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Abstract. This study examines the pragmatic acceptance of translanguaging practices among
secondary school teachers in Kazakhstan, highlighting a notable gap between official language policy
and classroom realities. Although policy mandates monolingual instruction in Kazakh-medium
schools, in practice, teachers frequently incorporate Russian and English to support student
comprehension and address challenges related to Kazakh language proficiency and limited teaching
resources. Drawing on interviews with nine teachers as agents of ‘micro-language implementation’
within broader ‘macro-language policies’ (Baldauf, 2006) and employing the critical framework of
language choice and ideologies (Blackledge & Creese, 2010), the research examines language use
strategies and ideologies among secondary school teachers. The findings reveal that despite formal
education in Kazakh, some teachers rely on Russian for certain social functions, reflecting ongoing
reverse language shift dynamics. This study underscores the need for more inclusive language
policies that reflect multilingual realities and calls for further research into classroom pedagogies in
educational institutions. The insights aim to inform policymakers and educational stakeholders about
effective language development, planning, and the implementation of reforms in Kazakhstan.
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Introduction

Education is seen as a site where knowledge and practices are both endorsed and contested
(Winter & Pauwels, 2003), especially regarding language. As Spolsky (2009) notes, schools
inherently participate in language management by defining which linguistic forms are recognized as
appropriate. This process often creates a disconnect between the home language and the official
school language. Since teaching predominantly occurs in a codified and officially approved “correct”
language, school systems tend to favor standardization, which can marginalize or discourage the
recognition of plurilingualism. As Spolsky observes, “monolingual education in the national official
language is an unmarked case” (2009, p. 91), and it reflects “the ideological position of those who
control them,” states Spolsky (2009, p. 104). Teachers serve as crucial mediators within this context.
They bring personal beliefs and values about language, which are shaped by their professional
training and social backgrounds, and often view the official language of instruction as naturally
superior. Labov’s (1966) insight (cited in Spolsky 2009, p. 110) that teachers tend to come from social
groups favoring linguistic standardization helps explain their focus on correctness and purism.
However, teachers’ beliefs do not always match their classroom actions (Amara, 1988). In class
interactions, they often see themselves as enforcers of linguistic standards, correcting or silencing
non-standard forms, while students are seen as individuals whose language use and ideologies should
be aligned with institutional norms (Spolsky, 2009, p. 91).

Teachers are generally expected to adhere to the designated language of instruction, reinforcing
monolingual norms. Within this framework, switching between languages has traditionally been
frowned upon in educational institutions (Blackledge & Creese, 2010, p. 203), despite evidence that
code-switching can be an effective pedagogical resource in classroom interactions. This tension has
often led both teachers and students to experience guilt when engaging in bilingual practices
(Blackledge & Creese, 2010, p. 203). Some teachers feel that languages should be kept strictly
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separate; mixing them may be perceived as inappropriate or even morally wrong (Zentella, 1981), a
careless habit (Shin, 2004), poor pedagogical practice, or a sign of insufficient language proficiency
(Martin, 2005).

While using both a local language and the official language of instruction is common in
classrooms, it often faces criticism: it’s frequently labelled as ‘bad practice,” blamed on teachers'
limited language skills, or simply ignored (Martin, 2005, p. 88). More generally, Ferguson (2003)
suggests that code-switching is viewed negatively by government officials and education
policymakers, despite its widespread use. Consequently, classroom code-switching often lacks
official recognition and is marginalized (p. 38), rather than acknowledged as a valuable
communication tool. Nationally, this attitude reflects a preference for the “correct and desirable"
forms of specified languages over more adaptable multilingual approaches, revealing ongoing
discomfort with descriptive over prescriptive language perspectives.

In this study, a clear distinction is made between code-switching and translanguaging, although
both are discussed in relation to multilingual classroom practices. Code-switching is used in its
traditional sense to refer to the alternation between two distinct linguistic systems (e.g., switching
between Kazakh and Russian within interaction) (Ferguson, 2003). In contrast, translanguaging is
understood as a broader pedagogical and sociolinguistic process that conceptualizes bilinguals’
linguistic resources as an integrated repertoire rather than separate systems, involving flexible and
strategic meaning-making across languages (Garcia & Li, 2014; MacSwan, 2022). Accordingly,
code-switching is used to describe observable language alternation, whereas translanguaging is used
to refer to pedagogical practices and holistic language use in teaching and learning. This distinction
is maintained throughout the manuscript to ensure conceptual clarity.

Spolsky (2021, p. 27) observes that instances in which teachers draw on children’s linguistic
varieties and where schools are open to home languages are often described as translanguaging
practices. Originating in classroom research, “translanguaging” refers to the deliberate use of multiple
linguistic resources in interaction. In educational contexts, Garcia & Kano (2014) define it as a
process in which teachers and students engage in “complex discursive practices that include all the
language practices of all students in a class” (p. 261). They argue that such practices develop new
language practices and sustain old ones, communicate and appropriate knowledge, and give voice to
new sociopolitical realities by interrogating linguistic inequality. From a pedagogical perspective,
translanguaging offers several advantages. Baker (2011) notes that it can promote a deeper
understanding of the subject matter, support the development of weaker language skills, strengthen
home-school connections, and integrate learners with differing levels of language proficiency. In
practice, translanguaging allows for flexible movement across languages; for example, teachers may
present information in one language while students respond in another. Rather than treating languages
as separate systems, this approach views them holistically, without rigid boundaries in the learning
process.

Recent research expands the concept of translanguaging beyond classroom interactions. Lewis
& Simons. (2010, p. 1) characterize it as a process that improves understanding of language in use,
allowing bilinguals to create meaning and influence experience, communication, and language
production. In this context, translanguaging is viewed as a pedagogical strategy that enables learners
to utilize their full linguistic repertoires, helping to bridge the gap between formal school language
policies and everyday language practices (Garcia & Li, 2014; MacSwan, 2022). This view reflects a
broader shift toward considering translanguaging as a form of bilingual pedagogy that leverages the
pedagogical potential of code-switching. Garcia (2009) advocates for moving away from
monoglossic ideologies toward more flexible understandings of language use, while Lopez (2008)
highlights that languages are not used in isolation but are interconnected in daily life. Likewise,
Cummins (2006) promotes bilingual teaching methods, and Blackledge and Creese (2010) contend
that language switching in linguistically diverse contexts is both natural and educationally beneficial.
Collectively, these perspectives support incorporating adaptable bilingual practices into classrooms,
recognizing their wider sociopolitical and historical influences.
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These pedagogical and ideological shifts are reflected in empirical studies across diverse
sociolinguistic settings. Chen and Rubinstein-Avila (2018) document attitudinal tensions between
language policies and classroom practices in post-colonial contexts (e.g., Africa and Asia). Their
study shows that code-switching functions as an effective interactional and pedagogical strategy for
achieving learning outcomes. In Malaysia, Martin (2005) finds that classroom code-switching in rural
communities is often regarded as a ‘“safe” and functional practice, with instruction effectively
operating in a bilingual mode that blends the official language with other linguistic resources. At the
same time, such practices can signal a degree of disengagement from formal language policies, as
teachers and students rely on available repertoires to facilitate understanding. Where policy
frameworks fail to align with classroom realities and do not produce desired outcomes, they may
ultimately be reconsidered or withdrawn, as illustrated by subsequent policy changes reported in Chen
and Rubinstein-Avila (2018).

As advocates of bilingual pedagogy, Blackledge and Creese (2010) argue that multilingualism
should be recognized as a normative resource in schools, rather than subordinated to monolingual
instructional models. In practice, however, code-switching is rarely institutionally endorsed and is
more often used pragmatically in response to local classroom conditions (ibid). This tension is evident
in Lin’s (1996) analysis of Hong Kong, where prohibitions on classroom code-switching can
disadvantage students with limited English proficiency by restricting their access to symbolic capital
and, ultimately, social mobility. From this perspective, code-switching emerges not as a deficiency
but as a pragmatic response to the dominance of English, with the potential to support the
development of balanced academic bilingualism, particularly among socioeconomically
disadvantaged students navigating English-medium education.

In Kazakhstan, translanguaging has yet to gain full recognition or institutional support as a
valuable bilingual teaching strategy, highlighting a critical gap between language policies and
classroom realities. In light of these dynamics, this study aims to explore the gap between official
language policies and actual language practices within Kazakhstan’s educational settings. By
examining teachers’ language choices, beliefs, and translanguaging strategies, the research seeks to
reveal how language ideologies are negotiated in practice and how they impact language maintenance
and shift. Understanding these complexities is essential for developing more inclusive and effective
language policies that reflect the multilingual realities of schools and support the linguistic rights and
identities of all students.

Research context

Kazakhstan was among the countries most affected by the Russification policies of the Russian
Empire and the Soviet regime (Schatz, 2000a; Sharipova, 2020). These policies, together with broader
social and political dynamics, shaped the extent and character of Kazakh—Russian language contact.
Within the Soviet Union, Kazakhstan stood out for the high level of Russian proficiency among its
titular population. By 1979, 52.3% of ethnic Kazakhs reported speaking Russian as a second
language, a higher proportion than among Ukrainians (49.8%) and second only to Belarusians
(49.0%) (Simon, 1991). By the late 1980s, many urban Kazakhs spoke Russian at near-native levels,
whereas rural populations remained predominantly Kazakh-speaking (Fierman, 2006). This linguistic
divide was closely tied to social stratification, with Kazakh associated with rural life, backwardness,
and poverty (Dave, 1996; Smagulova, 2008). Despite a substantial language shift toward Russian
among urban Kazakhs during this period, 85-90% of rural Kazakhs continued to use Kazakh in
everyday communication. At the same time, Russian dominated key institutional domains, including
education, mass media, governance, science, and the workplace (De Lorme, 1999; Schatz, 2000a;
Fierman, 2012, p. 126). These dynamics were also reflected in the education system. The proportion
of students enrolled in Kazakh-medium secondary schools declined sharply, from 75% in 1958 to
34.4% in 1991 (Smagulova, 2008; UNDP, 1992), underscoring the broader shift toward Russian as
the primary language of upward mobility and institutional participation. Russians disproportionately
occupied prestigious and well-remunerated positions and exerted significant influence over
intellectual and institutional life. These asymmetries, combined with the limited availability of

199



SDU Bulletin: Pedagogy and Teaching Methods 2026/2 (75)

Kazakh-medium education, contributed to a substantial language shift toward Russian among urban
ethnic Kazakhs (Smagulova, 2008).

By 1989, over 60.5% of ethnic Kazakhs reported high levels of Russian literacy and oral
proficiency, yet 97% still identified Kazakh as their mother tongue (Schwartz, 1991). However, as
Fierman (1989, p. 174) points out, labeling Kazakh as a “native language” often reflected ethnic
identity more than actual language ability. Similar trends were seen among other non-Slavic groups
such as Germans, Koreans, and Tatars, many of whom were more proficient in Russian than their
heritage languages. After the Soviet Union's collapse, efforts to establish Kazakh as the official
language have been cautious. De Lorme’s (1999) ethnographic study shows that educational
authorities aim to strengthen Kazakh linguistic and cultural identity without alienating the large
Russian-speaking population (Baldauf, 2006, p. 155). Despite rising enrollment in Kazakh-medium
schools, Russian has retained a central role in independent Kazakhstan and remains the primary
language among urban schoolchildren, even among those in Kazakh-medium education (Fierman,
2006; Kuzhabekova, 2019; Smagulova, 2016).

In the context where Kazakh-medium schools are viewed as safe spaces for Kazakh
revitalization, educational discourse remains strongly shaped by monolingual norms despite students’
multilingual repertoires and translanguaging practices. Although translanguaging is not formally
recognized as a pedagogical approach in Kazakhstani schools, it is widely practiced informally, with
teachers drawing on both Kazakh and Russian to facilitate instruction.

Methodology

This study employed a qualitative approach, using semi-structured interviews with secondary
school teachers from Kazakh monolingual schools in Astana. Participants were recruited through a
“friend-of-a-friend” sampling method, leveraging existing social networks to identify and invite
teachers willing to share their experiences. This approach is commonly used in qualitative research
when accessing relatively specific or less readily available populations, particularly where trust and
insider networks facilitate participation (Noy, 2008). While snowball sampling enabled efficient
access to participants with relevant teaching experience, it may introduce sampling bias, as
participants are likely to be drawn from overlapping social or professional networks, which may limit
the diversity of perspectives. To mitigate this, participants were recruited through multiple initial
contacts across different schools in Astana to broaden the participant pool. In addition, variation in
teaching experience, school subjects, and school contexts was actively sought.

The study included nine participants (T1-T9) from three schools in Astana (Schools A-C),
selected to ensure variation in teaching experience, subject areas, and school context (Table 1). The
sample comprised six females and two males, aged 24 to 65, representing both early-career and
experienced teachers. Participants taught a variety of subjects, including English, Informatics, History
of Kazakhstan, Physics, Mathematics, and Kazakh language, enabling a broad range of disciplinary
perspectives.

Table 1
Information on the Interview Participants
Respondent’s Gender Age Occupation Subject
Code
T1 Female 28 School A English
language
T2 Female 29 School A English
language
T3 Male 24 School A Informatics
T4 Male 26 School A History of
Kazakhstan
T5 Female 50 School B English
language
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T6 Female 65 School B Physics

T7 Female 59 School B Mathematics

T8 Female 40 School C Kazakh
language

T9 Male 24 School C Informatics

Ethical considerations were strictly observed throughout the research process. Prior to the
interviews, both verbal and written informed consent were obtained from all participants, ensuring
they understood the purpose of the study and their rights, including the option to withdraw at any
time. To protect participant privacy, all personal data were anonymized, and any identifying
information was removed from transcripts and reports to maintain confidentiality.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in an open-ended format to explore teachers’
language-use strategies in classroom practice. An interview guide ensured consistency while allowing
flexibility, covering themes including professional background and linguistic repertoire, classroom
language-use patterns, translanguaging practices, recent shifts in Kazakh use, and the influence of
language policy. The interview questions addressed key areas, including how teachers select and
alternate between languages in instruction, their use of translanguaging strategies, approaches to
supporting students with diverse language proficiencies, and factors shaping changes in their
language practices, including institutional and policy-related constraints. Participants were also
invited to reflect on their beliefs about multilingual education, the perceived benefits of
translanguaging, the challenges they face in multilingual classrooms, and the types of support they
consider necessary. Example questions included: “What languages do you typically use during your
lessons and why?”, “In what situations do you switch between languages?”, and “Do you intentionally
combine multiple languages when teaching?”. Interviews were conducted in Kazakh, Russian, or a
flexible bilingual Kazakh—Russian mode, depending on participants’ preferences and linguistic
comfort, and participants frequently code-switched during the discussions, reflecting their natural
communicative practices. This flexible linguistic approach facilitated nuanced responses regarding
classroom language strategies and translanguaging practices.

The interviews were audio-recorded and lasted approximately 30-60 minutes each, with variation
across participants. In total, this amounted to around seven hours of recorded data across the nine
participants. The interviews were then transcribed verbatim to create textual data suitable for detailed
analysis.

A reflexive thematic analysis approach was employed following Braun & Clarke (2006).
Thematic analysis involved familiarizing oneself with the data through repeated readings of
transcripts, followed by initial coding of meaningful segments related to language use and
translanguaging practices. Both inductive and deductive coding were used: inductive codes were
generated from the data to capture emerging patterns, while deductive codes were informed by
existing concepts such as language policy and classroom language practices. Codes were then
reviewed, grouped into broader themes, and refined to ensure coherence and consistency with the
research questions. Themes such as language choice, translanguaging strategies, and the relationship
between policy and classroom practice were ultimately identified.

Interview excerpts, presented in this study, were translated from Kazakh, Russian, or bilingual
Kazakh—Russian into English by the first bilingual author and back-translated by the second.
Discrepancies were resolved through consensus to ensure accuracy.

Results and discussion

This section outlines the study's key findings, organized around three interconnected themes:
language choice, translanguaging strategies, and the link between policy and classroom practice
(Table 2). The analysis reveals that teachers' decisions about instructional language are mainly
influenced by the availability of subject-specific resources, with Russian and English often used due
to a lack of academic materials in Kazakh. To overcome communicative challenges, teachers employ
flexible translanguaging techniques, mixing Kazakh, Russian, and English to enhance student
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understanding, especially when facing language barriers or unfamiliar terms. Nevertheless, these
classroom practices frequently conflict with official language-in-education policies, which specify
Kazakh as the only medium of instruction. This disconnect underscores the persistent dominance of
Russian in students’ linguistic repertoires and illustrates teachers’ focus on ensuring comprehension
rather than strict policy compliance.

Table 2
Emerging Themes on Language Practices in Kazakh-Medium Classrooms
Theme Description Representative quotations

Teachers’ selection of instructional
language is shaped by availability of
resources, subject-specific
terminology, and student
comprehension needs. Russian and
English are frequently used due to
limited accessibility of Kazakh-
language academic materials.

Language choice “I write articles first in
Russian, then translate them into
Kazakh... because I receive
information only in Russian and

English.” (T5)

“In Kazakh some
information is not available... |
am looking for material in
Russian, it is easier to find.”
(T5)

Translanguaging Teachers flexibly employ multiple “I allow children with a

strategies languages (Kazakh, Russian, and language barrier to speak...
English) to facilitate understanding, even in three languages... If a
particularly when students experience  student asks in Russian, it means
language barriers or when terminology the learning process is going
is difficult to convey in Kazakh. on.” (T4)
“We try to explain in
Kazakh, and for students who do
not understand Kazakh, we
explain in Russian.” (T2)
Relationship Although Kazakh is the official “We do not have Russian

between policy and
classroom practice

language of instruction, classroom

practices often diverge from policy

due to students’ dominant use of

Russian and teachers’ need to ensure

comprehension, creating tensions
between policy expectations and

classes... but they all speak
Russian... then you must explain
it all in Russian.” (T1)

“I try not to mix languages,
but I end up speaking ‘half-

instructional realities. Kazakh’... this is certainly not
correct.” (T6)

Note. Quotations are taken from semi-structured teacher interviews.

Theme 1 - Language choice. The interviewees also reported that information comes from
Russian-language sources or is available in Russian. For example, in Excerpt 1, one of the secondary
school teachers, who is currently a postgraduate student at the local university, stated that when she
writes her articles, she first writes them in Russian and then translates them into Kazakh because the
information she obtains is normally from Russian or English sources.

Excerpt 1 “I receive information only in Russian and English”

Ha xa3zaxckoM s cTaTbu MUIry cCHavalla Ha PYCCKOM, ITIOTOM IICPCBOKY Ha Ka3ax01<1/11/f, K
COXAJICHUIO, ITIOTOMY YTO I/IH(I)OpMaI_II/IIO s IOJIy4aro TOJIbKO Ha pPYCCKOM U Ha AHTJINHCKOM [] BCE
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KHUTH, OyKBaJIbHO, MMUIIYTCS HA PYCCKOM, IIOTOMY YTO OBIBAaeT Tak, YTO MHPOPMALNIO, OYKBAIBHO,
Ha Ka3aXCKOM H€ IMOJy4UIIb. BOT, IMPUXOJUTCA ITOJIY4aTh Ha PYCCKOM.

[I write articles first in Russian, then I have to translate them into Kazakh, unfortunately, because
| receive information only in Russian and English [...] all books are, literally, written in Russian
because you can’t get information, literally, in Kazakh. So you have to get it in Russian]. (Transcript,
T5)

In Excerpt 2, the respondent, who teaches math in a Kazakh-medium school, faces challenges in
obtaining information in the Kazakh language. She said that information in Kazakh is either
unavailable or the wording needs to be more specific. When preparing teaching materials, she first
searches for them in Russian because she believes it is easier. She stated that some video materials
(e.g., on YouTube) are in Kazakh. However, these are limited, and the quality of the materials is
different from those in Russian.

Excerpt 2 “In Kazakh some information is not available”

briBaet, 4To Ha Ka3axCKOM HEKOTOpast MH(pOpMaIUs HEJOCTYIHA, KaKue-TO CJI0Ba, HEKOTOPHIE
CJIOBA S MOTY HE TIOHATS |[...] Jaxke MPsIM BOT CeMYac y MEHsI MaTeMaTHKa B Ka3aXCKOM KJIacce €CTh
na, B 7 Kiacce, s WIy Marepuand Ha pycckoMm si3bike. VX jerue HawTH, ObIcTpee Haxoxy. A Ha
Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIK€ MHE TpY/AHEE HaWTH [...] S cMOTpIO yuych yeMy-TO y Ka3axoB. Toxe cMOTpIO, HO
penxo. Mx maio, ects. Ho nx mano. HamHOro Menenie, yem Ha pycckoM si3bIke. M 1o kauecTBy TOXKe,

nmoaa4ya Ha pyCCKOM SA3BIKEC HAMHOTO... TaM, IIOJTy4acTCs, OonbIe.

[It happens that in Kazakh some information is not available, some words | cannot understand
[...] even right now I teach Maths in the Kazakh class, yes, | am looking for material in Russian, it is
easier to find them, I find them faster, while in the Kazakh language it is more difficult for me to find
[...] I watch (YouTube videos), and I learn something from Kazakhs; | also watch them, but rare,
there are few of them, but there are few of them, but much fewer than in Russian, and in terms of
quality and delivery, there is more information in Russian]. (Transcript, T5)

In their interviews, teachers described situations where students spoke Russian among
themselves during school breaks. One teacher was disappointed to see Kazakh-speaking students,
instead of conversing fluently in their native language, Kazakh, choose to communicate in Russian
(Excerpt 3).

Excerpt 3 “Kazakh speaking kids talked in Russian”

[...] mblcans: 3BOHOKMA ombip2anda baranapmern TIOOOW TEMaza counecin Kememis, KiAdCcCman
oackawa Temanapea. Comnwl Oip KyHi minee counecin kemmik. ©30epiniy apacvinoa OUCKyccust Ooavin
arcamulp - 0api Kazakmoly OAn0apbl KAn-Ka3aKuia KeleeH, KA3aKuia counen dicamiaum 0anoap.
Coipmeinan kapan, POCTO KAJKO, 3HACIIb, MA2AH 3PEIUINE 00N KOPIHOI, ‘“KaKOe 3penuie
bonaovl 20u. Kazakmuly 6anoapsl Kunanwin opsvicuia couien oip dOipimeH.

[...] for example, during the break, we discuss different topics with children, on topics different
from the class material. And one day, we started talking about the language. There was a discussion
among them (students); all the Kazakh-speaking kids talked in Russian with difficulty. It was like “a
sorry sight” to see how they tried to use Russian regardless of their limited language proficiency’].
(Transcript, field notes)

Another teacher also complained, expressing bewilderment that students used Russian during
breaks, even though they are in a Kazakh-medium school (Excerpt 4).

Excerpt 4 “The children used the Russian language more among themselves”

SI BOT He moOHKUMaro Toxke. S pa60TaJ1a MOJIy4ac€TCs B TPEX MIKOJIaX B ACTaHC, H BC31€C, TaK BOT -
OBLIIM YUCTO Ka3aXxCKHUE IMIKOJIbI, TAC A pa60Tana, HO Ja’X€ B YHMCTO Ka3aXCKHX IIKOJaX, I'A€ HET
PYCCKOSI3BIUHBIX KJIACCOB, MOYEMY-TO JETH MPUMEHSUIM PYCCKUU SI3bIK Ooublie. BoT Mexay cobon,
Ha IICpEeMCHaxX.

[T don’t understand either. I worked at three schools in Astana and everywhere, so there were
purely Kazakh-medium schools where | worked, but even in purely Kazakh schools with no Russian-
speaking classes, for some reason, children used the Russian language more among themselves during
breaks]. (Transcript, T5)
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Likewise, Heller (2006) reported on the tension in a French-language minority school between
expectations to make it a monolingual space and students’ language practices, as they used other
languages rather than French when speaking among themselves. Although the school expressed
resistance to using English in a French-language minority school and attempted to eradicate it
entirely, English remains a prevalent language among students.

In Excerpt 5, another teacher who previously worked at two schools in Astana said that students’
use of Russian largely depends on the area where they live and their families’ socioeconomic status.
For example, at one school in an Astana suburb (on the right bank), students are mostly Kazakh-
speaking; during class and breaks, they speak Kazakh. Students at another school in Astana’s business
area on the left bank are primarily Russian-speaking. They cannot fully express their thoughts in
Kazakh.

Excerpt 5 “Many children speak Russian”

bByn srcakma xasax colnvibvinoa oxumvln Oananap, Kazax miilinoe oe couneudi, mepeMeHaaa oa
03 mininde couneudi. Opwlc CbIHBIOLIHOARLL - OPbIC MINIHOe couneudi. Al MeHiH alObIHbL HCYMbIC
icmeumin mexme0im, 631 moavl Kazax mekme0i 6oica oa, Oipax ken o6ananiap opvicula coOuneuoi.
Mymkin onapoviy ombacwiiapvina bauiansicmsl wvleap, cebeobi onap keoi IeBbIW Oeperma mypaobvl
0a, onapea cabakmapoa oa, ovliau Kezoe de, kobinece opvicuia couneumin. biz ocakma koobi bananrap
Kazakwa couneudi, xapanaubim omoéacviHa dauianvicmel, co3 eanemine. Kobi oxywwiiap xazax
bosca 0a, Kazakuiansbl myciHboeu omolpadvl OKYusbLAap [...] MyMKiH Kaniaavlk adamoap 0a con #eaKxma
KOOI conmycmikmiy aoamoapul, HCYMbIC Hcacay 0d Opmanapvl 01apobly opblic mindeu 60ovl,
COHOBIKMAH onap yuoe kebinece opvicuia couneuoi [...] kazax mininoe ko0 OUbIH HcemKize aimauobl
Y3aK cypax Kouca.

[Here (in this school), children studying in the Kazakh class speak the Kazakh language, and
during breaks, the students speak their language. In Russian class - they speak Russian. In the school
where | worked previously, although it was a Kazakh medium school, many children speak Russian.
Maybe it’s because of their families, because they mostly live on the left bank, and Russian was
spoken to them in classes. In this school (where 1 am currently working), many children speak Kazakh
because their families are ordinary. Although most of the students in the school are Kazakhs (I
previously worked), they don’t understand Kazakh [...] Maybe they are urban residents and are
originally from the North. Their working environment is like Russian, so they often speak Russian at
home [...] (Transcript, T9)

Theme 2 - Translanguaging strategies. In interviews, teachers reported that they may explain
concepts or prepare materials in Russian to support students’ comprehension when students do not
understand them in Kazakh.

In Excerpt 6, a secondary school teacher of Computer Studies stated that he uses Russian in a
Kazakh-medium classroom because many terms and definitions in Informatics are borrowed from
English. He believed that terminology related to computer studies is more readily explained in
Russian than in Kazakh because Kazakh translations of these terms are incomprehensible to
secondary school students.

Excerpt 6 “Many terms come from the English language”

Ungpopmamurxa nomni mende. bizoe cabaxkmuvl Kazakuwia myciHOipeeHHeH KOpi opbvicuid
mycinoipeeHi viH2auavipax [ ...| cebebi mepmunoep 6izoe Kon agvbiNblublH MiNIHEeH KeleeHHeH KeuiH,
01apObl Ka3akuiaza ayoapy MmyciHikciz Oonvin #camaovl, COHObIKman 0i3 OapwiHuia opvicuia
mycindipy, bepyze muipvicamslz baranapea. bipax cabax scy3 naubiz scypmece oe, opmacvlHOa2bl
mepmMuHOepoOi OpvICULa AUMbIN OMbIPAMbL3 balAIapaa.

[I teach Computer science. It is more convenient for us to explain the subject in Russian than in
Kazakh [...] the reason is that many terms come from the English language. It isn’t easy to translate
them into Kazakh, so we try to explain them in Russian as much as possible. But even if the lesson is
not taught in the Kazakh language, 100% we use Russian to explain the terminologies in class.
(Transcript, T9)

Likewise, a teacher of the history of Kazakhstan allowed students to answer in three languages
(Kazakh, Russian, and English) in the classroom when students faced language barriers (Excerpt 7).
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The teacher believed that the most important thing is students’ involvement and participation in
classroom activities, regardless of the language students use to answer or ask questions, even though
it is a Kazakh-medium school and the Kazakh language is supposed to be used as the sole official
language of instruction.

Excerpt 7 “The learning process is going on”

bananapza 6yn scepoe nandi mycindipy ywin ken scazdauoa mindik bapwvepi bap banranapaa
minmi yu minde Oe couneyee pykcam oepemin. Hezizi eumxeni 0yn scepoe cabaxmovl myciny siCcy3
nauvlz [...] oKywivbl cypax Koubln omwlpca, 0l OKYy Hpoyecci xucypin sgcamulp OezeHn co3. Eeep on
OpbLCULA CYPAK KOUCA, OKY NPOYECCI HCYPIn Hcamulp 0e2eH co3, binim any npoyecci [ ...| mende Kazipei
Ke30e o3imOe menedonoa 0an ocvl Kazaxcman mapuxel Kimabin Oecinui CbiHbin OpblC MiNiHOe2l
PDF ¢popmamuin e3ine scyxmen anean b6ananap oap, onapovl Men moablkmau KOJOAUMbIH, OUMKEHT
011apObly amMa-aHauapsbl OPbICULA COUTIE2EH, auHala Koam opvlcuia bonzan. bipak xazakwia counen
Kazax minine 6ayn2a mvipblCAMbIH.

[I allow children with a language barrier to speak in classroom, even in three languages, mainly
because (the goal of the lesson is to make students) understand the lesson one hundred percent. [...]
The learning process continues if a student asks a question. If a student asks a question in Russian, it
means that the “learning process” is going on [...] I currently have students who have downloaded
the book “History of Kazakhstan Grade Five” in Russian in PDF format on their phones, and I fully
support them because their parents speak Russian. The environment they grew up in was Russian.
However, | am trying to instill in them the Kazakh language knowledge as well]. (Transcript, T4)

In Excerpt 8, an English-language teacher at a Kazakh-medium school also stated that she uses
three languages: English, Kazakh, and Russian. She believes that explaining English materials only
through the Kazakh medium is challenging. The teacher stated that, even though using Kazakh in
English is challenging, she does her best to incorporate it. For those who need help understanding the
learning materials in Kazakh, she switches to Russian.

Excerpt 8 “It is difficult to explain in the Kazakh language”

Koraa o0bsicHsCIIb aHTTTHHCKUAH SI3bIK, (CMEIIEHHE SI3BIKOB) - 3TO BOOOIIE HOPMAIBHO, TIOTOMY
YTO Ha Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKE OOBICHITH TSHKEIOBATO, OIpaK OHbIH 63iHOe 0e 0i3 Ka3aKuia mycinoipemis,
Kazakua mycinbezen oKyubliapaa - Opulcula myciHoipemis.

[When you explain English language, it (switching between languages) is normal practice,

because it is difficult to explain (concepts) in the Kazakh language. But we try to explain in Kazakh,
and for students who do not understand Kazakh, we explain in Russian]. (Transcript, T2)

Theme 3 - Relationship between policy and classroom practice. This is not always the case
when bilingual strategies are welcomed in teaching in Kazakh-medium classrooms. For example, in
Excerpt 9, the teacher stated that when she taught her subject in Kazakh, secondary school students
spoke Russian during class sessions and responded in Russian, even though it was a Kazakh
monolingual school. As an adherent of language purism and monolingual ideology in school settings,
she encountered conflicts with students and their parents; they complained that they did not
understand the class materials compiled in Kazakh. The teacher then provided students with Russian
translations to resolve the issue. She further stated that providing them with Russian translations was
challenging because she needed to learn to translate some Kazakh words and consult dictionaries.

Excerpt 9 “They all speak Russian”

Y Hac HeT PYCCKHX KJIACCOB, KAK BbI 3HACTC, KAa3aXCKUC KIIACCHI. Ho onm Bce TOBOPAT Ha
PYCCKOM. Moxete MpoOCTO MPHUCITYIIATBCA HA KAKOM SA3BIKEC OHH TOBOPAT. OHH Bce TOBOPAT Ha
pycckoM. Bpojnie kazaxckuu Kjacc, U Ha ypOKe OTBEYalOT TakuM ke crnocoOoM. Hy 3auem Bpath?
TakoBa KapThuHa CeI/IV‘IaC, noJIy4acTcs, B Kazaxcrane. briBaet TaK, B MPOIIJIOM IoAy y MCHA OBLIT
Kj1aCcC, U OHH YTO-TO HC IIOHHUMAJIM Ha Ka3aXCKOM. MEe1 gacto KOH(I)J'II/IKTOBaJ'II/I C HUMHU, U C
POOUTCIIAMH. HOJ’Iy‘-IaCTCH, s IIOTOM IIOIIIJIa Ha KOHTAKT, M CKa3ajia. “Ecau BBI 4TO-TO HE MOHUMAETE
Ha Ka3axXCKOM, ITUIIUTE MmHue!” U onu cranu MHe nucath. IloToM S Kak cMoOrJia, Ctapalach, HY g
00BsicHsIIAa Koe-Kak. Ho ObIBaM U TaKue clioBa CIIC BCTPCUAIUCH, 1 IaXKE CaMa HC ITOHHUMAJIA. A npsam
HCKaJIa 110 CJIOBApsAM, €CTh K€ BCAKUC CJIOBAPH, TOJIKOBBIA CJIOBapb [] BOT 3TOT KJIaCC, IMOJIYy4acTCA,

205



SDU Bulletin: Pedagogy and Teaching Methods 2026/2 (75)

KOTOpI:II/Iv ornaJicsa MHEC - OHHU IMOJIHOCTBIO PYCCKOA3BIYHLIC. Bot O6’b$ICH$IeH_IB UM TEMY KaKyr-TO Ha
Ka3axCKOM, OHU CKAXYT HC MIOHUMAIOT. N norom MPpUXOAUTCA 0OBSICHATH DTO BCE Ha PYCCKOM. N onn
MOTOM MMOHUMAIOT. Y Hac ObUIN ellle BCSIKUE KOH(MIUKTHI TaKue.

[We do not have Russian classes, as you know, Kazakh classes. But they (students) all speak
Russian. You can just listen to what language they speak. They all speak Russian. It seems like a
Kazakh class, but in the classroom, they answer in Russian. Well, why lie? This is the picture we now
have, as it appears, in Kazakhstan. It happened that last year, I taught students who didn’t understand
the class materials in Kazakh. We often had conflict situations with them and their parents. And then
I decided to solve the issue and said: “If you don’t understand something in Kazakh, text me!” And
they began to text me. Then | did my best, tried, well, | explained somehow. But there were also such
words that | did not even understand. | just looked for their translations in dictionaries; there are all
sorts of dictionaries, an explanatory dictionary, and so on [...] this group of students that | came across
- they are entirely Russian-speaking. When you explain some topics in Kazakh to them, they will say
they don’t understand. And then you must explain it all in Russian. And then they understand. We’ve
had all sorts of conflicts like this]. (Transcript, T1)

The excerpt above shows that teachers, as implementers of macro-policies, encounter practical
issues when teaching subjects in Kazakh-medium schools. First, teachers need help explaining the
concepts in Kazakh because the translations of borrowed English words into Kazakh, or definitions
of some Kazakh words, are incomprehensible. The teachers noted that many terms originate from
English, making translation into Kazakh difficult. Some words are hard for them to understand, and
explaining English concepts through Kazakh poses challenges. Additionally, students’ limited
proficiency in Kazakh hampers their ability to grasp learning materials in the language.

In the interviews, the Kazakh teachers, likewise, the teachers at Bengali complementary schools
in the United Kingdom (Blackledge & Creese, 2010), believed that during class sessions, code-
switching between languages is inappropriate (Excerpt 10) and that languages should be preserved
and kept from contamination by other linguistic resources.

Excerpt 10 “I'm talking in “half-Kazakh,” even during the lesson”

[ToTomy 4TO MBI 6i3 HaKmMbl aUMbIN Keme AIMAUMbL3, TIOATOMY HEKOTOPBIE MBICIIH MBI OBICTPO
BBIpaKaeM Ha PyCCKOM. O3im Oe wiana ceunen Kkememin 20u cabaxmuoly ycminoe oe, 0a1 cabakmuoly
ycminoe aumvln Keje dHcamamvbii 0d, MBICIIAM Mbl Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, O)J1, KOHEYHO, OYpblC emec.

[Because we cannot talk clearly (in Kazakh), some thoughts are quickly expressed in Russian.
I’m talking in “half-Kazakh,” even during the lesson, I’'m talking in it right during the lesson, we
think in Russian, this is certainly not correct] (Transcript, T6)

In Excerpt 11, another teacher who supports language purism believes that people should speak
in a pure language. She believes that people need to speak in the language they are addressed to, and
it is not correct to mix languages.

Excerpt 11 “Code-switching is wrong”

DTO HenpaBWJbHO. ECIIM THI HayaJl Ha aHTJIUMKWCKOM, Oynb OOp, 0 KOHIIA Ha aHTJIMHCKOM
TroOBOpH. U ecan HaaAO Ha PYCCKOM, Tbl K€, B IPHUHIUIIC, BUJUIIL Ha KAKOM A3BIKC UYCJIIOBCK
pasroBapmuBacT, €CJIIM Thl BJIAACCHIb 3THM XK€ SA3BIKOM, Thbl MOXKCIIb 06pamaTLc;1 B HOBC@I[HGBHOI/IV
)ku3Hu. A CTaparoChb TaK U ACJIaTb, €CJIM KO MHEC O6paH_[aIOTC$[ Ha PYCCKOM - s OTBCUAKO Ha PYCCKOM.
Ecnu xo MHe 06pa111a}oTc;1 Ha Ka3aXCKOM - TO €CTb 4 TOXKE OTBCUHAIO HAa Ka3aXCKOM. ﬂJ’I}I MCHA 3TO HE
COCTaBJISCT CJIOKHOCTHU, U 1 CTAPArOCh HEC CMCHINBATD A3bIK, MHC 3TO HC HPABUTCA.

[It (code-switching) is wrong. If you start in English, please do a favor, and speak English until
the end. And if you speak Russian, you can, well, see in which language a person speaks, if you speak
the same language, you can communicate in everyday life. | strive to do the same. If they speak to
me in Russian - | answer in Russian. If they speak to me in Kazakh - then | also answer in Kazakh.
For me, it is not complicated, and I try not to mix the language, I don’t like it]. (Transcript, T1)

This pattern is in line with findings from previous studies on code-switching in classroom
settings, where such practices are discouraged. As Williams (2011) argues, there should be a
distinction between the language of instruction and the language of learning. The socio-political and
historical contexts in which bilingual classroom practices are embedded should be considered
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(Blackledge & Creese, 2010). The excerpts in this study showcase practical examples in which
teachers, while officially working in Kazakh-medium schools, resort to using Russian to ensure
comprehension among students, particularly when it comes to specialized terminology in subjects
like Computer Studies and History. Pragmatic acceptance of translanguaging pedagogy among
teachers facilitates better understanding when students face difficulties with the Kazakh translations
of specialized terms, especially those borrowed from English. As teachers note, some Kazakh words
are incomprehensible because they are borrowed from Russian or English. With this in mind, to
prepare classroom materials, they have to look for sources in the Russian language or prepare
handouts in the Russian language. If students complain that they do not understand the class materials
in Kazakh, teachers may encounter conflicts with students and their parents. Despite the prevalence
of translanguaging in practice, teachers, positioned as both implementers of national language policy
and proponents of monolingual, purist norms, often express concern that Kazakh is not consistently
used by students even in Kazakh-medium schools. This concern reflects a perceived mismatch
between policy expectations and everyday linguistic behavior. As the data indicate, the continued
availability and visibility of Russian in educational materials, literature, and media reinforce an
enduring sense of its dominance, a legacy sustained from the Soviet period.

The findings indicate that secondary school teachers express frustration when Kazakh-speaking
students preferentially use Russian in peer interaction. Several teachers also questioned the coherence
and force of the existing language policy, noting the absence of clear mechanisms to promote the
development and modernization of Kazakh or to require functional proficiency among professionals.
In their view, the prestige of Kazakh has not yet reached a level at which it can fully operate as a
language of science, education, and media.

Conclusion

Effective classroom pedagogy is central to the development of fluent Kazakh speakers, and this
depends in part on the availability of high-quality textbooks and instructional materials in Kazakh.
As Spolsky (2021, p. 24) notes, language instruction in schools is a “powerful predictor of whether a
language will continue.” At the same time, the institutionalization of a language as a medium of
instruction presupposes its codification and standardization (Tollefson & Tsui, 2018, p. 261), with
corpus planning ideally preceding the implementation of medium-of-instruction policies (Ferguson,
2022).

The findings of this study, however, suggest that these conditions remain only partially met.
Teachers report persistent gaps in scientific and technical terminology in Kazakh, resulting in subjects
such as science and mathematics being often taught through a de facto bilingual approach, even in
formally Kazakh-medium schools. Kazakh is the official language of instruction, but Russian is
commonly used in classrooms to aid understanding, clarify concepts address gaps in Kazakh-
language resources, and facilitate communication between teachers and students. Although these
bilingual approaches are frequently employed, their educational significance is neither officially
acknowledged nor systematically incorporated into policies or training programs. This creates
uncertainty among school stakeholders, who must deliver Kazakh-medium instruction while
navigating a context in which Russian remains a vital language of learning.

In this study, we reported on the link between language choice, language practices, and language
ideologies in a Kazakh-medium school setting. The findings indicate that, despite an official
preference for monolingual instruction, translanguaging is widely employed in practice. Teachers
draw on both Kazakh and Russian to compensate for gaps in Kazakh-language teaching materials and
underdeveloped subject-specific terminology, and to address the needs of Russian-dominant students
enrolled in Kazakh-medium schools. Crucially, teachers prioritize students’ comprehension,
participation, and engagement over strict adherence to the prescribed language of instruction. From
their perspective, effective learning outcomes depend less on maintaining a rigid monolingual
framework than on ensuring that students can access and actively engage with the content.
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LZKUMNAIT YHuusepcureri, Anmatsl, Kazakcran
“e-mail: k.dina@kimep.kz

CASICATTAH MIPAKTAKATA: KASAKCTAHJIAFBI OPTA MEKTEII
MYFAJIMJIEPTHTH TPAHCJIUHTBU3M ITPATMATUKAJBIK
KABBLIJIAYDBI

Anpatna. byn 3eprrey Kaszakcranpmarbl opra MeKTeN MyFaliMIEpiHIH TpPaHCIWHIBU3M
TOXKIpHOECIH MparMaTUKaJIbIK TYPFhIJaH KaObUIJayblH Tajlaiiibl *oHE PEeCMM TN casicaThl MEH
CBHIHBINTAFbl HAKThI JKaF/1ail apachbIHAAFbl eyl alllaKThIKThl aHbIKTaiabl. PecMu neHreiine kKazak
TUTIHJIE MOHOTUIJII OKBITY JKYPri3iice Jie, ic XKY3iHae MyFaliMaep OKYIIbUIAPIbIH MaTEePHUaIJIbl )KAKChI
TYCIHYl YIIIH Ka3aK TUIIH MEHrepyJeri KUBIHIBIKTap MEH MIEKTEYJIl OKY PEeCypCTapblH >KEHY
MaKcaTbhIH/1a )KH1 OPBIC )KOHE aFbUIIIBIH TULAECPIH KOJAaHaabl. 3epTTey liH HeTi31 peTiHae «Makpo Tul
casicaTbl» asChIH/IAFbI XMUKPO Til eHrizy» arenrrepi (Baldauf, 2006) perinne KapacThIpbUIFaH TOFBI3
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MYFaliMMEH JKYpri3uiren cyx6arrap ansinrad. COHBIMEH KaTap, TUI TaHAay MEH HIeOJoTHsiIapra
kaTbicThl chiHIIbLT Teopus (Blackledge & Creese, 2010) xonnanbim, opra MEKTEN MYFaliMICPIHIH
TUI KOJIaHy CTpaTerusuiaphl )KOHE TULAIK UACOJIOTHsIIAp KaH-KaKThI 3epTreni. Hotmxenep pecmu
TYpAE Ka3ak TUTIHIE OKBITBUICA Ja, KEeHOIp MyFalmiMIEpHiH oJICYMETTIK KehOip (yHKIusiIapsl
OpBIHAY YILIH OPBIC TUTIH KU1 Maii1aaHaThIHBIH KepceTe i, Oy TUAIH Kepi ayblcy YPAICIHIH i e
KAIIFACHII KaTKaHBIH OUTipesi. 3epTTey KONTUIAl IBIHABIKTEl €CKepETiH, Oapiara KOJDKETIMII T
casicaThlH d3IpJIey/liH MAaHBI3JBUIBIFBIH €pEKIe aTan eTell >kKoHe OuriM Oepy MekemesepiHpaeri
CBHIHBINTAFbl TULMIK TpaKTUKATApAbl TEPEHIPEK 3epTTeyAi YChIHAAbl. JKuHamFaH MoJiMeTTep
Kasakcranmarsl TUI casicaTblH JaMBITY, XKOcHapiay >koHe pedopmanapabl TaObICTBI KY3€re achlpy
YIIiH casicaTKepiiep MeH OUTiM Oepy callaChIHIAFbl MYJISNI TapanTapra MaHbI3IbI AKIapaT YChIHYFa
OarpITTaNIFaH.
Tyiiin ce3aep: Kazakcran, Ka3ak Tu1i, OpbIC TUT1, TUIAIK UI€0JIOTHS, TULIK casicar,

TPAHCIIMHTBU3M

Juna Kyuepbaeea®”, Kynowiz Cmazynosa®
1‘2yHI/IBepCI/ITeT KNMDOII, Anmatel, Kazaxcran
“e-mail: k.dina@kimep.kz

OT NOJIMTUKHA K TIPAKTUKE: IPATMATHYECKOE ITPUHATHUE
TPAHCJIMHI'BU3MA CPEJIN YYUTEJIEN CPEJHUX HIKOJI B
KA3AXCTAHE

AHHOTauus. JlaHHOE WCCIIEZIOBaHUE TIOCBSIICHO IMPArMaTHYECKOMY BOCHPHUSTHIO TPAKTHK
TPAHCIMHIBU3MAa CPEIW Yy4HMTEeNed CpedHMX INKoa B Ka3zaxcraHe W BBIABISIET CYIIECTBEHHOE
pacxoxkJaeHue MEXy O(QUIIMATBHON S3BIKOBOM IMOTMTHKON U PEAIbHOM CHTYyaIluel B Kitaccax. XOTs
o(HIIMANTBHO B Ka3aXCKOS3BIYHBIX IIKOJIAX MPEIIOoIaraeTcss MOHOSI3BIYHOE 00ydICHUE, Ha MPAKTHKE
YUUTEIS 4acTO MPHOETAIOT K UCIIOJIb30BAaHUIO PYCCKOTO M aHTIIMHUCKOTO SI3BIKOB, YTOOBI 00JIETYHTH
MOHMMaHHUE MaTepraja yYeHHKAMU U CIPABUTHCS C TPYAHOCTSMH, CBSI3AaHHBIMH C HEIOCTATOYHBIM
YPOBHEM BJIAJICHHS Ka3aXCKUM SI3BIKOM M OTPAaHMUYCHHBIMH Y4YeOHBIMU pecypcamu. B ocHoBe
WCCIICIOBAHUS JISKAT MHTEPBBIO C JICBATHIO IEAaroraMu, KOTOPBIX PacCMaTPUBAIOT KaK arcHTOB
«MHKPOBHEJPEHHS S3bIKa» B paMKax 0o0Jiee MacIITaOHBIX «MaKpOS3bIKOBBIX ToJMTUK» (Baldauf,
2006). IIpumensst KpUTHUECKYIO TEOPHIO sA3bIKOBOTO BhIOOpa u uaeosoruii (Blackledge & Creese,
2010), wccienoBaHWE aHAIM3UPYET CTPATETMH HWCIOJB30BAHUS SI3bIKA M CBSI3aHHBIC C HHUMU
UICOJIOTHH, pEaTM3yeMble YUYUTEISIMH B CpPEeOHHX IIKoJiaX. [loilydeHHbIE pe3yJbTaThl
JEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO HECMOTpPsI Ha (opMallbHOE OOYYCHHE Ha Ka3aXCKOM SI3bIKE, YaCTh YUUTEICH
UCTIONB3YeT PYCCKUW SI3BIK JUIS  BBITIOJIHCHUSI OMNPEISIEHHBIX COIMAIBHBIX (DYHKIMHA, 4YTO
CBHUJICTEIILCTBYET O MPOJOJDKAIONICHCS JMHAMUKE O0OpaTHOTO S3BIKOBOTO ciaBura. lccienoBaHue
aKICHTUPYET BHUMaHHE HAa HEOOXOAUMOCTH pa3pabOTKu 00JIee MHKIIFO3UBHOH SI3BIKOBOM TOJIMTHKHY,
YUYUTBIBAIOIICH MHOTOSI3BIYHYIO) PEAIbHOCTh, M TPHU3bIBACT K YrIyOJIEHHOMY U3YyYCHHIO
MeIarOTHYECKUX TPAKTUK B 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX YUPEKACHUSIX. BBIBOIBI MiCCIICIOBaHNUS HAIICIICHBI Ha
MH()OPMHUPOBAHUE KIIOUEBBIX YUYAaCTHHKOB O0OpA30BaTENBHOTO IMpollecca C IENbI0 COACUCTBUS
3¢ GEeKTUBHOMY Pa3BUTHIO SI3bIKOBOM cephl, MIAaHUPOBAHUIO U YCHEIIHON peanu3aiuu pegopMm B
cucteme obpaszoBanus Kazaxcrana.
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SI3BIKOBAsI MOJIMTHKA, TPAHCITUHTBH3M
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