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ABSTRACT  
The critical and socio-cultural turns in language planning and policy 
have prompted extensive research on the relationship between 
agency and structure, highlighting the need for studies in diverse 
socio-cultural contexts to examine how agency is enacted in 
language planning. Recognizing the spatiotemporal essence of 
agency, this netnography-based qualitative inquiry situates 
agency in language planning and policy within a grassroots, 
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.
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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.
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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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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 

Figure 1. A conceptual framework for the present study on agency in LPP.
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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:

… тәуелсіздігімізге отыз жыл болды ғой, бірақ біз не істеп жатырмыз? Сен неден қор
ғасың? Қорқақсың! …  (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:

… не үшін болғаным деген сұраққа жауап берсем, соның себептерін анықты айта 
алмаймын, бірақ меніңше ол бір қазақстандық өз еліне сүйіспеншілігін көрсететін 
әрекет …  (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 

Figure 2. Profile of P5’s LPONL community.
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resources – ‘ … өзімнің арқамда мемлекеттік тілді қорғап жатырмын … көп ақша 
және уақыт жұмсадым’ (P1_20231205) (‘I’m 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:

Әрине, әрине, өзім қазақ емеспін, бірақ қазақстандықпын, біздің ресейліктердің ара
сындағы айтарлықтай айырмашылықтарымыздың бірі, біздің қазақ тілі, яғни, мемле
кеттік тіліміз, сондықтан қазіргі таңдағы тілдік ахуалға қарағанда тіліміз үшін өзім 
де өлемін, басқаларды да аямаймын. (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: ‘ … мен мектепте оқығанда қазақ тілінде 
сабақ беретін мектеп таңдадым, бұл менің екі тілді жетік меңгеруіме көмектесті’ 
(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: ‘Басқа тіл жанашырлардан 
әсерленіп өзімнің жеке парақшамді аштым, олар қазір біздің қайраткерлеріміз 
ғой’ (P3_20240216) (‘I 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:

… Олар мені жоққа шығармаған сияқты. Олардың айтқаны бойынша, менің әрекетім 
кішкене басқалардың құқығын бұзды …  (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 Орыс құл (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: 

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

… өзім P1 апайдан кеңес сұрағанымда ол менің мамандығым IT екенін білді, сондық
тан ол менен көмек сұрай бастады, менің мамандығым оған пайдалы екен …  
(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:

… мен осындай әрекеттер қылғанда әрине көптеген қиындықтарға ұшыраймын, 
мысалы, басқаларды қазақ тілін сөйлеуге дәріптегенде олар мүлдем маған мән бер
мейді, білесің бе, өзім қиындықтардан қорғатын қорғақ емеспін, мен жалғыз болып 
Польшада оқимын, бәрі өзім шешемін, өз ұмырымдағы әбігерлер маған әсер әкел
мейді …  (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:

… басқа адамдардың айтқандарына көңіл бөлемін, яғни олардың мойындаулары және 
мойындамаулары менің келесі кезеңдегі не істеуім керек екенін анықтайды, мысалы 
өткен айда біреу менің видеоларымдағы мазмұндары халықшылдық келтіретін 
шығар екенін айтты, оның айтқанын бойынша мазмұнды өзгерттім, тәрбиелік мағы
наға бай видеоларды жүктеп алдым …  (P6_20240826)

( … I 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:

… кейде басқалардың мақтаулары мені ынталандыра алады, егер басқалар менің 
жариялаған мазмұндарымнан әсер алып қазақ тілін сөйлей бастаса, мен қанағаттана
мын! Өзім қатысып жатқан жұмысымның мәні зор екен деп ойлаймын …  
(P5_20240720)д

(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:

… иә, мен олардың бәрімен байланыс жасағамын, кейде олардың біреулері менен 
кеңес сұрайды, нақты жауап бере алмасам, P6 ағаға барамын, ол біздің серкеміз …  
(P1_20240610)н

( … 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:

… мен P6, P5 және P2 сияқты тіл жанашырлар бір жерде тұрмаймыз, бірақ біз онлайн 
түрде жиналысқа бірге қатысамыз, жиналыстың мазмұны біздің жұмысымызға байла
нысты …  (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 серке (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 P1 as an intermediary to connect with the core and decision-making group 
(see Figure 4).
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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:

… шынымен айтсам, мен P3, P2 апаймен таныстырдым, үшеуіміз бір бірімізбен бай
ланыс жасадық, өйткені біз әйелміз, бұрын үшеуіміз өз өмірімізге тырысқанбыз, 
жұмыс нарығында біздің орайларымыз ерлердігіне қарағанда көп емес, сондықтан 
үшеуіміз бір бірімізге көмектесеміз … (P1_20240610)

( … To be 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, 

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

… біз жеке жеке түрде тіл жанашыр емеспіз, керісінше біз жұмыстаспыз, жаңылысқа 
түскенімде олармен ақылдасу, ой алмасу маған септік тигізеді …  (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:

… бірақ кейде бір оқиға бойынша ақылдасқанда нақты жауап та таба алмаймыз, 
білесің бе, басқа адамдар бізге кәміл сенеді екен, біз амал таба алмасақ қайтеміз? …  
(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.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities of 
Chongqing University under Grant Number 2025CDJSKPT08.

Notes on contributors

Rui Tian is a PhD student at the School of Foreign Languages and Cultures, Chongqing Univer
sity, China. His research interests include multilingual education, second language writing, second 
language development and language policy.
Ronghui Zhao is a Professor and the Executive Director of the China Research Institute for 
Language Planning and Policy Studies (National Language Commission’s Key Research Center) 
at Shanghai International Studies University, China. Her research expertise lies in language 
policy and planning, sociolinguistics, and historiography of linguistics. Her publications have 
appeared in Current Issues in Language Planning, Humanities and Social Sciences Communi
cations, and Sage Open.
Guliziyi Baishan is a Lecturer at the School of Russian and Eurasian Studies, Shanghai Inter
national Studies University, China. She obtained her PhD in Political Science from L.N. Gumilyov 
Eurasian National University, Kazakhstan. Her research interests include Kazakh language peda
gogy, as well as language and education policy in Kazakhstan.
Yao Zheng is an Associate Professor at the School of Foreign Languages and Cultures, Chongqing 
University, China. Her research interests include second language writing and language education. 
Her publications have appeared in Journal of Second Language Writing, System, Assessing Writing, 
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, Language Teaching Research, and Teaching in 
Higher Education.

ORCID

Rui Tian http://orcid.org/0009-0002-5202-1244
Ronghui Zhao http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9605-9469
Guliziyi Baishan http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9304-3576
Yao Zheng http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5264-943X

20 R. TIAN ET AL.

http://orcid.org/0009-0002-5202-1244
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9605-9469
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9304-3576
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5264-943X


References

An, N., & Zheng, Y. (2022). Language learners as invisible planners: A case study of an Arabic 
language program in a Chinese university. Current Issues in Language Planning, 23(4), 371– 
393. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2021.2005369.

Archer, M. (1995). Realist social theory: The morphogenetic approach. Cambridge University Press.
Archer, M. (2000). Being human: The problem of agency. Cambridge University Press.
Archer, M. (2003). Structure, agency and the internal conversation. Cambridge University Press.
Archer, M. (2007). Making our way through the world: Human reflexivity and social mobility. 

Cambridge University Press.
Baker, Z. (2019). Reflexivity, structure and agency: Using reflexivity to understand Further 

Education students’ Higher Education decision-making and choices. British Journal of 
Sociology of Education, 40(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2018.1483820.

Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Asian Journal of Social 
Psychology, 2(1), 21–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00024.

Bouchard, J., & Glasgow, G. P. (eds.). (2019). Agency in language policy and planning: Critical 
inquiries. Routledge.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2022). Thematic analysis: A practical guide. Sage.
Catedral, L., & Djuraeva, M. (2018). Language ideologies and (im)moral images of personhood in 

multilingual family language planning. Language Policy, 17(4), 501–522. https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10993-018-9455-9.

Davies, B. (2005). Communities of practice: Legitimacy not choice. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9(4), 
557–581. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-6441.2005.00306.x.

Dyke, M., Johnston, B., & Fuller, A. (2012). Approaches to reflexivity: navigating educational and 
career pathways. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 33(6), 831–848. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/01425692.2012.686895.

Emirbayer, M., & Mische, A. (1998). What is agency? American Journal of Sociology, 103(4), 962– 
1023. https://doi.org/10.1086/231294.

Froehlich, D. E., Rehm, M., & Rienties, B. C. (2020). Mixed methods social network analysis: 
Theories and methodologies in learning and education. Routledge.

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration. University of 
California Press.

Grenoble, L. A. (2003). Language policy in the soviet union. Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Johnson, D. C., & Johnson, E. J. (2015). Power and agency in language policy appropriation. 

Language Policy, 14(3), 221–243. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-014-9333-z.
Johnson, D. C., & Phyak, P. (2026). State-of-the-art review of the research paradigms in English 

language policy and education. TESOL Quarterly, 60(2), 982–1005. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
tesq.70132.

Kamalova, A. (2025). Speak Kazakh: Language ideologies in Kazakhstan’s Social media in Times of 
Russian–Ukrainian War. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 29(3), 182–193. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
josl.12699.

Kimura, G. C. (2014). Language management as a cyclical process: A case study on prohibiting 
Sorbian in the workplace. Slovo a Slovesnost, 75(4), 255–270.

Kozinets, R. V. (2010). Netnography: Doing ethnographic research online. Sage Publications.
Language Policy Committee of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of Kazakhstan. 

(2025). Sociological and analytical research on language policy issues in the Republic of 
Kazakhstan [Қазақстан Республикасындағы Тіл саясаты мәселелері бойынша 
әлеуметтанулық және талдамалық зерттеулер]. Accessed December 31, 2025. https://www. 
gov.kz/memleket/entities/language/documents/details/933885?lang=kk.

Li, C., Li, Z., & Gao, X. (Andy). (2025). The application of social network analysis in applied lin
guistics research: A systematic review. Applied Linguistics Review, 16(4), 1449–1479. https://doi. 
org/10.1515/applirev-2023-0195.

Liddicoat, A. J., & Taylor-Leech, K. (2021). Agency in language planning and policy. Current Issues 
in Language Planning, 22(1–2), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2020.1791533.

CURRENT ISSUES IN LANGUAGE PLANNING 21

https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2021.2005369
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2018.1483820
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-018-9455-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-018-9455-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-6441.2005.00306.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2012.686895
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2012.686895
https://doi.org/10.1086/231294
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-014-9333-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.70132
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.70132
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12699
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12699
https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/language/documents/details/933885?lang=kk
https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/language/documents/details/933885?lang=kk
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2023-0195
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2023-0195
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2020.1791533


Liu, L., & Xiong, W. (2024). Agency in language planning and policy: A review and prospects. [语 
言政策与规划中的能动性研究:回顾与展望] Foreign Language Research, 3(3), 9–18. https:// 
doi.org/10.16263/j.cnki.23-1071/h.2024.03.002.

Liu, Y., & Zhao, R. (2026). A study of the formation and enactment of collective agency in large- 
scale language surveys. Current Issues in Language Planning, 27(4), 596–614. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/14664208.2025.2506330

Mamysheva, K., & Manan, S. A. (2026). Minority parents and medium of instruction policies in 
Kazakhstan: Insights into language ideologies, family language planning and management. 
Current Issues in Language Planning, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2026.2677899

Manan, S. A., Mukhamediyeva, S., Kairatova, S., Tajik, M. A., & Hajar, A. (2024). Policy from 
below: STEM teachers’ response to EMI policy and policy-making in the mainstream schools 
in Kazakhstan. Current Issues in Language Planning, 25(1), 89–109. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
14664208.2023.2243170.

McCarty, T. L., Collins, J., & Hopson, R. K. (2011). Dell Hymes and the New Language Policy 
Studies: Update from an Underdeveloped Country. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 
42(4), 335–363. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1492.2011.01143.x.

McEntee-Atalianis, L. J., & Hult, F. M. (2025). Agency and structure in language policy: morphos
tasis and morphogenesis. Current Issues in Language Planning, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
14664208.2025.2524287.

Merriam, B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. Jossey-Bass.
Min, J. (2023). A realist approach to agency in language policy: Theory, framework, and methods. 

[语言政策能动性的实在论路向——理论, 框架与方法]. Foreign Language Education & 
Research, 11(2), 40–47. https://doi.org/10.16739/j.cnki.cn21-9203/g4.2023.02.006.

Mirvahedi, S. H. (2019). Sociological realism and language policy analysis: A way forward. Current 
Issues in Language Planning, 20(3), 309–330. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2018.1520472.

Nekvapil, J. (2016). Language Management Theory as one approach in language planning and 
policy. Current Issues in Language Planning, 17(1), 11–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208. 
2016.1108481.

Nowell, L. S., Norris, J. M., White, D. E, & Moules, N. J. (2017). Thematic analysis. International 
Journal of Qualitative Methods, 16(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406917733847

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. 3rd ed. SAGE.
Ricento, T. (2000). Historical and theoretical perspectives in language planning and policy. Journal 

of Sociolinguistics, 4(2), 196–213. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9481.00111.
Ricento, T. K., & Hornberger, N. H. (1996). Unpeeling the Onion: Language planning and policy 

and the ELT professional. TESOL Quarterly, 30(3), 401. https://doi.org/10.2307/3587691.
Sarmurzin, Y., Amanzhol, N., Toleubayeva, K., Zhunusova, M., Amanova, A., & Abiyr, A. (2024). 

Challenging aspects of Kazakhstan’s trilingual education policy: Evidence from a literature 
review. Asia Pacific Education Review, 25(4), 801–811. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-023- 
09823-7.

Smagulova, J. (2015). Negotiating linguistic, cultural and social identities in the post-Soviet world. 
Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 36(3), 330–331. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
01434632.2014.914338.

Spolsky, B. (2022). Individual language advocates and managers. Language Policy, 21, 511–525. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-022-09618-3.

Sun, D., Ge, J., & Tian, W. (2025). Lessons in influence: Unveiling the multimodal identity con
struction of female teacher influencers on Xiaohongshu. Social Semiotics, 1–23. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/10350330.2025.2461475

Tao, J., & Gao, X. (Andy). (2021). Language Teacher Agency. Cambridge University Press. https:// 
doi.org/10.1017/9781108916943.

Tao, J., Zhao, K., & Chen, X. (2020). The collective agency of language teachers under the scheme 
of research excellence: Using a social network approach. Círculo de Lingüística Aplicada a La 
Comunicación, 84, 13–25. https://doi.org/10.5209/clac.71992.

Tlepbergen, D., Akzhigitova, A., & Zabrodskaja, A. (2025). Exploring the language planning and 
policy: A comparative analysis of language practice in Kazakhstan and Estonia. Journal of 

22 R. TIAN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.16263/j.cnki.23-1071/h.2024.03.002
https://doi.org/10.16263/j.cnki.23-1071/h.2024.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2025.2506330
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2025.2506330
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2026.2677899
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2023.2243170
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2023.2243170
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1492.2011.01143.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2025.2524287
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2025.2524287
https://doi.org/10.16739/j.cnki.cn21-9203/g4.2023.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2018.1520472
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2016.1108481
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2016.1108481
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406917733847
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9481.00111
https://doi.org/10.2307/3587691
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-023-09823-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-023-09823-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2014.914338
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2014.914338
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-022-09618-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2025.2461475
https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2025.2461475
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108916943
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108916943
https://doi.org/10.5209/clac.71992


Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 46(9), 2702–2715. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
01434632.2024.2305642.

Tsang, S. C. S. (2021). An exploratory study of Chinese-as-an-additional-language teachers’ agency 
in post-1997 Hong Kong: An ecological perspective. Current Issues in Language Planning, 22(1– 
2), 19–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2020.1725331.

Tsay, Y. N., & Pagnueva, A. S. (2011). To the problem of ‘trinity of languages’ cultural project 
realization in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Education and Science Without Borders, 2(4), 82.

Wetherell, M. (2012). Affect and emotion: A new social science understanding. Sage.
Xiong, Y. (2026). Digital community, identity, and multilingual parenting: A netnography of 

transnational Chinese mothers in a WeChat group. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural 
Development, 47(6), 3806–3826. https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2025.2539918

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications: Design and methods. 6th ed. SAGE.
Zhang, R., & Zhang, Y. (2025). A netnographic study of translanguaging in multilingual game 

localisation. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 1–15. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/01434632.2025.2525385.

Zhang, T., Lin, Y., & Wang, L. (2026). More than data in a large-scale language survey: agency, 
structure, and culture in the Project for the Protection of Language Resources of China. 
Current Issues in Language Planning, 27(4), 615–636. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2026. 
2616564

Zhao, S., & Baldauf, R. B. (2012). Individual agency in language planning: Chinese script reform as 
a case study. Language Problems and Language Planning, 36(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1075/ 
lplp.36.1.01zha.

Zheng, Y. (2021). A study of Shanghai’s language management process in crisis communication 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. [新冠疫情中上海危机沟通语言管理过程研究]. Chinese 
Journal of Language Planning and Policy, 6(3), 14–24. https://doi.org/10.19689/j.cnki.cn10- 
1361/h.20210301.

Appendices

Appendix A: The Conflictual Discourses in LPONL Online Community

Type Example
Negative Comments on the Kazakh 

Language Competence
a1. ‘Мәңгүрттердің қазақша деңгейі қалай төмен екен, мен таң 

қалдым’ (The Kazakh language proficiency of those fools is so low that it 
greatly surprised me.) 
a2. ‘ … шала қазақша сөйлейтін Қазақстандықтар, 
Қазақстаннан шығыңдар, біз сендерді қарсы алмаймыз … ’ (  
… Kazakhstani people who don’t speak authentic Kazakh, please get out of 
Kazakhstan. You are not welcome here. … ) 
a3. ‘ … олар қазақ тілін сөйлей алмайды, мәңгүрттер! … ’ ( …  
They can’t even speak Kazakh – how stupid they are!. … )

Negative Comments on the Language 
Attitude to Kazakh Language

b1. ‘ … В отличие от них, я не очень хорошо знаю казахский 
язык, но я готов научиться. … ’ ( … I am different from them. 
Although I don’t speak Kazakh well, I am willing to learn. … ) 
b2. ‘Ұятсыз екен, мемлекеттік тілді менсінбейді олар 
мәңгүрттер’ (These fools despise our national language. How shameless!)

Negative Comments on the Kazakh 
Language Practices

c1. ‘Мен олар не үшін қазақ тілінің орнына орысша сөйлейтінін 
мүлдем түсінбеймін’ (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

Synthesized theme
LPP advocates’ 

reflexive agency Description Example
The distribution of 

advocates’ reflexive 
agency in the three- 
staged LPONL

Communicative 
reflexive agency

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

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

Autonomous 
reflexive agency

Autonomous reflexive agency 
applies instrumental reasoning to 
strategic action

P3’s instrumental consideration 
to be an LPONL advocate

Meta reflexive 
agency

Meta reflexive agency prioritizes 
value commitments over material 
outcomes

LPONL advocates’ patriotism 
and national identity 
construction

Fractured reflexive 
agency

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

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

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

Comments in Kazakh English translation
Керемет! Жақсы сөйлеп тұр! Үйренем деген адам 

үйренеді ғой. Басқасының бәрі сылтау. 
Мәдениетті бала екен.

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

Казак тiлiнiн оркендемеуiнiн себебi мангурт 
казактардын кесiрi. Бул казак халыкынын 
проблемасы емес бул казак халыкынын 
катастрофасы. Ен бiрiншi маселе мангурт 
казактардан арылу бул казактар казак болгысы 
келмейдi екен елдерiн тапсын Ресейге, 
Америкага, Марска ушып кете ме мейлi козге 
куйiк болмай жогалсыншы.

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.

Заңсыз, орысшыл билікті құрту керек. Сонда ғана 
барлық мәселе шешіледі!

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

Мына кытайын мангурт казактардан жаксы 
сойлейдi гой.

This Chinese person speaks better than those fool Kazakhs
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