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Abstract

This paper is an initial attempt to evaluate the challenges of promoting a new national language as a medium of instruction
(MOI) in a post-socialist higher education (HE) context. In the case of Kazakhstan, the choice of MOl is perceived as a key
tool to strengthen national identity and resist domination of Russian; in higher education sector language policies are
constructed to foster cultural independence which translates into establishing Kazakh as a full-fledged medium of academia.
Drawing on the historical-structural approach (Tollefson, 1991, 201 3), we analyze the ideologies and practices of university
students studying in Kazakh. Findings from audio-recorded interviews suggest that implementing Kazakh-medium in-
struction policies face numerous pragmatic and ideological challenges, such as a dearth of teaching and learning resources in
Kazakh and lack of Kazakh-speaking faculty. This study contributes to scholarship on language revitalization in the context

of tertiary education.
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Introduction

When it comes to choosing the medium of instruction, the
field of higher education has oscillated between two
orientations—the international and the national (Vila, 2014,
p. 182). The international orientation supports adopting an
international language, often a former colonial language, to
teach at the tertiary level. This post-national university
model is often backed by the idea that only mediums of
broader communication, such as global English or Russian
in post-Soviet countries, can be languages of science and
knowledge; many languages are deemed unfit to be used in
academia. It is also sustained by the intellectual capital
accumulated in the dominant language, an association of the
dominant language with powerful institutions, and the
elite’s desire to protect its social boundaries.

The national orientation presupposes the elaboration of
local languages to make them fully fledged means of in-
struction in HE. Analysis of international practices suggests
that predicting whether a language will become or remain a
viable means of instruction in HE is difficult. Vila (2014),
suggests that some conditions make the choice more likely

to succeed. The language in question should have previ-
ously occupied the rest of the cultural and economic do-
mains it should be established as a language of secondary
education, with strong political support by a significant
portion of the population and a sufficient number of
speakers in that language.

Penetrating the domain of academia, which provides one
of the highest levels of linguistic elaboration, is crucial for
language revitalization and maintenance. It is viewed as
“the arrival of the pursuit of cultural autonomy for those
who have pursued the vision of Xmen-via-Xish” (Fishman,
1991, p. 107). However, only few languages are used as a
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language of science and academia around the world
(Laponce, 2006), and many medium-sized languages are at
risk of losing the domain of higher education to English.
Drawing on data from Kazakhstan universities, this paper
attempts to identify challenges associated with establishing
a sociolinguistically weaker, historically marginalized
language as a medium of instruction at the university level.

Given the Soviet legacy when the medium of instruction
(MOI) policy was used for the interests of a dominant group
of Russian speakers by providing them with privileged
access to higher education and employment opportunities,
new MOI policies of independent Kazakhstan are con-
structed as a means to counter this social and economic
inequality and to promote cultural independence. Ka-
zakhstani language policy and educational policies are
strategically targeted at reinstituting the Kazakh language in
all domains, particularly at establishing and increasing the
share of students studying in Kazakh as a medium of in-
struction at both school and university levels. Establishing
Kazakh as a medium of instruction in secondary schools has
been successful: a majority of children in the country now
study in Kazakh, all school materials are available in Ka-
zakh, and there is no shortage of Kazakh-speaking teachers.
While instituting Kazakh as a language of the HE and
science domains is often presented as a way to strengthen
national identity and contribute to long-term language
survival, the implementation of the policy has been chal-
lenging. Drawing on the historical-structural approach
(Tollefson, 1991, 2013), we try to understand the dynamics
of promoting a new national language as the medium of
academia and identify structural factors hindering attempts
to reinstate former minority languages in the high-power
domain of academia. The study adds to the scarce literature
on language revitalization in HE in the context of inter-
nationalization and the association of tertiary education with
the information society (Heller & Duchéne, 2012).

Theoretical underpinning:
Historical-structural approach

Earlier studies on medium of instruction have been tradi-
tionally conducted in the field of bilingual education. Re-
searchers paid particular attention to the choices of the
medium of instruction, the effectiveness of programs in
L1 and L2 language acquisition, and students’ academic
achievements in content subjects. Since the 1990s, scholars
have adopted a critical linguistics approach to study me-
dium of instruction, focusing on the role of language in
power, language rights, language dominance, and language
inequality. In these regards, Tsui and Tollefson (2003, p. 9)
state that “medium-of-instruction policies are never polit-
ically neutral [...] They can be instruments of cultural and
linguistic imperialism, but they can also be means for

promoting linguistic diversity and cultural pluralism.” As
history shows, when there is no threat to the existing power
structure (e.g., New Zealand, Wales, Canada, etc.), language
policy is drawn toward linguistic diversity in the commu-
nity; it is tolerated and supported. Once there is a perceived
threat to national unity, language policy is drawn toward
linguistic homogenization; it further deepens the disad-
vantageous position of speakers who lack linguistic capital
(Tsui & Tollefson, 2003).

Current research in language policy and planning draws
predominantly on neoclassical and historical-structural
approaches. While the former focuses on individual lin-
guistic decisions (e.g., learners’ attitudes, values, motiva-
tion, openness to innovation, etc.), the latter focuses on
constraints that guide individual decision-making. Tollefson
(1991) states that language behaviors and language prob-
lems individuals face are better explained through the
historical-structural approach that falls within the theory of
critical language studies. For example, patterns of language
use, language status, and the emergence of a particular
language policy can be explained concerning the country’s
history (e.g., the country’s colonial past in post-colonial
settings). Structural factors, although they could be con-
ceptualized in different ways (e.g., “race, ethnicity, and
gender (Tollefson, 2011), institutional forms and practices
(Althusser, 1971), the international division of labor
(Phillipson, 1992), the political organization of decision-
making, the role of language in social policy (Forester,
1985)” (Tollefson, 2015, p. 142), depending on the re-
searcher’s ideological framework, can contribute to the
examination of language policies that “sustain social,
economic and political inequalities” (ibid.) and “benefit
wealthy and powerful individuals, groups, institutions, and
nation-states” (Tollefson, 2013, p. 27).

This approach views language and MOI policies as
situated sociocultural processes; thus, historical and struc-
tural issues of dominance, hegemony, inequality, power,
ideology, etc., are considered in seeking explanations for
language use, language planning, and language policy
decisions (e.g., Al Zumor, 2019; Hossain, 2008). For in-
stance, within the historical-structural model, motivation for
learning a language is not treated as a “learner” variable but
placed in the context of historical and structural factors,
such as economic interests in learning a language variety,
ideological support, and access to quality education (cf.,
Lee, 2021).

Tollefson argues that “within the historical-structural
approach, language policy is viewed as one mechanism
by which interests of dominant sociopolitical groups are
maintained, and the seeds of transformation are developed”
(ibid.). In other words, the approach allows examining the
role of language planning and how it creates and sustains
systems of inequality (Tollefson, 2015, p. 140). This paper
explores how structural pressure leads to particular
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language practices in universities, which sustain structural
and material inequalities and limit access to quality
education.

Language revitalization and maintenance in HE

In many contexts, the choice of MOI is a key tool to
strengthen national identity; therefore, language education
policies in such cases are driven not only by educational
and/or language maintenance agendas but also by the
ideology of resisting linguistic domination of a national or
former colonial language. However, shifting a language
hierarchy and changing language practices in education is
challenging. Even the incorporation of minority languages
at the secondary school level faces numerous difficulties.
While schools “can become strategic platforms for more
broad-based language planning, from orthographic stan-
dardization to preparing Indigenous teachers, to elevating
the status of oppressed and marginalized languages”
(McCarty, 2008, p. 16), across studies, it is commonly
reported that in the implementation of indigenous and
minority language programs in schools, there are enormous
challenges, such as a shortage of qualified teaching staff,
lack of teacher training opportunities, limited language
teaching and learning resources, underdeveloped strategies,
and methodologies to integrate indigenous language in
classrooms and schools, etc.

Beyond secondary school, universities rarely provide
programs with minority languages as a medium of in-
struction. Where available, these programs tend to offer
teacher training modules to prepare teachers to support
secondary schools. The evidence from post-colonial Africa,
where former colonial languages have been retained as MOI
at tertiary and upper secondary school levels, demonstrates
that deep-running structural inequality makes the task of
shifting language hierarchies and reinstating minority lan-
guages in HE problematic for pragmatic and ideological
reasons (Alidou, 2003; Meeuwis, 1999). Another impedi-
ment to using African languages for teaching is of a
practical nature: a need for linguistic, material, and financial
resources (Ferguson, 2022, p. 185).

The literature on language revival and revitalization
efforts tends to concentrate on the medium of instruction
(MOI) in secondary school settings, which are seen as the
ultimate sites for the production of new speakers (e.g.,
Chevalier, 2017; Heidemann, 2014; Malone, 2003;
McCarty, 2008; Todal, 2018). The research on MOI in
higher education (HE) predominantly focuses on the im-
plementation of English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI)
programs (e.g., Baker & Hiittner, 2017; Breeze & Guinda,
2021; Curle et al., 2022; Dearden, 2014; Doiz et al., 2012;
Hu & Lei, 2014; Kirkgoz & Karaka, 2022; Rose &
McKinley, 2018; Wilkinson & Gabriéls, 2021) and pres-
sure of EMI on medium-sized and minority languages and

local cultures (Coleman, 2006; Parera, 2018; Ram, 2018;
Rose & Galloway, 2019; Tsui & Tollefson, 2003; Vila &
Bretxa, 2014).

However, research examining MOI issues in academia in
the context of language revitalization is scarce and has not
received enough attention. Very few studies (e.g., Hossain,
2008) report the effects of the implementation results of
introducing a mother tongue as the language of instruction
in HEIs. This is a very unsatisfactory state of affairs,
considering that in today’s globalized world, HE is of
unprecedented importance in educating people to develop a
country’s economy and knowledge production (Altbach,
1998, 2007).

Kazakhstan HE as a research context

Formerly a member of the Soviet Union, the Republic of
Kazakhstan is currently an independent country with a
population of about 19 million. The majority of the pop-
ulation (70.4%) are Kazakhs; Russians represent 15.5% of
the population, and the rest are ethnic minorities: Uzbeks
(3.2%), Ukrainians (2%), Uighurs (1.5%), Germans (1.2%),
Tatars (1.1%), and others. In terms of language skills, ac-
cording to the 2021 Census, 80% of Kazakhstani people
report Kazakh-language proficiency, and 49.3% of them use
Kazakh daily (Bureau of National Statistics of the Agency
for strategic planning and reforms Republic of Kazakhstan,
2022). Both Kazakh and Russian are widely spoken and
used in various domains. Kazakh is the sole official lan-
guage, and Russian is a co-official language that can be used
on a par with the Kazakh language when necessary
(Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan, art. 7, 1995).
Except for a few English-medium universities that emerged
after 1991 independence (e.g., KIMEP University, Naza-
rbayev University, or branches of international schools), all
other HEI traditionally offer instruction in Kazakh MOI and
Russian MOI: students are placed in two separate language
streams. While one’s main language of instruction in uni-
versity is typically defined by the language of instruction in
secondary schools, students may choose to change it.

During the Soviet period, most programs in HEIs were
taught in the Russian language. The exceptions were teacher
training, humanities, and agriculture programs. This obvi-
ously created problems for school graduates educated in
other local languages of instruction, like Kazakh (Fierman,
1989; Liddicoat, 2019). Russian-medium higher education
and research, especially in the fields of science and tech-
nology, became more “suitable for advancement within the
Soviet system” (Liddicoat, 2019, p. 7). Eventually,
education-oriented parents opted to enroll their children in
Russian-medium secondary schools, which contributed to
languages shift in urban areas (Smagulova, 2008).

Since independence, the goal of language policy has
been the reinstatement of the Kazakh language, manifested
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in the increase in the status and social prestige of the new
state language, language spread and homogenization of the
population, and corpus planning (for instance, the creation
of new terminology). The status of Kazakh language has
been upgraded to the sole national language, and there is
political and ideological support to spread the use of the
Kazakh language across a number of domains, especially in
the education system. A dramatic change in student de-
mographics has helped the nationalizing policy. In 1992, the
share of students studying in Kazakh-medium schools was
around 38% of the total number of secondary school stu-
dents (Kunantayeva, 1997); in 2022, their share increased to
67% of the total student population (Bureau of National
Statistics of the Agency for strategic planning and reforms
of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2022a). Accordingly, the
share of students studying in Kazakh in local universities
has also increased from 85,300 (32%) in 2000 to 371,123
(64.4%) in 2022 (ibid.).

Implementation of the cultural project “Trinity of Lan-
guages” in 2016 aimed to transition all levels of education to
trilingual instruction in Kazakh, Russian, and English. In
HE, this policy calls for adopting a “50:20:30” model,
which recommends that 50% of subjects should be taught
in Kazakh or Russian as L1, 20% in Russian or Kazakh as
L2, and 30% in English as L3 (Irsaliyev et al., 2017).
Some scholars argue that improving English-language
proficiency has topped the educational agenda under
the implementation of the trilingual policy in Kazakhstan
(Karabassova, 2020). Kazakhstani education policy-
makers see EMI as a means of internationalization, im-
proving the quality of education, and offsetting the lack of
current research and teaching resources, especially in
Kazakh.

In this paper, we critically evaluate the implementation
of Kazakh-medium instruction at the tertiary level. In the
next section, we specifically focus on exploring the views of
students studying in Kazakh MOI regarding the challenges
they encounter.

The data

The study was conducted in Astana, the capital of Ka-
zakhstan since 1997. The official articulated reason for
moving the capital from southern Almaty to northern As-
tana was its central location and safer area, which is not
earthquake-prone like Almaty. The underlying agenda was
to balance the ethnic distribution of the country by creating a
new center for immigration, particularly for people from the
predominantly Kazakh-speaking south, and making the
north less exclusively Russian speaking. Currently, the
population of Astana is around 1.3 million (Bureau of
National Statistics of the Agency for strategic planning
and reforms of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2022b). The
share of ethnic Kazakhs has increased from 18% in 1989 to

79% in 2022 due to natural growth, emigration of Slavic and
German ethnic groups from Kazakhstan, repatriation of
ethnic Kazakhs from neighboring countries (e.g., China,
Mongolia, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, etc.), resettlement of
ethnic Kazakhs in regions with a higher proportion of the
non-Kazakhs population. Despite the dramatic demo-
graphic shift, Russian remains Astana’s dominant language
of everyday communication.

The study draws on the data collected through interviews
with university students studying in Kazakh as a medium of
instruction. To recruit participants for the study, the re-
searchers used their network and reached participants
through “a friend-of-a-friend method.” Before the data
collection stage, we obtained verbal and written consent
from the participants. The names of participants were
changed, and other personal information was anonymized.

All respondents were proficient speakers of spoken
Kazakh and Russian, although their language proficiency
in written Kazakh and Russian languages varied. At the
beginning of the interviews, the participants were asked
about their preferred language (Kazakh or Russian) to
answer the interview questions. The interviews were, thus,
conducted either in Kazakh or Russian. Some respondents
answered in a Kazakh-Russian mixed code since code-
switching and code-mixing are typical for bilingual
speakers in Kazakhstan.

In the interview, the respondents were asked about
their current language practices at university. The in-
terview data was later transcribed. For managing and
organizing the data by the most common themes, the core
themes through coding of interview data in NVivo
software were established following Allsop et al. (2022).
The interview data comprised around twenty-one hours
of audio recordings collected in September 2022 and
May 2023.

For this paper, we analyzed interview data from eighteen
students. All respondents have graduated from Kazakh-
medium secondary schools. The participants were under-
graduate and postgraduate students at HEIs with Kazakh
medium of instruction in Astana. A few students who
changed to Russian-medium instruction in HEIs are in-
cluded in the study because they had a learning experience
in Kazakh-medium instruction. They had to switch to the
Russian medium due to challenges in their studies in the
Kazakh language. Below is brief background information
on the participants (Table 1).

Results and analysis

The data reveal several practical and ideological difficulties
concerning Kazakh-medium instruction in universities. The
results are organized by themes that most frequently
emerged in our data.
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Table I. Brief background information on the participants.

Place of Language of Instruction at Language of Instruction at  Year and Level of
Name  Age Gender Origin School University Study Study Area
Yerlan 20 Male Arqalyk Kazakh Kazakh 4, UG International
relations
Aru 19  Female Almaty Kazakh Kazakh 3, UG Physics
Zhalgas 18 Male Semey Kazakh Kazakh I, UG Geography
Zhaslan 20 Male  Aqtau Kazakh Kazakh 2, UG Geography
Damir 19 Male Qostanay Kazakh Russian I, UG Geography
Aliya 28 Female Shymkent Kazakh Kazakh I, PG Philology
Anel 25 Female Oskemen Kazakh Kazakh 2, PG Philology
Maksat 23 Male  Almaty Kazakh Kazakh I, PG Mathematics
Miras 20 Male Astana Kazakh Russian 2, UG IT
Lyailya 20 Female Astana Kazakh Russian 2, UG IT
Aknur 19 Female Astana Kazakh Kazakh 2, UG Ecology
Dilnara 18 Female Astana Kazakh Russian 2, UG IT
Adilbek 20 Male Kokshetau Kazakh Kazakh 3, UG Engineering
Dinara 34 Female Qpyzylorda Kazakh Kazakh 2, PG Philology
Aruzhan 23 Female Oskemen Kazakh Kazakh 3, UG Medicine
Sungar 20 Female Semey Kazakh Kazakh 3, UG Philology
Assel 21 Female Aqtobe Kazakh Kazakh 4, UG Journalism
Alua 21  Female Qaragandy Kazakh Kazakh 4, UG Journalism

Access to learning resources in Kazakh

One of the most frequent themes in the interviews is the
lack of teaching and reading resources in Kazakh. The
respondents report that instructors use and refer to
learning materials in Russian, and respondents them-
selves rely on materials in Russian because the infor-
mation and library resources in the Kazakh language are
limited. Below are some of the typical comments we
received:

Xeke ©3 6acbiM KyHZenikTi emipge Kasak TifiH
Ko/NZaHaMblIH, XaHe cabakTa ga. bipak Ta 6i3re cabakka
HainaHbICTbl MaTepuangap Hemece uHbopmaums Taby
Ke3iHAe aFbl/ILLbIH TiliH HEMeCe OpbIC TiNliH KOAAaHAMbIH,
cebebi opbic TiniHAE MaTepuangap kebipek kesgecesi,
Ka3zak, TiniHe KapafraHaa. Conapgbl ayaapy
apKblbl...ka3aKLwara ayaapsbin cosaH KemiH
narganaHambiH.

[Personally, I use the Kazakh language in my daily life and
class. But I use English or Russian when finding materials or
information related to the lesson because there are more
Russian materials than Kazakh. By translating them... I
translate them into Kazakh and then use them].

(Sungar, 20)

O6bIYHO NCNoJsib3yro pyCCKVII\/’I A3bIK ANA NOAroTOBKKU K
Cceccunun, Tak Kak Ha Ka3zaxCkomMm VIHCI)OpMaLI.I/IVI npakTn4yeckun
HET.

[I usually use the Russian language to prepare for exams be-
cause there is almost no information in Kazakh].

(Lyailya, 20)

Ha ka3axckom f3bike 6m6MOTeka OuYeHb CKyAHas,
NMoTOMY YTO BCs MHbOPMaLMA MAET MO0 Ha PYCcCKOM,
60 Ha aHINMNCKOM A3blKax. HacueT kauecTBa — TOXe He
ocobo...

[The library in the Kazakh language is very poor because all the
information is either in Russian or English. About the quality —
is not good either...].

(Aknur, 19)

The lack of learning resources becomes more pro-
nounced in more advanced classes. Aruzhan (23), who
studies Medicine, reports that the more she progresses with
her studies, the more limited access to learning resources in
Kazakh she has experienced. The respondents would fre-
quently report that instructors shoulder the responsibility of
finding learning resources on students as they often were not
able to provide an assigned reading in Kazakh.

Mbicanbl, bipiHLi-ekiHWi KypcTapaa 6i3ge cabakTap,
MaTepuangap, Kasakla Kitantap 6ongel, onapgbl
6ubnnoTtekagaH anfaHbbi3, ON Ke3iHAe KWbIHLbUIbIK,
60MaliTbIH. AN yWiHLWI KypcTa Ka3aklla MaTepuanjap a3
6onagbl ga, COCbIH Myfanimgep pekoMeHaaums bepegi,
opbiclla KiTantap i3gen kepiHAep Aen. CTPYTbIHCKMIA,
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Politbepr pereH “lMponegeBTvka” MblcanblHAA, Tafbl
backa kiTantapapl anTagbl, 6ipak Kal XepaeH con
KiTanTapgabl any ekeHiH — anTnangpbl. CocbiH 63iMmi3 i3gen
TabaMbI3 UHTepHeTTeH, TelegramHaH [...]

[For example, in the first and second years, we had lessons,
materials, and books in Kazakh, which we got from the library,
and there were no problems then. And in the third year, there were
few materials in Kazakh, and then our teachers gave recom-
mendations that we look for books in Russian - Strutynsky, for
example, Roitberg’s “Propaedeutics” and other books. But they do
not say where to get these books. Then we search for them on the
Internet, on Telegram [...].

(Aruzhan, 23)

Four informants in our sample have decided to change the
university’s instruction language. The main reason they all
cite is a lack of resources which impedes quality of education.
The interview respondents note that studying in Kazakh is
challenging due to the practical difficulties in finding in-
formation. Lyailya (20), for instance, adds that it is especially
problematic in her “Systems of Information Security”” major.
She believes switching from Kazakh MOI to Russian MOI is
the better option for studying “Computer programming.”

M BoobLLe Mo nporpaMmmpoBaHnto Java, no C++ — oueHb
Mano MHbOPMaLWM Ha KasaxckoM, MO3TOMY MPUXOAMAOCH
uckatb MHbOpMaLmto Bonblue Ha pycckoM. U Gnarosapas
TOMY, YTO MCKana Ha PyccKOM, KOHEUHO, s Aeflana 3Tn Bce
3afiaHus. Ho s noHWMana, uYto JyyllMMm BapuaHToM Oyaet
NepeBecTUCh Jlydllle B PYCCKYHO Tpynny — pa3 yX Ha To
MOLLNO...

[And in general, there is very little information about programming
in Java and C++ in Kazakh, so I had to search for more information
in Russian. And I completed all these tasks because I was looking
for the info in Russian. But I understood that the best option would
be to transfer to a Russian group — if it came to that...].

(Lyailya, 20)

Proficiency in Kazakh

Another serious concern expressed by informants is that many
instructors are L1 Russian speakers; they received their ed-
ucation in Russian and thus their primary professional lan-
guage is Russian. The data suggests that ethnic Kazakh faculty
are assigned to teach in Kazakh even when their language
proficiency is limited by fluency in everyday conversational
Kazakh. Because the faculty lack academic and professional
language skills in Kazakh, it is common for classes to be
conducted in bilingual mode or in Russian. It is common that
teaching materials are designed in Russian and then translated
into Kazakh. The quality of translation is not necessarily good:

BbIBaOT Takne MOMEHTbI, YTO MO HEKOTOPbLIM MpeaMeTam,
“Macc koMMyHMKauma” un Tomy nogobHoe, yuutens
rOTOBAT NEKLNIO HA Ka3axCKOM, W TaM HEMOHATHO OYeHb,
Kak-byATO MepeBenn C ryra-nepeBojumka, ecim YecTHo,
BOT...

[There are times when (lectures) in some subjects, “Mass
Communication” and something like that, teachers prepare a
lecture in Kazakh, and it’s not very clear, as if they (lecturers)
translated (a lecture into Kazakh)with a Google translator, to be
honest, yeah [...].

(Alua, 21)

B HEKOTOpPbIX NnpeamMeTax, B IeKUNAX, yHUTena nepesoar
CaMun, NMO3TOMY nepeBos XpOMaeT.

[In some courses, and lectures, teachers translate (materials from
Russian into Kazakh) themselves, so the translation is poor].

(Adilbek, 20)

Jaxe nekuMM WHOrZa nNUWYT C rpamMMaTUYecKUMm
owmbkamu, Mbo Xe OHW nepeBeeHbl 6o B Yandex,
WAN KakoM-TO elle Bpaysepe, rae nepeBos HEMHOXKO
KPVBOM, Y CMbIC/ MEHSETCA.

[Even lectures are sometimes written with grammatical
mistakes or translated in Yandex or any other browser, where
the translation is a little awkward, and the meaning has
changed].

(Aknur, 19)

Expectations of multilingual and translation skills

Interviews show that multilingual proficiency is expected
and often taken for granted. All students report that they
were routinely assigned materials in Russian and ex-
pected to translate materials from Russian to Kazakh on
their own.

BipiHLWIi NepeBoaka canabiM, Xannbl MafblHACbIH TyCiHIN any
MakcaTblHAa, COfaH KeliH ©3 Ce34iK KopbimMabl, Tl
GalrNbIFbIMABI KOCHIM, Ka3ak, TiIHAE dKa3apbiM.

[First, I translated it (through online translation) to understand the
general meaning, then I added my (Kazakh) vocabulary and lin-
guistic skills and wrote (the paper) in Kazakh].

(Dinara, 34)

Opbic TiNiH Kasakllafa ayaapfaH KesiHge, KkebiHece
nepeBOAYMNKIEH ayaapambi3, con Google NepeBOAUMKIEH.

[When translating Russian into Kazakh, we often translate with
translation (software), with Google translator].

(Aruzhan, 23)
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While translation is a common practice, students also often
use the materials in the original Russian language without
converting them into the Kazakh language. Moreover, some
coursework is written and submitted in Russian.

Xoten po6aBWTb, UTO HeKOTOPble MaTepuanbl Mbl He
NnepeBOAUM Ha Ka3axXCKui A3blK, a M3yyaeM MMEHHO Ha
pycckom asbike (...) KypcoBble Mbl MMcann Ha pyccKOMm
A3bIKe.

[I would like to add that we do not translate some materials into
the Kazakh language (from Russian) but study them in the
Russian language (...)We wrote our coursework in Russian].

(Adilbek, 20)

The instructors assume proficiency in Russian, and they
need to be reminded that not all students are able to
comprehend advanced technical texts in Russian. The ex-
ample below illustrates the situation. Only when students
complained that the course instructor “promised” to prepare
the lecture materials and assignments in Kazakh:

Ocbl ekiHWIi Kypcka OTKEeHHEH KeWiH anfallikbl eki
cabafbiMbl3  MaTepuangapbl  opbiclla  XibepiareH,
3afjaHnANapbIH, Y XXyMblcTapblH. bi3 afaitfa eckepTrik,
6i3re opbic Tini, 6i3 TyciHOENMI3, Ka3ak Tinge bepceHizaep
Aen. Afal kenicti keneci cabaktaH 6acTtan Kasaklla
MaTepwuan fanbliHAalMbIH aen yase 6epai. bi3 cypafaHaa
“Heci TyciHikci3? HeHi ayaapbin 6epeliiH? - agen cypagpl.
“Ecam TyciHbeceHaep - cypanaap” - gen.

[In my second year, when we had just started our classes, the
materials of our first two classes were sent in Russian, as-
signments, and homework. We reminded the teacher that we
did not understand Russian, so please give the materials in
Kazakh. The teacher agreed and promised to prepare materials
in Kazakh for the next class. When we asked him to do so, he
wondered, “What was unclear? Let me translate. If you do not
understand, just ask me”].

(Zhaslan, 20)

Also, the informants observe that students with limited
proficiency in Russian are disadvantaged because they have
limited access to learning resources.

BosbMem Ty e rpynny Kasaxckyto, Y HUX Mojyyaerca
MeHbLIe nHGopMaummn. To ecTb, KOrga OHU roToBATCA NO
JAOMalLHeMY 3aZlaHunio, Y HUX MeHblue nHbopmauum [...]
eCcNn Kakon-HMbyab ManbuuLlKa, KOTOPbIA 3HAET YMUCTO
Ka3axcKuii, Xo4eT 3aHUMaTbCA MO KaKOMy-TO y4ebHMKy, a
€ro MpoCTO-HaNpPoCTO HeTy.

[Let’s say a Kazakh-medium stream gets less information. In
other words, when they are doing homework, they have less
information (available) [...] if, for example, any boy who
knows Kazakh only wants to study reading a particular text-
book, there is just no such a textbook there].

(Damir, 19)

Difficult Kazakh

While the resources in Kazakh are limited, the students also
complain about the quality of the existing translated texts.
Respondents report that the texts in Kazakh are often in-
comprehensible because they are either a word-by-word
translation from Russian/English into Kazakh or Google-
translated texts.

HegaBHO pfeBouka C Kasaxckol rpynnbl nogowna u
ckazana: “MoxeLlb 06bACHUTL?”. VI Tam npocTo nepeBog, A
npoymnTan 1 He NOHAA Huyero. [pocTo B3AAM 1 Nepesennt
PYCCKMWIA TEKCT Ha Ka3axCKWiA C ryr1 nepeBog4mka.

[Recently, a girl from the Kazakh-language section came up to
me and asked: “Could you explain (the learning material)?”.
And there is just a translation; I read it and understood nothing.
They just took and translated the Russian text into Kazakh
using Google Translate].

(Damir, 19)

Kaszaklia KOHTEHT, kaszakwa wuHbopmaums — byn ete
wekTeyni. TinTi WwWekTeyni 60aMafaH ©3iHeH TbipbICy Kepek,
AYpbIC ayAapma any yLUiH.

[Kazakh content, Kazakh information is minimal. Even if it is
not limited, it is challenging to get the correct translation].

(Maksat, 23)

Because of the poor-quality translation, which lacks
clarity, many have to rely on Russian-language texts to learn
the required material:

Y Hac xe agepHas ¢u3nka, Ha Ka3axCKOM HUYEro Takoro
HeT, TOJbKO Ha pycckoM ¢wusmka. Ha kasaxckom — 370
OUeHb CJIOXHO. Ha pycckom — 310 6osiee HOpMabHO.
Mpocto 6i3giH asamAap NPAMOWN MepeBOAMNEH HeTei,
icTeliAi, 1 3TO He OYeHb MNOHATHO. Tbl HE MOHUMaELLb, rae
AO/MKHa 6blTb 3anATas, Kakume 3Haku. [a BOT Tak BOT
NnpocTo uuTaews K Bce [...] uHOrza OblBalOT Takue
MOMEHTbI, KOTia HaM MPesOCTaBAAIOT TakoW YUYEOHUK —
Tam MepeBefeHO C aHIINMACKOTO Ha Ka3axCKui npsiMoi
nepeBos. AHaHbl OCbIHAAN >Xepaepai, He 3Hato, MaFaH
KWbIH 604bl. COWTin, MeH OpbICLIa OKWUTbIH eAiM Ken
HapCeHi.
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[We have nuclear physics in Kazakh; there is nothing of this
kind, only physics in Russian. In Kazakh, it is challenging. In
Russian, it is more normal. It’s just our people translating it,
well, directly, and this is not clear. You do not understand
where the comma should be or what signs. Yes, just like that,
you just read, and that’s all [...] sometimes there are moments
when we are provided with a textbook - directly translated
from English into Kazakh. At such moments, I don’t know; it
has become complicated for me, so I mostly read in the
Russian language].

(Aru, 19)

MeHge 6ipiHWi KypcTa “OcTteTnka” aereH cabak 6oagbl.
Meicanfa, con “dcteTukaga” bopeB pgereH 6ip opbic
faNbIMHbIH KiTabblH 6i3 OKbIN WbIKTbIK, LENbIA ceMecTp.
bipak OHbIH Ka3aklla HycKacblH OKblAblK, Ka3aKliafa
aysapfaH. MeH ©3 6acbiM OHblH KasakLla HYyCcKacblH
MYJZeM LWe TYCiIHBeWTIHMIH, elTKeHi o  AypbIC
ayfapblamaraH. [JypbiC ayAapbiifaH fa wbifap, Gipak
MafaH KublHFa COKTbl. COHAbIKTaH, OPUrMHan HyCkacblH
OPbIC TiNli HYCKACbIH eKeyiH CafblCTblpa OTbIPbIM, OKbIM,
cabak alTaTbiHMbIH CONaM.

[I had an “Aesthetics” course in my first year. For example, we
read a book by a Russian scientist, Borev, for a whole semester.
But we read its Kazakh version, translated into Kazakh. I did
not understand its Kazakh version, which was not translated
correctly. Maybe it was translated well, but I experienced
difficulties (in understanding it). I used to read it by comparing
its Kazakh translation with the original version in Russian].

(Dinara, 34)

KHmxkn, — koTopble  uuTan, BCE  MeaMa  nerye
BOCMPUHMMATb Ha pycckom. OHW, MO KpawHen Mepe,
KauecTBeHHee, YeM Ha Ka3axCKOM.

[The books I read, and all the media, were easier to perceive
in Russian. At least, they were of better quality than in
Kazakh].

(Yerlan, 20)

The students also highlight that understanding termi-
nology in Kazakh is especially not difficult:

[na npenogasatenein HeCNOXHO 6bI10  O6bACHUTL  (Ha
Ka3axCKOM), HO MMEHHO TePMMUHbI Mbl MHOTUE He MOHVMaW,
MHOrve B Moelt rpynne [...] VI Ham npuxogunock crpalumeatb
APYT Y 4pyra, UTo 3TO TaKoe, Kak 3T0 Ha PYCcckoM. JJomnycTM, Mbl
CMIYM Ha ypoKe W MpOCTO HauvHaeM Apyr y JApyra
CrpaLumMBaTh, YTO 3TO...

[1t was not difficult for the teachers to explain (in Kazakh), but
we did not understand the terminology, many of us in my group
[...] And we had to ask each other what it was, how it was in

Russian. For example, we are in class and ask each other what it
(a terminology) means...].

(Lyailya, 20)

The same idea is expressed in the interview with Miras
(20), who states that although the majority of students
majoring in “Information Technologies” are graduates of
Kazakh-language secondary schools (Grades 1-11), they
had to opt for Russian-medium education due to the
difficulties in learning their subjects in the Kazakh
language.

[MonoBuHa CTYAEHTOB, o6yqarom,|/|xca Ha Moe
cneymnanbHOCTK, n BOO6LLI|e Ha q)aKyn bTeTe
I/IHC')OpMaLI,VIOHHbIX TeXHOJ'IOI'I/IVI, nosoBMHa U3 HUX,

KOTOpble 06Yy4atoTCA Ha PYCCKOM fA3bIKE, OHU OKaH4YnBaNu
Ka3axcKyro LUKoJy. 51 ¢ HUMK 06LLanca Ha 3Ty TeMY, U OHU
6O/IbLUMHCTBO CO MHOW COTMacHbl TO, YTO, U BRpaBay, Ha
Ka3axckoMm f3blke OuUeHb TPYAHO yuuTbcs. Ha pycckom
A3blke HAMHOro MpoLLe.

[Half of the students studying in my major, and in general at the
Faculty of Information Technologies, half of them studying in
Russian, graduated from Kazakh schools. I talked to them about
it, and most agreed that learning in the Kazakh language is very
difficult. It's much easier in Russian].

(Miras, 20)

Value of Kazakh

Above, we described practical difficulties typically reported
by students, but the data also hint at ideological challenges
regarding Kazakh-medium instruction. Our informants
question the value and prestige of Kazakh and reflect on its
link to national identity. The respondents report that they are
more inclined to speak and use the Russian language. The
data seems to indicate that proficiency in Russian is believed
to be linked to upward social mobility and improved job
opportunities. One common observation made by infor-
mants is that Kazakh is less likely to be associated with
high-power positions. They state that many state officials,
members of the Parliament, embassy personnel, and many
more speak Russian better than Kazakh. The respondents
wonder whether one should be bothered to learn and use the
Kazakh language when political advancement does not
require fluency in Kazakh. (To be fair, there is a Kazakh-
language test that all state officials must pass to hold a
position in the government.) Therefore, it is believed that
the absence of role models—Kazakh-speaking politicians,
top government figures, and university professors—is one
of the reasons for the lack of motivation to learn Kazakh
among young people.
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MHOrve MONIoAEXM, MOU CBEPCTHMKM AyMAtOT Tak Aa, TMna
Yy Hac Xe ecTb Takne MWHWUCTPbI, AenyTaTbl, KOTOpble He
3HAMOT Ka3axckoro s3bika. [lanTtepre Kapan OKbIM Typaabl,
OHbIH, ©3iHJe e cofaH Kapaiabl. Onap no-ntobomy BAUsATL
etegi [...] MuHucTpnepai bunik 6acbiHaa OTbipFaHaapabl
KepreHze, e3aepiH, OipiHWigeH Kasak TiniHAe conecin
6actaHgap, ceHaepre Kapan 6ykin en Kasakiua comneni.

[Many young people and my peers think, for example, our
ministers and Parliament Members do not know the Kazakh
language. They look at their notes when they speak to the
public in the Kazakh language. They influence in any case [...]
When you see the ministers, let them start talking in Kazakh
first, then the whole country will talk in Kazakh, too].

(Aru, 20)

B rocyupexaeHusx, B NpUHLMINE, PyCCKUI 3HaTb — Fropaszo
BbIrOZHee, NMOTOMY UTO BCE 3HAKOT PYCCKMN, @ Ha Ka3axXCKOM
Mano kTo obuuaetcs. VI BOT y MeHs B yHMBepCUTETE TO XKe
CaMoe FroBOPSAT, UTO MO CrELManbHOCTU, Te, KTO paboTaeT no
cneumanbHOCTN “MexayHapoAHble OTHOLLeHMA,” faxe Ha
JO/DKHOCTAX BbICOKWX, BO3MOXHO JaXe Kakne-TO Nocibl, OHK
3HaIOT Ka3axcKuii ropasfo Xyxe, Yem pyccKui.

[In state institutions, well, knowing Russian is much more
helpful because everyone knows Russian, and few people
speak Kazakh. And now at my university, people say the
same thing, that in our major, those who work related to
the major “International relations,” even in high positions,
even some ambassadors, know Kazakh much worse than
Russian].

(Yerlan, 20)

Russian is still associated with urban identity and so-
ciocultural prestige. Kazakh seems to be continually in-
terpreted as rural, lower social class, and backward.

Mow CBEPCTHUKU [...] OHN BCE B OCHOBHOM Ha PYCCKOM
pa3roBapuBatoT Mexay cobol, XOTs Npu TOM TO, UTO OHU
yJaTtcs B Kasaxckow rpynne [...] Tuna 31o (pasroBapvBatb
Ha PYCCKOM) A1 HUX — 3TO MOHTbI, nadoc [...] ceivac
CTyAeHTbl Takve nadocHble, onap e3aepi [...] Tuna oHwn
NPUKNAbIBAOTCA, KakK TYMWKW, HUWYEro He 3HalT Ha
Ka3axckoM, BOT Tak. /I MHe 3TO XXyTKO He HpaBuTCA.
Moyemy A BOT Tak gymaro fa, Tvna, WHOrAA, YTO OHMU
CTECHSIOTC CBOEro f3blka MAM Kanain? CoHja kaszakiua
cenelTingep 6api coHpal nadocHbln emec na? Here
oHAaan?

[My peers, [...] they all mostly speak Russian among them-
selves, although they study in the Kazakh language [...] it’s like
(speaking in Russian) for them is show-off, pathos [...] now the
students are so pretentious, they [...] Like, they pretend to be
stupid like they don’t know anything in Kazakh, like that. And I
don’t like it. Why do I think like that, yes, like, sometimes, that

they are ashamed of their language or something? So, if you
speak Kazakh, are you not cool or what? Why?]

(Aru, 20)

This account surprised us because Aru’s response sug-
gests that in her social circle it is prestigious to be seen as an
L2 Kazakh speaker who is more dominant in Russian.
However, elsewhere, many Russian-dominant L2 Kazakh
speakers report being shamed and denigrated as inauthentic
Kazakhs for anything less than flawless Kazakh.

At this point, however, it is worth noting that speaking pure
standard Kazakh, without code-switching and code-mixing, is
viewed as more prestigious than speaking Russian to some
respondents. Compartmentalization of the normal talking
mode and the high standard is a shared language ideology.
Ironically Zhalgas code switches and code mixes while
praising speaking pure Kazakh. The identity of a “pure Ka-
zakh speaker” is not easily attainable for these new speakers.

Bosiblue Ka3axckuii SAUTHBINA cumTaeTcsa y Hac. Ecam ceH
Ta3a Kasaklla coilneBaTtcaH, elkaHaal opbiC o3 antnawn
—“banH, bpaTaH, KpacaBUMKCbIH, FOi!”

[The Kazakh language is considered to be more elite among us.
If you speak pure Kazakh without saying a word of Russian
~“Wow, bro, you are great+[2"® person intensifying particle]!”]

(Zhalgas, 18)

We also see in our data a disassociation of citizenship and
language. Students observe that speaking Kazakh does not
make a person a “genuine patriot.” Yerlan (male, 20), for
example, argues that patriotism is not only about knowing a
mother tongue. In his reflection, he questions the nationalist
claims that true ethnic identity is impossible without pro-
ficiency in the mother tongue.

MaTproTn3aM — 3TO Xe N60Bb K poguHe. 51 He BUXY B
3TOM npo6ne|v|b|: Tbl 3Haellb, He 3Haellb A3blK, HO 3Haellb
CBOO KYJIbTYPY, CBOFO UCTOPUIO, Tbl K 3TOMY OTHOCULLILCS C
yBaXKeHWeM, TO nouemy 6bl HeT. Hanpumep, ans
HEKOTOPbIX MOXET 6biTb  MPOCTO  3aTPYAHUTENbHO
U3yueHve A3bIKOB, OCOBEHHO YeM CTaplue CTaHOBULLbLCS,
TeM cnoxHee [...] MOXHO, He 3Hasi Ka3axcKoro fi3blka,
6bITb HONBLUMM NATPUOTOM, YEM Te, KTO 3HAEeT A3blK.

[Patriotism is love for one’s country. I don’t see a problem with
this: if you know the language, but you know your culture and
history, you treat this with respect, then why not. For example,
for some people, it may simply be difficult to learn languages,
especially the older you get, the more difficult itis [...] you can
be a greater patriot without knowing the Kazakh language than
those who know the language].

(Yerlan, 20)
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To sum up, the interview data reveals the complexities of
the process of establishing Kazakh as a full-fledged lan-
guage of academia:

Firstly, there is an obvious lack of quality teaching and
learning materials in Kazakh, which seriously impacts the
quality of education. However, we also see how both faculty
and students manage to overcome this difficulty by trans-
lating materials, doing post-translational editing, uptaking
new terminology, and co-constructing texts. In other words,
students and faculty are jointly engaged in the continuous
process of linguistic elaboration of academic Kazakh.
Moreover, these activities are taken for granted; there is
little, if any, public discussion about the current practice,
which hints at strong ideological support for the policy of
major stakeholders in the local academia.

Secondly, while old ideologies of Russian as high value
and high prestige and Kazakh as rural and low prestige are
reproduced, we see signs of ideological shift—speaking
Standard Kazakh is becoming a marker of highly valued
identity. In the new language hierarchy, Standard Kazakh is
the highest valued resource and an ultimate acquisition
target. What is equally interesting is that this new Kazakh
speaker’s identity is not linked to the national or ethnic
identity—one can be a good citizen without proficiency in
Kazakh. This is very different from the official nationalizing
discourse associating land with ethnic group and their
language “Kazakhstan is a land of Kazakhs who speak
Kazakh.”

Thirdly, the data show that ideologies of Kazakh as a
natural property of ethnic Kazakhs are dominant. There is a
presumption that if you are Kazakh or have some Kazakh
ability, you can do anything in Kazakh. Thus, adding
Kazakh as a co-medium of university instruction is
shouldered on ethnic Kazakh faculty, not all of whom are
L1 Kazakh speakers, and many of whom received their
entire education in Russian. The interview data hints that
few faculty members seem to possess sufficient knowledge
of Standard Kazakh to teach in Kazakh. The data also seems
to suggest that the role of academic and professional literacy
is a greatly underestimated factor in local language edu-
cation policy and planning. To our knowledge, no teaching
training programs are available to in-service faculty
members to increase their Kazakh proficiency to a pro-
fessional level.

Finally, the interviews show that Russian remains a
valuable educational and social resource without which it
would be challenging to study at the tertiary level and
advance socially. Our data demonstrates that proficiency
and literacy in Russian and, to some degree, proficiency in
English among Kazakh students are often assumed, and
multilingual skills are vital for students. Overall, the find-
ings show that Kazakhstan academia is a multilingual space
and that linguistic resources are used creatively to overcome
the lack of learning resources in Kazakh, lack of linguistic

elaboration, and lack of Kazakh speakers fluent in academic
Kazakh.

Concluding Discussion

This paper was an initial attempt to explore challenges
associated with promoting Kazakh as a language of aca-
demia. Despite the rather sobering account of language and
teaching practices in universities presented above, we
would like to argue that interview data hints at ongoing
sociolinguistic shift. Kazakh has a strong presence in ac-
ademia. Medium of instruction policies in Kazakhstan re-
ceive robust grassroots backing; parents demonstrate their
support for expanding Kazakh-language instruction by
sending their children to Kazakh-medium schools and
choosing Kazakh-medium instruction at universities. The
question of whether Kazakh is a viable language of uni-
versity never emerged in our data; no one questions the
status of Kazakh as a MOI in HE.

However, challenges identified by the informants are
rarely discussed publicly and need to be appropriately
addressed by policymakers and researchers. Clearly, there is
a need to invest in the production of teaching materials in
Kazakh. “No medium can be effective without textbooks”
(Ferguson, 2022, p. 195), yet large-scale production of
textbooks and other additional educational resources in the
Kazakh language (e.g., recent research publications, cases,
etc.) across a range of subjects is not available. While
Kazakh has a history of being used as a language of ped-
agogical, humanities, and agricultural studies, it needs
linguistic elaboration, especially in coining new terminol-
ogy and codifying discipline-specific academic discourses.
The lack of such linguistic elaboration became apparent
when the state launched a massive translation project. In
2017, the state announced the ‘“New Humanitarian
Knowledge. 100 New Textbooks in the Kazakh Language”
project to provide university students studying in Kazakh
with Kazakh versions of international textbooks in hu-
manities and social sciences majors. Teachers, scientists,
writers, and publishers have been invited to translate the
selected textbooks into Kazakh. The campaign has sparked
public criticism, especially after the first translated text-
books emerged—they were condemned for being of poor
quality and often incomprehensible. A similar project fo-
cusing on translating engineering or science textbooks has
yet to follow. The lack of teaching materials in Kazakh in
HE remains pervasive which has negative impact on quality
of education for Kazakh-speaking population.

Because of the unavailability of Kazakh-language re-
sources, Kazakh-speaking students and faculty are forced to
use Russian-language and English-language textbooks and
other reading materials—a practice that seems to be taken
for granted. Language is central to learning but rarely given
sufficient prominence in discussions of language-in-
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education policy in HE. Numerous research demonstrates
that low proficiency in the medium of instruction is a barrier
to engagement with the curriculum. Yet, there is little re-
search on the impact of proficiency in the societally
dominant language, not the MOI (lingua franca, former
colonial language, or language of wider communication),
on learning. How do speakers of local languages like Ka-
zakh engage with texts in dominant languages like Russian,
and how do students’ level of proficiency in Kazakh in-
fluence their academic achievement? How does the lan-
guage gap impact students’ learning and quality of
education? This is one of the research areas that require our
immediate attention.

We also need to take a closer look at the role of MOl in a
broader social struggle for cultural independence. Our case
hints at sustained social stratification in the education
system of Kazakhstan. Providing quality education in
Kazakh depends on the academic cadre’s quality and
supporting infrastructure—research and teaching faculty,
publishing and translation industry—for knowledge pro-
duction, distribution, and dissemination. During the colo-
nial Russian and Soviet periods, formal education was
mainly available in the Russian language. The predomi-
nance of Russian in academia and science has contributed to
the processes of undervaluing and underdevelopment of the
Kazakh language, expressed in the shortage of Kazakh-
speaking specialists and a skills gap between Kazakh and
Russian academics. Therefore, we could argue that it is not
only a language proficiency issue; it is a structural pressure
that sustains inequalities and limits access to quality edu-
cation in Kazakh. The sustainability of Kazakh-language
education at the university level necessitates building a
critical mass of experts capable and committed to promoting
Kazakh as a language of academia. However, it seems that
the lack of critical appraisal of current education and lan-
guage reforms, treating formal implementation as success
along with “dominant populist nationalism” (Smagulova,
2021), limit the HE system’s capacity to transform.

Furthermore, the complexity of implementing Kazakh
MOI at present raises questions whether attempting to
provide predominantly monolingual Kazakh higher edu-
cation is a feasible or necessary goal at this stage. As argued
in Heller (2006), the creation of monolingual space as a
linguistic norm in secondary school settings is challenging,
while in HE settings, it can be even less feasible or may be
undesirable. Instead, perhaps it is possible to envision a
form of higher education that takes steps to increase the
prominence of Kazakh in academic domains while not
shutting out (or pretending to shut out) other languages
which provide students with greater access to academic
resources. It also seems that a single multilingual model
based on the compartmentalization of languages by disci-
plines (50% of disciplines in L1, 20% in L2, and 30% in
English) does not reflect the intricate reality of multilingual

academia. Perhaps a less prescriptive multilingual approach
would better prepare a generation of professionals who are
able to help address the lack of resources and qualified
faculty able to teach in Kazakh. To mitigate teaching dif-
ficulties in the Kazakh language and improve classroom
teaching pedagogy, for example, in-service teacher training
programs could be offered based on the principles of bi-
lingual education. Kazakh to Russian code-switching has
already been unofficially used as a valuable resource, so
acknowledging and using code-switching and trans-
languaging can help to devise teaching strategies for better
learning.

This brief summary of issues associated with promoting
a previously marginalized language as the medium of higher
education makes it apparent that more research is needed to
examine linguistic complexity in Kazakhstani HE and other
similar contexts of language revitalization in academia. We
call for more studies that critically analyze language
ideologies and practices of faculty and students working in
local, regional, and minority languages within economic,
sociopolitical, and cultural conditions, especially at the
backdrop of globalization when local governments in-
creasingly see universities as crucial for economic growth
and expect international competitiveness of graduates and
faculty. The special focus should be on the processes and
mechanisms of decolonizing knowledge production insti-
tutions and challenging current relations of power.
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