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This study examines how the international internship program “500 Scholars” of the Bolashak
Scholarship contributed to the revision of the Kazakh Language Course Curriculum (KLCC) through the first
author’s participation in the Visiting Scholars Program at the College of Education and Human Development
of the University of Minnesota (UMN). A sequential mixed-methods design—surveys (n=30 students; n=6
educators), follow-up interviews (n=8 students), and comparative curriculum analysis—addressed three
research questions on learner needs, curriculum gaps, and transferable practices. Survey results indicate
substantial dissatisfaction with the current KLCC (40% dissatisfied; 10% satisfied) and highlight preferred
improvements: stronger real-world application (40%), deeper coverage of specific skills (20.6%), and more
interactive methods such as hands-on tasks or group projects (16.6%). Beneficial elements included
teaching approaches (23%), assessment procedures (20%), and practical relevance (17%), while 33%
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reported no beneficial aspects. Interview data elaborate these patterns, citing insufficient cultural content,
limited interdisciplinary integration, and a lack of interactive learning opportunities. A comparative analysis
between the KLCC at U-1 (name withheld for confidentiality) and the UMN English curriculum (Beginning
Reading & Composition; Grammar; Oral Skills) reveals key structural differences: broader formative
assessment, clearer scaffolding of literacy skills, and more explicit integration of cultural competence at
UMN. These elements provide a chain of evidence for three pedagogical implications: 1) differentiated
pathways for learners with and without Cyrillic literacy, 2) continuous assessment structures rather than
summative-heavy models, and 3) expanded authentic communicative tasks grounded in cultural context.

Keywords: international partnership, visiting scholars program, multicultural communication, curricu-
lum development, Kazakh language course curriculum, mixed-methods, syllabus structure.
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Bbyn 3epmmeyde «bonawak» 6ardapnamacsiHbif «500 ranbiM» XxasibikaparblK marbliibiMoamacs!
anrawkbl asmopObiH MuHHecoma yHusepcumemiHiH (UMN) binim 6epy xoeHe adam Oamybi KOMNeOXiHiH
Visiting Scholars Program 6ardapnamacbiHa KambICybl apkbifibl Ka3akK mifiH OKbimy 6ardapramachiH
(Kazakh Language Course Curriculum, KLCC) xxaHapmyfa Kanal biKnana emkeHi kapacmbipbiiadbl. 3epm-
mey apanac oadicmepze HezizdenzeH daliekmi du3aliHOblI KondaHObi: cayanHama (n=30 cmydeHm; n=6
OKbImyuwbl), cmyOeHmMmepMeH XypeaisineeH mepeHOeminzeH cyxbammap (n=8) xoHe oKy bardaprnamarna-
pbIH canbicmbipMarnsl manday. Ockl 8dicmep oKyuwibinap Kaxemminikmepi, oKy 6ardaprnamachiHOarbl OrKbI-
nbikmap xeHe 6acka KoHmekcmepdeH macbkiMandayra 6onambsiH redazozukarnsik maxipubenepee Ka-
mbiCmbI YW 3epmmey cyparbiHa xayarn 6epyze mymkiHOik 6epdi. CayanHama Homuxernepi Kasipei KLCC-ke
Kambicmbi alikbiH KaHarammaHbaywhblinbliKmbl kepcemmi (40% — kaHarammaHb6araH, 10% — KaHarammaH-
faH) XoHe xaxkcapmyfra bacbiM barbimmapObl 6eneinedi: KypcmbiH rnpakmukanbiK KondaHbarbl Ma3MyHbIH
kywedmy (40%), kelbip dardbinapdbl mepeHipek Oambimy (20,6%) XoHe npakmukanbiK XyMbicmap MeH
monmebIK xobasiap cusikmbel UHmMepakmusmi adicmepdi keHeumy (16,6%). [Maddanbl den maHblFaH ane-
meHmmep KamapbiHOa OKbimyObiH odicmemeriik macindepi (23%), 6aranay pecimoepi (20%) xoHe
npakmukanblK MaHbI30binbiFbl (17%) amandbl, an 33% ewbip naltidans! acnekmidi kepcemnedi. Cyxbam
Hemuxernepi 6yn meHOeHUusnapObl Hakmbinnal mycin, MoOeHU Ma3MYHHbIH XXemkinikcizdiai, noHaparbiK
balinaHbicmapObiH wWekmeyrniniei XoHe UHMepakmuemi MyMKiHOIKmepOiH a30birbiH aman emmi. U-1
yHUsepcumemiHOeai (amaybl amukarsnblK cebenmepmeH kepceminmezeH) KLCC xoHe UMN-Oeai arbinuibiH
miniHiH Kypcmapsi (Beginning Reading & Composition; Grammar; Oral Skills) apacsiHOarb! canbicmbipmarsl
marnday bipHewe KypbinbiMObiK alibipMawbinibiKmapdbl aHbiKmaodbi: hpopmamuemi baranayObiH KeH Konda-
Hbirlybl, mindik Oardblnapdbl Ke3eH-Ke3eHiMeH KanbinmacmbipyObiH alKbIHbIpaK XyUeci xoHe MoldeHU
Ky3blpemminikmi oKy rpoueciHe alkbiH Kipikmipy. AnbiHFaH Oepekmep mizbezaiHe cyleHe omblpbir, YW
rne@azoauKarbiK MYyXblpbiM xacandbl: 1)kupunn epacbukacbiH MEH2ep2eH XoHEe MeHsepMmezeH cmyO0eHm-
mep ywiH dughpepeHyuandsl oKy mpaekmopusinapbiH 83iprey Kaxemminiei; 2) XubiIHmbIK emmuxaHdapra
cytieHemiH ModenbOepdeH eepi y3dikcia Garanay xylenepiH kKondaHyobiH muimOiniei; 3)madeHu
KOHMeKcmkKe HeeizdesizeH aymeHmmi KOMMyHUKamuemik maricbipMmarnap asicCbiH KeHelmy.

TyliHOi ce30ep: xanbiKaparbiK apinmecmik, WakbipbisiFaH fanbiMOap 6ardapnamachl, MybMmuUKyIib-
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adicmep, cunnabyc KypbibiMbI.
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B 0OaHHOM uccriefosaHuu paccmampusaemcs, Kakum obpa3om mexdyHapodHas cmaxXuposoyHas
npoepamma «500 cmuneHOuamos» bonawak criocobcmeosana 0bHO8MEHU y4ebHO20 rnaHa Mo Kasax-
ckomy 53bIKy (Kazakh Language CourseCurriculum, KLCC) 4yepe3 yyacmue riepgo2o asmopa 8 ripoepamme
npueanawéHHbix y4éHbix (VisitingScholars Program) Konnedxa ob6pasoeaHusi u pas3eumusi 4esiogeka
YHusepcumema MurHHecombs! (UMN). lNocrnedosamernbHbil cMewaHHbIl du3aliH eknoyar. onpockl (n=30
cmydeHmos; n=6 npenodasamerneli), nocnedyuue UHMEPBbO (N=8 cmydeHmMo8) U cpasHUMESbHbIU
aHanu3 y4ebHbix nnaHos. dmu mMemoOb! M0360UMU OM8EeMUMb Ha MpU uccriedosameribCKUX 80Mpoca,
Kacaroujuxcsi nompebHocmel obyqarouwuxcs, npobenos 8 yuebHOM rnaHe u NepeHocuUMbIx nedazoauqdecKux
npakmuk. Pe3ynbmambi Orpoco8 MokKa3bi8arom 3HadyumeribHyto HeydosrnemeopéHHocmb mekywum KLCC
(40% — HedosoribHbI, 10% — doeoribHbI) U 0603HaYatom rpednoymumerbHble HarnpasneHus ynydweHud:
ycurneHue npakmu4yeckol HarnpasneHHocmu kypca (40%), bonee enybokas npopabomka omoesibHbIX Hagbl-
ko8 (20,6%) u pacwupeHue UHMepPakmMueHbIx Memodos, makux Kak rpakmudeckue 3adaHusi U 2pyrnnosbie
npoekmsl (16,6%). Cpedu ronoxumerbHbIX 371eMeHMo8 ommeyeHbl rpernodasamesibckue nooxods! (23%),
npouedypsbi oyeHusaHus (20%) u npuknadHas 3Hadumocms (17%), moeda kak 33% He ykasanu HU 0OHO20
rnone3Hoe2o acriekma. VIHmepebo ymouyHsirom amu meHOeHUuU, yKka3bleasi Ha Hed0Cmamo4YHoe Koru4yecmeo
KybmMypHO20 CcOOepXaHUsl, 02PaHUYEHHYK MEXOUCYUMIUHAaPHOCMb U HEeX8amkKy UHMepaKmueHbIX
8o3MmoxxHocmedl. CpasHumernbHbil aHanuid KLCC e yHusepcumeme U-1 (HazgaHuUe CKpbIMO 10 smu4yecKum
coobpaxeHusiM) U Kypca aHenutckozo sisbika UMN (BeginningReading&Composition; Grammar; OralSkills)
8bISABUIT KITHOYEBbIE CIMPYKMYPHbIe passudusi; bosiee WuUpoKoe npuMeHeHUe opMupyoweao oyeHU8aHuUs,
bosiee 4EmkKoe noamarHoe OCBOEeHUE HaBbIKO8 2paMOMHOCMU U S8Hasi UHmMeepayusi KOMIMOHEHMO8 KyJlb-
mypHol komnemeHmHocmu 8 UMN. Ha ocHoee uyenoyku daHHbIX cghopmynuposaHbl mpu nedazoaudecKux
ebigoda: 1) Heobxodumocmb AughghepeHUUpPOB8aHHbIX mMpaekmopull 0by4YeHusi Orisi cmy0eHmoe ¢ eriadeHu-
em u 6e3 enadeHus kupunnuyeu; 2) npedrnoymeHue cucmem HerpepbIBHO20 OUEeHUBaHUsT aMecmo mooesel
¢ npeobnaldaHueM CyMMamueHbIX 3K3aMeH08, 3) pacwupeHue Habopa aymeHmMUYHbIX KOMMYHUKamMUBHbIX
3a0aHud, ornuparowuxcsi Ha KybmypHbIU KOHMEKCM.

Knro4deebie cnoega:. mexdyHapoOHoe napmHEPCMeo, rnpoepamMma rnpuanawéHHbIX YyY4EHbIX, Mybmu-
KynbmypHasi KoMMyHukauusi, paspabomka y4ebHbiX r1aHos8, y4yebHbIll rnaH [0 Ka3axCKoOMy S3bIKY,
cMmelwaHHble MemoOdbl, cmpykmypa cusnnabyca.

Introduction. Multicultural communication and rising international competition within higher education
have encouraged universities to exchange course curricula globally [1, p. 53]. The importance of internatio-
nal internship programs for educational exchange cannot be overstated, particularly for collaboration, cultural
exchange, and human development [2, p. 3]. The Bolashak scholarship program was established by the
Government of Kazakhstan in 1993 to provide Kazakhstani students with opportunities to study and train in
countries widely recognized as centers of academic and professional excellence [3]. One of the notable
outcomes of the program is its role in expanding the linguistic competencies and intercultural awareness of
its participants [4]. Upon returning from international internships, students often demonstrate improved
language proficiency as well as a deeper understanding of cultural nuances, communication practices, and
professional expectations [5]. Educators can gain invaluable experience through internship partnerships,
where they can identify areas for curriculum expansion or adjustment to better align with learning require-
ments [6, p. 20].

During the Soviet period, Russian served as the main language of administration, education, and
public discourse in Kazakhstan. This policy significantly reshaped the country’s linguistic environment and
established Russian as the dominant means of communication for many ethnic groups living in Kazakhstan
[7, p. 18]. In this context, speakers from predominantly Russian-speaking backgrounds, including ethnic
Kazakhs, often had to learn or improve their command of Kazakh for reasons related to cultural identity,
professional advancement, or social integration [8]. At the same time, many Russian-speaking residents of
Kazakhstan have shown growing interest in learning Kazakh in order to reconnect with local cultural
traditions and respond to the changing social realities of post-Soviet Kazakhstan [9]. This historical
background has significantly influenced the Kazakh language curriculum. There is a focus on written Kazakh,
which uses the Cyrillic alphabet similar to Russian, rather than on other aspects of the language (e.qg.,
phonetics or pronunciation).

Since gaining independence in 1991, Kazakhstan has made substantial efforts to promote the use of
the Kazakh language across various domains to revitalize it while preserving its cultural heritage [10].
Effortshave been made to promote the use of Kazakh acrossvarious domains, including education, admi-
nistration, media, and literature [11]. The government has also made it mandatory for officials to learn
Kazakh and provided free language training courses to expand its use in government service. Furthermore,
the Kazakh government has implemented various initiatives to promote language learning, particularly in
Kazakh. These include introducing trilingual competence, with a focus on Kazakh, Russian, and English [12,
p. 24]. Finally, there is a focus on multilingual content in Kazakh-language courses, with plans to teach

87



NEQATOIMMKA fblJ1IbIMOAPDI NEOATOrMYECKME HAYKU

specific subjects in multiple languages [13]. These initiatives promote the acquisition of the Kazakh language
across various spheres of society. This reflects a growing understanding of the importance of linguistic
diversity and the benefits of Kazakh proficiency for personal and professional reasons. However, this has
also presented challenges, particularly in the education sector, where concerns have been raised about the
quality of textbooks and the qualifications of language teachers [14, p. 3390]. Therefore, the Kazakh
language curriculum needs to adapt to this changing demographic of language learners in Kazakhstan. The
current one-size-fits-all approach, primarily designed for Russian speakers, should be replaced with a more
inclusive, flexible approach that caters to learners from diverse linguistic backgrounds [15, p. 350].

The current Kazakh language curriculum assumes that learners have proficiency and familiarity with
Russian, creating barriers for those with a Russian-speaking background [16]. This is further complicated by
the implementation of multilingual content in teaching Kazakh language courses [13], which may not ade-
qguately address the needs of non-Russian speakers. The shift from a prescriptive to a more diverse,
descriptive approach to language teaching may also affect the curriculum's assumptions. Serna-Bermejo and
Lasagabaster D. suggest incorporating multilingual practices, such as pedagogical translanguaging, into
English language teaching to address these challenges [17].

This shift towards a more inclusive and flexible approach to teaching the Kazakh language is suppor-
ted by various studies. Klyshbekova [18] and Mirzoeva [19, p. 123] both advocate for the use of multilingual
practices, with Klyshbekova [18] explicitly highlighting the potential of pedagogical translanguaging. Aubaki-
rov and Dolgopolova [20, p. 158] emphasize the importance of adapting teaching methods to accommodate
learners from diverse linguistic backgrounds. They recommend Communicative Language Teaching as a
modern and interactive method for Russian-speaking students.

One practical approach to improving Kazakh-language education is to diversify teaching methods and
materials. Introducing multimedia resources, interactive activities, and real-life communication scenarios can
make the learning experience more engaging and relatable for learners from diverse backgrounds. Several
innovative methods have been proposed to reform Kazakh language education. Omarova [21] suggests
using mnemonic techniques to improve memorization of lexical and grammatical material. Aripzhan et al. [22]
highlight the use of elements from Kazakh national games to develop communicative competence among
English language learners. These studies underscore the importance of diversifying teaching methods and
materials to make the learning experience more engaging and relevant for diverse learners. Previous studies
suggest that successful second or foreign language learning depends not only on mastering linguistic forms,
but also on the development of communicative competence within an intercultural context [23]. This may be
supported through interdisciplinary learning, the cultivation of self-confidence, and greater attention to
sociolinguistic aspects of communication [24]. Researchers have also proposed practical ways of integrating
cultural content into language teaching, including the use of legends, historical materials, and traditional
practices [25, p. 240]. In addition, culturally oriented activities such as games, role play, and classroom
discussion can contribute to the development of both communicative and linguistic competence [26, p. 15].
In this regard, raising cultural awareness and acknowledging cultural diversity in language education remain
essential conditions for effective intercultural communication. Eren [27, p. 790], in turn, emphasizes the
importance of intercultural competence in higher education, particularly in relation to language teaching,
international experience, virtual interaction, and collaborative learning. Taken together, these studies broaden
the discussion of current trends and challenges in curriculum development and intercultural education.

The aim of this study is to examine the potential of international academic partnership for informing
the redesign of the Kazakh Language Course Curriculum (KLCC) for beginner-level learners in multicultural
higher education contexts. More specifically, the study seeks to: (1) identify learners’ perceptions of the
current KLCC and determine the extent to which it addresses their academic, communicative, and
professional needs; (2) examine the main structural, methodological, and content-related gaps in the existing
curriculum; (3) compare the KLCC with selected English language courses offered at the University of
Minnesota in terms of syllabus structure, assessment practices, skill development, and cultural integration;
and (4) formulate pedagogical implications for developing a more flexible, inclusive, and communicatively
oriented Kazakh language curriculum.

Materials and methods. The decision to redesign the Kazakh language curriculum arose from a
combination of pressing issues that demand a more adaptable and practical approach to language educa-
tion. Firstly, the changing demographics of potential Kazakh language learners require a shift away from
exclusive reliance on the Cyrillic alphabet. Individuals from diverse linguistic backgrounds, such as Uzbeks,
Afghans, Bangladeshis, Chinese, Nigerians, and Kenyans, are interested in learning Kazakh. Secondly, the
realization that the more traditional grammar-translation teaching approach may not adequately meet the
needs of contemporary learners prompts a reconsideration of pedagogical methods [28, p. 83]. This
conventional approach often focuses on rote memorization and grammatical rules, neglecting communicative
competence and real-world language use. Therefore, there is a growing recognition of the need to adopt a
Communicative Cognitive method focusing on the 4C modeling approach, centered on communication,
critical thinking, collaboration, creativity, and cooperative learning [29, p. 93].

In accordance with the objectives of the study, an exploratory mixed-methods design was employed.
This design made it possible to combine quantitative and qualitative data in addressing the research
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guestions. At the first stage, a student survey was administered to examine perceptions of the existing
curriculum and its effectiveness. The use of questionnaires was appropriate for identifying strengths and
limitations of the program. As Blank [30, p. 93] notes, reliable and consistent data are essential for evaluating
teaching practices and revising curricula in response to social needs. Boyle [31, p. 380] and Bhatnagar et al.
[32, p. 687] likewise point to the value of surveys as a means of gathering feedback for program improve-
ment. The analysis in Part 1 drew on survey data collected from 30 prospective interns, international
students enrolled at two universities in Kazakhstan, U-1 University (U-1) and U-2 University (U-2). These
data helped reveal gaps in the existing language courses and provided empirical support for the study’s
conclusions. In the second stage, the language course curricula of the University of Minnesota (UM) and U-1
University were compared. The combined use of survey data and curriculum comparison allowed for a more
grounded evaluation of the programs and their potential improvement.

Results. Part 1.Quantitative research study

The result for the first question [Figure 1] shows that 40% (n=12) of respondents expressed dissa-
tisfaction with the current course curriculum. A smaller number of respondents, 26,6% (n=8), indicated
dissatisfaction with the curriculum. A moderate number of respondents, 23,3% (n=7), chose the neutral
option, indicating neither satisfaction nor dissatisfaction. Few respondents, 10% (n=3), reported being
satisfied with the current curriculum, while none selected the very satisfied.

RESPODENTS' NUMBER

HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE CURRENT COURRBE
CURRICULTUMY

L L QUESTION . . .
W Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied W Very dissatisfied

Figure 1 — Students’Satisfaction with the Current Course Curriculum

The second survey question [Figure 2] asked respondents to identify the aspects of the curriculum that
are most beneficial. Regarding content coverage, 7% (n=2) indicated that the current curriculum's coverage
was beneficial. 23% (n=7) of respondents highlighted teaching methods as the most effective features of the
curriculum. This suggests that students value the instructional approaches employed in the course. 20%
(n=6) identified assessment methods as anessential form of the curriculum. This indicates that the methods
used to evaluate student learning and progress are perceived positively by many respondents.

B Content coverage M Teaching methods m Assessment methods & Relevance to real-world applications B Nothing
Whataspects of the current course curriculum do you... [ I 5 e
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Figure 2 — Beneficial Aspects of the Current Curriculum

The third question [Figure 3]r eveals respondents' varied perspectives on the beneficial aspects of the
current course curriculum. Teaching methods are valued most by 23% (n=7) of respondents, while
assessment methods are appreciated by 20% (n=6). Regarding relevance to real-world applications, 16,6%
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(n=5) noted this as an advantage. Only 6,6% (n=2) find content coverage most beneficial. A significant
33,3% (n=10) find none of the aspects beneficial, indicating potential dissatisfaction or unmet needs.

These findings suggest the need for further evaluation and potential revisions to the curriculum to
better meet students' needs and expectations.

6,6% B More practical/real-world applications
10¢ Greater emphasis on specific topics or skills

40% More diverse perspectives or content representation

" .( I'.- - 5
i Different teaching methods {(e.g., more hands-on

activities, group projects)
Nothing

26,6%

Figure 3 — Question 3: Specific Changes Students Prefer in the Course Curriculum

The data collected from 30 respondents reflect students' preferences for improvements that better
meet their academic or professional needs. A significant number of respondents (40%; n=12) maintain the
need to integrate more practical, real-world applications into the curriculum, indicating a desire for learning
experiences that are directly applicable in real life. This is followed by 20.6% (n=8) of students who favored a
greater focus on specific topics or skills, pointing out areas where, in their opinion, the curriculum may not be
deep or comprehensive enough. In addition, 16.6% (n=5) preferred other teaching methods, such as
practical exercises and group projects, emphasizing a desire for a more interactive and engaging learning
experience. Similarly, another 10% (n=3) called for greater diversity of view points or content presentation,
pointing to the need for a curriculum that reflects a wider range of cultural and social contexts. Interestingly, a
minority (6.6%; n=2) expressed satisfaction with the current curriculum, which suggests that some students
may not see the need for changes. These findings under score the essence of continuously evaluating and
adapting the curriculum to meet students' changing needs and preferences.

Interviewing is considered one of the most effective approaches in qualitative research and allows
researchers to delve into participants' thoughts, feelings, and experiences [34]. Through open-ended
guestions and probing, researchers can uncover rich and nuanced data that might not be accessible through
other methods [35]. The last question in the survey asked whether respondents would be willing to
participate in focus groups or discussions to provide further input on potential changes to the Kazakh
language course curriculum. 8 of 30 respondents answered favorably and agreed to participate in interviews.

Survey and interview results from Part 1 reveal key areas where respondents seek improvements in
the Kazakh language curriculum to better meet academic and professional needs. Although only 8 of 30
participants joined the focus group, their feedback was rich, emphasizing time-management support for
working students, interdisciplinary integration, social relevance, and more diverse reading materials.
Interactive approaches like virtual simulations and case studies were also welcomed. Overall, the findings
highlight the importance of continuous dialogue between educators and learners to refine the curriculum and
create a more engaging, inclusive, and effective learning experience.

Part 2 mixed-methods sequential study. In our mixed-methods study, we compared UMN curricula with
U-1's Kazakh course for Al beginner, first-year English majors. The program prioritizes practical commu-
nication over lectures and aligns content with beginners’ proficiency. While the syllabus supports effective
learning, it includes fewer interactive tasks, limiting student engagement in speaking, listening, reading, and
writing activities essential for developing comprehensive language skills and active classroom participation
across all four core competencies.

The curriculum aims to develop Al-level Kazakh competencies for communication and cognition.
However, students lacked sufficient experience in real-life social communication, highlighting a key weak-
ness. To address this, greater emphasis should be placed on practical speaking and comprehension rather
than memorization. While the course provides a solid foundation through group and self-paced activities, it
lacks role-playing and interactive discussions. Strengthening these elements would better support
communicative competence and help learners progress more effectively toward real-world language use.

Discussion. At present, the existing curriculum needs to be revised so that it better reflects
multicultural and linguistic diversity, as well as the academic needs of students from different backgrounds in
higher education. In its current form, the curriculum has several limitations. One of the main issues is that it
does not sufficiently take into account students’ first-language proficiency (L1). The present model of Kazakh
language instruction was largely developed for a Russian-speaking environment and therefore does not fully
address the needs of students with different academic, cultural, and professional backgrounds. As a result, it
is less effective in more diverse language settings. For this reason, the curriculum should be updated in line
with current social realities and educational needs.
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At the University of Minnesota, English as a foreign language is taught to students with different levels
of proficiency and varied language learning experiences. A comparison between the language course curri-
cula used at UMN and the existing Kazakh language program at other universities, such as U-1 University,
makes it possible to identify areas that could be revised to better serve a broader student population. In this
regard, particular attention should be given to students’ diverse language backgrounds. To explore this issue,
three English language programs were examined with reference to their main components, including course
structure, pedagogical approach, cultural content and context, assessment practices, and the flexibility of
teaching methods. UMN offers courses for non-English speakers, including reading/writing, grammar, and
communication skills from beginner to advanced levels. The program develops speaking, listening, reading,
writing, grammar, and vocabulary, with emphasis on cultural competence and effective communication.
Learning progresses gradually from basic vocabulary and simple tasks to discussions, essays, and
presentations. Each level builds on previous knowledge, ensuring continuous development. This structured
approach helps students establish a strong foundation in English, preparing them for academic and
professional success.The course differs through its intensive, structured approach. In the reading and
composition class, students exegHeBHO work with textbooks and supplementary readings, participate in
discussions, complete writing tasks, and take quizzes. They read 1-2 novels and attend weekly reading labs.
The course builds vocabulary and learning strategies. Students complete about six formal writing
assignments and timed tests, as well as informal tasks such as journals. Assessment is based on unit tests,
ensuring continuous monitoring of understanding and progress.

When comparing the organizational frameworks of Kazakh language courses for Beginners offered by
U-1 and English language courses offered by UMN, significant disparities in grading and assessment
methods become apparent [Table 1].

Table 1 — Grading and assessment methods

Kazakh Language course Beginning English Reading and
for Beginners (U-1) Composition course(UMN)
Grading
- A 4,0 (GPA) 95-100% 90 to 100% score Excellent

] E A- 3,67 (GPA) 90-94% The student has demonstrated
<\;: © | The student is active in class, communicates well superior achievement in the
< u% with others, completes homework/ assignments on learning outcomes for the

time, and has a high personal interest. course.
" B+ 3,33(GPA) 85-89% 80 to 89% score Good n
O B 3,0(GPA) 80-84% The student has demonstrated I
E 8 B- 2,67(GPA) 75-79% a high level of achievement of g
o 8 C+ 2,33(GPA) 70-74% the student learning outcomes 7y
g The student is interested and ready to work hard in for the course. o

class but sometimes needs to do homework on time. o
. C 2,0(GPA) 65-69% 70 to 79% score Adequate <
A % C- 1,67(GPA) 60-64% The student has demonstrated
T S D+ 1,33(GPA) 55-59% adequate achievement of
9, o D- 1,0(GPA) 50-54% student learning outcomes for
©) 2 It is rare for a student to complete an assignment in the course.
© class. The student is not willing to attend classes

FX 0,5 (GPA) 25-49% 0 to 69% Not passing n

E F 0 (GPA) 0-24% The student has demonstrated 2=
'S Students cannot be graded because they are absent some achievement of the Qo
L - , ) o
n or almost absent or do not participate in class. student learning outcomes but 9 Z
S Classwork and homework should be done on time. needs to improve to pass the S~
X course. <

There are similarities and differences between the assessment systems of the Kazakh language
course for primary grades at U-1 University and English courses at UM University [Table 2]. Both systems
use a graded approach to assess student performance, determining achievement levels based on
predetermined criteria. At U-1 university, grades range from A/A for exceptional achievement to FX/F for
failure, and the subtotals show different levels of achievement. Similarly, the UM course uses a four-level
system from "very good" to "non-passing” based on percentage grades. However, both systems differ in
specific criteria and characteristics. While the U-1 grading scale focuses on attendance, communication
skills, and homework, the UM System focuses on reflecting students ' learning outcomes. The U-1 system
provides quantitative GPA values for each price, while the UM System relies only on descriptive categories.
Despite these differences, both assessment systems aim to comprehensively evaluate student performance
and provide accurate indicators of achievement levels within their respective curricula.
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Table 2 — Graded activities and assessments of the courses.

Kazakh Language Course for Beginners Beginning English Reading and Composition
(U-1) course(UMN)
Assessment Grade Assessment Grade
_ | Writing 1 30% Reading Tests (6-8) 35%
' o | Speaking 1 20%
% : Participation 1 40% Writing Assignments (6) 25%
£ 3 | Attendance 1 10%
S E Midterm 1 = 100% Personal Vocabulary Project 10%
Summative Assessment 1 (30%) and Quizzes
(SAL)
Writing 2 30% Timed Writing Tests (2) 10%
Speaking 2 20%
— | Participation 2 40% Reading Lab (Extensive 10%
N 3 [ Attendance 2 10% Reading / Book Club)
% 2 Midterm 2 100% MyELT, Journal Writing, and 10%
59 Summative Assessment (30%) other assigned work
=2 | (5A2)
Exam 40%
Final = SA1 (30%)+ 100% Final 100%
SA2(30%) +Exam(40%)

Table 2 outlines assessment methods and grading. The U-1 Kazakh course evaluates writing,
speaking, participation, attendance, and exams. In contrast, UMN’s English course uses a broader approach:
reading tests, writing tasks, vocabulary projects, reading lab participation, and continuous assessments.
While the Kazakh course focuses on language acquisition and interaction, the English course covers wider
skills, including reading comprehension and critical thinking. Both end with final exams, but the English
course emphasizes ongoing assessment and skill development throughout the semester.

Both curricula generally adhere to a common syllabus framework, which includes course descriptions,
learning outcomes, required materials, assignment guidelines, grading criteria, course schedule, attendance
policies, additional academic regulations, accommodations, and technical requirements. However, certain
instructional aspects in the English curriculum still need to be fully addressed in Kazakh for Beginners at U-1
[Figure 4].

the Beginning Reading
—Course Description; and Composition course:
the Kazakh Language -Technology

course:

—Course Learning

Outcomes; Recommendations;

-Policy of the admission -Canvas Course Website

—Required Materials;

to the final exam
-Philosophy and
methodology of

teaching

—Assignment Guidelines;
—Grading;

—Course Schedule;
—Attendance;

and App;
-Diversity Statement;
-Homewaork Policy;
-Class Recordings;

-COVID-19 Guidelines;
-Syllabus subject to
change

—Academic Policies.

Figure 4 — Syllabi’s structures of the courses via Venn diagram

The UMN English course provides a well-structured curriculum that responds to students’ linguistic
and academic needs. This approach is consistent with Brown'’s [38] model of systematic program develop-
ment, which includes needs analysis, goal formulation, testing, materials selection, instructional methods,
and program evaluation. In the context of today’s interconnected and technology-oriented society, the
program’s emphasis on productive skills, particularly speaking and writing, remains especially important. The
integration of multimodal texts into the learning process also contributes to the development of language
proficiency and supports students’ critical thinking.
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Conclusion. Analysis of student needs, learning processes, and language goals shows the urgent
need for a new Kazakh language course model. The study identified key strengths and gaps in the current
curriculum, including poorly structured materials and limited adaptation to diverse linguistic backgrounds.
Insufficient consideration of students’ L1 reduces inclusiveness and effectiveness. The curriculum is largely
oriented toward Russian-speaking learners and does not fully reflect broader societal needs. Comparison
with UMN programs highlights areas for improvement, emphasizing the need for a more flexible, inclusive,
and up-to-date model aligned with evolving learner and societal demands.

As evidenced by the findings presented here, a result of collaboration between visiting and host
scholars in the Bolashak program,international partnerships offer a unique opportunity to explore how
methods from different institutions can be adapted to improve language education in other contexts (e.g.,
Kazakhstan). Through these experiences, visiting scholars continue to gain exposure to innovative teaching
methods, curriculum models, and educational technologies that may not be prevalent in their home
countries. By drawing on these practices, visiting scholars can contribute to improving curricula and teaching
quality after returning to their home institutions.This knowledge exchange and partnership between
institutions fosters global collaboration and enriches the educational landscape locally and internationally.

Limitations. Limitations include small volunteer samples, self-reported perceptions, and cross-institu-
tional comparison across different languages. Future research should test redesigned KLCC modules with
diverse learner groups and evaluate longitudinal impacts on communicative proficiency.

Acknowledgments: The authors are not aware of any affiliations, memberships, funding, or financial
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CTYAEHTTEPAIH OKY MOTUBALIUACHI MEH HOTVXENINITNH APTTBIPY YLUIH )OO
OKbITYLWbINAPbIHbIH FTEMMUPUKALINANDBIK KYPANIOAPObI MAWOATIAHYbIH BAFANAY

Laenemosa A.X. — nedazoauka fblibiMOapPbIHbIH KaHOulGambl, VIHghopmamuka kKaghedpachiHbIH
KaybiMOacmabipbiniFaH ripogheccopni, J1.H. 'ymunee ambiHdarbl Eypasusi ynmmblK yHusepcumemi, AcmaHa
K., KazakcmaH Pecnybnukachsl.

Mbip3aHosa A.K.* — PhD dokmopaHm, WHepopmamuka kagpedpacshi, J1.H.[ymunee ambiHOarbl
Eypasus ynmmsik yHugepcumemi, Acmana K., KazakcmaH Pecnybnukachi.

XKorapsi 6inim 6epyde eelimucbukayusiHbl KonidaHy me3s keHelin kenedi, analda xofapbl 0Ky opbiHOa-
PbIHbIH OKbIMyWbinapbiHbIH 2eliMuuKkayusinbiK Kypandapdbl kKondaHy macindepi, coHOau-aK osiaplbiH
cmydeHmmepdiH 0Ky MomueauusiCbl MEH HomuXKerifnieiHe acepi XXemkinikmi 3epmmesimeaeH KyUiHOe Karbirn
ombip. byn 3epmmey cmydeHmmepdiH 6ernceHdinieiH, MOMUBaUUSICbIH XX8He OKY XXemicmikmepiH apmmabipy
YWiH OKbimywblnapObiH 2elmucbukayusnaHraH biniv bepy pecypcmapbiH KondaHybiH Kapacmblpadsbl. byn
3epmmeyde eelmucbukayusinaHraH OKy MOOynbOepiH eHzizeeHHeH KeliH momueauyusi MeH akadeMUusinbiK
HemuxenepdiH e3zepyiH baranayra barbimmarfaH ap mypii 0alibiHObIK 6arsimmapbiHOarbl 60 OKbIMyWbI-
OaH cayarnHama MeH Kea3U-3KcriepuMeHmmi KaMmumabiH apanac adicmeme KondaHbindel. bis ynal xydeci,
belidxdep, pelmuHemik Kecmersnep, CroXXemmiK marcbsipMmanap XoHe baranayObiH OlUbIH myprepi cusikmel
eeliMmucbukayusi anemeHmmepiH natdanaHy KapKbiHObIIbIFbI MEH OKY eHiMOiniai kepcemkiwimepi apacbiH-
Oarbl b6alnaHbicmbl mandadbiK. Homuxenep eelimuchukayusi KypandapbiH bericeHOi KonidaHy OKy Momuea-
YUSICbIHbIH ecyimeH, cabakka KambICyObiH apmybIMeH xaHe cmydeHmmepdiH akaleMUusiibIK Kepcemkiwme-
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