teachers (over

80%) appeared to use them such as when a task is presented in one language and the
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answer to the task is in the other. Even Samat, who was against using other languages,
stated that he sometimes gave tasks on physics topics in Russian or Kazakh. Furthermore,
in this regard, Alina shared that, “...students watch videos in Russian and retell in
English...” and Kamila said, “For the students of the 7" and 8" grades, in their summative
assessments, it is allowed to give written answers in their L1, even though the task is in
English”. Diana also gave an interesting answer: “I always bring the tasks with their
translations, because for some students the English version may be unclear, thus | give
them the translation, but they are required to answer in English”.

Yes, | use them (multilingual tasks). From my experience, | can say that when |

give tasks in their L1 students are more engaged because the tasks are clear and

achievable for them. Or vice versa, when | allow them to answer in L1, they are
more motivated. (Arman)
As can be noticed, translanguaging is used not only for explanation, discussion, and
clarification but also in tasks to make them attainable for students.

Another finding worth mentioning is that some teachers claimed that L1 is not
always the language that is the most convenient to use by students. In this respect, Kamila
commented:

There are students from the Kazakh cohort, whose L1 is Kazakh; however, they

speak Russian within and outside the classroom. I notice how they talk to each

other in Russian, even though they have an excellent level of Kazakh. (Kamila)

From this answer, it can be concluded that the Russian language is used more
frequently than the Kazakh language. This occurrence may also be observed from the
previous examples of the teachers’ replies; regarding questions concerning ‘using students’
L1’ that can be both Russian and Kazakh, most of the participants answered taking into

account only the Russian language.
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List of Major Findings:

1. The majority of EMI content teachers at the school believe that knowing
Kazakh is not as important as Russian in learning science subjects because many sources
such as books, articles, research studies are in English and Russian. They also connect it
with the fact that the translation of Kazakh science books is unclear both to teachers and
students due to its low quality.

2. English is associated with development, job promotions, and prestige. In
addition, teachers believe that language is mostly used for academic purposes, and people
do not need it in their day-to-day lives.

3. Some teachers are against using students’ L1 while teaching in English
because they see it as a hindrance to language acquisition. The main reason for this lies in
their concern about the students’ results in the Cambridge Examination, which is held only
in English.

4. The majority of teachers are positive about using translanguaging in
teaching content subjects as they believe that the use of translanguaging may assist in a
better understanding of the content. Additionally, it provides an opportunity to work with
students with insufficient levels of English.

5. EMI content teachers use translanguaging for different reasons: for an
explanation while presenting a new topic, an encouragement of their students to answer
questions, and increasing students’ engagement. Moreover, teachers allow students to use
any language in their linguistic repertoire to conduct discussions in groups and in pairs.

6. Regardless of their attitudes towards translanguaging, almost all teachers
allow the use of translanguaging in classroom tasks.

7. Russian is used more frequently than Kazakh while translanguaging in both

Kazakh and Russian cohorts.
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Conclusion

To conclude, the current chapter focused on presenting the data obtained from the
six semi-structured interviews which included questions regarding teachers’ language
attitudes and their perspectives on translanguaging. The majority of the EMI content
teachers undermined the importance of the Kazakh language in education in comparison
with the other languages, Russian and English.

As for the participants’ perspectives on translanguaging, the EMI content teachers
expressed varying perspectives on the use of translanguaging in teaching. The majority of
them displayed positive attitudes towards the use of translanguaging in the lesson and
indicated the following purposes for translanguaging: explanation, discussion, clarification,
increasing students’ engagement, and searching for information. Moreover, most of the
EMI content teachers brought up using Russian more than Kazakh while translanguaging.

There were teachers who viewed translanguaging as a hindrance to content
acquisition and improving students’ English level. They stated that using translanguaging
may result in the students’ poor performance in the Cambridge Examination, which is
taken only in English.

In addition, translanguaging appeared to be used in multilingual tasks in the form of
instructions to the tasks provided in either written or oral form and in assessment tasks for

the 7" and 8™ grades.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter focuses on the discussion of the findings presented in the previous
chapter in relation to Ruiz’s (1984) framework on language ideology: language-as-
problem, language-as-right, and language-as-resource. The purpose of the study was to
explore EMI content teachers’ language attitudes and their perspectives on translanguaging
in secondary education. Therefore, the guiding research questions were: 1) What language
attitudes do EMI content teachers have? 2) What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on
translanguaging? In alignment with the research questions, a possible explanation of the
findings in relation to the existing literature on the topic is discussed in this chapter.

RQ1: What language attitudes do EMI content teachers have?

The question was targeted at exploring EMI content teachers’ attitudes towards the
languages used in education: Kazakh, Russian, and English. This research question was
important because in the existing literature, it was found out that teachers’ language
attitudes shape their understanding of multilingual practices and it influences their choice
on whether to use these practices (Razfar, 2012, as cited in Weekly, 2019). Thus, it was
aimed at discovering the language attitudes of teachers before exploring their perspectives
on translanguaging to determine whether there are any associations between the two.
Finding 1. The majority of EMI content teachers in the school think that knowing
Kazakh is not as important as Russian in learning science subjects because many
sources such as books, articles, and research studies are in English and Russian. They
also connect it with the fact that the translation of Kazakh science books is unclear
both to teachers and students due to its low quality.

Only two respondents out of six (over 30%) stated that they use Kazakh in their
daily life, which is similar to the survey results (31%) analyzed in the study by Arenov and

Kalmykov (1997). This might be linked to the strong preference for Russian expressed by
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teachers. According to their views, the Kazakh language, which is known as the national
language in Kazakhstan, does not play an important role in education. These findings tie
in well with the previous study by Alalou (2009) wherein Moroccan teachers gave
preference to the French language perceiving it as the language of science and technology,
even though the state language in Morocco is Arabic.

As can be seen, our teachers believed that Russian is more important than Kazakh
in education, as they could not relate science subjects to the Kazakh language. One of the
main reasons for this belief was the low quality of science books in Kazakh. This
occurrence was earlier discovered by Arenov and Kalmykov (1997) from the analysis of
their survey, where 37% of respondents pointed out the difficulty and inaccessibility of
books in Kazakh. It can also be explained by the fact that Russian is associated with a
better education in Kazakhstan (Smagulova, 2006), likewise in Kyrgyzstan (Kosmarskaya,
2015) and Ukraine (Simeki, 2010). Similarly, the study by Fierman (2012) also showed
that many Kazakhs do not believe that knowing the Kazakh language is important for their
future, and they do not perceive any considerable benefits in knowing it, whereas Russian,
along with English, is used as the language of wider communication.

Teachers’ views regarding the Russian language could be attributed to the
language-as-resource orientation according to Ruiz’s (1984) framework because, in the
view of teachers, there is a large number of scientific literature in Russian and knowing
this language provides the opportunity to communicate with representatives of different
nationalities in Kazakhstan. Moreover, our interviewees’ answers demonstrated both
instrumental and integrative orientations (Baker, 1992) for learning and using Russian. In
comparison with Russian, Kazakh was viewed as a language of culture and history, but
still, the teachers’ perceptions of Kazakh revealed in the study cannot be categorized into

one of Ruiz’s orientations because the participants do not consider Kazakh as a threat or a
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resource. It can be concluded that the Kazakh language is simply not in demand among the
interviewed teachers.

Finding 2. English is associated with development, promotion, and prestige. In
addition, teachers believe that language is mostly used for academic purposes and
people do not need it in their day-to-day lives.

An increasing number of studies regarding teachers’ attitudes towards English have
been carried out in many countries and some of them were discussed in the Literature
Review chapter. The findings of this study concerning attitudes towards English are
analogous to the studies by Mbato and Kharismawan (2018) and by Amukena Nyqvist
(2016), where the majority of teachers expressed positive attitudes towards English.
However, when comparing our findings to those of earlier studies, it should be indicated
that, in this research, all of the participants agreed that English is the language of
importance in education. They pointed out some of the advantages of knowing English in
Kazakhstan, and according to them, having a command of English provides educational
opportunities such as studying abroad in prestigious universities, and access to world
literature, especially as that relates to science. Similar information was revealed from the
study by Amukena Nyqgvist (2016) in which 62% of teachers agreed that knowing English
allows students to continue their education in universities abroad. Taking into account all
of these points, it can be said that, according to our teachers, the people of our country
have mostly instrumental rather than integrative motives (Baker, 1992) for learning and
using English.

According to Ruiz’s framework, the teachers’ attitudes regarding the English
language can be attributed to the language-as-right orientation, because students have the

right to know this language for their socio-economic progress, status, and well-being, and
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the use of English does not cause a problem for teachers, conversely, it is associated with
prestige.
RQ2: What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging?

The purpose of this research question was to explore EMI content teachers’
perspectives on translanguaging, in particular, what they think about translanguaging, what
attitudes they have towards it, why they have these attitudes, and for what purposes they
use translanguaging.

Finding 3. Some teachers are against using students’ L.1 while teaching in English
because they see it as a hindrance to content acquisition. The main reason for this is
the teachers’ concern about the students’ results in the Cambridge Examination
which is held only in English.

The data obtained from the interviews showed that not all teachers have positive
attitudes towards translanguaging practices in the classroom. Using languages other than
the target language, which is English, was perceived as a hindrance and a threat to the
acquisition of content in English. Referring to the school’s language policy (NIS AEO,
2019, p. 3), this result might be explained by the fact that participants with negative
attitudes towards translanguaging teach in the higher grades where using students’ L1 is
not allowed. Teachers also linked it with the Cambridge Examination taken by the students
at the end of the 12" grade, in connection with which they were concerned that insufficient
exposure to English might lead to the learners’ poor academic performance.

Schissel et al. (2018) revealed similar findings while conducting an action research
case study using several research instruments. In their study, the majority of Mexican
teachers also viewed translanguaging “as a problem or a barrier to overcome” (p. 8) and
avoided using languages other than the TL, considering it as an interference. Moreover, it

was found that participants’ perception of translanguaging differ in relation to the context
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in which it is used and is affected by the expectations as well as the pressures in their
environment. Similarly to the teachers at NIS, the teachers in Oaxaca expressed their fear
regarding their students’ academic achievements in standardized tests which are in one
language such as in the TOEFL and Cambridge exams. Schissel et al. (2018) stated that
these kinds of monolingual tests influence teaching practice in the classroom, where using
several languages is viewed as an obstacle.

These teachers’ belief about translanguaging practices can be attributed to Ruiz’s
language-as-problem orientation, as teachers provide much exposure to the English
language as a contrast to “inclusiveness” (Ruiz, 1984, as cited in Hult & Hornberger,
2016, p. 34) and perceive language diversity as a disadvantage in the classroom.

Finding 4. The majority of teachers are positive about using translanguaging in
teaching content subjects as they believe that the use of translanguaging may assist in
a better understanding of the content. It would also provide an opportunity to work
with the students with insufficient levels of English.

Over 60% of EMI content teachers in NIS expressed positive attitudes towards
using translanguaging. A possible explanation for this might be the school language policy
that is based on a “switching” strategy (NIS AEO, 2019, p. 3) and allows for the use of
students’ L1 while teaching in English. The teachers stated that they use students’ L1 in the
lesson because they think that it helps them to understand the subject content better in their
mother tongue. A similar finding was also reported by Allard (2017); in his study, science
teachers from Marshall drew on translanguaging as they believed that it allows students
greater access to subject content and helps them to achieve content-related lesson
objectives. Moreover, they emphasized the smooth process in the delivery of their lessons

when they make it possible for students to use their L1. In comparison with NIS, however,
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Marshall High School did not support linguistic diversity, and despite this fact, teachers
used translanguaging practices in their science classes.

Another reason why teachers held positive attitudes towards translanguaging was
the opportunity that is provided to work with students of low English proficiency. In this
regard, our teachers can explain and clarify unclear content to their students in their mother
tongue. This finding is consistent with that of Allard (2017), Nambisan (2014), and
Yuvayapan (2019) who explored teachers’ use of translanguaging as they believed that it
increases the participation of students with low English levels. In addition, some teachers
in a study conducted by Schissel et al. (2018) also pointed out that the use of
translanguaging facilitates the learning of the TL, thus applying this practice in science
classes might be beneficial to students with insufficient levels of English.

The teachers’ perception of translanguaging, who were positive about its use, can
be categorized into Ruiz’s language-as-resource orientation because they support linguistic
diversity in the classroom and see the use of L1 as a resource that provides improvement.
Finding 5. EMI content teachers use translanguaging for different reasons: for
explanations while presenting a new topic, the encouragement of students to answer
questions, and increasing students’ engagement. Moreover, teachers allow students to
use any language in their linguistic repertoire to conduct discussions in groups and in
pairs.

The findings show that NIS teachers use students’ L1 for different purposes in EMI
classes. Some teachers stated that they use translanguaging to ensure that students
understand the topic, by using their L1 to review the content, likewise, the teachers in the
studies by Allard (2017), Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017), and Yuvayapan (2019) did so,
too. Some teachers thought that the use of L1, in the form of short and simple instructions,

helps when students are unmotivated about a new topic (Yuvayapan, 2019).
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Furthermore, NIS teachers believed that using the L1 increases students’
engagement in the lesson, a result that matches those observed in earlier studies. For
instance, according to the survey in the study by Ofaletse and Oats (2019), many teachers
believed that using students’ L1 creates a relaxed atmosphere in the class, thus improving
class participation. The study by Allard (2017) also showed that using Spanish, which, in
his study, was students’ L1, increases students’ participation, as accepting answers in
students’ L1 enabled the participation of a wider range of students, even newly arrived
ones.

Basque teachers in CLIL settings used students’ L1 with the content acquisition to
stimulate discussions and to address disciplinary issues inside the classroom (Doiz &
Lasagabaster, 2017). All of these points were mentioned by NIS teachers, too. The
respondents reported that they try to conduct student-centered lessons where students work
mostly in pairs and in groups, and where they are allowed to use their L1 to discuss with
each other for the purpose of saving time. This finding supports previous research by
Yupayapan (2019) which revealed learners’ use of Turkish to discuss topics during class
observations.

Finding 6. Regardless of their attitudes towards translanguaging, almost all teachers
allow the use of translanguaging in tasks.

The content teachers in NIS mentioned the use of translanguaging in their
classroom tasks. The main feature of this kind of multilingual task is providing input in one
language and output in the other (Toth & Paulsrud, 2017). According to the participants,
videos, as well as audio-recordings, can be watched and discussed in different languages.
In addition, some teachers reported that they provide instructions on tasks in English and

allow students to answer in L1 (Kazakh or Russian) and vice versa.
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Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) stated that there are three components of
translanguaging practices in EMI: “1) inside and outside the classroom, 2) the materials,
and 3) the assessment tasks” (p. 168). Among these three components, NIS teachers
reported the use of translanguaging in materials and assessment tasks. According to them,
the tasks in final examinations such as in summative assessments are taken in English but
students are allowed to use the language they prefer to provide their answers, or
conversely, the tasks are given in their L1 while the answers are expected to be in English.
However, all of the Basque teachers, even those who were positive about the
translanguaging practice itself, were against students' use of translanguaging in assessment
tasks (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017). One of the Basque teachers explained that this practice
would put some students at an advantage in comparison to those who attempt to answer the
exam questions in English. Some participants in the study by Ofaletse and Oats (2019) also
argued that teaching in one language and assessing in the other wastes time and does not
contribute to learning.

This study, however, revealed quite different findings according to teachers who
were negative about using translanguaging appearing to use students’ L1 for classroom
tasks. This is not a new phenomenon as previous studies have also discovered this kind of
discrepancy (Nambisan, 2014; Yuvayapan, 2019), where teachers’ perceptions are
inconsistent with their practices. The study by Schissel et al. (2018) also demonstrated that
some teachers in Oaxaca used Spanish and English as a scaffolding tool in assessments in
the EMI classroom. During these assessments, instructions to the task were given in
Spanish and students had to provide their answers in English. As the teachers indicated,
this approach helped with the beginner level students, too.

Finding 7. For both cohorts, Kazakh and Russian, Russian is used more frequently

than Kazakh while translanguaging.
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While answering to interview questions regarding the use of students’ L1, some
teachers took only the Russian language into consideration. The findings revealed that the
languages frequently used for translanguaging in EMI classrooms were English and
Russian. As was noticed previously, Kazakh was not perceived as the language of science
by most of the teachers. According to the participants, even the students whose L1 is
Kazakh tend to use Russian in their lessons to communicate with both their teacher and
their peers; consequently, teachers do not see the necessity of using Kazakh. This finding
broadly supports the work of Abdrahmanova (2017) wherein the researcher discovered that
the teachers at Bilim Innovation Lyceum in Kazakhstan use Russian more frequently in
their code-switching practices.

The teachers who believed that Kazakh is not important in education appeared not
to use Kazakh to translanguage in their EMI classes. A possible explanation for this might
be the existence of a strong link between teachers’ attitudes and their practices (Coupland,
Bishop, Williams, Evans, & Garrett, 2005, as cited in Redinger, 2010), as was also shown
in Redinger’s study (2010) wherein the learners expressing positive attitudes towards
French spoke considerably more French than those who held negative attitudes.
Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to discuss the main findings in relation to the existing
body of literature. The findings revealed the language attitudes of teachers towards the
Kazakh, Russian, and English languages. The majority of our teachers appeared to think
that Kazakh is not important in STEM education, and this finding is consistent with
previous studies conducted in Kazakhstan. Russian and English were perceived as the
languages of science and were associated with development and prestige. This might be the
reason why most of the teachers use Russian for translanguaging in EMI classrooms. The

teachers stated that even students from Kazakh cohorts speak Russian in the lessons.
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As for the teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging, they expressed different
attitudes towards this practice. The majority of participants turned out to feel positive about
using students’ L1 in EMI classes, while the two respondents demonstrated negative
attitudes. This is closely connected with the school language policy which allows the use
of the L1 only in the lower grades, while in the higher grades the language of instruction is
considered to be English. Those who had positive attitudes reported that they use
translanguaging to review and clarify the content, to increase students’ engagement, to
assess them, and to allow students to use their L1 to answer questions and discuss topics in
pairs as well as in groups. Moreover, these teachers believed that using translanguaging
improves content acquisition and enables them to work with students of low English
proficiency. As was mentioned previously, there were teachers with negative attitudes, and
they perceived the use of L1 as a hindrance in learning and believed that this practice may
negatively influence their students’ test results. All of these findings, except one, were
supported by previous studies. It appeared that in this study, teachers who had negative
attitudes towards translanguaging use students’ L1 in tasks. This finding differed from
those which were discussed previously, as the earlier studies showed opposing results,
wherein teachers expressing positive attitudes did not support the use of students’ L1 in
tasks.

It can be concluded that language diversity in EMI science classrooms, according to
Ruiz’s orientations, is perceived mostly as a resource rather than a problem, because
teachers showed that they are capable of using students’ linguistic repertoire as a

scaffolding instrument to aid in the improvement of students’ content acquisition.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The current chapter is aimed at drawing the main conclusions of the study and
discussing its limitations and implications and recommendations for further research. The
purpose of the study was to explore EMI content teachers’ language attitudes and their
perspectives on translanguaging in secondary education. In compliance with the research
purpose, the following research questions were posed:

1.  What language attitude do EMI content teachers have?
2. What are EMI content teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging?
Main Conclusions of the Study

This study has shown that EMI content teachers in NIS give preference to the
Russian and English languages in STEM education considering them as the languages of
science, while Kazakh is perceived to be less important. Besides this, the teachers
mentioned the low quality of Kazakh science books which are difficult for both teachers
and students to understand. This might be the reason why teachers mostly use Russian for
translanguaging in their EMI classrooms.

The teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging appeared to vary; while the majority
expressed positive attitudes towards the use of translanguaging, two teachers were opposed
to the use of students’ L1 in teaching content subjects. The teachers who were positive
about using translanguaging provided different purposes for its use, for example:
promoting a better understanding of the content; providing good opportunities for the
engagement of students with insufficient English proficiency by allowing them to answer
questions in their L1; increasing class participation generally; clarifying some points while
presenting a new topic; reviewing a topic, and encouraging students to work in pair and
groups by permitting them to hold discussions in their L1. Also, teachers in NIS reported

that they use translanguaging in tasks wherein although they provide the instructions in
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English, students are allowed to answer questions in other languages according to their
preferences and competencies. This kind of practice was even employed by the teachers
who hold negative attitudes towards translanguaging. These teachers perceived the use of
L1 as interference and a hindrance to content acquisition and follow an English only
ideology in EMI classes. Moreover, they believed that the use of translanguaging might
lead to the poor academic performance of their students in monolingual standardized tests
such as the Cambridge Examination. Overall, the use of languages in EMI classes in NIS
can be related to Ruiz’s (1984) language-as-resource orientation because EMI content
teachers support language diversity in their classrooms and maintain the use of students’
L1 by using translanguaging as a scaffolding tool in teaching. This study also revealed a
possible link between teachers’ language attitudes and their multilingual practices as the
findings showed that the teachers who expressed negative attitudes towards Kazakh in
STEM education did not use this language for translanguaging in EMI classrooms.
Limitations and Implications for Further Research

The limited-time for the research did not allow for the recruiting of more
participants and schools nor for the use of different research instruments, which would
have provided additional findings for generalization purposes.

As the sample in this research is considered to be unique, the findings cannot be
generalized to all schools across Kazakhstan because only three teachers from each school
cannot represent the perspectives of all teachers in the country. Moreover, the findings
obtained from the semi-structured interviews did not reveal the whole picture of
multilingual practices used in classrooms. Some issues would have required an
investigation via a detailed critical discourse analysis of official documents, the conducting
of ethnographic observations, and discourse analysis of actual teaching-learning practice to

triangulate the data. For example, it would be interesting to observe the lessons of those
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teachers who claimed that they do not use translanguaging or the lessons of those who
were positive to it in order to explore other potential reasons for the use of L1. This would
help us to see whether there is a difference between what they say and do, and to
understand why. It would also have helped if the researcher had analyzed documents
representing students’ educational achievements to compare the classes of teachers with
different attitudes towards translanguaging, as some of them claimed that using
translanguaging promotes better understanding on the part of the students.

As has been mentioned, the scope of the study time the researcher had did not allow
us to conduct the study in more than two schools in different cities of Kazakhstan. It is
obvious that language use and language attitudes vary depending on the regions of the
country, for instance, Kazakh is in high demand in the south of Kazakhstan, while citizens
in the north mostly prefer using Russian. Thus, by covering different regions in
Kazakhstan, the findings on teachers’ perspectives on translanguaging would have
provided a deeper insight. The researcher suggests exploring this topic more widely using
different research instruments. Moreover, it would also help to employ a mixed-methods
approach that combines the above-mentioned instruments with questionnaire surveys.
Recommendations

Despite the study’s limitations, the findings clearly support international research
on the usefulness of L1 in EMI classrooms. Therefore, on the basis of the findings of this
study, the following recommendations for policymakers and schools can be provided.

Firstly, it is recommended to conduct information courses for in-service teachers
about using multilingual practices at the school level. It is time to accept the fact that using
multilingual practices such as translanguaging has become inevitable in EMI classrooms.
The better teachers know how to use these practices the better the quality of their lessons

will be.
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Secondly, it could be beneficial to include special subjects about using multilingual
practices and working with multilingual students by taking into consideration their L1,
which may not be limited to Kazakh or Russian, into the curriculum of pre-service
teachers. If pre-service teachers learn the benefits of such practices within the universities

they qualify in, it will eliminate any potential problems while working at schools.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol

Time of interview:

Date:

Place:

Interviewee:

&

© N o O

10.

11.

12.
13.

What subject do you teach in English? And how long have you been teaching in
English?

What is your level of English proficiency (according to CEFR: A1/A2/B1...)?
What languages do you speak, read and write?

Do you mix or alternate between languages while speaking? And what do you think
about it?

What language do you prefer speaking in your daily life, why?

The knowing which language do you think is more beneficial in our society? Why?
How important is to know English (in our country)? Do you see any benefits?

Do you think all three languages (Kazakh, Russian, and English) are equally
necessary in our society/in education? Why/Why not?

Do you take into account students’ level of English proficiency during the lesson or
while planning? How?

Do you use students’ first language (L1) in your lesson? If yes, for what purposes?
If not, why?

Do you use students’ L1 in tasks when teaching? (Ex: watching videos in
English/retelling in L1)

Do you think using students’ L1 hinders the acquisition of content in English?

Do you believe competence in one language can function for another?
(Canagarajah, 2011) How?
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Appendix B: Letter
Jupexropy Hazap6aeB
HNHTeIeKTYaIbHOM IIKOJIBI

ropojaa

VYBaxxaeMbIi !

S, OmkanoBa Capa sBisitoch MaructpantoM B HazapbaeB YHuBepcurere 1o
nporpamme “Multilingual Education”. Ha naHHBIi MOMEHT S MUINY AUCCEPTALMIO U
npoBoXy wuccienoBanue Ha temy “EMI Content Teachers’ Perspectives on
Translanguaging in Secondary Education”, koTtopas TeCHO CBs3aHa C CHUCTEMOM
oOpa3oBanusi B HazapOaeB MuremnekTyanpHbix mmikonax. S paborama B Tapaz HUIII
MPENoIaBaTesieM AHIJIMHCKOrO SI3bIKa 10 MOCTYIUIEHHS M XOPOLIO O3HAaKOMJIEHA C ITOU
CUCTeMOU. B cBs3H ¢ 3THIM MHE HEOOXOIUMO B35ITh HHTEPBBIO Y 4
yUHUTENIeH, TMPENoAAroNMX Ha AaHTIUHCKOM S3bIKE clenyromue mnpeaMersl: dusuka,
buonorus,

Xumusa u Madopmatuka. UuTepBpio He 3aiimeT Oonbiie 30 MUHYT U YYAaCTHUKH BIIpaBe
OTKa3aThCsl OTBeuYaTh, eciii He 3axoTiT. [Ipomry Bac nate paspemieHue Ha HpoBeAcHHE
MHTEPBbIO Yy 4 MpenojaBaTesiell Ha TEPPUTOPUN Balllel IIKOJIbI.

Paspemenne Ha mpoBeneHue wucciuenoBanus oT GSE Research Committee

HazapbaeB VYHuBepcurera, KOTOpPO€ TapaHTHpPYyeT, YTO HCCIENOBAaHWE HE HEeCeT

(U3UYECKOT0 U MCUXOJOTHYECKOr0 BPe/la yUaCTHUKAM, IPUKPEIIEHO K TUChMY.

C yBaxeHueMm,
OmxaHoBa C.A.
On.moura: sara.alzhanova@nu.edu.kz

Hom.m006.: +7 707 725 40 88
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Appendix C: Details of the study requested by NIS Research Department

B kakoii mkoJie mJIaHupyeTe NPOBOJANTH HHTEPBbHIO?
[Imanupyercs mnpoBecTH UHTEPBhIO C & mpenojaBareqsiMu B JByX HasapbOaes
MHTeUIeKTyalIbHBIX IIKOJIaX B TOPOAAX

B kakue cpoku?
Ha cnenyromeii Hepene, ¢ 9 mo 13 gexabpsi.
Kpartkoe cogep:kanue npoexkTa uccaeJ0BaAHUA
Ceenenusi 00 ucciaenosarese: lccienoBaTenb sBISETCS CTYJEHTOM MarucTparypsl B
Haszap6aeB YumBepcurere mo mporpamme Multilingual Education (Graduate School of
Education).
Tema wuccaemoBanusi: EMI Content Teachers’ Perspectives on Translanguaging in
Secondary Education.
Heasb wuccienoBaHus: Y3HATh B3IJISABI YYHTENEH €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX IPEJIMETOB,
NpernofalouX Ha aHMIMHACKOM, Ha TpaHcs3siume (translanguaging) B cpemHem
00pa3zoBaHUMn
Bonpocsl nccinenoBanus:

- Kakoe y yuureneii ectecTBeHHOHAYYHbBIX IPEIMETOB OTHOLIEHUE K SI3bIKaM?

- Kakue B3risiipl y yuuTeneil ecTeCTBeHHOHAYYHBIX ITPEIMETOB Ha UCIOIb30BAHUE
TpaHCA3bIUUs B cpeiHeM obpazoBanuun? Ilouemy?
Metonoaorus:  Mcnonp3yercss  MeTon  KadyeCTBEHHOTO  WCCIENOBAaHHS:  IOJY-
CTPYKTYPUPOBAaHHOE MHTEPBBIO.
Bpems nposenenus: Kaxnoe untepBbio 3aHumaer He Oosbiie 30 Munyt. [Inanupyercs
poBecTH 8 MHTEPBBIO ¢ 9 1o 13 nexadps.
YuyacTHMKHU: YYaCTHUKAMH JIOJKHBI OBITh YUUTEJNs, IPENOIAI0IINe Ha aHTIIMICKOM SI3bIKe
€CTeCTBEHHOHAaY4HbIe MpeaMeThl, kak dusnka, buonorus, Xumus u MadopmaTuka.
[Torennuanbuble pucku: MccrnegoBanue cuumrtaercs He Oojee YeM HCCIEJOBaHUEM
MUHMMAaJIbHOIO PHUCKA, TaK KaK OHO HE HAHOCUT (PU3UYECKOro, INCUXOJIOTHYECKOTO U
HMOLIMOHAIBHOTO Bpela. YYacTHHKaM HccienoBaHus Oosiee 18 neT. Y pecrnoHIeHTOB
OyZIeT BbIOOp «HE OTBEYaTh HAa BOIIPOCKHI» B Cllydae HEOOXOJUMOCTH.
IMoab3a wmcciaeq0BaHUA /ISl MHTEJIEKTYAJbHBIX IIKOJ: DJTO HCCIEIOBAHUE MOXKET
CIOCOOCTBOBaTh  JAJbHEHIIEMY  TOHHUMAaHUIO  WCIIONB30BAaHUS  TPAHCSA3BIUUS B
Ka3aXxCTaHCKUX KJaccax. Pe3ynbTaTbl HCCIeOBaHMS MOTYT OBITh BaXKHBI JUIS JIMII,
NPUHUMAIOIIUX DPELIeHUs B cHCTeMe 00pa3oBaHMA, TaK Kak paboTa MOKaXeT B3IJISIBI
y4uuTeneil Ha UCT0JIb30BaHNE HECKOJIBKUX S3BIKOB B KJIacce.
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Appendix D: Consent forms
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

EMI Content Teachers’ Perspectives on Translanguaging in Secondary School

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a qualitative research study on
translanguaging (a purposeful use of different languages) in secondary education in
Kazakhstan. The purpose of this study is to explore EMI Content Teachers’ language
attitudes and perspectives on translanguaging. You will be asked to answer questions in
one-to-one semi-structured interviews. Your responses will be audio recorded, but will be
deleted after 3 years.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 30-40 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risk associated with this study is potential exposure of
your identity as a participant. In order to minimize the risk, your name will not be
mentioned anywhere in my thesis or other reports (written or presentation), nor will the
name of the school, the city, your course titles or similar things. All the recordings will be
kept in a password-protected computer where no one can access except the researcher. The
benefit which may reasonably be expected to result from this study is the increase of
awareness regarding the translanguaging in secondary education in Kazakhstan. Your
decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your employment.
PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate
in this project, please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to
withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The alternative is not to participate. You have
the right to choose the language of the interview and to refuse to answer particular
questions. The results of this research study may be presented at scientific or professional
meetings or published in scientific journals.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student
work, Mukul Saxena, mukul.saxena@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 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;

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

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

Signature: Date:
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OOPMA UHOOPMALIMOHHOI'O COI'VIACHUA
B3rasiabl yuuTesieil ectecTBeHHOHAYYHBIX MPeIMETOB, IPENoAA0IIUX HA
AHTJIMICKOM, HA TPAHCSA3bIYHE B CPeIHeM 00Pa30BaAHNHU

OIIMCAHHUE: Bam mnpennokeHO MNPUHATh Y4acTHE B TEMaTHUYECKOM HCCIIEJOBaHUU
TPaHCA3bIUMS  (LIEJICHANPABICHHOE HCIOJb30BAHUE PpaA3HBIX S3BIKOB) B CpEIHEM
oOpazoBanun B Kazaxcrane. Llenp 3TOoro uccienoBaHusi — y3HaTh, KAaKUE€ B3TJSABL Y
YUUTENIEH €CTECTBEHHOHAYUYHBIX IPEIMETOB, NPENOAAOIINX HAa aHIJIHUICKOM, B CPEIHEM
00pa30BaHUM HA TPAHCA3BIUME M KaK OHU OTHOCATCS K s3bIKaM. Bam OyneT mpeanmoxeHo
IOPUHATH y4YacTUE B WHAMBUIYaJIbHOM MHTEpBbIO. Bamm oTBeThl OyayT 3amucaHbl Ha
ayJ1o, HO TIOCJIEe aHaJIN3a JIaHHBIX U MOJyYeHHS Pe3yIbTaTOB UCCIIE0OBAHUS 3alIUCH OyIyT
yZaJeHbl B TEUEHUE TPEX JIET MOCJIE 3aBEPIICHUS UCCIEA0BaHNU.

BPEMSI YUYACTMUA: Bame yyactue npomurcs npumepHo 30-40 MUHYT.

PUCKHU U NPEUMYIIECTBA: Puck, cBs3aHHBIA ¢ JOTUM HCCJICIOBAaHUEM, -
NOTEHLIMAJIbHOE pa3o0jaueHue Balled JUYHOCTH KakK YydacTHHKa. UTOOBI CBECTH K
MUHHMYMY PHUCK, Ballle UMs He OyJeT

YIIOMUHATBCA HU B OJHOM M3 MOUX TE3UCOB WM JAPYTrUX OTUETOB (IIMCHbMEHHBIX WIIU
IPE3CHTAllMOHHbBIX), a TaKXXe HA3BaHUE IIKOJIbI, FOPOJ, HA3BaHUS BallUX KYpCOB HJIU
NoJO0HBIE BEIIM TOXEe He OyderT ymoMHuHAThes. Bce 3ammcn OyayT XpaHHUTBCS B
KOMIIBIOTEpPE C IapojieM, Kyla HUKTO KpOME HCCIENOBaTelld He HMeeT aocTyna. B
KayeCTBE OXHJIAEMbIX IIPEUMYILECTB B PE3YJIbTATE UCCIEAOBAHNUS MOXKHO paccMaTpUBaTh
HOBBIIIEHNE OCBEJJOMJICHHOCTH O translanguaging B cpeaHem oOpa3oBanuu B Kazaxcrane.
Bame pemenne o cornacuu au00 OTKa3e B y4acTUH B OTOM HCCJICIOBAHUN HHKAKUM
00pa3oM He MOBIUSAET Ha Bally padoTy.

IMPABA YYACTHMUMKOB: Ecimu Bel npountanu nanHyio (GOpMy W pEIIMIA TPUHSITH
ydacTue B JaHHOM MCCJEN0BaHUU, BBl NOIKHBI OHMMAaTh, 4To Bamme yuyacTtue sBisercs
J00pOBOJIBHBIM U 4TO y Bac ecTh nmpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOE COIJIaCHE WIIM MPEKPATUTDH y4acTHE
B J1t000e BpeMs 0e3 mTpadHbIX CAaHKIMM M 0e3 moTepH COLHUAIBbHOTO MakeTa, KOTOPbIHA
Bam npenocrasisuii. B xauecTBe aibTepHaTUBBI MOKHO HE y4aCTBOBATh B UCCJIEIOBAaHUU.
Taxoxke Bbl mmeere mpaBo He OTBeuaThb HAa Kakue-TMOO BOMpPOCHL. Pe3ynbTaThl JaHHOTO
UCCJIEIOBAaHUSI MOTYT OBITh TPEACTABIEHbl WJIM OINYOJUKOBAaHbl B HAYYHBIX WIH
npo¢eCCHOHATBHBIX LENAX.

KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMALUSA:

Bonpocwer: Ecnin y Bac ecTh BOIpOCHI, 3aMeYaHUS WU JKAJIOObI MO IMOBOJY IAaHHOTO
HCCJIEIOBaHMsI, TPOLEAYpbl €ro IpPOBENEHHUS, PUCKOB U NpeuMyllecTB, Bbl Moxere
CBA3aTbCS C HCCIENOBATENIEM, HCIONB3ysd cienyroomue naHHele: Mykyn Cakcena,
mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz.

Heszaeucumovie xonmaxmoi: Eciu Bbpl HE yIOBICTBOPEHBI IPOBEACHUEM JAaHHOTO
uccieoBaHusl, eciii y Bac Bo3HUKIN Kakue-nu0o mpobiieMsbl, xKanoObl UM BOIIPOCHI, Bbl
moxere cBs3arbes ¢ Komurerom HccnenoBanmii Bricmieit IHkonsr O6pa3oBanus
HazapG6aes

YHUBepcUTeTa 10 3JIEKTPOHHOMY ajipecy gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
[Toxkanyiicta, noanumure JgaHHY0 @opMmy, eciu Bbl  coryacHel y4acTBOBaTh B
UCCIIEJOBaHUH.

* 51 BHUMATENBHO U3YYHII ITPE/ICTABICHHYIO HH(OPMAILIHIO;

* MHe npeocTaBuiIy NOJIHY0 HH(POPMAIUIO O LEeNsAX U MPOoLEeaype UCCIET0BaAHMS;

* 5] noHumaro, Kak OyJIyT UCIIOJIB30BaHbl COOPAaHHbIE JaHHBIE, U YTO JOCTYI K JIF000i
KOH(pHIeHIIMATbHON HH(OpMaIK OyIEeT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIEA0BATENb;

* 4 nonumatro, 4yTOo BIpaBe B JIOOOM MOMEHT OTKa3aTbCsid OT Yy4YacTUsl B JIaHHOM
UCcleIoBaHUU 0e3 00bsCHEHUS IPUYHH;
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* C mOJIHBIM OCO3HAHUEM BCErO BBIIICH3IIOKCHHOIO S COTIJIACCH [NPpUHATL Y4YaCTUC B
HCCICJO0BaHUHU 110 COOCTBEHHOI1 BOJIE.

IMoanuck: Jlara:
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3EPTTEY ) K¥MBbICHI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACHI
KaparbuibicTany 0aFBITHIHAAFBI IIHAEPAI AFbLIIIBIH TTIHAE KYPri3eTiH opTa Ol1iM
Oepy MyraJiMJepiHiH TPaHCTiAecyre KO3Kapachl

CUITATTAMA: Ci3 Kazakcrangarel opta OimiM Oepyzderi TpaHcTingecy (apHaiibl
MakcaTrTa opTYpJi TUIIEpAl KOJJaHy) OOWBIHIIA 3€pTTEy JKYMBICBIHA KAaThICyFa
MIAKBIPBUIBINT  OTHIPCHI3. 3€pPTTEYIiH MakcaTtbl opra OimiM Oepyne >KapaTbUIBICTaHY
OarbITHIHIAFBl TIOHACP/l AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHJE JKYPTri3eTiH MYFaIIMIEPAIH TPaHCTUIAECYTe
KO3Kapachl MEH TLIIepPre JereH KapbhIM-KATHIHACHIH aHBIKTAy O0ibIn TaObutanael. Ci3neH
cyxOarTarbel CypakTapra »kayam OepyiHi3ai cypaiimbi3d. Ci3liH jKayanTapblHbI3 JbIOBICKA
XKa3bplIanel, OipaK IBIOBICTBHIK KeIipMesep IepeKTepHi Tajjaall, 3epTTey HOTHXKENEpiH
aJFaHHAH KEW1H YII KbUI III1H/IE KOWBLIAIbI.

OTKI3IVIETIH YAKBITBI: Ci3nin kareicybiHp3 miamamed 30-40 MHHYT YakKbITTBI
anajpl.

3EPTTEY KY¥MbBICBIHA KATBICY JIbIH, KAVYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey )KYMBICBIHA KATBICY/IBIH KayiOi Ci3/iH OCBI 3epTTeyTe KaThICKAaHBIHBI3/IBIH TaHBLTY
BIKTUMAJIIBLIBIFBL O0MBIN TaObuIaAbl. byn kayinTi MyMmkivAairiHme asaity ymin Ci3gig
aTBIHBI3 MEHIH JHUCCepTanusMia Hemece Oacka ecenrepae (ckazbama Hemece
npe3eHTalusIapia) aTaliMaipl, COHIAl-aK MEKTENTiH, KaJaHbIH, KYPCThIH aTaybIHBIH
HEMece COJl CHSKTBI HOpCeJepAiH araybl OonMaiapl. bapriblk jxazbamap Kynusce3oeH
KOpFajlaThblH 3epTTeylIifieH 0acka emIKiMre KOJ JKEeTIMCI3 KOMIIBIOTEpJAE CaKTalajlbl.
3epTTey JKYMBICBIHA KATBICYBIHBI3JBIH KeJNEeCiiell apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPhl OOJTYbl MYMKIH:
Kazakcrannarel opra OuniM OepyAeri TpaHCTLIAECY Typalbl XabapIapibIKThl apTTHIPY.
3epTTey KYMBICHIHA KaThICyFa KemiciM OepyiHi3 HeMece Oac TapTybIHBI3 Ci3fiH
JKYMBICBIHBI3Fa €11 9CepiH TUTI30en 1.

KATBICYIIbI K¥KBIKTAPDBI: Erep Ci3z OepinreH (opmamMeH TaHBICHIN, 3€pPTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KaThICyFa IIennM KadbuinacaHbi3, Ci3lliH KaThICYBIHBI3 €PIKTI TYpAE EKEeHiH
xabapnaiiMb13. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajaFaH yakbpITTa albIlIysl TeJeMel >KoHe CI3JIIH
QJIEYMETTIK XKEHULAIKTEepiHi3re el KecipiH TUTi30el 3epTTey JKYMBIChIHA KaThICy Typasbl
KEJIICIMIHI3NI Kepl KalTapyra HeMece TOKTaTyFa KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. 3epTTey *KYMbIChIHA
MYJJEeM KaTbICHAybIHBI3Fa Ja TOJBIK KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. CoHpaii-ak, kaumaili ma Oip
CypakTapra xayan 0epMmeyiHizre 1e o01eH 0onanbl. by 3epTTey ®KYMBICHIHBIH HOTHXeENepl
aKaJeMUSUIBIK HeMece KociOM MakcaTTapAa Oacmara YCBHIHBUTYBl HEMECE IIBIFapPbLIYBI
MYMKIH.

BAWJIAHBIC AKITAPATHI:

Cypakmapuinerz: Erep Kypri3unin OTBIpFaH 3€pTTEy >KYMBICBIHBIH MPOIECi,Kayli MEH
apTHIKUIBIIBIKTAPEl TYpalibl CYpaFbIHBI3 HEMece MIaFbIMBIHBI3 OoJjica, Keneci OailnaHbIc
Kypajiapel apKbUIBl 3epTTeylIiMeH xabapiacybiHei3ra Oonanel: Mykyn CakceHa,
mukul.saxena@nu.edu.kz.

/Jlepbec oaiinanvic aknapammapel: Erep OepiiareH 3epTrey >KYMBICHIHBIH KYPri3ilyiMeH
KaHaraTTaHOacaHbI3 HEMece CyYpakTapblHbI3 O€H HIaFrbIMAapbIHBI3 Ooisica, Hazapbaes
VYuusepcureri XKorapsl binim Gepy wmektebiniH 3eprrey KomureTiMeH KepceTuireH
AIIEKTPOH/IBIK TOIIITa apKBLIBI xabapracybIHbI3Fa Oomaabr:
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

3epTTey JKYMBICBIHA KaTbICyFa KeNiCIMIHI3AlI OepceHi3, OepiireH ¢opmara Ko
KOIOBIHBI3/IBI CYpaiiMBI3.

* MeH GepinreH ¢opMaMeH MYKUST TaHBICTBIM;

* MaraH 3epTTey >KYMBICBIHBIH MaKcaThl MEH OHBIH IPOLEAYpachl KaWbIHIA TOJBIK
aKmapar Oepinii;
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* JKuHakranraH akmapaT MeH KYIHUsS MOIIMETTepre TEeK 3epTTEYIIiHIH ©31He KOJDKETiMIi
JKOHE MOJIIM OOJIATBIHBIH TOJIBIK TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH Ke3 KelTeH yaKbITTa eIIKaHail TYCIHIKTeMeCi3 3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaThICy1aH 0ac
TapTybIMa OOJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

* MeH KoFaphbljia aTaJIbI 6TKeH aKIMapaTThl CAaHAIBI TYPJE KaObUIIAI, OCHI 3ePTTEY
JKYMBICBIHA KAaTBICYFa 63 KeJIciMIMII OepeMiH.

KoJnbi: KyHni:
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Appendix E: Transcription Sample of Interview
Time of interview: 14:20
Date: 09.12.2019
Place: NIS
Interviewee: Alina

Interviewer (S): First of all, thank you for your agreement to conduct the interview!
Interviewee (A): You are welcome!

(S): The research topic is EMI Content Teachers’ Perspectives on Translanguaging in
Secondary Education. It is the ninth of December today. This is an interview with the
participant A. Let ys start then. Can you, please, answer to the question “What subject do
you teach in English? And how long have you been teaching in English?”

(A): | teach Biology. It is my third year teaching in English.

(S): What is your level of English proficiency (according to CEFR: A1/A2/B1...)?

(A): I think it is B2, because my IELTS result is 6.5.

(S): “What languages do you speak, read and write?”

(A): | speak three languages. | write and read in all that three languages. These languages
are English, Russian and Kazakh. In addition, | speak Turkish.

(S): Do you mix or alternate between languages while speaking? And what do you think
about it?

(A): Yes. | alternate between the languages | know while speaking. In my opinion it is
okay, it is not a problem for me.

(S): What language do you prefer speaking in your daily life, why?

(A): I would say that it is Russian, but at work it is more comfortable to speak in English,
because the lessons are in English, besides, | study at university and my lessons are in
English, too. So now it is more convenient to express my thoughts in English.

(S): The knowing which language do you think is more beneficial in our society?

(A): I think Russian.

(S): Why?

(A): As a Biology teacher, | can say that most of the information is available in Russian,
and we have many science books in Russian. | think science is more developed in Russia
than in Kazakhstan, thus there are a lot of quality materials in Russian.

(S): How important is to know English (in our country)? Do you see any benefits?
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(A): When you apply for a job, many companies are interested in your level of English
proficiency, because almost all of them work at the international level. Moreover, knowing
English makes it available to read world news, books, and research in English. It is the
language of science; | like the fact that there are a lot to read about Biology in English. It is
also a language of modern life. But I do not think that it is in demand in our daily life. Not
many people know English. Besides, even if they know, I think it is awkward to speak
English in the streets. | have noticed that people in our country do not endorse speaking in
other languages than Kazakh or Russian.

(S): Do you think all three languages (Kazakh, Russian, and English) are equally
necessary in our society/in education?

(A): In education, | think Kazakh is not necessary, especially in Biology. All the books,
materials are in English or in Russian; | do not consider Kazakh to be the language of
science. | have tried once to read the Biology book in Kazakh, but I did not like the
translation, it is not enough quality. Even for an adult it was difficult to understand to say
nothing of children.

(S): Do you take into account students’ level of English proficiency during the lesson or
while planning? How?

(A): Yes, while planning, I have different plans for each class depending on their English
level. For some classes | adapt texts to make it easier, for some classes | use the advanced
level materials. Sometimes, | use other material for certain students in the class having a
low level of English

(S): Do you use students’ first language (L1) in your lesson?

(A): During my lessons? | think, yes.

(S): For what purposes?

(A): Sometimes, students watch videos in Russian and retell in English. We also can
discuss some Russian articles on Biology in English.

(S): Do you use students’ L1 in tasks when teaching? (Ex: watching videos in
English/retelling in L1)

(A): I know it is difficult for students to change into another language right after they were
studying in their mother tongue. Thus, |1 am for using their L1 in teaching, we should
support them. The main duty of ours is helping our students when they are struggling. |
encourage them (students) to use any language they know to find the information regarding
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Biology topics from the internet or from books, but they usually tell what they have found
in English.

(S): Do you think using students’ L1 hinders the acquisition of content in English?

(A): No! From my experience, conversely, | can say that it helps students to understand
content better, because | can clarify or explain in L1 when necessary.

(S): Do you believe competence in one language can function for another? (Canagarajah,
2011)

(A): 1 think yes.

(S): How?

(A): May be, writing skills. For example, students know how to write a certain piece of
writings in Russian, but they did not have the experience of writing it in English, they can
use the structure of writing or organization used in Russian.

(S): Do you see the use of L1 in EMI classes as interference or a help?

(A): I would say it depends on the situation. For example, if you see that students do not
understand, it is better to use their L1, however, it does not mean that you should do it all
the time. When it is available, we (teachers) can try to explain in English, and only if
students fail to understand, the use of L1 helps. If you use too much L1, it is bad, I think.

(S): Thank you! This is the end of our interview.
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