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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY

The critical and socio-cultural turns in language planning and policy Received 26 February 2026
have prompted extensive research on the relationship between Accepted 24 July 2026
agency and structure, highlighting the need for studies in diverse

socio-cultural contexts to examine how agency is enacted in L -

K . " anguage policy;
language p!annlng. Recognizing the spgtlo.temporal.essepce of Kazakhstan; agency; social
agency, this netnography-based qualitative inquiry situates realism; language
agency in language planning and policy within a grassroots, management; netnography
bottom-up national language protection action in the
Kazakhstani context, which features an intricate linguistic
situation. Underpinned by agency theory drawn from social
realism, it aims to identify the complex and dynamic agency
enactment process by collecting in-depth interviews and
netnographic observational data. The findings reveal diverse
configurations of reflexive agency enacted by six language policy
advocates individually and collectively, which were further
complicated by the dual facilitative and inhibitory roles of
collective agency emerging from the language management
process. The study elucidates the paradoxical nature of collective
agency, extending current understandings of this construct within
language policy research. The discussion holds the potential to
advance future agency study in language policy by interpreting
an atypical relationship between agency and structure and a
latent paradox in collective agency.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

With the continuous development of language planning and policy (LPP) research,
agency, which serves as a bridge between top-down and bottom-up LPP, has
evolved into a fundamental topic within the critical and socio-cultural paradigms
(Bouchard & Glasgow, 2019; Johnson & Phyak, 2026; Liddicoat & Taylor-Leech,
2021; McCarty et al,, 2011; Ricento, 2000). It focuses on how distinct actors enact
agency within the complex ecology of LPP across various socio-cultural contexts
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(Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; Spolsky, 2022; Zhao & Baldauf, 2012). Regardless of
how agency is defined, it is consistently theorized in relation to structure in the
domain of LPP (Bouchard & Glasgow, 2019). Building on this dialogic relationship,
many scholars argue how language policy is not merely a static top-down imposition
but a space where actors actively negotiate the tensions between structural con-
straints and their own agency across diverse socio-political contexts (e.g. Liddicoat
& Taylor-Leech, 2021). This negotiation process underscores that agency is both a
response to and a re-shaping force of LPP structures, a dynamic particularly
evident in grassroots LPP movements where tensions emerge between individuals
and institutional structures.

Kazakhstan, a post-Soviet country, presents fertile ground for LPP research due to its
multilingual and multicultural features (Grenoble, 2003, p. 13; Tlepbergen et al., 2025).
After more than three decades of independence, an official language policy framework
involving Kazakh, Russian, and English has gradually taken shape in Kazakhstan (Sar-
murzin et al., 2024). Among these, Kazakh, as the state or national language, carries
distinctive national symbolic significance and holds a privileged status. Russian, by con-
trast, is regarded as an official language and a means of interethnic communication, and
is widely used in various societal domains, including public administration and edu-
cation. English, meanwhile, is learned as a foreign language to meet the demands of glo-
balization. This linguistic situation has generated considerable scholarly discussion on
LPP in Kazakhstan, though much of this research remains confined to macro-level of
policy text analysis (e.g. Tlepbergen et al., 2025), rather than focusing on the multiple
actors’ agency in the process.

Owing to the particular historical influence of the Soviet Union and national inde-
pendence, Kazakhstan has become a bilingual society where both Kazakh and Russian
are widely used. The competition between the two languages in terms of status and
function has long constituted a core issue in the country’s authentic linguistic situation
(Kamalova, 2025). In recent years, Kazakhstan has made concerted efforts to consoli-
date and further develop the status of Kazakh as the national language, a trend
evident in a series of language policy documents (Language Policy Committee of the
Ministry of Science and Higher Education of Kazakhstan, 2025). Meanwhile, at the
grassroots level, a movement advocating the protection of the national language
under the slogan ‘Let Us Protect Our National Language’ (LPONL) has emerged in
both online and offline spaces, further complicating Kazakhstan’s linguistic landscape.
The LPONL action is a completely bottom-up language management initiative sup-
ported by language policy advocates who lack official authority (Spolsky, 2022).
Under these circumstances, language policy advocates are expected to exercise
complex forms of agency to negotiate structural forces while participating in the
LPONL action as a form of language management.

To address the complex process of agency enactment and advance scholarship on the
agency-structure nexus in LPP, this netnography-based qualitative study examines
LPONL activities in online spaces within Kazakhstan’s complex multilingual context.
It aims to theoretically and empirically reconstruct the agency-structure nexus in LPP
and, in doing so, broaden the conceptualization of agentic roles in complex linguistic
ecologies.



CURRENT ISSUES IN LANGUAGE PLANNING . 3

Literature review
The conceptual development of agency in LPP

Agency, a theoretical concept originating in sociology, has been identified as a central
component of LPP (Bouchard & Glasgow, 2019; Liddicoat & Taylor-Leech, 2021; Liu
& Xiong, 2024; Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; Tao & Gao, 2021). This line of inquiry
has been gradually foregrounded by the critical turn and socio-cultural paradigm in
LPP (Johnson & Phyak, 2026; Ricento, 2000), which has sparked extensive debates con-
cerning the roles individuals and collectivities play in the holistic process of language
policy. These debates have been further complicated by the elaboration of classifications
of policy actors and the recognition of the multi-layered nature of language policy
(Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; Zhao & Baldauf, 2012). As such, language policy is increas-
ingly understood as a dynamic and contested process rather than a static product.

Agency has been broadly defined as ‘the role(s) of individuals and collectivities in the
process of language use, attitudes, and ultimately policies’ (Ricento, 2000). While this
definition is specific to the LPP domain, it resonates with broader sociological conceptu-
alizations of agency. As Tao and Gao (2021) observe, agency in LPP has been theorized
from a range of perspectives, including socio-cognitive, socio-cultural, ecological, and
post-structural approaches, a classification that is broadly consistent with Liu and
Xiong’s (2024) review of the development of agency research in the field. Collectively,
these perspectives provide an epistemologically diverse toolkit for examining agency in
LPP.

Regardless of the theoretical perspectives adopted, agency in LPP is commonly con-
ceptualized as both individual and relational (Bandura, 1999; Bouchard & Glasgow,
2019). Accordingly, agency can be analytically distinguished into individual and collec-
tive forms. Moreover, agency is widely recognized as ontologically inseparable from
structure, a relationship most prominently theorized through the notion of structure-
agency integration in sociology (Giddens, 1984). This conceptual foundation has pro-
foundly shaped subsequent empirical research on agency in LPP.

Structure-agency integration and empirical research in LPP

Building on the assumption of the inseparability of agency and structure, a substantial
body of empirical research has examined agency as individual negotiation and strategic
action within structure in LPP. Drawing on Structuration Theory (Giddens, 1984), these
studies conceptualize agency and structure as mutually constitutive, emphasizing how
actors’ actions are both enabled and constrained by institutional, ideological, and
socio-historical conditions.

In educational contexts, Johnson and Johnson (2015) explored differences in LPP
agency among actors occupying different positions within school education hierarchies,
arguing that unequal power relations lead to unevenly distributed agency and, conse-
quently, divergent interpretations and implementation processes of macro-level language
policies. In a related vein, Manan et al. (2024) found that Kazakhstani STEM teachers,
though excluded from EMI policy-making, exercised ‘responsive agency’ through self-
directed learning, creatively negotiating top-down mandates. Agency has also been
extensively examined in family language planning. For instance, Catedral and Djuraeva
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(2018) employed the concept of the chronotope to analyze the representation and enact-
ment of parental agency in post-Soviet family language planning contexts. Similarly,
Mamysheva and Manan (2026) showed that minority parents in Kazakhstan adopted
pragmatic language choices for their children while confining heritage languages to
the home, a negotiation that, within limited institutional support, contributed to
gradual language shift.

While these studies have significantly advanced understandings of the complex inter-
play between agency and structure in LPP, they also reveal several limitations. Empiri-
cally, agency research has largely been situated in family and formal educational
domains, with limited attention to language policy processes involving multiple actors
and competing interests beyond family and education domains. Conceptually, the
reliance on Structuration Theory carries the risk of conflating agency with structure,
thereby obscuring the nuanced, dynamic, and temporally sequenced interactions
between these two ontologically distinct constructs (Archer, 1995, 2003).

To address the limitations of structure-agency integration as theorized within Struc-
turation Theory, Archer (1995) proposed a social realist framework to reconceptualize
the relationship between agency and structure. Within this framework, structure and
agency are regarded as analytically differentiated for they operate on different timescales,
i.e. structure exists before an agent enters the scene, and it takes time for agency to either
change (morphogenesis) or reproduce (morphostasis) that structure (McEntee-Atalianis
& Hult, 2025). From a social realist perspective, agency and structure are analytically
separable yet dynamically interconnected, allowing for a more fine-grained examination
of their interaction over time.

A key contribution of social realism to agency research lies in its emphasis on reflexive
agency and its context-sensitivity (Archer, 2000, 2007; Min, 2023). Viewed through a
social realist lense, agency is understood as being mediated by internal conversations
through which actors interpret structural conditions and formulate courses of action
in specific spatiotemporal contexts. This understanding resonates with Emirbayer and
Mische’s (1998) conceptualization of agency as inherently temporal and context-sensi-
tive, highlighting agentic individuals’ internal reflection on the past, present, and
future. Empirical studies adopting this approach have demonstrated its analytical value
in LPP contexts. For instance, Tsang (2021) examined teacher agency among secondary
school Chinese teachers in post-handover Hong Kong, where the handover constituted a
critical temporal juncture accompanied by significant shifts in language policy. An and
Zheng (2022) analyzed a Languages Other Than English (LOTEs) elective programme
at a Chinese university, tracing how multiple agents exercised agency across different
stages of programme establishment, implementation, and adjustment. Despite these con-
tributions, empirical applications of social realism in LPP remain scarce, particularly
studies that explicitly address both reflexivity and situation-sensitivity of agency as it
emerges from language practices at the societal-level (McEntee-Atalianis & Hult, 2025;
Mirvahedi, 2019). Among the limited literature, Zhang et al. (2026) addressed this gap
by examining China’s national language protection project through a realist culture-
structure-agency lens. They identified reflexive agency as the pivotal force enabling
LPP stakeholders to navigate conflicting ideologies, such as national language promotion
versus dialect preservation, thereby mediating the link between institutional standards
and social change. However, this line of study still necessitates further empirical evidence
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from diverse socio-cultural contexts to substantiate how reflexivity-driven agency enact-
ment unfolds in LPP.

Parallel to these developments, language policy has increasingly been conceptualized
as a process within language management theory, which views language policy as com-
prising multiple interrelated phases, including noticing, evaluation, adjustment design,
implementation, and feedback (Kimura, 2014; Nekvapil, 2016). From this perspective,
agency is distributed across every phase of language management (Zheng, 2021),
opening a broader analytical space for examining how agency unfolds throughout the
policy process. However, research that explicitly integrates language management
theory with agency studies remains scarce, with Zheng’s (2021) investigation of collective
agency in COVID-19 crisis communication representing a notable exception.

Taken together, existing research on agency in LPP has clearly established the insepar-
ability of agency and structure, yet it has largely been confined to family and formal edu-
cational domains and predominantly theorized through Structuration Theory. This
approach risks conflating agency with structure and overlooking the reflexive, context-
sensitive, and processual nature of agency in complex societal-level language policy con-
texts. To address these gaps, the present study adopts a social realist approach to inves-
tigate individual and collective agency, characterized by reflexivity and context-
sensitivity, as it is enacted across different phases of LPONL action understood as a
language management process in the Kazakhstani societal context. Accordingly, this
study addresses the following research questions:

(1) How was reflexive agency manifested in LPONL action as a language management
process?
(2) How was collective agency brought about, and how did it impact LPONL action?

Methodology
Research context and the LPONL action in Kazakhstan

Modern Kazakhstan is a multiethnic nation that manages its diverse population
through a strategic “Trinity of Languages’ policy (Tsay & Pagnueva, 2011). Under
this framework, Kazakh serves as the sole state language and a pillar of national iden-
tity, while Russian maintains its official status for administrative use and interethnic
communication. To ensure global competitiveness, English is prioritized as the
primary tool for international business, science, and technology, creating a linguistic
landscape where the preservation of indigenous culture, post-Soviet cooperation,
and global integration coexist through specific legal mandates for both physical and
digital spaces (Sarmurzin et al., 2024; Smagulova, 2015; Tlepbergen et al., 2025).
While Kazakh is codified as the national language of Kazakhstan, there is a notable
discrepancy in the linguistic expectations placed upon ethnic Kazakhs compared to
those of other ethnic backgrounds regarding their mastery of the language (Kamalova,
2025). This linguistic situation predefines the structure within which LPONL advocates
enact their reflexive agency in both real and digital spaces, which was further fore-
grounded by the 30th anniversary of Kazakhstan’s independence from the Soviet
Union. In this context, many LPONL advocates have begun to launch national language
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protection actions to encourage others to speak pure Kazakh in digital spaces (such as
YouTube, VK, and Instagram). Unlike managers, language policy advocates lack the
power to enforce, and they can only attempt to persuade (Spolsky, 2022), which provides
researchers with more opportunities to explore the complex dialogical relationship
between agency and structure in LPP. Often, LPONL advocates would upload videos
to their private online accounts to encourage others, especially those who are not
ethnic Kazakh but of Kazakhstani nationality, to speak Kazakh. Additionally, they estab-
lish online communities that are accessible to anyone interested in the affairs. These
online communities, imbued with persuasive and conflictual discourses (Appendix A),
offer a site for this qualitative study.

Participants

This study was derived from a larger netnographic research project conducted between
December 2023 and January 2025, which was situated in the digital space where Kazakh-
stan’s LPONL action was initiated and implemented by a cohort of LPP advocates.
Within this larger project, the present study specifically focused on six LPP advocates’ mul-
tiple agency enactment in the LPONL action. The six participants were recruited through a
combination of purposeful sampling and snowball sampling (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2018).
Initially, an advocate active on YouTube was invited to participate in this research. Sub-
sequently, based on her social network and the first researcher’s further ethnographic obser-
vation, another group of participants was recruited. The overarching criterion for
participant selection was that individuals must explicitly claim dedication to protecting
the Kazakh language and adopt specific strategies to do so, which could yield abundant
data. Additionally, to ensure the relevance of participants’ lived experiences, they must
actively engage in the language management process and LPONL community construction.

Finally, six participants were involved in this study. Among the participants, P1 was
the first to agree to participate; others were later recruited through sustained ethno-
graphic observation or recommendations from P1 and other members of the LPONL
online community. It is evident that because the given participants were recruited
through at least two distinct pathways, combining snowballing and engaged netno-
graphic observation, we did not assume any predefined connections or familiarity
among the participants. The concrete demographic information is presented in Table 1.

Data collection
In order to investigate the complex and dynamic essence of the relationship between LPP

advocates’ agency and structural forces in the LPONL action, multiple-source data were

Table 1. Profiles of six language policy advocate participants.

Participants Gender Ethnicity Linguistic repertoire

P1 F Kazakh Kazakh, Russian, English

P2 F Kazakh Kazakh, Russian

P3 F Russian Kazakh, Russian, English, Chinese
P4 M Russian Kazakh, Russian, English

P5 M Kazakh Kazakh, Russian

P6 M Kazakh Kazakh, Russian
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collected following a netnographic paradigm, which uses computer-mediated communi-
cations as a source of data to arrive at the ethnographic understanding and represen-
tation of a cultural or communal phenomenon (Kozinets, 2010, p. 60). Netnography,
as a productive methodology, has been utilized in other studies (e.g. Xiong, 2026;
Zhang & Zhang, 2025) to delve into the superdiversity of online communities. The inten-
sive netnographic fieldwork was conducted between December 2023 and September
2024, complemented by follow-up observations of the LPONL community and online
conversations with the participants through WhatsApp.

During observation, field notes were taken, which included various sets of online data,
such as LPONL advocates’ and other community members’ discussion records, posts and
screenshots in the LPONL online community. This type of data source has been dis-
cussed as ethically appropriate by Sun et al. (2025). Furthermore, all online data were
completely anonymized by blurring personal identifiers. After gaining a basic under-
standing of the developmental trajectory of LPONL action through observation and
becoming familiar with the six advocate participants, two rounds of in-depth semi-struc-
tured interviews and concentric circles interviews (Froehlich et al., 2020; Li et al., 2025)
were conducted to survey the distribution of individual agency and the enactment of col-
lective agency, focusing on the participants’ lived experiences prior to and during the
LPONL action, thus addressing the complexity and dynamicity in the whole process.
Each interview lasted for about 40 min to 1.5 h and was conducted in Kazakh. After-
wards, the interview data were transcribed and translated into English by the first
author, a polyglot proficient in Mandarin Chinese, English and Kazakh. Then the trans-
lated excerpts quoted in this study were double-checked by the third author, who is a
native speaker of Kazakh and proficient in Mandarin Chinese and English. Participants
were guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality, with the explicit right to withdraw at any
time without any negative consequences. This study was conducted in accordance with
established ethical standards, including obtaining informed consent and ensuring the
confidentiality of research data and participants’ privacy. The reciprocal relationship
was built by providing participants with language learning consulting and small gifts fol-
lowing this study.

Data analysis

Based on the language management process theory and agency theory approached
through social realism, this study proposes a conceptual framework for data analysis
(Figure 1).

In this framework, multiple agency is regarded as context-sensitive and closely related
to reflexivity, which could be further subcategorized into communicative, autonomous,
meta and fractured reflexive agency. According to Archer (2000, 2007), communicative
reflexive agency relies on external validation and tends to preserve social stability; auton-
omous reflexive agentic actor employs instrumental rationality for independent strategic
action; meta-reflexivity prioritizes value-based commitments over material success; and
fractured reflexivity represents a breakdown in internal dialogue, rendering the individ-
ual a passive subject of social forces. These four reflexivity patterns thus give rise to cor-
respondingly differentiated modes of agency enactment. As for the spatiotemporal
context-sensitivity of agency, the language management process theory offers an
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Figure 1. A conceptual framework for the present study on agency in LPP.

anchor for locating various forms of agency within different phases of LPONL action: (1)
Noting language phenomena that deviate from norms, (2) Evaluating the potential con-
sequences of such phenomena, (3) Adjustment Design for language management, (4)
Implementation of the plan, and (5) Feedback. Based on the specific data representations
in this study, the five stages were consolidated into three primary phases: Noting and
Evaluation, Adjustment and Implementation, and Feedback. According to the social
realist theorization of structure and agency (Archer, 1995) and the research context of
this study, the extant tension in Kazakhstan’s current language situation predefines the
structure against which the LPP advocates enact multiple reflexive agency. Thus, this
study specifically examined the holistic LPONL action initiated and implemented by
the participant advocates as a language management process.

Informed by this framework, the data extracted from the larger netnographic project
were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022), which facilitated the
identification and organization of core themes concerning advocates’ agentic engage-
ment with LPONL action. The three stages of LPONL action were directly extracted
from participants’ descriptions and researchers’ observations. The agentic episodes
were analyzed using a dual, hybrid coding approach integrating deductive and inductive
strategies (Merriam, 2009; Nowell et al., 2017) in MAXQDA 24.7. Deductive coding was
informed by the conceptual framework, aiming to understand what reflexive agency was
enacted by each participant in the three-staged LPONL action. Inductive coding, in turn,
allowed new codes to arise organically from the data to be integrated into higher-order
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themes. For example, during interviews, participants reported a stratified structure
brought about by the emergence of collective agency in LPONL action (See Appendix
B). The dual-method coding procedure began with coding and analytical memo-
writing by each researcher focusing on each participant independently. First, each
researcher coded all the data to identify the various language management phases by dis-
tinguishing characteristics of actions taken by each participant. Then, based on the inter-
views and other observational data, concrete actions were assigned diverse agentic modes
to capture multiple reflexive agency enacted by each participant. In the last stage, each
participant’s diverse mode of reflexive agency across LPONL action was synthesized to
delineate a holistic and complete landscape of multiple agency in this contextualized
three-staged language management process.

Prior to data triangulation, each data stream was examined separately, treating inter-
view transcripts and other observational data (e.g. field notes, pictures representing criti-
cal incidents in the agency enactment process) as complementary yet methodologically
distinct. Although not all the netnographic data were delineated together to address
the findings, the netnographic heuristics informed the entire data analysis process.

To ensure the trustworthiness of the findings, a differentiated validation protocol was
implemented according to the nature of the data sources. For interviews, the initial
coding cycle was followed by a collaborative review among the researchers to identify
and reconcile interpretative inconsistencies, a process that facilitated theoretical synthesis
and deeper conceptual insights. For observational data, the first author maintained pro-
longed engagement within the netnographic field, generating multimodal field notes and
interacting with participants to ensure interpretative depth. Prior to finalizing the
findings, member checking was conducted by inviting a key participant to evaluate the
resonance of our preliminary analysis with their lived experiences. This was complemen-
ted by multi-source data triangulation and the provision of thick descriptions, as man-
dated by netnographic methodology. These rigorous procedures ensured that the
conceptual bridge between raw data and theoretical abstraction remained both robust
and transparent, enhancing the credibility and transferability of the study.

During the research process, the first author was invited to share his views on and
experiences of learning Kazakh as a foreign language by recording and uploading
video clips in P1’s online LPONL community, stimulating a heated debate on Kazakh-
stan’s current language situation (See Appendix C). In this way, the first author
became an internal participant in the action, which granted the researcher an emic per-
spective to observe the LPONL community. As outsiders to the community, the other
three researchers maintained a rigorous and reflexive academic stance, providing an
etic perspective to minimize assumptions or biases. The interweaving of emic and etic
perspectives facilitates a thorough and holistic understanding of the multiple reflexive
agency enacted by the advocates in the LPONL action by achieving equilibrium
between inner comprehension and self-reflection.

Findings

Based on the findings, the situated distribution of reflexive agency within different phases
of LPONL action demonstrated the complex and dynamic nature of LPP agency.
Additionally, the emerging collective agency entailed both facilitative potential that
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contributed to the implementation of LPONL action, and constraints that gave rise to a
stratified hierarchy, thereby hindering its development.

Multiple reflexive agency in LPONL action

To clarify how reflexive agency was distributed throughout the LPONL action, this
section employs an integrated conceptual model (see Figure 1) to delineate three
language management phases and capture the dynamic nature of advocates’ agency.

Phase 1 noting and evaluation: the possibility and necessity of LPONL action

The 30th anniversary of Kazakhstan’s independence emerged as a significant temporal
moment in the LPONL community, functioning both as a community marker (see
Figure 2) and a discursive resource for LPONL advocates to claim their action’s legiti-
macy. P1, a prominent advocate, leveraged this milestone in her community in Video 1:

Video 1:

... TOYEIICI3AIrimMi3re OThI3 JKbLI 00JIII FOi1, Oipak 0i3 He icten karbipMbI3? CeH HeleH Kop-
racei? Kopkakceir! ... (Video 2_20231209)

... It has been 30 years since our (Kazakhstan’s) independence, but what are we doing now?
What are you afraid of? Coward!

In Video 1, P1 held a copy of the Kazakhstan Constitution while confronting actors
unwilling to provide Kazakh-Russian bilingual services in a commercial context. She
used official language policy as symbolic capital to legitimize her action, while simul-
taneously critiquing both others and herself for insufficient actions to protect the
Kazakh language. This dual reflection revealed prominent meta reflexive agency,
where value rationality superseded material interests.

Excerpt 1:

... He YIIiH OOJNFaHBIM JIETeH Cypakka jkayan OepceM, COHBIH ceOCmTepiH aHBIKTHI aiTa
anMaiMbIH, Oipak MeHiHIIe o1 Oip Ka3aKCTaHIBIK ©3 eliHe CYHICIEHINTIriH KOpCeTeTiH
opekert ... (P1_20231205)

If you ask why I started protecting the national language, it’s hard for me to give a specific
reason, but I think it’s a way for a Kazakhstani to express patriotism.

P1 explicitly separated her motivation from instrumental rationality in Excerpt 1, posi-
tioning LPONL action as patriotic expression. Despite requiring significant personal

gy bil

TSYENCI3AINHE g
§) s 30 years of independence
’

iconic patterns

representing Kazakhstan

Figure 2. Profile of P5’s LPONL community.
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resources — ‘... ©3IMHIH apKamja MEMJICKSTTIK TUJ/Ii KOPFal >KaTBIPMBIH ... KOII aKiia
KoHe yakpIT skymcansiM (P1_20231205) (Tm now completely relying on myself to
protect the national language ... This is something that costs money and time’) - her
meta reflexive agency provided the primary motivation for her sustained engagement
in the LPONL action.

This value-oriented meta reflexive agency was confirmed across other advocates. P3,
an ethnic Russian, demonstrated how meta reflexive agency could transcend ethnic
boundaries in Excerpt 2:

Excerpt 2:

OpuHe, opuHe, 63IM Ka3aK eMecHiH, 0ipak Ka3aKCTaHIBIKIIBIH, 0i3/1iH peceilikTrepain apa-
CBIHIAFbl aUTAPJIBIKTal albIPMAIIBUIBIKTAPBIMBI3IBIH Oipi, Oi3iH Ka3ak Tili, SFHU, MEMJIC-
KETTIK TUTIMI3, COHJIBIKTAH Ka3ipri TaHJaFbl TULIIK axyaliFfa KaparaHza TiliMi3 YIIH e3iM
Jie eneMiH, Oackanapasl 1a asmaiMbiH. (P3_20240216)

Of course, I myself am not Kazakh, but I am Kazakhstani. One of the significant differences
between us and Russians is our Kazakh language ... I would die nine deaths without regret
for my national language, even if it requires paying a huge price.

On the contrary, not all advocates gained momentum through meta reflexive agency.
P3’s earlier language choice revealed autonomous reflexive agency rather than agency
featuring meta reflexivity. She strategically selected Kazakh-medium schooling to
acquire bilingual competence, stating: °... MEH MeKkTenTe OKbIFaHIa Kas3ak TiTiHAE
cabak OepeTiH MEKTEeN TaHTaabIM, OYJI MEHIH €Ki TUIHl )KETiK MeHrepyiMe KOMEKTeCTi
(P3_20240216) (‘when choosing a school, I chose a Kazakh language school, which
helped me master both Kazakh and Russian’). This instrumental rationality later
influenced her establishment of an LPONL community: ‘backa Tin »aHanisipiapian
ocepJieHIN ©3IMHIH KeKe Mapakliamai alliThiM, ojJap Kasip Oi3[iH Kaiparkepiepimiz
roit’ (P3_20240216) (‘T was influenced by other language enthusiasts and later created
my own page. They are now our social activists’).

Thus, the Noting and Evaluation phase revealed two motivational and agentic orien-
tations: meta reflexive agency grounded in value rationality (patriotism, national iden-
tity) and autonomous reflexive agency guided by instrumental rationality (strategic
benefits, social recognition).

Phase 2 adjustment and implementation: conspicuous complexity and dynamicity
The Adjustment and Implementation phase exhibited more complex reflexive agency
patterns as advocates implemented measures and encountered structural discontinuities.
A critical incident, P2’s detention in a mental hospital, illustrated the complex essence of
LPONL advocates’ agency.

In this incident, P2 was reported and institutionalized for allegedly violating others’
rights through excessive LPONL advocacy. In Excerpt 3, following her release, she
reflected:

Excerpt 3:

... Onap MeHi OKKa IIblFapMaraH CUKTbL. OnapblH allTKaHbl OOMBIHINA, MEHIH OpEKETIM
KilllkeHe GacKalapablH KYKBIFbIH Oy3/bl ... (P2_20231205)
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(They did not completely deny my behavior. According to what they said, my behavior to
some extent neglected the rights of others).

This structural intervention triggered P2’s communicative reflexive agency, through
which she moderated her approach, shifting from confrontational YouTube videos to
educational Facebook posts, adapting her strategy to external requirements while main-
taining engagement. This form of communicative reflexivity further showed its situated-
ness and emergent property.

Additionally, P1’s response to P2’s incident demonstrated autonomous reflexive
agency overriding meta-reflexivity. Immediately after P2’s detention, P1 posted an
official letter of thanks from Kazakhstan’s Ministry of Science and Higher Edu-
cation in her community (Figure 3), foregrounding governmental endorsement
to legitimize LPONL action and mitigate potential threats. However, P1 harbored
deep distrust of the government, which could be observed from her description
of Kazakhstani government as Opwic kyi1 (P1_20231205) (Literally translated as
Russian slave, which was later asserted by P1 to index ‘working for the Russian
government’). Despite this distrust, she strategically appropriated institutional dis-
course (the thank-you letter), exhibiting autonomous reflexive agency through
which risk avoidance temporarily superseded value commitments. However, after
P2’s release, P1 deleted the letter from her LPONL community, reasserting her
meta reflexive agency by re-aligning with her authentic attitude toward the
Kazakhstani government.

In this phase, fractured reflexive agency was obviously observed in P4’s lived experi-
ence in implementing bottom-up LPP. Unlike other advocates whose engagement with
LPONL action began with the Noting and Evaluation phase, P4 became an advocate
directly via P1’s recommendation during psychological counseling, as illustrated in
Excerpt 4:

KASAKCTAH PECTTY BAHKACH Republic of Kazakhstan
FHLIBM KOHE KOFAPK BLTIM MHHHCTPININ

AJIFBICXATBI

The thank-you letter from
l Ministry of Science and
/ Higher Education of the

[to P1]
- > I would like to express my gratitude
Mesrexemmix mirdin Ko10anwic axcn Keyeiimyze Kooxan ereyai = .
yaecinis Gen aoar Kuaveminiz yuin arewc Giroipesin for your significant contribution to
A10Gan YaKxumma 0a 1 usinici Xoanoazs Kacitun Kaaseminiee expanding the scope of the national

MABKC, OMOACHNN LA QManONK miteiwin!

o language and for your loyal service.

{ I wish you continued success in
Munucrp \ 1 * 3 =
) oy v 4 your professional activities for the

Temana xasace, 2023 ot common good, and well-being for
o o

your family.

[minister]

Figure 3. The thank-you letter presented to P1 from Ministry of Science and Higher Education of
Kazakhstan.
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Excerpt 4:

... 03iM P1 anaiiman keHec cyparaHbIM/Ia OJ1 MCHIH MaMaHAbIFbIM [T eKkeHiH 01111, COHJIBIK-
TaH OJ MCHEH KOMEK cypail Oacragpl, MEHIH MaMaHABIFBIM OFaH MalJanbl CKeH ...
(P4_20240814)

(After psychological counseling, she knew that my major was related to IT technology. Then
she began to seek help from me. My major could help her.)

P4’s involvement in Phase 2 lay in his knowledge and technical contributions to the
LPONL community P1 was building. This made him different from other LPONL advo-
cates who, through agentic internal conversation featuring autonomous reflexivity or
meta-reflexivity, determined the possibility and necessity of the action before entering
Phase 2. On one hand, this reflected a mode of collective agency, through which P1 suc-
cessfully resolved technical issues in constructing her LPONL community by engaging P4
in the process. On the other hand, P4 lacked the internal motivational grounding that
typically preceded other advocates’ engagement. Consequently, when encountering
difficulties, he struggled to respond, exhibiting a sense of powerlessness and even con-
templating abandonment of the LPONL community. This represented a manifestation
of fractured reflexive agency (see Excerpt 5):

Excerpt 5:

...MEH OCBIH/ail opeKeTTep KBbUIFaHIa OpHHE KONTEereH KHUBIHABIKTApFa YINBIPAiMBbIH,
MbICaIbI, OacKkamap/bl Ka3ak TiliH ceiyieyre AopinTereHae ojlap MyJIeM MaraH MoH Oep-
Meiini, OineciH Oe, 63iM KUBIHABIKTAP/IaH KOPFATBHIH KOPFaK €MECITiH, MCH JKAJIFbI3 OOJIBII
[Monbiaga oKUMBIH, 09pi ©3IM IIEHIEMiH, 63 YMBIPBIMAAFBI d0irepiep MaraH ocep OKel-
Meiini ... (P4_20240814)

(In the LPONL action, I indeed encountered many difficulties. When you call on others to
speak Kazakh, no one pays attention. Actually, I am not a coward who fears challenges. I am
studying alone in Poland, which means I have to solve everything all by myself, but this does
not affect me negatively).

In daily life, P4 often found ways to solve problems when encountering difficulties.
However, in the construction of the LPONL community, the absence of autonomous
or meta reflexive agency in Phase 1 hindered his further language management activities,
causing him to exhibit fractured reflexive agency in Phase 2, which was detrimental to his
continuous exercise of agency. This fractured reflexive agency, characterized by ineffec-
tive internal dialogue, rendered him passive and led him to contemplate withdrawal.

It is worth noting an ethical complexity in P4’s case that bears on the interpretation of
his fractured reflexive agency. P4 was initially introduced to the LPONL community
through P1, who had previously served as his psychological counselor. This constituted
a dual relationship, as P1 simultaneously occupied the roles of counselor and community
gatekeeper with respect to P4. We acknowledge that P4’s structurally peripheral and
motivationally under-resourced position within the LPONL community may be partially
conditioned by the power asymmetry inherent in this prior relationship, rather than
being solely attributable to the absence of autonomous or meta reflexive agency. His
recruitment directly into Phase 2, bypassing the motivational foundations typically estab-
lished in the Noting and Evaluation phase, may itself reflect this structural vulnerability,
which confirms our discussion on the paradoxical nature of collective agency. What’s
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more, the possibility of P4’s withdrawal from LPONL action revealed salient situation-
sensitivity of fractured reflexive agency, which could not be deemed as P4’s static dispo-
sition, but as transitional passivity in response to the immediate environment of LPONL
action.

The Adjustment and Implementation phase thus revealed four reflexive agency types,
demonstrating how structural constraints differentially activated reflexive capacities
depending on advocates’ motivational foundations and situational pressures. The
complex distribution of agency across advocates means that various advocates exercised
more diverse reflexive agency according to their different and ever-changing contexts.

Phase 3 feedback: the continuous construction of LPONL action

The Feedback phase involved both language policy advocates and other members of
LPONL community, establishing mechanisms for the iterative refinement of LPONL
action. P6 exemplified this bidirectional process in Excerpt 6:

Excerpt 6:

... 0acka amamuap/pIH alTKaHapbIHA KOHLT O6JIEMiH, SIFHH OJIap/IbIH MOWBIHAAYJIAPhI XKOHE

MOHBIHIaMayIapbl MEHIH Keleci Ke3eHJeTi He icTeyiM KepeK eKEHIH aHBIKTalIbl, MbICAJIBI
oTKeH aiina Oipey MEHiH BHJEOIapbIMIAFrbl Ma3MYHIApbl XalbIKUIBULABIK KEITipeTiH
LIBIFAp €KEHIH alTThl, OHBIH aliTKaHbIH OOMBIHIIA Ma3MYHJIbl ©3r€PTTiM, TOPOUETIK Marbl-
Hara Oaifl BHIEONap bl )KYKTen anasm ... (P6_20240826)

(...1 pay attention to what others say. Their support or opposition determines what I
should do next. For example, last month, someone told me that some videos I posted had
populist tendencies, so I changed the content and uploaded videos entailing educational
meaning (content) ... )

In Phase 3, LPONL advocates regarded other participants as the audience in their com-
munities, adapting their actions to meet these members’ demands, thereby achieving the
interactive construction of LPONL action.

In the LPONL community, in addition to obtaining feedback from conflictual meta-
discourse that criticizes their language practices through communicative reflexive
agency, advocates can also strengthen their determination to continue LPONL action
from other discourses expressing recognition. This further reinforced the autonomous
reflexive agency or meta reflexive agency generated by advocates in Phase 1, thereby
more deeply strengthening the advocates’ motivational system for building the LPONL
community and achieving the sustainable development of it, as noted by P5 in Excerpt 7:

Excerpt 7:

... Kelime OackamapiblH MakKraylapbl MEHI BIHTaJNaHJbIpa anajbl, erep Oackamap MEHIiH
JKapHsIaFaH MasMYHIApBIMHAH dcep aJbIll Ka3ak TUTIH ceiliell OacTaca, MeH KaHaraTTaHa-
MbIH! ©O3IM KaTBICHII JKaTKaH J>KYMBICHLIMHBIH MOHI 30p €KEH el OMJIaiMBIH ...
(P5_20240720)x

(Sometimes praise inspires me ... if someone is influenced by my content and starts speak-
ing Kazakh ... I will be very satisfied. I think the work I am doing is meaningful)

Within the LPONL community, P5 perceived his language protection efforts as having a
positive effect on safeguarding Kazakh as the national language of Kazakhstan. This
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perception was bolstered by the positive feedback he received from others, which
strengthened his sense of value in these actions and provided a continuous stream of
motivation for further language management behaviors.

Furthermore, interview data from this study revealed that the meta reflexive agency
shared among the advocates regarding the launch of LPONL action was progressively
reinforced during Phase 3. This reinforcement enabled the advocates to form an
affective community (Wetherell, 2012) based on personal value experiences, which pro-
vided the necessary conditions for the emergence of collective agency within LPONL
community.

The emergence of collective agency and its impact on LPONL action

To better understand collective agency, this study employed concentric circles interviews
to map P1’s social network with other LPONL advocates and examine how these connec-
tions facilitated collective action. Through these interviews, we identified the relational
patterns, communication mechanisms, and hierarchical structures that characterized col-
lective agency in LPONL action.

The collective structure of LPONL action

In the LPONL community, P1 emerged as a central intermediary figure connecting
various advocates. During the concentric circles interview, she described her connective
role in Excerpt 8, which was also consistent with other participants’ statements:

Excerpt 8:

... M3, MEGH OJapAblH OopiMeH OaillaHbIC >KacaraMblH, KeiJe onapiblH Oipeynepi MeHEH
KeHeC Cypaii/ibl, HaKThI jkayan Oepe aiamacaM, P6 arara GapamblH, o1 Oi3aiH cepkeMis ...
(P1_20240610)u

(... Yes, I have connections with each of them. Sometimes some of them (P4, P3) seek
advice from me. If I cannot answer, I go to P6 for help. He is our leader ... .)

Excerpt 9:

... MeH P6, P5 sxoHe P2 cHSKTBI T skaHaLIbIpap Oip xepe TypMaiMebI3, Oipak 0i3 OHJIalH
TYpZie XKHUHAJBICKa 0ipre KaTbICaMbl3, )KUHAIBICTHIH Ma3MYHBI 013/1iH )KYMBICBIMBI3Fa Oaiina-
HBICTHI ... (P1_20240610)

(... Although P6, P5, P2 and I do not live in the same city, we participate in online discus-
sion meetings together. The content of the discussion meetings is often related to what we
are doing (LPONL action) ... )

Further exploration in Excerpt 8 and Excerpt 9 revealed a three-tiered structure in
the LPONL community. At the apex, P6 functioned as the cepxe (leader), providing
strategic guidance for other advocates, who further brought about a decision-making
layer comprising P1, P2, P5, and P6, who collectively deliberated on LPONL strat-
egies regularly through online meetings. However, not all advocates had access to
this layer. P3 and P4 constituted a non-decision-making layer, relying primarily
on Pl as an intermediary to connect with the core and decision-making group
(see Figure 4).
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Leader < P6
Desision-making layer | ( P6, P1, P5, P2
Non-desision-making layer f------>( P3, P4

Figure 4. Stratified configuration of the advocates in the LPONL action.

In this social network model, P1 acts as a pivotal mediator between the decision-
making core led by P6 and the non-decision-making periphery.

While meta reflexive agency drove the initial launch of LPONL action, the reflexive
agency of peripheral actors was often limited to autonomous or communicative
modes. When facing structural constraints, this agency frequently collapsed into frac-
tured reflexive agency (e.g. P4), leading to the stagnation of individual actions. In con-
trast, decision-makers exhibited a robust internal drive that sustained the iterative
cycle of language management. Consequently, the decision-making stratum remained
stable, while the non-decision-making layer was volatile, as members who were driven
by instrumental rationality tended to disengage easily when their value expectations
were unmet. The mediator coordinated this tension between stability and fluidity, creat-
ing a dynamic equilibrium essential for the emergence of collective agency.

However, the indirect connection between the leader and the periphery risked mar-
ginalizing peripheral participation. This gap, coupled with the volatility of reflexive
agency, risked consolidating agency within the leadership, thereby causing the periphery
layer’s fractured reflexive agency and the movement’s momentum to become overly
centralized.

The concentric circles method also revealed an important sub-system. P1, P2, and P3
formed a secondary network of female advocates transcending the formal decision-
making structure. P1 explained this bond in Excerpt 10:

Excerpt 10:

... IIBIHBIMEH aiiTcaM, MeH P3, P2 amaiiMeH TaHBICTBIpABIM, ylIeyiMmi3 Oip OipiMiz0eH Oaii-
JIAHBIC JKacalblK, oMTKeHi 0i3 oenmi3, OypbIH yIIeyiMmi3 ©3 eMipimisre ThIPbICKAaHOBI3,
JKYMBIC HapbIFbIHJA O13/iH OpainapbIMbl3 €pliepAiriHe KaparaHaa KeIl eMeC, COHIBIKTaH
yiieyimi3 6ip Oipimisre kemekrecemis ... (P1_20240610)

(... Tobe honest, I introduced P3 to P2; the three of us established a connection because we
are women. We have all struggled for our lives; in the labor market, our opportunities are
fewer than those of men, so we must support one another ... )

Interviews suggested that this sub-system was rooted in the shared social roles and lived
experiences of these three female LPONL advocates. Although these experiences were not
necessarily directly linked to Kazakh language preservation, their shared, embodied, and
first-hand encounters with Kazakhstan’s gender-stratified structures enabled them to
transcend the hierarchical boundaries of the LPONL community. This represented a
partial transcendence of meta reflexive agency by autonomous reflexive agency,
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underscoring the necessity of attending to the specific situated contexts of agency in
language policy research.

The dual impact of collective agency

Collective agency exerted both enabling and constraining effects on LPONL action.
Enabling effects were most evident in enhanced capacity to navigate structural challenges
within the LPONL process. In Excerpt 11, P1 articulated this:

Excerpt 11:

... 013 jxeKe jKeKe TYpAe TiJI XKaHAIBIP EMECIIi3, KepiciHie 013 )KYMBICTACIIbI3, XKaHbUIBICKA
TYCKEHIMZIe oJlapMeH aKbUIIAcy, O alMacy MaraH CenTik Turizemi... (P1_20240610)

(... We are no longer individual language enthusiasts; on the contrary, we have become
work partners. When I lose my direction, communicating with them always brings me
benefits ...)

The collectivity provided mutual support, shared resources, and coordinated responses
that individual advocates could not achieve alone. This was particularly crucial given
that LPONL advocates lacked institutional power, and their collective agency partially
compensated for their power deficit at the macro societal level.

However, constraining effects emerged from the stratification structure of LPONL
action. The decision-making layer’s relative stability and authority created dependency
among non-decision-making members. P1 reflected on this problematic dynamic in
Excerpt 12:

Excerpt 12:

... bipak keiine Oip okura OOIBIHIIA aKBUINACKAHIA HAKTBI JKayal Ta Taba aaMaiiMbI3,
Oinecin Oe, Oacka amammap Oi3re KOMiN ceHelli ekeH, 0i3 aman taba anMmacak Kaitemis? ...
(P1_20240610)

(But sometimes when we (decision-making layer) discuss around a topic, we also cannot
find solutions to problems. But you know what? Other people trust us very much. What
should we do if we cannot find solutions?)

This revealed how collective structures, initially formed through distributed agency,
could rigidify into hierarchical configurations that constrained agency exercise. Non-
decision-making members’ limited access to the leader (P6) created gaps in information
flow and participation opportunities. P4’s fractured reflexivity was exacerbated by this
structural position; lacking both intrinsic motivational foundations and robust
network integration, he remained peripheral and vulnerable to withdrawal.

Furthermore, the decision-making layer’s concentration of authority risked trans-
forming what began as collective agency into top-down management, undermining
the bidirectional, iterative nature characteristic of language management processes.
The collectivity, meant to empower distributed agency, paradoxically produced hierarch-
ical structures that could suppress it, which aligns with Archer’s (1995) concern about the
reproduction of structure in the process of agency enactment.

Taken together, collective agency in LPONL action emerged through two mechan-
isms: emotional solidarity grounded in shared values and instrumental coordination
against structural challenges. Concentric circles interviews revealed a three-tiered
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network (leader, decision-making layer, non-decision-making layer) with P1 as key inter-
mediary. While this collective structure enhanced advocates’ capacity to overcome their
institutional power deficit, it paradoxically generated constraints that rendered LPONL a
stratified hierarchy.

Discussion

This study examined agency dynamics in Kazakhstan’s LPONL action through an inte-
grated framework combining language management process theory and agency theory
approached through social realism. Our analysis addressed three interconnected
themes: the distribution of reflexive agency across language management phases, the
paradoxical nature of collective agency formation, and the complex interplay between
agency and structure in grassroots language advocacy.

Reflexive agency as dynamic configuration

Our findings revealed that agency in LPONL action was unevenly distributed across three
language management phases, with distinct reflexive agency patterns emerging in each.
In Phase 1, meta and autonomous reflexive agency established motivational foundations
for LPONL action. Phase 2 exhibited all four reflexive agency types as initiators navigated
structural constraints, while Phase 3 fostered reproduction through communicative and
strengthened meta reflexive agency.

Critically, we found that reflexive agency should not be theorized as a stable individual
disposition but as a dynamic repertoire that actors activate according to situational
demands. This extends Archer’s (2007) original typology, which categorizes individuals
into relatively stable reflexive selves. Our data suggested that the same actor can draw
upon multiple reflexive agentic capacities depending on immediate demands, as exem-
plified by P4’s transitional passivity in response to the collective hierarchy in LPONL
action, further corroborating agency’s spatiotemporal situation-sensitivity. This recon-
ceptualization shifts the analytical focus from classification to process, from static
types to dynamic configurations, echoing studies that view reflexive agentic modes as
a fluid repertoire rather than fixed typologies (Baker, 2019; Dyke et al., 2012). Such a pro-
cessual approach more accurately captures the situated, emergent nature of agency as it
navigates the shifting exigencies of language management. Additionally, this finding
underscores the sociological dimension of LPP, underscoring the inherent complexity
of this research domain.

The morphogenetic paradox of collective agency

In this study, we identified how collective agency emerged via two mechanisms:
emotional solidarity based on shared meta reflexive values and instrumental coordi-
nation against structural constraints. This aligns with previous studies emphasizing
that collective agency arises within cohesive social networks. For example, language tea-
chers facing shared research pressures engage in frequent cross-linguistic interactions
that provide both intellectual and emotional support, facilitated by relational knowledge
and collective activities in language-in-education policy (Tao et al., 2020). Corroborating
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this, we also detected three-tiered collective agency mediated by P1 as the crucial inter-
mediary node. This echoes Liu and Zhao’s (2026) research, which identified a super-
mediator figure among LPP stakeholders (Zhao & Baldauf, 2012) that facilitated collec-
tive agency enactment. While this construction enhanced collective capacity to confront
structural challenges (Tao et al., 2020), which is particularly significant given advocates’
lack of institutional power (Spolsky, 2022), our most significant finding concerns what
we term the morphogenetic paradox of collective agency. In other words, collective
agency simultaneously enables and may constrain LPONL action.

This paradox unfolded along two dimensions. On the one hand, the hierarchical struc-
ture within LPONL became progressively entrenched over time. On the other hand, a
growing rift emerged between the leader and non-decision-making members, pushing
those at the margins further into irrelevance. These findings problematize the celebratory
discourses of grassroots collective agency (e.g. Tao et al., 2020) that emphasize its
empowering potential while overlooking its constraining effects. The longitudinal and
ethnographic nature of this study enabled us to reveal dynamics invisible in cross-sec-
tional analyses: initially enabling collectivity may generate constraining structure
through morphogenesis, through which structure was constructed by collective agency
(Archer, 1995). This further corroborates that in self-constituting communities of prac-
tice, as analyzed by Davies (2005), collectivity entails hierarchy because legitimacy and
access to collective practice depend on sanction from within an internal power structure.
Importantly, the female sub-system demonstrated how alternative solidarities, based on
LPONL advocates’ embodied, gendered experiences, could partially mitigate formal hier-
archical constraints. This introduces intersectionality into LPP agency research, revealing
how multiple structural inequalities interacted to produce alternative agency formations.

The primary implication of this research lies in its spatiotemporal and situation-sen-
sitive approach to agency, which captures the complexity of LPP advocacy beyond binary
interpretations. By addressing the dual nature of collective agency as both an enabling
and constraining force, this study challenges the optimistic view of grassroots move-
ments and collective agency as inherently liberatory and the pessimistic view of struc-
tures as inevitably deterministic. For practice, the results suggest that sustainable
language advocacy requires not only collective organization but also continuous vigilance
to prevent enabling collectivities from devolving into constraining hierarchies. As post-
Soviet nations navigate language revitalization within complex ethnolinguistic land-
scapes, understanding these agency-structure dialectics is crucial for fostering inclusive,
adaptive, and effective policy from below.

Conclusion

This netnographic study demonstrates that agency in LPP is fundamentally processual,
relational, and paradoxical. By examining a grassroots Kazakh language protection
action in Kazakhstan, this research conceptualizes language advocacy as a distributed
management process. The findings contribute to the understanding that reflexive
agency operates not as a static disposition, but as a dynamic repertoire activated in
response to situational demands across diverse phases of language management.
Notably, while collective agency emerges through emotional solidarity and instrumental
coordination, it often precipitates a morphogenetic paradox: the newly established
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structures can inadvertently constrain the very agency that produced them, necessitating
ongoing reflexive negotiation.

The implications of this study should be interpreted with caution, acknowledging its
inherent limitations. Specifically, the findings are situated within Kazakhstan’s unique
socio-cultural landscape, which features a complex linguistic situation, offering abundant
but nation-specific data for analysis. However, the collapse of the Soviet Union also
resulted in diverse LPP developmental trajectories across post-Soviet nations (Tlepber-
gen et al,, 2025), and it necessitates future studies situated in the post-Soviet space, par-
ticularly in nations adopting divergent LPP pathways. Furthermore, although the study
closely analyzed online data, future studies are encouraged to incorporate more extensive
on-site and embodied fieldwork with more participants to deepen understanding of the
lived essence of agency in LPP.
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Appendices
Appendix A: The Conflictual Discourses in LPONL Online Community

Type Example
Negative Comments on the Kazakh al. ‘MaHrypTTepaiH KasakLa AeHreli Kanai TOMEH eKeH, MEH TaH,
Language Competence kanabim' (The Kazakh language proficiency of those fools is so low that it
greatly surprised me.)
a2.’'...wWwana KasakLa cennentiH KasakcraHabikTap,

KasakctaHHaH WhbifbiHAap, 6i3 ceHAepai Kapcbl anmManmsis ... " (
... Kazakhstani people who don’t speak authentic Kazakh, please get out of
Kazakhstan. You are not welcome here. ... )

a3.’...onap kasak TifliH celinein anmanabl, MaHrypTTep! ... (...
They can't even speak Kazakh — how stupid they arel. ... )
Negative Comments on the Language b1.’... B oTANYME OT HUX, A HE OYEHb XOPOLLO 3HaD Ka3axckui
Attitude to Kazakh Language A3blK, HO A TOTOB HayunTbCA. ... (... [ am different from them.

Although | don't speak Kazakh well, | am willing to learn. ...)
b2. '¥ATCbI3 ekeH, MeMAEKETTIK Tingi MeHciHbenai onap
maHrypTTep’ (These fools despise our national language. How shameless!)
Negative Comments on the Kazakh c1.'MeH onap He YLWUiH Ka3ak, TiJliHiH OpHbIHa OpbICLIa CONNENTIHIH
Language Practices myngem TyciH6enmiH’ (I don't quite understand why they speak Russian
in places where Kazakh should be spoken.)
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Appendix B: Coding framework for LPP advocates reflexive agency

LPP advocates’

Synthesized theme reflexive agency

Description

Example

The distribution of
advocates’ reflexive
agency in the three-
staged LPONL

Communicative
reflexive agency

Autonomous
reflexive agency

Communicative reflexive agency
depends on external validation
and tends to uphold social
stability

Autonomous reflexive agency
applies instrumental reasoning to

LPONL advocates’ feedback-
seeking behavior from other
participants to sustain their
LPONL community

P3’s instrumental consideration
to be an LPONL advocate

strategic action

Meta reflexive
agency

Fractured reflexive
agency

Meta reflexive agency prioritizes
value commitments over material
outcomes

Fractured reflexive agency refers to
the collapse of internal dialogue
reduces the individual to a passive

LPONL advocates’ patriotism
and national identity
construction

P4's being at a loss when faced
with difficulties in
implementing LPONL action

recipient of social pressures

Appendix C: The Extracted Comments on the First Researcher’s Video in P1’s

Online Community

Comments in Kazakh

English translation

Kepemet! Xakcbl cevinen Typ! YipeHeMm gereH agam
yvpeHegi foli. backacbiHbIH, 63pi cbinTay.
MageHueTTi bana ekeH.

Kasak TiniHiH opkeHAemeyiHiH cebebi MaHrypT
KasakTap/blH Kecipi. byn ka3ak xanblKbIHbIH
npobsemacsl emec 6yn Kasak XablKbIHbIH
kaTacTpodacsol. EH 6ipiHLIi Macene maHrypT
Ka3akTapgaH apblny 6yn Kasaktap ka3ak 60/rbIChl
Ke/Mengi ekeH engepiH TancbiH Peceiire,
Amepukara, Mapcka yLbin Kete Me Meiini Ko3re
Kymik 60/Mait XoracblHLbI.

3aHcbI3, opbICLLbIN BUAIKTI KypTy Kepek. CoHga faHa
6apsiblk Macene weines,!

MbiHa KbiTaliblH MaHTypT Ka3akTapAaH >aKcbl
connengi rom.

Wonderful! He speaks so well! Anyone who wants to learn
will learn. Everything else is just an excuse. What a well-
mannered kid.

The reason the Kazakh language isn't developing is because
of the fool Kazakhs. This isn’t just a problem for the
Kazakh people; it is a catastrophe for the Kazakh nation.
The very first issue is to get rid of these fool Kazakhs. Since
these Kazakhs don’t want to be Kazakh, let them find
their own country — whether they go to Russia, America,
or fly off to Mars, it doesn’t matter, as long as they get out
of sight and disappear.

The illegal, pro-Russian government must be destroyed.
Only then will all the problems be solved!

This Chinese person speaks better than those fool Kazakhs
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