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Preface

Which languages for Europe?

At a seminar in the Dutch town of Oegstgeest in October 1998, this question
—“Which languages for Europe?’ — was put to an international group of experts
and policy makers. As the initiator of the seminar, the European Cultural
Foundation was seeking to create a platform for open, non-partisan debate on this
highly controversial issue. The participants considered the kinds of practices and
policieswhich would conceive of language as atool for communication and social
cohesion as well as a foundation for culture. The European constellation of lan-
guages was discussed from the domestic as well as from the educational and
political perspective.

The seminar prompted anumber of participantstolook even moreclosely at the
status of various minority languages —in particular, regional languages and those
spoken by migrant communities—as well as at the prevailing approaches to these
languages and possible new approaches (cf. The Other Languages of Europe,
edited by GuusExtra& Durk Gorter, Multilingual Matters, 2001). Asit turned out,
the Oegstgeest seminar was only the first step in a series of debates, research
projects, and publications.

It soon became apparent that there was a poverty — even an absence — of
relevant information and data concerning the language practice of different
generations of migrant communities. This was seriously hampering attempts to
investigate the issue and make meaningful comparisons. Having identified the
potential of the Multilingual Cities Project to improve this situation, to make a
significant contribution to the ongoing debate, and to influence policy makers at
variouslevels, the European Cultural Foundation committed itself to encouraging
and supporting the project.

Intheevent, ‘Multilingual Cities’ provided agreat deal of valuableinformation.
One of the most striking outcomes of the project is the visibility it has given both
totheexistenceand vitality of these " hidden languages' of Europe. Who knows, for
example, that another language next to or instead of Swedish is spoken in the
homes of onethird of Goteborg’'s primary school children? Or that, overall, more
than eighty languages next to or instead of Dutch are spoken in the homes of
children in The Hague, with Turkish, Hind(ustan)i, Berber and Arabic asthe top-
four of languages, respectively?
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For those dealing with sociolinguistics, language education and languages
policies, this crossnational research offers new insights and perspectives. The
Multilingual CitiesProject demonstratesthat policiesrelating to language use need
not ‘lock people up’ in their home language, since language practice evolves
quickly from one generation to another; rather, such policies should build on the
often-unrecognized strength of multilingualism among the new citizens of Europe.

Odile Chenal
Deputy-Director, European Cultural Foundation
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GUUSEXTRA & KUTLAY YAGMUR

Thefocus of thisVolumeison theincrease of urban multilingualism in Europe as
aconsequence of processes of migration and minorisation. Both multidisciplinary
and crossnational perspectivesareoffered ontwo major domainsinwhichlanguage
transmission occurs, i.e., the domestic domain and the public domain. Prototypical
of these two domains are the home and the school, respectively, which explainsthe
subtitle of this Volume. At home, language transmission occurs between parents
and children, at school this occurs between teachers and pupils. Viewed from the
perspectives of majority language speakers versus immigrant minority (hence-
forward IM) language speakers, language transmission becomes a very different
issue. Inthe case of magjority language speakers, languagetransmission at homeand
at school are commonly taken for granted: at home, parents speak this language
usually with their children, and at school, thislanguage isusually the only or major
subject and medium of instruction. In the case of IM language speakers, thereis
usually a mismatch between the language of the home and the language of the
school. Whether parents in such a context continue to transmit their language to
their childrenisstrongly dependent on the degree to which these parents, or the IM
group to which they belong, conceive of this language as a core value of cultura
identity.

Two opposite cases of migration and minorisation may serve to illustrate this
point, i.e., the Turkish community in Western Europe and the Dutch community in
Australia. In thisVolume, it becomes clear that for many Turks, Turkishisindeed
acore vaue of their cultural identity in a migration context. In Part |1 and Part 111
of this Volume, it is shown that the vitality of Turkish in different European
migration contexts remains high compared to the vitality of many other 1M
languages. A case in point is the outcome of the home language survey in The
Hague, reported in Chapter 9. Table 9.10 in this chapter shows that Turkish
emergesasthemost vital IM languagein The Hague and that this statusis matched
only by Somali and Farsi, in spite of their much shorter status as languages of
migration and minorisation in the Netherlands. The Dutch community in Australia
represents the opposite trend. In Part | of this Volume, it is shown that the Dutch
tend to transmit their language at home to a much lesser degree than any other IM
group in Australia (see Chapter 3, Tables 3.7 and 3.8). A similar pattern for Dutch
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emerges in other English-dominant immigration countries, such as Canada (see
Chapter 3, Table 3.10). In Chapter 5, it is shown that a contrast between Turkish
and Dutch also emerges for language transmission at school. Table 5.2 in this
chapter makes clear that the enrolment figures for Dutch in Victorian schools in
Australiaare much lower than those for Turkish, in spite of the fact that the Dutch
belong to afar larger community in Melbourne/Victoriathan do the Turks.

Part | of this Volume deals with multidisciplinary perspectives on our theme.

Chapter 2 offers phenomenological perspectives. This chapter deals with the
semantics of our field of concern and with anumber of central notionsin thisfield.
The focus is on the concepts of ethnic identity and ethnic identification, the
relationship between language and identity, and the notions of ‘foreigners’ and
‘integration’ in the European discourse on IM groups.

Chapter 3 offers demographic perspectives. As a consequence of increasing
processes of international migration and minorisation, the composition of popu-
lationsinindustrialised countries is changing considerably. Due to these changes,
more information is needed on the composition of population groups, in particular
in emerging multicultural societies. In most European countries, there is no tradi-
tion of taking periodical censuses, and data on population groups are commonly
based on nationality or birth-country criteria. Inthischapter, weoffer crossnational
perspectives on these and other criteria, derived from census experiences abroad.
The European context is taken as the point of departure. For various reasons,
nationality statistics and birth-country statistics offer alimited picture of the actual
composition of amulticultural society. We demonstrate the problems of these two
criteria, and discuss the potential value of two complementary or alternative
criteria, i.e., ethnicity and (home) language use. A comprehensive analysisismade
of census questions in a number of non-European English-dominant immigration
countries: Australia, Canada, the USA, and the Republic of South Africa. Inall of
these countries, there is a longstanding and extensive experience of gathering
nationwide census data on the multicultural composition of their populations. In
each of these countries, English has become the language of status and power. At
the same time, these countries are characterised by both indigenous and non-
indigenous population groups that use other languages at home. Our focusisin
particular on the operationalisation and the outcomes of census questions related
to ethnicity and (home) language use. In addition, from aEuropean perspective, the
home language survey experiences of Great Britain and Sweden in educational
contexts are reflected on.

In Chapter 4, language rights perspectives are described. Language rights are
variable phenomena, depending on the situational context, on the cultural per-
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spective taken, and on other innumerable social, political, and extralinguistic
factors. What is seen as aright in one context is unthinkable in another context.
Human rights in general and language rights in particular are of paramount
importance, but without unyieldinginstitutionsto turntheserightsintoreaities, the
recognition of language rights on paper is pointless. Having examined numerous
language rights documents, we witness a language of hegemony, in which
dominant groups bestow some alms to some minority groups. When the socio-
political sphere in a society changes, language rights also change. In times of
economic hardship, the minorities' belts are tightened first: instruction in their
languages at school and broadcasting in their languages need to end. In order to
overcome these ever-changing language rights, an overarching sense of human
rights needs to be developed. A number of international and national institutions
work towardsthis end. In this chapter, different approaches to language rights are
presented. In order to show the variation in the understanding of language rights,
various perspectives and actual conditions in some countries are briefly presented
first. Inaddition, anumber of global and European documents concerning language
rights and their limitations are discussed.

Chapter 5 offers educational perspectives. Two strategies are commonly
referred to as prerequisite for language maintenance, i.e., intergenerational trans-
mission at home and language teaching at school. In this chapter, we present case
studies of educational policies and practices with respect to IM languages in two
widely different and distant contexts in Europe and abroad, i.e., North Rhine-
Westphalia in Germany and Victoria State in Australia. In each of these federal
states, interesting affirmative action programmes have been set up in thisdomain.
We focus on Muttersprachlicher Unterricht (Mother Tongue Education) in North
Rhine-Westphalia, and on the learning and teaching of Languages Other Than
English (LOTE) in Victoria State.

Parts 1l and IIl of this Volume dea with sociolinguistic perspectives on the
distribution and vitality of IM languages at home and at school in six mgor
multicultural citiesin six different European Union countries, in the context of the
Multilingual Cities Project (MCP). The MCP was carried out as a multiple case
study under the auspices of the European Cultural Foundation, established in
Amsterdam. It was coordinated by aresearch team at Babylon, Centre for Studies
of the Multicultural Society, at Tilburg University in the Netherlands, in co-
operation with local universities and educational authorities in all participating
cities.
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Theaimsof the M CP wereto gather, analyse, and compare multiple dataon the
status of IM languages at home and at school. In the participating cities, ranging
from Northern to Southern Europe, Germanic or Romance languages have a
dominant statusin public life. Figure 1 gives an outline of the project.

Dominant Germanic Mixed form Dominant Romance
Swedish German Dutch French Spanish
Goteborg Hamburg The Hague Brussels Lyon Madrid

Figurel Outline of the Multilingual Cities Project (MCP)

The criteria for selecting a city to participate in this multinational study were
primarily that it should be a mgjor urban centre and have a great variety of IM
groups, aswell as auniversity-based research facility that would be able to handle
the local data gathering, the secondary dataanalysis, and the final reporting of the
local results. Given theincreasing role of municipalities as educational authorities
in al partner cities, the project was carried out in close cooperation between
researchers at local universities and local educational authorities. In each partner
city, this cooperation proved to be of essential value.

Part 11 of this Volume offers national and local perspectives on the Multilingual
Cities Project.

Chapter 6 deals with the rationale and research goals of the MCP, with the
design of the questionnaire used for carrying out large homelanguage surveys, and
with data collection and data processing. We focus on the methodology of
measuring language distribution, specifying home language profiles, measuring
language vitality, and comparing the status of IM languages at school. The final
section offers a brief introduction to Chapters 7-12. Local reports about the
participating cities were made available for Goteborg (Nygren-Junkin & Extra
2003), Hamburg (Furstenau, Gogolin & Y agmur 2003), The Hague (Extra, Aarts,
Van der Avoird, Broeder & Yagmur 2001), Brussels (Verlot, Delrue, Extra &
Y agmur 2003), Lyon (Akinci, DeRuiter & Sanagustin 2004), and Madrid (Broeder
& Mijares 2003).

Chapters 7-12 focus on each of these six cities in the order presented in
Figure 1. In al chapters, background information on demographic, multicultural,
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and multilingual trends in the city and country under consideration is given, with
mention of local and/or national peculiarities and flavours. In addition, in all
chapters, attention is paid to the outcomes of the local home language survey and
to the status of home language instruction in primary and secondary schools
according to asimilar set of parameters.

Part I11 of thisVolume offers crossnational and crosslinguistic perspectives on the
Multilingual Cities Project.

Chapter 13 gives a crossnational outline of the top-20 languages reported by
children in the age range of 6-11 years across the participating cities/countries.
Pseudolongitudinal home language profiles are specified for the most frequently
reported language groups in each of the cities. The concept of language group is
based on the pupils answers to the question of whether and, if so, which other
languages are used at home next to or instead of the mainstream language. For each
language group, four language dimensions are presented and commented upon in
a pseudolongitudinal perspective:

» language proficiency: the extent to which the pupil can understand/speak/
read/write the home language;

» |anguage choice: the extent to which the home language is commonly spoken
with the mother, father, younger and older brothers/sisters, and best friends;

» |anguage dominance: the extent to which the home language is spoken best;

» language preference: the extent to which the home language is preferably
spoken.

For each of the 20 language groups, graphic diagrams are provided for each of

these four language dimensions reported on by children in three successive age

groups. Tabulated information is provided on the number of pupils and the

language vitality per age group (6/7, 8/9 and 10/11 years old) and per generation

(first, second, and third, depending on the countries of birth of parents and

children). The concept of language vitality is operationalised and cal culated on the

basis of the following specifications of the four language dimensions under

consideration:

» language proficiency: the extent to which the home language under consid-
eration is understood;

» |anguage choice: the extent to which thislanguageiscommonly spoken at home
with the mother;

» |anguage dominance: the extent to which this home language is spoken best;

» language preference: the extent to which this home language is preferably
spoken.
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In Chapter 14, we offer crosslinguistic perspectives on the same 20 language
groups for which language profiles were specified in Chapter 13 from a cross-
national point of view. Our focusis on the same age groups and generations as are
presented in Chapter 13. First, we give an overview of the crosslinguistic database
under consideration and the representation of particul ar language groupsin particu-
lar cities. Next, we present crosslinguistic perspectives on the four dimensions
specified above. We al so present crosslinguistic perspectives on language vitality,
derived from these four language dimensions.

In Chapter 15, we present the major outcomes of a comparative study on the
teaching of the languages of IM groups in the six European Union cities and
countries discussed in Part Il of this Volume. Being aware of crossnationa
differences in denotation, we use the concept of community language teaching
(CLT) when referring to this type of education. Our rationale for using the concept
of CLT rather than the concepts of mother tongue teaching or home language
instruction isthe inclusion of abroad spectrum of potential target groups. First of
al, the status of an IM language as a ‘native’ or “home’ language can change
through intergenerational processes of language shift. Moreover, in secondary
education, both minority and majority pupils are often dejure (although seldom de
facto) admitted to CLT (in the Netherlands, e.g., Turkish is a secondary school
subject referred to as‘ Turkish’ rather than *home language instruction’; compare
also the concepts of Enseignement des Langues et Cultures d' Origine and
Enseignement des Langues Vivantes in French primary and secondary schools,
respectively). We focus on the status of CLT in primary and secondary schoolsin
al participating cities and countries. We aso present reported data on CLT
participation and needs, derived from the language survey amongst primary school
children carried out in al six cities.

Chapter 16 offers conclusionsand discussion. In retrospect, we look back at the
context and outcomes of the M CP. M oreover, weoffer suggestionsfor dealing with
multilingualism at school.

References
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2  Phenomenological perspectives

(...) the difference between North American writing on minority
groupsintheUSand Britishwriting on similar groupsin Britainlies
in the fact that the North American writers consider those they are
writing about to be American, while the British writers persist in
seeing their subjects as foreign or alien. (quoted by Marcus Banks
1996:184)

This chapter deal s with the semantics of our field of concern and with anumber of
central notions in this field. In Section 2.1, we discuss the concepts of ethnic
identity and ethnic identification. Section 2.2 deals with the relationship between
language and identity. In Section 2.3, we focus on two common notions in the
European discourse on immigrant minority groups:. the notions of foreigners and
integration.

2.1 Ethnicidentity and identification

Although identity isawidely used and popular concept, it isnot easy to define. The
concept commonly refersto awhole variety of partial identities, e.g., in terms of
nationality, gender, age, socio-economic status, language use, religion, or particular
norms and values. For this reason, there are numerous studies on the concept of
identity, taken from the perspective of, e.g., social, ethnic, or cultura identity
(Jenkins 1996, 1997, Roosens 1989, Hall & Du Gay 1996). Most research into
ethnic identity and ethnic identification stems from cultural anthropology, social
psychology, or demography, and a variety of research methods have been used.
Stanfield & Dennis(1993) makeadistinction between qualitative, quantitative, and
historical/comparative methods. In qualitative studies, the researcher may function
asethnographer, participant observer, content analyser, or oral history interviewer.
Subjective experiences of informants constitute the most important data to be
extracted, and for this reason much time is spent in building up rapport with
informants. In quantitative studies, researchers commonly make use of specially
designed questionnaires for small-scale or large-scale samples of informants.
Census questions on ethnic self-classification are good examples of utilised
methodsin large-scale or even nationwide demographic studies (see Chapter 3in
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thisVolume). In historical/comparative studies, acquired dataare put into perspect-
ivefrom alongitudinal and/or crosscultural/crossnational point of view. In each of
these different research methods, data validity and reliability are crucial issues.

Gleason (1983) has shown that the concept of identity hasarecent history inthe
study of ethnicity and migration, and only emerged in the 1950s as an anaytical
concept. Following Barth (1969), ethnicity wasinvestigated in terms of the socia
organisation of cultural difference along group boundaries. During the 1980s, the
focus shifted towards the construction of ethnic identity. This shift was caused by
the opposite processes of globalisation and localisation. Whereas national
boundaries eroded, local background and origin became more important. Against
the background of such dynamic processes, the concept of (ethnic) identity was
increasingly conceived of as adynamic rather than afixed or stable phenomenon,
with afocuson thevariableand ever changing perceptionsof different groups, both
in terms of self-perceptions and other-perceptions.

Ethnic minority groupsarefaced with numeroustasksand challengesthat affect
their perception and development of ethnic identity. A distinction is commonly
made between social and cultural factors(V erkuyten 1999). Compared to dominant
majority groups, ethnic minority groups often suffer more from lower socio-
economic status, less accessto and participation in social institutions, and stronger
experiences of social exclusion, prejudice, and discrimination. Cultural factors
relate to different and/or conflicting norms and values between majority and
minority groups.

The concept of identity is closely related to the concepts of ethnicity and na-
tionalism, or ethnic identity and national identity (Banks 1996:121-160, Eriksen
1993). The concept of ethnic identity often refersto the identity of ethnic minority
groupsinaparticul ar nation-state and emphasi sesthe* othering’ incomparisonwith
the mgjority of inhabitants of that nation-state. It should be mentioned, however,
that all inhabitants of a nation-state belong to an ethnic group, athough majority
groups rarely identify themselves as such. In fact, the Greek word ethnos refersto
nation. The awareness of ethnic identity amongst majority group members often
increasesin contextswheretheethnicidentitiesof minority group membersbecome
more visible and manifest. Actually, it is impossible to speak of ethnic identity
without reference to the ethnic identities of other minority or majority groups, or
tonational identity at large. The equalisation of ethnicidentity and national identity
is problematic in any society where different ethnic groups live together. The
concepts of national and ethnic minoritiesrefer most commonly to the co-existence
of regiona (indigenous) and immigrant (non-indigenous) minorities who often
make use of indigenous and non-indigenous minority languages, respectively. The
vitality of both types of minority languages can diminish through intergenerational
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processes of language shift (cf. the status of Frisian in the Netherlands or the status
of DutchinAustralia, respectively). However, even when such languageslosetheir
communicativeval ue, they often maintain animportant symbolic valuefor minority
groups. Whereas the majority language of a nation-state functions as a marker of
external group boundaries, minority languages function as markers of interna
group boundaries. Although the conceptsof both nationality and ethnicity arebased
on group allegiances, the difference between them is primarily one of scale and
size. For an extensive discussion of the concepts of nation, nationality, and
nationalism, werefer to Anderson (1992) and Fishman (1973:1-38, 1989:105-175).

The concepts of ethnicity and ethnic identity may refer to objective and/or
subjective propertiesof mgjority and minority groupsintermsof asharedlanguage,
culture, religion, history, ancestry, or race. Inall cases, referenceismadeto factua
(objective) and/or perceived (subjective) group characteristics. The concepts of
language and ethnicity are so closely related that language functions as a major
component in most definitions of ethnicity. Fishman (1977) even considers
language to be the most characteristic marker of ethnic identity. For some minority
groups, however, languageisto a higher degree a core value of their identity than
itisfor other groups (Smolicz 1980, 1992). After an extensive analysis of available
definitions of ethnic identity, Edwards (1985:10) comes up with the following
operationalisation:

Ethnic identity is allegiance to a group — large or small, socially dominant
or subordinate—with which onehasancestral links. Thereisno necessity for
a continuation, over generations, of the same socidisation or cultural
patterns, but some sense of a group boundary must persist. This can be
sustained by shared objective characteristics (language, religion, etc.), or by
more subjective contributions to a sense of ‘groupness’, or by some
combination of both. Symbolic or subjective attachments must relate, at
however distant aremove, to an observably real past.

It is aremarkable phenomenon that the idea of ancestral links can survive in spite
of many cultural changesand adaptations (Roosens 1989). Peoplemay remainloyal
to their roots as a continuation from the past, even if their culture is mixed with
other cultures. Thisholdsin particular in a context of migration and minorisation.
In such a context, people often look for their roots in order to distinguish
themselves from other people, and thus to express distinctiveness.

Ethnic identity and ethnic identification are often taken to be the same, but
should analytically be distinguished (V erkuyten 1999). Ethnic identification may
be based on self-classification and/or other-classification. Both types of classi-
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fications play arolein daily life in any multicultural society, and often lead to the
inclusion or exclusion of particular groups. Verkuyten (1999:53-83) refersto the
distinction between identification as and with a particular group. The former type
of identification refers to distinctness between persons and positions in a society,
the latter to allegiance to aparticular group. Verkuyten refersto the former type as
self-categorisation and to the latter one as sel f-identification. People categorise not
only other people, but aso themselves as belonging to a particular group. Self-
categorisation is always context-dependent. Turkish people in Turkey, e.g., will
categorise themselves differently from Turkish people abroad. Self-categorisation
makes peopl e conceive of themsel vesasgroup membersrather thanindividuals. As
a conseguence, people with a similar self-categorisation will behave accordingly
and will stresstheir distinctnessfrom outsiders. Such self-perception may also lead
to self-stereotyping.

Self-identification has stronger implicationsfor peopl e than self-categorisation.
Self-identification implies emotional allegiance to aparticular group, especidly if
people fed that their identity is threatened. The concept of self-identification is
closely related to the concept of self-esteem. The self-esteem of people can be
positively or negatively influenced by identification with a particular group. Em-
pirical evidence shows that ethnic minority people have a stronger identification
with their own group than ethnic majority people. Stronger self-identification often
goes together with feelings of pride and satisfaction, referred to as ethnic self-
esteem. Ethnic minorities often tend to stress the positive value of their ethnic
background in order to avert negative stereotypes and discrimination. In addition,
ethnic minorities often have arich history, culture, and tradition, all of which may
function as sources of a positive ethnic self-esteem.

2.2 Language and identity

It should be mentioned a priori that the literature on this theme is characterised
more by value-loaded normative rhetorics than by non-passionate considerations.
Edwards (1985) made an emphatic plea for the latter rather than the former ap-
proach. Questions of language and identity are extremely complex. One of the
reasons for thisisthat they tend to be treated in different disciplines. Whereasthe
concept of identity is often discussed in socia sciences without reference to
language, the reverse happensin linguistics.

The construction and/or consolidation of nation-states has enforced the belief
that a national language should correspond to each nation-state, and that this lan-
guage should be regarded as a core value of national identity. The equalisation of
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language and national identity, however, is based on adenial of the co-existence

of mgjority and minority languages within the borders of any nation-state and has

itsrootsin the German Romanticism at the end of the 18th and the beginning of the

19th century (Fishman 1973:39-85, 1989:105-175, 270-287, and Edwards 1985:

23-27 for historical overviews). The equalisation of German and Germany was a

reaction to the rationalism of the Enlightenment and was al so based on anti-French

sentiments. The concept of nationalism emerged at the end of the 18th century; the
concept of nationality only a century later. Romantic philosophers like Johan

Gottfried Herder and Wilhelmvon Humbol dt |aid the foundation for theemergence

of alinguistic nationalism in Germany on the basis of which the German language

and nation were conceived of as superior to the French ones. The French, however,
were no less reluctant to express their conviction that the reverse was true.

Although every nation-state is characterised by heterogeneity, including linguistic

heterogeneity, nationalistic movements have always invoked this classical Euro-

pean discourse in their equalisation of language and nation. For a comparative
study of attitudes towards language and national identity in France and Swedenwe

refer to Oakes (2001).

TheUSA hasnot remained immuneto thisnationalism either. The English-only
movement, US English, was founded in 1983 out of afear of the growing number
of Hispanics on American soil (Fishman 1988, May 2001:202-224). This organ-
isation resisted bilingual Spanish-English education from the beginning because
such an approach would lead to * identity confusion’. Similarly, attempts have been
made to give the assignment of English as the official language of the USA a
congtitutional basis. This was done on the presupposition that the recognition of
other languages (in particular Spanish) would undermine the foundations of the
nation-state. This nationalism hasitsrootsin awhite, protestant, English-speaking
elite (Edwards 1994:177-178).

The relationship between language and identity is not a static but a dynamic
phenomenon. During the last decades of the 20th century, this relationship under-
went strong transnational changes. Within the European context, these changes
occurred in three different arenas (Oakes 2001):

* inthenational arenas of the EU member-states: the traditional identity of these
nation-states has been challenged by major demographic changes (in particular
in urban areas) as a consequence of migration and minorisation;

* in the European arena: the concept of a European identity has emerged as a
consequence of increasing cooperation and integration at the European level;

* inthe globa arena: our world has become smaller and more interactive as a
consequence of the increasing availability of information and communication
technology.



16 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

Magjor changes in each of these three arenas have led to the development of
concepts such as a transnational citizenship and transnational multiple identities.
Inhabitantsof Europenolonger identify exclusively with singul ar nation-states, but
give increasing evidence of multiple affiliations. At the EU level, the notion of a
European identity was formally expressed for the first time in the Declaration on
European Identity of December 1973 in Copenhagen. Numerous institutions and
documents have propagated and promoted thisidea ever since. The most concrete
and tangible expression of thisideato date has been theintroduction of a European
currency in 2002. In discussing the concept of a European identity, Oakes (2001
127-131) emphasises that the recognition of the concept of multiple transnational
identitiesisaprerequisite rather than an obstacle for the acceptance of a European
identity. Therecognition of multipletransnational identitiesnot only occursamong
the traditional inhabitants of European nation-states but also among newcomersto
Europe. Recent research carried out amongst the Turkish and Moroccan commun-
itiesin Brusselsled Phales & Swyngedouw (2002) to the following conclusions:

While Turks and Moroccans share with Belgians a social-contract type of
citizenship in Belgium, they also adhere to a communal type of long-
distance citizenship in Turkey and Morocco, which centres on a close
linkage of national and religious attachments. We conclude that multiplicity
is a key feature of minority perspectives on citizenship, which combine
active participationinthenational context of residencewith enduring ethno-
religious identification in the national context of origin.

Multiple transnational identities and affiliations will require new competences of
European citizens in the 21st century. These include the ability to dea with
increasing cultural diversity and heterogeneity (Van Londen & De Ruijter 1999).
Multilingualism can be considered a core competence for such ability. In this
context, processes of both convergence and divergence occur. In the European and
global arena, English has increasingly assumed the role of lingua franca for
international communication (Oakes2001:131-136, 149-154). Therise of English
hasoccurred to the cost of al other national languages of Europe, including French.
At the sametime, agrowing number of newcomersto the national arenas of the EU
member-states need competence in the languages of their source and target
countries.

Europe has a rich diversity of languages. This fact is usualy illustrated by
referenceto the national languages of the EU. However, many morelanguagesare
spoken by the inhabitants of Europe. Examples of such languages are Welsh and
Basque, or Arabicand Turkish. Theselanguagesareusually referred toas‘ minority
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languages’, even when in Europe as a whole there is no one magjority language
because all languages are spoken by a numerical minority. Thelanguages referred
to are representatives of regional minority (henceforward RM) and immigrant
minority (henceforward IM) languages, respectively. These ‘other’ languages of
Europe bring to mind the well-known Linguistic Minorities Project of the mid-
1980s: The Other Languages of England. In that study, the following explanation
wasgiven of itstitle: “ The other languages of England areall those languages apart
from English that are ignored in public, official activities in England” (LMP
1985:xiv). Taken from our perspective, the ‘other’ languages of Europe are all
thoselanguages apart from the national languagesthat arelargely ignoredin public
and official activities of the EU (Extra& Gorter 2001).

RM and IM languages have much in common, much more than is usualy
thought. Ontheir sociolinguistic, educational, and political agendas, wefindissues
such as their actual spread, their domestic and public vitality, the processes and
determinants of language maintenance versus language shift towards majority
languages, therel ationshi p between language, ethnicity, and identity, and the status
of minority languagesin schools, in particular in the compul sory stages of primary
and secondary education. The origin of most RM languages as minority languages
liesin the 19th century, when, during the processes of state-formation in Europe,
they found themselves excluded from the state level, in particular from general
education. RM languagesdid not become official languages of the nation-statesthat
were then established. Centralising tendencies and the ideol ogy of one language -
one state have threatened the continued existence of RM languages. The greatest
threat to RM languages, however, islack of intergenerational transmission. When
parents stop speaking the ancestral language with their children, it becomes almost
impossible to reverse the ensuing language shift. Education can also be a major
factor in the maintenance and promotion of a minority language. For most RM
languages, somekind of educational provisionshavebeen establishedin an attempt
a reversing ongoing language shift. Only in the last few decades have some of
these RM languages become relatively well protected in legal terms, aswell as by
affirmative educational policies and programmes, both at the level of various
nation-states and at the level of the EU.

There have always been speakers of IM languages in Europe, but these lan-
guages have only recently emerged as community languages spoken on a wide
scale in North-Western Europe, due to intensified processes of migration and
minorisation. Turkish and Arabic are good examples of so-called * non-European’
languages that are spoken and learned by millions of inhabitants of the EU
member-states. Although IM languages are often conceived of and transmitted as
core values by IM language groups, they are much less protected than RM lan-
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guages by affirmative action and legal measures in, e.g., education. In fact, the
learning and certainly the teaching of IM languages are often seen by speakers of
dominant languages and by policy makers as obstacles to integration. At the
European level, guidelines and directives regarding IM languages are scant and
outdated.

Despite the possibilities and challenges of comparing the status of RM and IM
languages, amazingly few connections have been made in the sociolinguistic,
educational, and political domains. In the Linguistic Minorities Project, which was
restricted to England and did not cover al of Britain, an observation was made
which still appliesto the situation today: “ The project has been struck by how little
contact there still is between researchers and practitioners working in bilingua
areas and school systems, even between England and Wales. Many of the newer
minorities in England could benefit from the Welsh experience and expertise’
(LMP 1985:12). In our opinion, little hasimproved over the past fifteen years, and
contacts between researchers and policy makers working with different types of
minority groupsarestill scarce. Publicationswhich focus on both types of minority
languages are rare; exceptions are the separate volumes on RM and IM languages
by Alladina & Edwards (1991), and the integrated volume by Extra & Gorter
(2001).

As yet, we lack a common referential framework for the languages under
discussion. Asall of these RM and IM languages are spoken by different language
communities and not at state-wide level, it may seem logical to refer to them as
community languages, thus contrasting them with the official |anguages of nation-
states. However, the designation ‘ community languages would lead to confusion
at the surface level because this concept is already in use to refer to the officid
languages of the EU. In that sense the designation ‘community languages is
occupied territory. From an inventory of the different termsin use, we learn that
there are no standardised designations for these languages across nation-states.
Table 2.1 gives a non-exhaustive overview of the nomenclature of our field of
concern in terms of reference to the people, their languages, and the teaching of
theselanguages. The concept of ‘ lesser used languages' hasbeen adopted at the EU
level; the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages (EBLUL), established in
Brusselsand Dublin, speaks and acts on behalf of ‘ the autochthonous regional and
minority languagesof the EU’ . Table 2.1 showsthat the utilised terminology varies
not only across different nation-states, but also across different types of education.
This becomes clear in particular in Part 11, Chapters 7-12 of this Volume.
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Reference to the people

e non-national residents

« foreigners, étrangers, Auslander

e (im)migrants

¢ new-comers, new Xmen (e.g., new Dutchmen)

 co-citizens (instead of citizens)

« ethnic/cultural/ethnocultural minorities

« linguistic minorities

« dlochthones (e.g., in the Netherlands), allophones (e.g., in Canada)
» non-English-spesking (NES) residents (in particular in the USA)

« anderstaligen (Dutch: those who speak other languages)

« coloured/black people, visible minorities (the latter in particular in Canada)

Reference to their languages

« community languages (in Europe versus Australia)
« ancestral/heritage languages (common concept in Canada)

« national/historical/regional/indigenous minority languages versus non-territorial/
non-regional/non-indigenous/non-European minority languages

« autochthonous versus allochthonous minority languages

* lesser used/less widely used/less widely taught languages (in EBLUL context)
« stateless/diasporalanguages (in particular used for Romani)

« languages other than English (LOTE: common concept in Australia)

Reference to the teaching of these languages

« ingtruction in own language (and culture)
» mother tongue teaching (MTT)

« home language instruction (HLI)

e community language teaching (CLT)

« regional minority language instruction (RMLI) versus immigrant minority language
instruction (IMLI)

« enseignement des langues et cultures d’ origine (ELCO: in French/Spanish primary
schools)

« enseignement des langues vivantes (ELV: in French/Spanish secondary schools)
¢ Muttersprachlicher Unterricht (MSU: in German primary schools)

» Muittersprachlicher Ergénzungsunterricht (in German primary/secondary schools)
» Herkunftssprachlicher Unterricht (in German primary/secondary schools)

Table2.1 Nomenclature of the field
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2.3 TheEuropean discourse on foreignersand integration

ImagineaEuropean citizen who hasnever been abroad and travel sto San Francisco
for the first time, walks around downtown for a week, gets an impression of the
Chinese community and food, happensto beinvited for dinner by aChinesefamily,
and asks the host a the dinner table: “How many foreigners live in San
Francisco?’, in this way referring to the many Asian, Latin, and other non-Anglo
Americans(s)he has seen during that week. Twothings might happen: if theguest's
English is poor, the Chinese host might ignore this European reference to
ethnocultural diversity and go on with the conversation; if the guest’s English is
good, however, the Chinese host might interrupt the dinner and charge his guest
with discrimination.

In the European public discourse on IM groups, two major characteristics
emerge (Extra & Verhoeven 1998): IM groups are often referred to asforeigners
(étrangers, Auslander) and as being in need of integration. First of al, it is
common practice to refer to IM groups in terms of non-national residents and to
their languagesin terms of non-territorial, non-regional, non-indigenous, or non-
European languages (see Table 2.1). The call for integration is in sharp contrast
with the language of exclusion. This conceptual exclusion rather thaninclusionin
the European public discourse derives from a restrictive interpretation of the
notionsof citizenship and nationality. From ahistorical point of view, such notions
are commonly shaped by aconstitutional ius sanguinis (law of the blood), in terms
of which nationality derivesfrom parental origins, in contrast toiussoli (law of the
ground), in terms of which nationality derives from the country of birth. When
European emigrants|eft their continent in the past and col onised countries abroad,
they legitimised their claim to citizenship by spelling out ius soli in the consti-
tutions of these countries of settlement. Good examples of this strategy can be
foundin English-dominant immigration countrieslikethe USA, Canada, Australia,
and South Africa. In establishing the constitutions of these (sub-)continents, no
consultation took placewith nativeinhabitants, such asIndians, Inuit, Aboriginals,
and Zulus, respectively. At home, however, Europeans predominantly upheld ius
sanguinisintheir constitutionsand/or perceptions of nationality and citizenship, in
spite of the growing numbers of newcomerswho strive for equal status ascitizens.

Smith & Blanc (1995) discuss different conceptions and definitions of citizen-
shipwithin anumber of European nation-states, in particular Great Britain, France,
and Germany. They argue that, in the former two countries, citizenship is com-
monly defined on the basis of a mixture of territoriality and ethnicity, whereasin
thelatter country, citizenshipiscommonly defined directly onthebasi sof ethnicity.
Nationality laws based strongly upon ethnicity are more restrictive of accessto al
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dimensions of citizenship than those with a greater territorial element. Along
similar lines, Janoski & Glennie (1995) discuss different types of responses from
nation-states to the issue of full citizenship for those who originate from abroad.
Some nation-states make extensive efforts to naturalise immigrants and offer them
full citizenship, whereas other nation-states are reluctant to do so and even place
obstacles in their way. Janoski & Glennie (1995:21) argue that countries with a
strong colonia past are much more inclined to offer naturalisation than countries
without such tradition:

Weakened by emigration, a significant segment of society looks at
immigrants as the final insult to national identity. Naturalisation means the
disappearance of their nation and ethnie. Both national identity and group
interest create resistance to granting citizenship to foreign immigrants. If
successful inrestricting incoming foreigners, many citizens, especialyinthe
lower classes, will replace emigrants and get better wages through less
competition. This social mobility creates more solidarity. The remaining
citizens reduce the demand for legal and political rights, and favour the
development of social and participation rights. Driven to its extreme, the
avoidance of immigration can even lead to the persecution and forces
emigration of religious and ethnic minorities.

The non-coloniser scenario of reluctance or closure applies to a number of
European nation-states. In contrast, traditional settler nations such as Canada, the
USA, and Australia have devel oped an inclusive conception of citizenship rights,
and have become more open to immigrants from different ethnoracial, religious, or
language backgrounds. Solomos (1995) points to the fact that rapid processes of
demographic transformation have provided a fertile soil for extreme right-wing
partiesand movementsto target ethnoracial minoritiesas‘ enemieswithin’ whoare
ultimately ‘ outsiders’ or ‘foreigners . One should add that referenceto ‘foreigners
isalso often maintained inthe European public discoursefor thosewho haveinfact
acquired full citizenship of the nation-state in which they live.

A second major characteristic of the European public discourse on IM groups
is the focus on integration. This notion is both popular and vague, and it may
actually refer to awhol e spectrum of underlying conceptsthat vary over space and
time. Miles & Thrénhardt (1995), Baubdck et al. (1996), and Kruyt & Niessen
(1997) are good examples of comparative case studies on the notion of integration
in avariety of European (Union) countries that have been faced with increasing
immigration sincethe early 1970s. The extremes of the conceptual spectrum range
from assimilation to multiculturalism. The concept of assimilation is based on the



22 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

premise that cultural differences between IM groups and established majority
groups should and will disappear over timein a society which is proclaimed to be
culturally homogeneous. On the other side of the spectrum, the concept of multi-
culturalismis based on the premise that such differences are an asset to a pluralist
society, which actually promotes cultural diversity in terms of new resources and
opportunities. While the concept of assimilation focuses on unilateral tasks of
newcomers, the concept of multiculturalism focuses on multilateral tasks for all
inhabitants in changing societies. In practice, established majority groups often
make strong demands on IM groupsto assimilate and are commonly very reluctant
to promote or even accept the notion of cultural diversity as a determining
characteristic of an increasingly multicultural environment.

It isinteresting to compare the underlying assumptions of ‘integration’ in the
European public discourse on IM groups at the national level with assumptions at
the level of crossnational cooperation and legidation. In the latter context,
European politiciansare eager to stresstheimportance of aproper balance between
the loss and the maintenance of ‘national’ norms and values. A prime concernin
the public debate on such norms and values is cultural and linguistic diversity,
mainly in terms of the national languages of the EU. National languages are often
referred to as core values of cultural identity. Paradoxically, in the same public
discourse, IM languages and cultures are commonly conceived of as sources of
problems and deficits and as obstaclesto integration, while national languages and
cultures in an expanding EU are regarded as sources of enrichment and as
prerequisites for integration.

The public discourse on the integration of IM groups in terms of assimilation
versus multiculturalism can also be noticed in the domain of education. Dueto a
growing influx of IM pupils, schools are faced with the challenge of adapting their
curriculato thistrend. The pattern of modification may beinspired by astrong and
unilateral emphasis on learning (in) the language of the majority of society, given
the significance of thislanguage for successin school and on thelabour market, or
by the awareness that the response to emerging multicultural school populations
cannot be reduced to monolingual education programming (Gogolin 1994). In the
former case, the focus is on learning (in) the national language as a second lan-
guageonly, inthelatter case, on offering morelanguagesin the school curriculum.
Inthedomain of educationin particular, thereisawide conceptual gap betweenthe
discourse on RM and IM languages, asis outlined in Chapter 4 of thisVolume.
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3 Demographic perspectives

As a consequence of increasing processes of international migration and
minorisation, thecomposition of populationsinindustrialised countriesischanging
considerably. Due to these changes, more information is needed on the social,
cultural, and economic structures of population groups, in particularly in emerging
multicultural societies. In most European countries, there is no tradition of taking
periodical censuses, and data on population groups are commonly based on
nationality and/or birth-country criteria. In this chapter, we offer crossnational
perspectives on these and other criteria, derived from census experiences abroad,
and meant as an update and extension of Broeder & Extra (1998). For adiscussion
of therole of censusesin identifying population groupsin avariety of multicultural
nation-states, we aso refer to Kertzer & Arel (2002). Alterman (1969) offers a
fascinating account of the history of counting people from the earliest known
records on Babylonian clay tables in 3800 BC until the USA census in 1970.
Besides the methods of counting, Alterman discusses at length who has been
counted, and how; who not, and why.

In Section 3.1, the European context is taken as point of departure. For various
reasons, nationality statistics and birth-country statistics offer alimited picture of
the actual composition of amulticultural society. We demonstrate the problems of
these two types of criteria, and discuss the potential value of two complementary
or aternative criteria, i.e., ethnicity and (home) language use. In Sections 3.2-3.5,
a comprehensive analysis of census questions in a number of non-European
English-dominant immigration countriesisdescribed: Australia, Canada, the USA,
and the Republic of South Africa. Inal of these countries, thereisalongstanding
and extensive experience of gathering nationwide census data on the multicultural
composition of their populations. In each of these countries, English has become
the language of status and power. At the same time, these countries are character-
ised by both indigenous and non-indigenous population groups that make use of
other languagesat home. Our focusisin particular onthe operationalisation and the
outcomes of census questions related to ethnicity and (home) language use. In
addition, from a European perspective, the home language survey experiences of
Great Britain and Sweden in educational contexts are reflected onin Section 3.6.
Conclusions and discussion are offered in Section 3.7.
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3.1 TheEuropean context

As a consequence of socio-economically or politically determined processes of
migration and minorisation, the traditional patterns of language variation across
Western Europe have changed considerably over the past several decades (Extra
& Verhoeven 1998, Extra& Gorter 2001). Thefirst pattern of migration started in
the 1960s and early 1970s, and it was mainly economically motivated. In the case
of Mediterranean groups, migration initially involved contract workers who
expected — and were expected —to stay for alimited period of time. Asthe period
of their stay gradually became longer, this pattern of economic migration was
followed by a second pattern of social migration as their families joined them.
Subsequently, asecond generation wasbornintheimmigrant countries, whiletheir
parents often remained uncertain or ambivalent about whether to stay or to return
to the country of origin. These demographic shifts over time were also accom-
panied by shifts of designation for the groups under consideration in terms of
‘migrant workers', ‘immigrant families', and ‘ ethnic minorities’, respectively (see
Chapter 2, Table 2.1).

As aresult, many industrialised Western European countries have a growing
number of immigrant minority (henceforward IM) popul ationswhich differ widely
from the mainstreamindigenous popul ation. In spite of more stringent immigration
policiesin most European Union (henceforward EU) countries, the prognosisisthat
IM populations will continue to grow as a consequence of the increasing number
of political refugees, theopening of theinternal European borders, and political and
economic developmentsin Central and Eastern Europe and in other regions of the
world. It has been estimated that in the year 2000 more than one third of the
population under the age of 35 in urbanised Western Europe had an IM back-
ground.

Within the various EU countries, four major IM groups can be distinguished:
people from Mediterranean EU countries, from Mediterranean non-EU countries,
from former colonial countries, and political refugees (Extra& Verhoeven 19933,
1993b). Comparative information on population figuresin EU member-states can
be obtained from the Statistical Office of the EU in Luxembourg (EuroStat). An
overall decrease of theindigenouspopul ation hasbeen observedinall EU countries
over thelast decade; at the sametime, there hasbeen anincreasein the IM figures.
Although free movement of migrants between EU member-states is legally
permitted, most IM groups in EU countries originate from non-EU countries.
According to EuroStat (1996), in January 1993, the EU had a population of
368 million, 4.8% of whom (almost 18 million people) were not citizens of the
country inwhichthey lived. Theincreaseinthe non-national population since 1985
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was mainly dueto an influx of non-EU nationals, whose numbers rose from 9 to
12 million between 1985 and 1992. The largest numbers of IM groups have been
observed in France, Germany, and Great Britain.

Reliable demographic information on IM groupsin EU countriesisdifficult to
obtain. For some groups or countries, no updated information is available or no
such data have ever been collected. Moreover, official statistics only reflect IM
groups with legal resident status. Another source of disparity is the different data
collection systemsbeing used, ranging from nationwide census datato more or less
representative surveys. Most importantly, the most widely used criteria for IM
status — nationality and/or country of birth — have become less valid over time
because of anincreasing trend toward naturali sation and birthswithin the countries
of residence. In addition, most residents from former colonies already have the
nationality of their country of immigration.

There are large differences among EU countries as regards the size and com-
position of IM groups. Owing to labour market mechanisms, such groupsarefound
mainly in the northern industrialised EU countries, whereas their presence in
M editerranean countrieslike Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spainislately increasing.
Mediterranean groups immigrate mainly to France or Germany. Portuguese,
Spanish, and Maghreb residentsare concentrated in France, whereas|talian, Greek,
former Y ugoslavian, and Turkish residents can be found mainly in Germany. The
largest IM groups in EU countries are Turkish and Maghreb residents; the latter
originate from Morocco, Algeria, or Tunisia. Table 3.1 gives official comparative
numbers showing the size of these groupsin twelve EU countriesin January 1994.
At the time of writing, more recent comparative data were not available.
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Maghreb countries Total
EU countries Morocco Algeria Tunisia Maghreb Turkey
Belgium 145,363 10,177 6,048 161,588 88,302
Denmark 3,180 368 404 3,952 34,658
Germany 82,803 23,082 28,060 133,945 1,918,395
Greece 333 180 314 827 3,066
Spain 61,303 3,259 378 6,940 301
France 572,652 614,207 206,336 1,393,195 197,712
Italy 77,180 3,177 35,318 115,675 3,656
Netherlands 164,567 905 2,415 167,887 202,618
Portugal 221 53 28 302 65
Finland 560 208 142 910 995
Sweden 1,533 599 1,152 3,284 23,649
Great Britain 3,000 2,000 2,000 7,000 41,000
Total 1,112,695 658,215 282,595 2,053,505 2,514,417

Table3.1 Official numbers of inhabitants of Maghreb and Turkish origin in twelve EU
countries, January 1994, based on the nationality criterion (EuroStat 1997)

According to EuroStat (1997) and based on the conservative nationality criterion,
in 1993, thelargest Turkish and Maghreb communities could be found in Germany
(amost 2million) and France (almost 1.4 million), respectively. Withinthe EU, the
Netherlands is in second place as the country of immigration for Turkish and
Moroccan residents.

In most EU countries, only population data on nationality and/or birth country
(of person and parents) are available. To illustrate this, Tables 3.2 and 3.3 give
recent statistics of population groupsin the Netherlands and Sweden, based on the
birth-country criterion (of person and/or mother and/or father) versusthenationality
criterion, as derived from their Central Bureaus of Statistics.
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Groups BC-PMF Nationality Absolute difference
Dutch 13,061,000 15,097,000 2,036,000
Turks 300,000 102,000 198,000
Moroccans 252,000 128,600 123,400
Surinamese 297,000 10,500 286,500
Antilleans 99,000 - 99,000
Itaians 33,000 17,600 15,400
(former) Yugoslavs 63,000 22,300 40,700
Spaniards 30,000 16,800 13,200
Somalians 27,000 8,900 18,100
Chinese 28,000 7,500 20,500
Indonesians 407,000 8,400 398,600
Other groups 1,163,000 339,800 823,200
Total 15,760,000 15,760,000 -

Table3.2 Population of the Netherlands based on the combined birth-country criterion
(BC-PMF) versusthe nationality criterion on January 1, 1999 (CBS 2000)

Groups

Finns
(former) Yugoslavs
Iragis
Bosnians
Iranians
Norwegians
Poles
Danes
Germans
Turks
Chileans
Lebanese

Total

Birth country

193,465
73,274
55,696
52,198
51,884
43,414
40,506
38,870
38,857
32,453
27,153
20,228

667,998

Nationality

97,521
20,741
36,221
19,728
13,449
33,265
15,511
26,627
17,315
13,907

9,896

2,961

307,142

Absolute difference

95,944
52,533
19,475
32,470
38,435
10,149
24,995
12,243
21,542
18,546
17,257
17,327

360,856

Table3.3 The twelve largest immigrant groups to Sweden based on the birth-country
criterion versus the nationality criterion on January 1, 2002 (SBS 2002)
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Tables 3.2 and 3.3 show strong criterion effects of birth country versus nationality
(cf. the status of Turksin the Netherlands and Finnsin Sweden, respectively). All
IM groups are strongly underrepresented in nationality-based statistics. However,
the combined birth-country criterion of person/mother/father does not solve the
identification problem either. The use of this criterion leads to non-identification
in at least the following cases:
» anincreasing group of third and later generations (cf. Moluccan and Chinese
communities in the Netherlands);
 different ethnolinguistic groups from the same country of origin (cf. Turksand
Kurds from Turkey or Berbers and Arabs from Morocco);
» the same ethnocultural group from different countries of origin (cf. Chinese
from Chinaand from other Asian countries);
» ethnocultura groups without territoria status (cf. Roma).
From the data presented in Tables 3.2 and 3.3, it is clear that collecting reliable
information about the actual number and spread of IM population groups in EU
countries is not easy. Kriiger-Potratz et al. (1998) discuss the problem of criteria
from ahistorical perspective in the context of the German Weimarer Republik. As
early as1982, the Australian I nstitute of Multicultural Affairsrecognised theabove-
mentioned identification problems for inhabitants of Australia and proposed
including questions on birth country (of person and parents), ethnic origin (based
on self-categorisation in terms of to which ethnic group a person considers
him/herself to belong), and home language use in their censuses. As vet, little
experience has been gained in EU countries with periodical censuses, or, if such
censuses have been held, with questions on ethnicity or (home) language use.
Given the decreasing significance of nationality and birth-country criteria,
collecting reliableinformation about the composition of IM groupsin EU countries
is one of the most challenging tasks facing demographers. In Table 3.4, the four
criteriamentioned are discussed with regard to their mgjor (dis)advantages (Extra
& Gorter 2001:9).



Demographic perspectives 31
Criterion Advantages Disadvantages

Nationality * objective * (intergenerational) erosion through
(NAT) « relatively easy to establish naturalisation or double NAT
(PIFIM) * NAT not always indicative of

ethnicity/identity
some (e.g., ex-colonia) groups
have NAT of immigration country

Birth country
(BC)
(PIF/IM)

Self-categorisation
(SO)

Home language
(HL)

objective
relatively easy to establish

touches the heart of the
matter

emancipatory: SC takes
account of person’s own
conception of
ethnicity/identity

HL is most significant
criterion of ethnicity in
communication processes
HL data are prerequisite for
government policy in areas
such as public information
or education

intergenerational erosion through
birthsin immigration country

BC not aways indicative of
ethnicity/identity
invariable/deterministic: does not
take account of dynamicsin society
(in contrast with all other criteria)

subjective by definition: also
determined by the
language/ethnicity of interviewer
and by the spirit of times
multiple SC possible

historically charged, especially by
World War |1 experiences

complex criterion: who speaks what
language to whom and when?
language is not always core value
of ethnicity/identity

useless in one-person househol ds

Table3.4

Criteria for the definition and identification of population groups ina

multicultural society (P/F/M = person/father/mother)

As Table 3.4 makes clear, there is no single royal road to solve the identification
problem. Different criteria may complement and strengthen each other. Verwelj
(1997) made a short tour d horizon in four EU countries (Belgium, Germany,
France, Great Britain) and inthe USA in order to investigate criteriautilised in the
national population statistics of these countries. In Belgium, Germany, and France,
such statistics have traditionally been based on the nationality criterion; only in
Belgium has additional experience been gained with the combined birth-country
criterion of persons, parents, and even grandparents. For various reasons, identi-
fication on the basis of the grandparents’ birth country is problematic: four addi-



32 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

tional sources of evidence are needed (with multiple types of outcomes) and the
chances of non-response are high. Verweij (1997) also discussed the experiences
with the utilisation of ethnic self-categorisation in Great Britain and the USA,
leaving the home language criterion out of consideration. Given the increasing
identification problems associated with the combined birth-country criterion,
Verweij, on the basis of Anglo-Saxon experiences, suggested including the self-
categorisation criterion in future population statistics as the second-best middie-
andlong-term alternativein those caseswhere the combined birth-country criterion
would not suffice. Moreover, he proposed carrying out small-scale experimental
studies on the validity and socia acceptance of the self-categorisation criterion,
given its subjective and historically charged character (see Table 3.4), before
introducing this criterion on a nationwide scale.

In the following sections, acomprehensive analysis of census questionsin four
non-European English-dominant immigration countries is made: in Australia,
Canada, the USA, and the Republic of South Africa. In each of these countries,
there is a longstanding and extensive experience of gathering nationwide census
dataon the multicultural composition of their population. Our focusisin particular
on the operationalisation and outcomes of census questionsrelated to ethnicity and
(home) language use.

3.2 Australia

Every five years, the Australian Bureau of Satistics (ABS) undertakes a large
statistical collectionto measurethenumber and certain key characteristicsof people
in Australia. The censusisobliged by the Censusand Satistics Act 1905, inwhich
it is stated that the “ census shall be taken in the year 1911 and in every tenth year
thereafter” (Trewin 2000:2). Following the 1961 census, Australiahashad acensus
taken every fiveyears. This practice became mandatory with the amendment to the
Censusand Satistics Actin 1977, stating that “the census shall betakenintheyear
1981 and in every fifth year thereafter, and at such other times as are prescribed.”
Australia’s 14th national Census of Population and Housing was held on 7 August
2001. Inthislatest census, there were minor changes to the questions, and in data
acquisitionand analysis, Internet technol ogy wasused. Thecensussuppliesalarge-
scale basis for the estimation of the population of each of the States, Territories,
and Local Government Areas, primarily for electoral purposes and for the dis-
tribution of government funds. The census includes all people in Australia on
census night; visitorsto Australiaare counted irrespective of their duration of stay.
Only foreign diplomats and their families are excluded from the census.
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Since the first national census in 1911, the content of censuses has changed.
Questionson age, marital status, and religion wereincluded in al the censuses, but
some other questions were included or excluded depending on the relevance and
importance of the questions at the time. The purpose and manner of including
guestions on language and ethnic background in Australian censuses is briefly
discussed below. Afterwards, some relevant findings from the 1996 and, mainly,
from the 2001 census are presented.

Each question asked in a nationwide popul ation survey is costly, which iswhy
guestionsto beincluded in the census are determined on the basis of the question’s
socia relevance and the needs of the community. Before each census, the ABS
consults widely with communities and users of census data about the topics that
should be included (ABS 2000). In order to determine the background charac-
teristicsof therespondent, different questionshave been asked in different contexts.
Starting with thefirst censusin 1911, the ABS hasincluded aquestion on thebirth
country of the respondent. The birth country of parents was asked for thefirst time
in 1921 and was not asked again until 1971. Since 1971, birth country of parents
has become a very relevant question. In the same vein, aquestion on the respond-
ent’s citizenship has been asked since the first census in 1911. However, before
1976, the term nationality rather than citizenship was used. Since 1986, the
respondent has been asked whether or not he/she is an Australian citizen. The
respondent’ s ethnic origin was asked for the first timein 1986.

Taken from a longitudina perspective, the questions asked on language use
show interesting variation. The first question on language use asked whether the
respondent could read and write (no particular language was mentioned). This
guestion was asked first in 1921. The focus of the question on language use
changed in the 1933 census. Thistime, the question included languages other than
English (LOTE) aswell. It was asked whether the respondent could read and write
another languageif unable to read and write English (Klarberg 1982). Until 1976,
no other questionson language use wereincluded in the censuses. The 1976 census
asked for al languages that are regularly used by family members who are five
yearsor older. Inthe 1981 census, the focus was on the ability to speak English. In
terms of languages spoken at home, the exclusion of young children was dropped
inthe 1986 censusand languagesused by all family memberswere asked for. Since
the 1986 census, two separate questions on language use were asked, i.e., question
15 in the 2001 census. Does the person speak a language other than English at
home? and ability to speak English (question 16 in the 2001 census: How well does
the person speak English?) were asked. The phrasing of the home language
guestion was carefully chosen in that, instead of being asked about language
proficiency or mother tongue, therespondent wasasked to statethelanguage he/she
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regularly uses at home. In thisway, an attempt was made to gather the most com-
prehensive information possible about potential sources and needs with respect to
languages other than English, and to avoid individual variation with respect to the
self-evaluation of language proficiency and the self-interpretation of home
language. The respondent was not required to report on other family members
language use but his’her own language use. Moreover, the focus was on the
language used in the domestic domain: home. On the basis of previous census
results, the following languages were listed on the census form in a descending
order after question 15:

Does the person speak a language other than English at home?

No, English only > go to question 17

Yes, Italian

Yes, Greek

Yes, Cantonese

Yes, Mandarin

Yes, Arabic

Yes, Vietnamese

Yes, other ... please specify ...

If more than one language other than English was used at home, respondents were
asked to record only the one that was most commonly used. In the international
discourse on languages, Mandarin and Cantonese are usualy referred to as
Chinese. However, due to the large numbers of speakers of these languages in
Australia, a distinction was made between them. For question 16 on English
language proficiency, respondents could mark one of four proficiency scales (very
well, well, not well, not at all).

A question on ancestry or ethnic origin was asked for thefirst timein 1986 and
was not asked again until 2001 because the response rate to this question was very
low and the ABS could not obtain representative results from this question.
However, as mentioned earlier, the ABS asks relevant organisations to make
submissions about the questions to be asked in the census. The ABS assessment of
the topic of ethnic origin wasthat the needs of most userswerewell met by the data
availablefrom other censusindicators such ashirth country, parents’ birth country,
citizenship, religion, and language use, and that an additional direct question on
ethnic origin similar to the one used in 1986 was not justified, particularly in view
of the high cost of processing the outcomes of the question. However, during the
submission and consultation processes, it became obvious that some users wanted
more comprehensive information on ethnic origin. Representatives of academic
institutions, government departments, and ethnic community groups supported the
inclusion of aquestion similar to the one asked in the 1986 census. On the basis of
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an earlier unsuccessful trial in the 1986 census, the ABSwanted to test the question
on ethnicity once more. Before every census, the ABS conducts acensustest in a
certain region. Thistime the census test was done in Melbourne in 1993.

In the 1986 census, the question was based on an ancestry approach (What is
each person’s ancestry?). However, at the request of the Australian Statistics
Advisory Council, two different test questions based on a self-identification
approach were used in the census test forms. In one of the test forms, the question
on ancestry was phrased asfollows: Isthe person’ s ancestry different from his/her
country of birth? In the other form, the phrasing was as follows. Does the person
identify with an ancestry different from his’her country? In order to find out how
well the ancestry questions would work, areas with a high proportion of persons
born overseaswere chosen for the pilot study. Inthe dataanalysis stage, in addition
to various analyses, a telephone follow-up method was used to identify the
problems associated with these questions. On the basis of tiresome and costly
analyses, the test resultsindicated that census data on ancestry would be subject to
serious problems of interpretation, validity, and stability. The telephone follow-up
results confirmed previously accumulated evidence that ancestry is not a concept
that is clearly understood and consistently interpreted. Based on this costly
experience, the ABS recommended that no direct question on ancestry beincluded
inthe 1996 census. Y et, in the 2001 census, the question on ancestry was included
again. The question was now phrased as follows. What is the person’s ancestry?
Seven preprinted options were provided on the census form. These were English,
Irish, Italian, German, Greek, Chinese, and Australian. There was also an * other’
option, which needed to be specified. Respondents were given the option of
including more than one ancestry if necessary. Respondents were also instructed
to count their ancestry asfar back asthree generations, if known. According to the
ABS, the mativation for including an ancestry question was to further the
understanding of the origin of Australians. In Table 3.5, based on the latest 2001
census, the findings on ancestry, coupled with those on birth country and home
language, are presented so that acomparative perspective of thesethreecriteriacan
be obtained.
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Language
Group spoken at home Birth country Ancestry
Chinese 401,357 China 142,780 556,554
Italian 353,605 Italy 218,718 800,256
Greek 263,717 Greece 116,431 375,703
Lebanese 209,372 Lebanon 71,349 162,239
Vietnamese 174,236 Vietnam 154,831 156,581
Spanish 93,593 pm pm pm
Taga og/Filipino 78,878 Philippines 103,942 129,821
German 76,443 Germany 108,220 742,212
Macedonian 71,994 Macedonia 43,527 81,898
Croatian 69,851 Croatia 51,909 105,747
Polish 59,056 Poland 58,110 150,900
Turkish 50,693 Turkey 29,821 54,596
Serbian 49,203 Yugoslavia 55,365 97,315
Maltese 41,393 Malta 46,998 136,754
Dutch 40,188 Netherlands 83,324 268,754

Table3.5 Ancestry of some Australian groups, coupled with birth country and home
language use, in the 2001 census

‘Chinese’ includes Cantonese, Mandarin, and other languages. Lebanese includes
other Arabic speakers in language spoken at home. No ancestry or birth-country
information was provided for the Spanish group, which might be due to the
problem of distinguishing between ancestry and language/ethnic group. The same
holds for Arabic. Asisclear from Table 3.5, the combination of language spoken
at home, birth country, and ancestry criteria shows the extent of language shift to
the mainstream language. It is apparent that for sometraditional immigrant groups
such as Italians and Germans, the shift to English is much higher than for some
recent groups. For instance, 800,256 people reported their ancestry as Italian but
only 27% of these people were born in Italy and 44% of them reported that Italian
was their home language. Even lower percentages are observed among the Dutch
group; out of 268,754 people, 31% were born in the Netherlands but only 15%
reported that Dutch was their home language. When welook at Greek and Turkish
groups, the picture changes. Out of 375,703 Greeks, 31% reported that they were
born in Greece but 70% reported speaking Greek as their home language. The
percentages are even higher for the Turkish group: out of 54,596 people who
identified their ancestry as Turkish, 55% reported Turkey astheir country of birth,
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but 93% reported speaking Turkish at home. In the Vietnamese group, the number
of speakersof Viethameseis much higher than the number of peoplewhoidentified
their ancestry as Viethamese.

According to Clyne & Kipp (1997), in the 1996 census, more languages were
mentioned than in any previous censusesin Australia. In 1996, 2.5 million people
aged five years or over (15% of Australia’ s population in that age range) spoke a
language other than English (LOTE) at home. Of these, 74% were people born
overseas (first-generation Australians) and 22% were children of people born
overseas(second-generation Australians). Lessthan 1% of the popul ation could not
speak English at all. In Table 3.6, the 15 most-spoken home languages are listed,
as reported in the 1996 and 2001 censuses (rounded off in thousands).

Reported Number of speskers  Number of speakers Change

home languages in 1996 census in 2001 census over time
Italian 367,300 353,600 -13,700
Greek 259,000 263,700 + 4,700
Cantonese 190,100 225,300 + 35,200
Arabic 162,000 209,400 + 47,400
Vietnamese 134,000 174,200 + 40,200
German 96,700 76,400 - 20,300
Mandarin 87,300 139,300 + 52,000
Spanish 86,900 93,600 + 6,700
Macedonian 68,100 72,000 + 3,900
Tagaog/Filipino 67,300 78,900 + 11,600
Croatian 66,700 69,900 + 3,200
Polish 61,000 59,100 - 1,900
Maltese 44,700 41,400 - 3,300
Turkish 42,200 50,700 + 8,500
Dutch 40,200 40,200 -
All other 696,800 906,200 + 209,400
Total 2,470,300 2,853,900 + 383,600

Table 3.6 Most spoken home languages in Australia (based on 1996 and 2001 censuses,
rounded off in thousands)

In the 2001 census, some other languages like Hindi (47,900), Korean (39,500),
and Indonesian (38,700) turned out to represent large groups. Australianindigenous
languages were reported by 51,000 people. Cantonese- and Mandarin-speakers
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were classified separately; people who specified another Chinese language (e.g.,
Hokkien) or ssmply wrote ‘ Chinese’ were included in * All other’.

The ranking of languages partly reflects the numbers of immigrants who have
arrived from particular countries, and the number of children they have had in
Australia. However, not al immigrants who speak a language other than English
continue to use it at home throughout their lives. Some languages have been
maintained in the hometo agreater extent than others, and this contributesto their
higher ranking among languages spoken in Australia. Taking the examples of
Dutch and Turkish, the number of persons from a Dutch background was reported
tobe 87,900 (ABS 1997) but in the 1996 census, only 40,200 persons reported that
they spoke Dutch at home. On the other hand, there were 32,100 Turkish-born
immigrants but the number of personswho spoke Turkish at homewas42,200. The
explanation for the difference is that most Turkish families continue to speak
Turkish with their Australian-born children at home, i.e., Australian-born Turkish
persons also speak Turkish at home.

Birth country Associated language First generation Second generation
Netherlands Dutch 62.9 95.9
Germany German 489 91.1
Malta Maltese 37.0 82.8
Philippines Tagalog/Filipino 25.0 84.2
Spain Spanish 22.7 63.6
Poland Polish 20.1 77.6
Italy Italian 14.8 57.4
Croatia Croatian 13.9 417
South and Central America | Spanish 131 36.6
Hong Kong Chinese languages 8.8 52.7
Greece Greek 6.4 279
Turkey Turkish 5.9 16.4
Lebanon Arabic 5.6 21.7
China Chinese languages 4.8 48.6
Taiwan Chinese languages 34 29.3
Macedonia Macedonian 31 14.7
Vietham Viethamese 2.7 10.6

Table3.7 Shiftto Englishinfirst- and second-generation Australians, by selected countries
of origin (in %; ABS 1999)
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When ‘shift’ figures are presented, the trend of language shift in different
communities becomes more explicit. On the basis of the 1996 census results, the
ABS calculated first- and second-generation language-use profil es. Language shift
in the first generation was calculated as the percentage of persons born in a
particular country who now speak only English at home. According to Clyne &
Kipp (1997) the absence of a‘language first spoken’ question necessitated the use
of birth country as a surrogate indicator of language background. This clearly
rendered the calculation of language shift figures for many countries impossible
due to the diversity of languages spoken in the home country. In Table 3.7, the
language shift patternsof variouscommunitiesin Australiaare presented according
to the 1996 census outcomes. The highest shift to English occurred among the
Dutch, the least shift among the Vietnamese. In the 1996 census, the ABS made a
more detailed analysis compared to earlier censuses. For instance, some languages
counted separately for the first time were Samoan (13,900), Assyrian (11,000),
Punjabi (10,100), the Chinese language Hokkien (9,800), and Maay (9,700). An
overview of language shift over the years among the first generation provides a
better insight into the language behaviour of different communities. Table 3.8
provides details of language shift over the years.

Birth country Shift in 1986 Shiftin 1991 Shift in 1996
Austria 39.5 425 48.3
France 275 315 37.2
Germany 40.8 42.4 48.2
Greece 4.4 4.4 6.4
Hong Kong - 84 9.0
Hungary 244 26.7 318
Italy 10.5 11.2 14.7
Lebanon 5.2 - 55
Malta 26.0 31.0 36.5
Netherlands 484 57.0 61.9
Poland 16.0 17.2 19.6
China - 5.9 4.6
Spain 13.1 16.5 224
Taiwan - 30 34
Turkey 4.2 38 5.8

Table3.8 Language shift (in %) inthefirst generationin 1986, 1991, 1996 (Clyne & Kipp
1997)



40 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

Out of the 25 leading languages in 1996, most of those spoken by the longer-
established immigrant groups had recorded a decrease, since 1991, in the number
of people who spoke the language at home. French showed the largest decrease
(17%), followed by German (16%), Dutch (15%), Maltese (14%), and Hungarian
(11%). Factors contributing to these decreases include the death rate among the
ageing first generation, and language shift. In contrast, most of the largest propor-
tional increases occurredinlanguages associated with morerecentimmigrants. The
greatestincrease occurred for Mandarin (65%), followed by Serbian (52%), Korean
(50%), Hindi (47%), and Vietnamese (31%). Some of the less commonly spoken
languages a so showed large proportional increasesin numbers of speakers. These
include Tamil (53%), Singhalese (53%), and Thai (36%). Ongoing immigration
from countries where these languages are spoken, and the birth of children to
speakersin Australia, contribute to these increases.

Along with the above censusfindings, the ABS carried out detailed analyses of
the census data. The information is made use of by different government de-
partments and organisations. Findings on the languages spoken in Australia are
important in many ways. People who lack English language skills face practical
problemsin education, employment, and access to community services. In order to
overcome these problems, interpreter and tranglation services, and programmes of
English instruction in schools and in other educational institutions are provided in
regions where these are needed the most. Also, many people from non-English-
speaking backgrounds wish to see the use of their home languages continue in
Australia, for reasons of cultural continuity and identity (ABS 1999).

Asdocumented above, in order to collect comprehensive information about the
backgrounds of Australia sresidents, the ABS constantly reviews and modifiesits
guestions. In line with our objectives, we documented the scope and phrasing of
guestions on birth country, citizenship, languages spoken, and ancestry/ethnicity.
In terms of the home language question, the phrasing in the 1996 census was
person-directed and did not include any other persons in the respondent’ s home.
Terms like mother tongue or first language were not used in order to overcome
possible misunderstandings on the part of the respondents. In the latest 2001
census, questions on the birth country of the respondent and his parents, citizen-
ship, religion, ancestry (instead of ethnicity), language(s) spoken at homeand at the
workplace, and proficiency in English were included. For afurther discussion of
factors that influence the intra/intergenerational processes of language shift in
Australia, werefer to Clyne (2003, 1991, 1982), Clyne & Kipp (1997), Kipp et al.
(1995), Ozalins (1993), and Romaine (1991).
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3.3 Canada

In both purpose and manner, the method of conducting a censusin Canadais very
similar to that in Australia. However, with regard to our focus questions on
language and ethnicity, therearesignificant differencesbetweenthe Australian and
Canadian censuses. In the Handbook of Canadian Censusof Population (2001), the
purpose of the census is defined as to provide a statistical portrait of the country
and its people. In Canada, all levels of government use census datato make policy
decisions about national, regional, and local socio-economic action programmes.
Censusinformation isalso used to redistribute seatsin the House of Commonsand
Provincial Legidlative Assemblies, to determine equalisation payments and other
federal-provincial transfer payments, and to design and assess particular pro-
grammes. Business, industry, associations, institutions, academia, and media de-
pend on census data as a val uabl e decision-making tool. Census data are al so used
to planimportant community servicessuch ashealth care, education, transportation,
day-care, fire and police protection, employment and training programmes, and
housing.

A censusis conducted in Canadaevery five years. Thelast censuswas held on
May 15, 2001, some findings of which are presented here. Like in the Australian
case, the census questions are subject to rigorous consultation, testing, review, and
approval processesto make surethat every question respondstoimportant informa-
tion requirementsthat cannot be met through other means. In the Canadian census,
there are two types of questionnaires, and not al respondents receive the same
guestionnaire. Four out of five households receive a short form while the fifth
household receives a long form. The short form contains seven questions: the
respondent’ sname, sex, age, marital and common-law status, family and household
relationships, and mother tongue. The long form contains 52 additional questions,
including questionson religion, birth country of the parents, and languages spoken
at work. An adult in each household is asked to fill out the questionnaire and mail
it back to Statistics Canada. In data collection, the Canadian Census Bureau opts
for asampling method becauseit is considered to be an effective coll ection method
yielding high-quality datawhile reducing costs and response burden (Handbook of
Canadian Census of Population 2001).

The first population study in Canada was conducted more than a century ago,
in 1871. Over the years, there have been various questions about ethnicity and
language; the first one was about ethnic origin. Before 1951, the phrasing was as
follows: To which ethnic or cultural group did you or your ancestor (on the male
side) belong on coming to this continent? In the instruction manual for the
interviewer, it was said that nationality is not an indicator of ethnicity but the
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language that was or is being spoken may be considered as such. In 1981, the
principle that respondents could only mention one ethnic origin (namely, male
descent) was abandoned; since then, respondents can indicate whether they
consider themselvesto be of mixed origin, which, in view of the number of mixed
marriages, is quite conceivable. De Vries (1985) points out that the question on
ethnic origin does not yield thoroughly reliable data. Questions that require
respondents to report on their own ethnic origin tend to measure either self-
categorisation or descent. Only if thereisastrong correlation between the two, and
if membersof various ethnic groupsdo not marry outside their own group, doesthe
guestion measure both components. Therefore, the above-mentioned questionfrom
the Canadian censusis problematic in anumber of respects. The Australian experi-
ence has proven that questions on ethnicity are not reliable and representative.
Apart from a question on ethnicity and/or ancestry, the Canadian census also
contains a question on race. In the latest 2001 census, this question (19) was
formulated as follows: Is this person White / Chinese / South Asian / Black /
Filipino / Latin American / Southern Asian / Arab / West Asian / Japanese /
Korean/ Other? Mark morethan oneor specify, if applicable. Thisracia question
inthe Canadian censusishighly disputed because of thelack of distinction between
race and ethnicity. The USA census struggles with the same problem (Section 3.4)
In the 1901 census, two language items made their first appearance: aquestion
about oral proficiency in Canada stwo official languages, English and French, and
aquestion about the respondent’ smother tongue. Until 1961, thefirst question was
phrased as follows: Are you able to speak English, French or both well enough to
carry on a conversation? (English only / French only / both / neither). The second
guestion, regarding the respondent’ s mother tongue, was phrased as follows until
1941: What is the respondent’ s mother tongue? The notion ‘ mother tongue’ was
defined asthelanguagefirst learned in childhood and still spoken. From 1941 until
1971, the question concerned the language first spoken and still understood, and
in 1981 the language first learned and still understood. In the last formulation, the
possibility of arespondent not using his’/her mother tongue is taken into account.
Dueto Canada s officially *bilingual’ nature, questions targeting the bilingual
competence of respondents were needed. Until 1971, respondents who had a
bilingual upbringing had to make a choice between two mother tongues, sinceonly
one could be mentioned. The assumption was that the respondents’ choice would
be arbitrary. Research has shown, however, that the language with the highest
prestige was chosen (De Vries 1985). Beginning in 1976, respondents had the
option of naming two languages as their mother tongue, which increased the
reliability of thedata(De Vries& Vallee 1980). Since 1986, theresults of multiple
responses have been published as well. Another question in the Canadian census
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was on language use in the domestic domain. In 1971, this question was included
on the recommendation of the Roya Commission on Bilinguaism and Bi-
culturalism. However, the formulation What language do you most often speak at
home now? was ambiguous, since both you and the French vousfail to make clear
whether the question is being addressed to the respondent or to the entire house-
hold. In the 1981 census, adding yourself and vous-méme rectified this ambiguity.

In order to obtain a social and cultural portrait of Canada' s population, the
census gathers information about country of birth, citizenship, ethnic origin, First
Nations, and so-called ‘visible’ minorities. The question on the birth country of
parentswasreintroduced inthe 2001 census, and the decennia questiononreligion
was aso included in the questionnaire. For the most part, these sociocultural
guestions are used to administer federal acts such asthe Multiculturalism Act, the
Canadian Charter of Rightsand Freedoms, the Indian Act, the Employment Equity
Act, thelmmigration Act, and the Citizenship Act. Researchers and policy-makers
use the data to monitor population shifts within Canada and to monitor the
adaptation of immigrants to Canadian society. They can also investigate changes
in the socia and cultural characteristics of the population over the years and
examine the relevance of policies and programmes relating to employment,
training, immigration, education, health care, and so on.

The 1996 and the 2001 censuses did not differ greatly, but with respect to
language questions, some changes were made. In the 1996 census, there were four
guestions on language use. Question 9 in the long form asked Can this person
speak English or French well enough to conduct a conversation? Question 10:
What language(s), other than English or French, can this person speak well
enough to conduct a conversation? Question 11: What language does this person
speak most often at home? And question 12: What isthe language that this person
first learned at home in childhood and still understands? (If this person no longer
under stands the first language learned, indicate the second language learned.) In
the 2001 census, the long questionnaire contained questions on the first language
learned in childhood, languages understood and spoken at home, aswell as know-
ledge of so-called *official’ and ‘ non-official’ languages in the various regions of
Canada. However, the question on home language was changed and the following
two questions were added: What language does this person speak most often at
home? Does this person speak any other languages on a regular basis at home?
New inthe 2001 censuswas atwo-part question on the language used at work. The
first part asked for the language the respondent uses most often in his’her work: In
thisjob, what language did this person use most often? The second part asked for
any other languages used on aregular basisin the workplace: Did this person use
any other languages on a regular basisin thisjob? The aim of this new question
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was to provide insights into the vitality of official and non-official language
communities acrossthe country. Thedata, for example, provideinformation onthe
extent to which employees belonging to English or French minority language
communities use their language knowledge in their workplaces.

As documented here, in comparison to Australia, very detailed questions on
language use are asked in the Canadian context. Birth country, citizenship and
ethnicity questions were used in both the 1996 and the 2001 censuses. However,
in contrast to the 1996 census, in the 2001 census, the birth country of parentswas
asked for aswell. Thisquestion had been asked for thelast timein the 1971 census.
The Census Bureau suggested that, along with information gathered from other
guestions such as those on country of birth, ethnic origin, visible minority, and
religion, this question would contribute to the multicultural portrait of the
population of Canada.

The data collected in 1996 show that the multilingual nature of Canada is
growing asaresult of increased immigration. In 1996, 4.7 million peopl e reported
amother tongue other than English or French, a 15.1% increase since 1991. This
increase was two and a half times larger than the overall growth rate of the
Canadian population (5.7%). Thetotal number of peoplereporting English astheir
mother tongueincreased by 4.7%, whilethose reporting French increased by 2.3%.
Between 1971 and 1996, the proportion of people with amother tongue other than
English or French (referred to as ‘ allophones’) increased from 13% of the overall
population to nearly 17%. ‘Mother tongue’ was defined as the first language a
person learned at homein childhood and still understood at the time of the census.
The growth in the proportion of allophones was the result of increases in both the
number of immigrants, and the proportion of immigrantswhose mother tonguewas
neither English nor French. This dual trend gained momentum in the 1980s.
According to the most recent data from the 2001 census, Canadians reported
speaking more than 100 languages other than English and French. Table 3.9 gives
an overview of the mgor mother tongue groups (N > 120,000) in the 2001
Canadian census.
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Mother tongue Ethnic origin Ethnic origin

Group speakers total responses* single responses
English 17,352,315 5,978,875** 1,479,520
French 6,703,325 4,668,410 1,060,755
Chinese total 853,745 1,094,700 936,210

Cantonese 322,315

Mandarin 101,760

Hakka 4,565

Chinese 425,085
Italian 469,485 1,270,370 726,275
German 438,080 2,742,765 705,595
Punjabi 271,220 47,160*** 28,980
Spanish 245,495 213,100 66,545
Portuguese 213,815 357,690 252,835
Polish 208,375 817,085 260,415
Arabic 199,940 71,705 **** 47,600
Tagal og/Filipino 174,060 327,545 266,140
Ukrainian 148,085 1,071,060 326,200
Dutch 128,670 923,310 316,220
Viethamese 122,055 151,410 119,120
Greek 120,360 215,105 143,780

Notes: * Respondents who reported multiple ethnic origins are counted more than once in this
column, as they are included in the multiple responses for each origin they reported. ** This
only includes English ethnicity; other mother tongue speakersof English such asScottish, Irish,
North American or Australian are not included in this figure. *** This includes reports
indicating Punjabi as ethnic origin; Pakistani (74,015) is listed separately. **** This only
includes reports indicating Arab as ethnic origin; categories as Egyptian (41,310), Iraqi
(19,245), Lebanese (143,630), Moroccan (21,355), and Syrian (22,065) are listed separately.

Table3.9 Major mother tongue groups in the 2001 Canadian census (Statistics Canada,
Census of Population)

Personswhose mother tongue was English (Anglophones) accounted for 59.1% of
Canada's population in 2001, and thus represented the majority of Canadians.
Although their numbers rose, their share of the population slowly declined, down
from 59.8% in the 1996 census. The same was true of Francophones, i.e., those
who reported French as their mother tongue; represented 22.9% of the population
in 2001, down from 23.5% in 1996. In 2001, allophones represented 18% of the
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population, up from 16.6% in 1996. Almost 5,335,000 individuals, i.e., about one
out of every six persons, reported having a mother tongue other than English or
French. This meant an increase of 12.5% from the 1996 census, three times the
growth rate of the population asawhole (4%). Language groupsfrom Asiaand the
Middle East recorded the largest increases. Chinese consolidated its position as
Canada s most common language spoken at home, after English and French. More
than 850,000 people reported speaking Chinese as their mother tongue, up from
136,400 or 18.5% in 1996. They accounted for 2.9% of the total population of
Canada, up from 2.6% five years earlier. Italian remained in fourth place, and
German in fifth, although their numbers declined. Punjabi moved into sixth, and
Spanish into seventh position. Table 3.10 shows the proportion of language shift
towards English or French for the same mother tongue groupsin the 2001 census
as presented in Table 3.9, in decreasing order of shift.

Mother tongue Shift (%) Mother tongue Shift (%)
Dutch 87.2 Tagalog/Filipino 36.2
Ukrainian 76.5 Arabic 30.9
German 71.2 Spanish 274
Italian 50.6 Punjabi 15.6
Polish 37.9 Chinese 155
Portuguese 36.8 Vietnamese not available
Greek 36.2

Table3.10  Language shift (in %) towards English and French in major mother tongue
groups

The lowest language shift (15%) is observed among Chinese- and Punjabi-
speakers. In contrast, 87% of the people with Dutch as their mother tongue were
using English or French at home. Nationwide, the numbersof individual sreporting
Italian, Ukrainian, German, Polish, and Dutch as mother tongue al declined inthe
2001 census. Apart from data on mother tongue speakers, the census contains data
on home language use. Table 3.11 gives an overview of the most frequently
reported home languages (N > 30,000) in the 2001 census.
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Home language N Home language N

English 25,246,220 Russian 157,455
French 9,178,100 Urdu/* Pakistani’ 139,445
Itaian 680,970 Farsi 111,705
German 635,520 Tamil 111,585
Spanish 610,575 Korean 91,610
Chinese 415,680 Hungarian 89,230
Cantonese 398,890 Gujardti 80,835
Punjabi 338,720 Creole 76,140
Arabic 290,280 Croatian 71,725
Portuguese 264,995 Japanese 65,030
Polish 249,695 Hebrew 63,675
Tagal og/Filipino 244,690 Roumanian 60,520
Hindi 227,295 Serbian 50,110
Mandarin 207,970 Yiddish 37,010
Ukrainian 200,525 Bengadli 34,650
Vietnamese 165,645 Armenian 32,905
Greek 158,800 Turkish 32,520
Dutch 157,875 Somali 31,260

Table3.11 Most frequently reported home languages in the 2001 census

Table 3.11 confirmssome of the patterns commented upon above. WhereasEnglish
and French are represented on top, interesting differences emerge between the
rankings of other languages represented in Tables 3.9 and 3.10. Furthermore, the
2001 census findings show that Canada's increasing multilingualism is not
confined to the domestic context but that the workplace is also important for
multilingual practice. Considerable numbers of languages are used in various
workplaces throughout Canada. By means of the census data, a detailed and com-
prehensive demolinguistic picture of the Canadian society can be obtained.
Inquiries have yielded materia with which to complement and compare census
data, thuslaying asolid foundation for language research and language policy (De
Vries & Vallee 1980, Cummins & Danesi 1990).

The question on ‘visible minorities' is another interesting characteristic of the
Canadian census. Table 3.12 gives the relevant data.
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Total visible minority population 3,983,845
Chinese 1,029,395
South Asian 917,075
Black 662,210
Filipino 308,575
Latin American 216,975
South-East Asian 198,880
Arab 194,680
West Asian 109,285
Korean 100,660
Japanese 73,315
Visible minority (other) 98,920
Multiple visible minorities 73,875
All others 25,655,185

Table3.12  Population by visible minority groups (2001 census; 20% sample data)

In the 2001 census, aimost 4 million individuals identified themselves as visible
minorities, accounting for 13.4% of the total population. Visible minorities were
defined as persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are non-Caucasianin race
or non-white in colour. This proportion increased steadily over the twenty years
from 1981 to 2001. In 1981, 1.1 million people defining themselves as visible
minorities accounted for 4.7% of the total population; by 1996, 3.2 million people
accounted for 11.2%. The visible minority population grew much faster than the
total population. Between 1996 and 2001, the total population increased by 4%,
while the visible minority population rose by 25%, i.e., six times faster.

In the 2001 census question on ethnic ancestry, more than 200 different ethnic
originswerereported (see Table 3.9). Ethnic origin, asdefined in the census, refers
tothe ethnic or cultural group(s) to which anindividual’s ancestors belonged. The
list of origins reported included ethnocultural groups associated with Canada' s
indigenous peoples, i.e., North American Indian, Métis, and Inuit, and groups
associated with the founding of Canada, such as French, English, Scottish, and
Irish. The list also reflected the history of immigration to Canada in the past
100 years, with groups such as German, Italian, Chinese, Ukrainian, Dutch, Polish,
and so on. In addition, many people reported multiple ethnic ancestries as aresult
of increasing intermarriage among ethnic groups. Asisclear from Table 3.9, there
is not always a one-to-one correlation between ethnic origin and reported mother
tongue. In the same vein, home language use numbers have no direct links with
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mother tongue numbers. In the 2001 census, 469,485 people reported Italian as
their mother tongue, while 680,970 people claimed that Italian was used asahome
language in the domestic domain. Y et, 1,270,370 people reported Italian as their
ethnic origin. These differences alone highlight the dynamic character of multi-
lingual and multicultural societies. For acomprehensive discussion of the complex
linkage between issues of language, ethnicity, and identity, we refer to Edwards
(2001).

The concept of ethnic origin remains a highly problematic issue in population
censuses. AsdiscussedintheAustralian context, theresultsobtained from ethnicity
guestions are not considered representative. Statistics Canada admits that the
concept of ethnicity isfluid and is probably the most complex concept measured
inthe census. Therespondents’ understanding or views of ethnicity, the awareness
of their family background, the number of generations in Canada, and the length
of time since immigration affect the reporting of ethnicity from one census to
another. Increasing intermarriage among various ethnic groups has led to an
increase in the reporting of multiple origins, which has added to the complexity of
the ethnic data. Interestingly, in the 2001 census, ‘ Canadian’ was included as an
option in the category of ethnic origin.

3.4 TheUnited Statesof America

Among the four countries presented in this chapter, the USA has the longest
tradition of conducting nationwide censuses. Alterman (1969) and Anderson (1988)
offer fascinating historical accounts of who has been counted in American
censuses, and how and why. The USA has al so alongstanding tradition regarding
theidentification of majority and minority groups. Burkey (1978) offersanin-depth
historical perspectiveon the originsof dominant and dominated groupsinthe USA.
The importance and utility of information about the language use of different
population groups has been closely examined in numerous studies (e.g., Fishman
1989, Fishman et al. 1985, Veltman 1983).

Starting from 1790, the USA hasheld anational census every ten years. Before
1960, thetradition of datacollection wasthe sameasin Australia; officersfromthe
Census Bureau delivered the questionnaires to househol ds and later collected them
in person. However, data collection is being done more and morein the Canadian
fashionin that censusformsareincreasingly sent out and returned by mail. Inrural
areas, data collection is still donein the traditional way. Asin the case of Canada,
two types of census questionnaires are used in the USA: a short and along form.
Onefifth of the nation fillsin the long form, while 80% of the population receives
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the short form. The characteristic of the USA census which distinguishes it from
that of the other countries presented hereisthe detail ed questions on ancestry, race,
and ethnicity. The question on race has been asked since the first census of 1790
(Goldberg 1997). A citizenship question has been included since 1820. A question
on country of birth has been asked since 1850, and one on languages spoken at
home since 1890. A question on Hispanic origin has been asked since 1970, while
aquestion on ancestry has been included since 1980.

Different from Australia, a census question on race is employed in the USA,
Canada, and South Africa. The phrasing of the question in the USA censusis as
follows. What is the person’ srace? (Mark one or moreracesto indicate what this
person considers himself/herself to be.)) Multiple choices are listed under the
guestion, i.e., White / Black, African American, or Negro / American Indian or
Alaska Native / Asian Indian / Chinese / Filipino / Japanese / Korean /
Vietnamese/ Native Hawaiian/ Guamanian or Chamorro/ Samoan/ Other Pacific
Islander / Other Asian. Thejustification of including aquestion on raceisreasoned
as follows. In terms of federal uses, this question is needed to assess racid
disparitiesin health and environmental risks. It isused under theV oting Rights Act
to identify minority language groups that require voting materials in their own
languages. It is used under the Civil Rights Act to assess fairness of employment
practices. The race question a so has acommunity impact in that it is necessary to
the Community Reinvestment Act to help determine whether financia institutions
meet the credit needs of minoritiesin low- and moderate-income areas. It is also
needed under the Public Health Service Act asakey factor inidentifying segments
of the population who may not be receiving needed medical services, and it is
required by states to meet legidative redistricting requirements by knowing the
racial make-up of the voting-age population. It is further argued that the racial
classifications used by the Census Bureau adhere to the October 1997 revised
standards for the classification of federal data on race and ethnicity, issued by the
Office of Management and Budget. These standards govern the categories used to
collect and publish federal data on race and ethnicity.

Each answer provided by arespondent representsasel f-classification according
to therace or raceswith which theindividual most closely identifies. Thisquestion
includes both racial and national origin of sociocultural groups, and attempts to
reflect theincreasing racial and ethnic diversity of the population of the USA. The
term * African American’ has been included to reflect the increased prevalence of
the term in the past decade. After each census, the question on race was evaluated
and revised if the formulation of the question was found to strongly influence the
answers. In the 1990 census, the wording of the question on race yielded data that
was insufficiently precise. In spite of these reliability and representativeness
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problems, the tradition of including a question on race is still maintained in the
USA census.

Another unique characteristic of the USA censusisthe inclusion of a specific
guestion concerning one particular group: Hispanics. The question Is this person
Foanish/ Hispanic/ Latino? has been asked since 1970. In the response category,
the following choices are written: No, not Spanish / Hispanic / Latino; Yes,
Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano; Yes, Puerto Rican; Yes, Cuban; Yes, other
Spanish/ Hispanic/ Latino. Thelegal justification of including thisquestion at the
federal level is that it is essentia to ensure enforcement of bilingual English-
Spanish election rules under the Voting Rights Act. It is aso used to meet
guidelines mandated in the October 1997 revised standardsfor the classification of
federal data on race and ethnicity. In terms of community impact, this questionis
used in identifying segments of the population who may not be getting needed
medical services under the Public Health Service Act. It is also used for alotting
funds to school districts for bilingual services under the Bilingual Education Act.
Finally, itisneeded under the V oting Rights A ct to monitor the compliance of local
jurisdictions by using counts of the voting-age population by national origin to
ensure equality in voting. The answer given by the respondent to this question is
based on self-categorisation.

Apart from the questions on race and Hispanic origin, a third question
concerning the respondent’ s ancestry or ethnic origin has been asked since 1980.
The question What isthis person’ sancestry or ethnic origin? asksfor the ancestry/
ethnicity of al persons, no matter how many generations have beeninthiscountry.
Respondents are asked to indicate the name of one ethnic group. Individuals who
think of themselves as being of more than one ethnic origin are allowed to indicate
multipleethnicity, e.g., German-Irish. Thisself-categorisation approach recognises
that a strong ethnic identity is not limited to just first- and second-generation
immigrants. The question is required to enforce provisions under the Civil Rights
Act which prohibits discrimination based upon race, sex, religion, and national
origin (Bureau of the Census 2000).

A combination of three questions elicits data to set and evaluate immigration
policies and laws:. country of birth (Where was this person born?), citizenship (Is
this person a citizen of the USA?), and year of entry to the USA (When did this
person come to live in the USA?). This series of questions is used to describe the
population as native and foreign born. Country of birth has been asked since 1850
and is needed to provide information about what part of the population was born
inthe USA, Puerto Rico, the ISland Areas, or aforeign country. Vital information
on lifetime migration patterns also comes from the country of birth question.
Information on citizenship is used to classify part of the population as foreign
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individuals who were born in a foreign country but have at least one American
parent. The question on citizenship does not attempt to determine the legal status
of immigrants. Y ear of entry isneeded to determine how long foreign-born persons
have lived in the USA.

Questions on language use have been asked since 1890. Between 1940 and
1960, no questions on language were included in the censuses. There are three
guestions on language use. The first oneis on languages other than English (Does
this person speak a language other than English at home?); the second one
identifies the specific language; and the third one is on English language profi-
ciency (How well does this person speak English?). The Census Bureau has many
federal and national impact reasons to include these questions but basically this
series of questions is used to identify the populations who have difficulty com-
municating in English. Theinformation derived on the basis of these questionscan
also be used under the Bilingual Education Program to allocate grants to school
districts for children with limited English language proficiency.

The 1990 census data published by the Census Bureau in severa separate
reports show that amost a quarter of the nearly 20 million Americans who were
born abroad immigrated between 1985 and 1990. Themain countriesof originwere
Mexico (4.3 million) and the Philippines(913,000). Canada, Cuba, Germany, Great
Britain, Italy, South Korea, Vietnam, and China each contributed at least 500,000
inhabitants. The stateswith the highest number of inhabitants of foreign extraction
were California (33%), New Y ork (14%), Florida (8%), Texas (8%), New Jersey
(5%), and lllinois (5%). In 1990, almost 32 million people (14% of the American
population of five years of age and older) indicated that they spoke a language
other than English at home, as compared with 23 million (11%) ten years earlier.
After English, Spanish was the language most frequently spoken a home
(17.3 million), followed by French (1.7 million), German (1.5 million), Italian
(2.3 million), and Chinese (1.2 million). Approximately 4.5 million people spoke
an Asian or Pacific Ilander language at home, and almost 332,000 people spoke
anative North American language. Of the non-English-speaking population, 60%
declared that they spoke English very well, and 20% that they did not speak English
or spokeit badly. A relatively low command of the English language was reported
mainly among Asian language groups.

The results of the 2000 census show that the USA is increasingly becoming a
multicultural and multilingual country. On the basis of the outcomes of the 2000
census, the total population of the USA is about 281 million. The Census Bureau
also presented its findings concerning citizenship, ancestry, ethnicity, race, His-
panic versus non-Hispanic persons, and languages spoken at home. The numbers
and percentages for ethnicity, race, and Hispanics are intriguing as there are
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inconsistencies, which in a way confirm the Australian Bureau of Statistics
experiences with the ethnicity question. Table 3.13 is based on the 2000 census

findings on race.

Race Number Percentage
White 211,460,626 75.1
Black or African American 34,658,190 12.3
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,475,956 0.9
Asian 10,242,998 3.6
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 398,835 0.1
Some other race 15,359,073 55
Two or more races 6,826,228 2.4

Total 281,421,906 99.9

Hispanic or Latino and race Number Percentage
Hispanic or Latino 35,305,818 125
Not Hispanic or Latino 246,116,088 87.5
White Alone 194,552,774 69.1

Table3.13 Racial characteristics, 2000 census

Asisclear from Table 3.13, the numbers and percentages for race in the first and
second parts of the table are inconsistent. In the first part, the percentage for
‘whites’ is 75.1% but in the second part it is 69.1%. On the other hand, for the
category ‘languagesspoken at home', 209.8 million people(of fiveyearsand older)
reported that they spoke only English at home, while 44.9 million (of whom
26.7 million were Spanish-speaking) indicated they spoke a language other than
English at home. For a comprehensive discussion of the demographic issues
surrounding minority languagesinthe USA, with afocus on Spanishin California,
we refer to Macias (2001). Table 3.14 presents the 2000 census findings with

respect to ‘ ancestry’ .
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Ancestry Millions Ancestry Millions
German 46.4 Russian 29
Irish 332 Canadian French 22
English 28.2 West Indian 19
USA 19.6 Welsh 18
Italian 15.9 Hungarian 15
French 9.7 Sub-Saharan African 15
Polish 9.0 Danish 14
Scottish 54 Czech 13
Dutch 5.2 Portuguese 13
Scottish-Irish 52 Arab 12
Norwegian 45 Greek 11
Swedish 43

Table3.14  Dataon ancestry, 2000 census (in millions)

The figures for ancestry, race, and ethnicity from the 2000 USA census show the
complicated nature of USA census findings. Even though the number of persons
who reported that they spoke a language other than English a home was
44.9 million, the number of people who indicated American (or USA) as their
ancestry was 19.6 million. There is an ongoing debate on the justification of the
‘racial’ classification in the USA census and on its distinctness from the ‘ ethnic’
classification (Burkey 1978, Vermeulen 1999, Kertzer & Arel 2002). Many
Americansget lost in the subtlety of identifying population groupsin termsof race
versus ethnicity, or tend to consider ethnic groups as subdivisions of races. It is,
apparently, considered to be too early to abolish the whole system of racid
classification, in spite of the fact that ‘races’ in the classic biological sense do not
exist. No racia classification can be developed in such a way that biological
variation is greater between than within racia categories. In the next section, we
focus on census experiences in South Africa, where the racial question originates
from atotally different historical context.

3.5 South Africa

The census experience of English-dominant immigration countriespresented so far
is very different from that in the South African context. South Africa presents a
different picture due to its particular spectrum of indigenous and non-indigenous
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languages and to its politically burdened history of apartheid. During the period of
apartheid (1948-1994), English and Afrikaans were the only two languages with
an officially recognised nationwide status, despite the wide variety of other lan-
guageslearnt and spokenin South Africa. Apart from Afrikaans, English, and other
languagesof European origin, two major groups of languages should be mentioned:
» Bantu languages, in particular (isi)Zulu, (isi))Xhosa, (s))Swati, (isi))Ndebele,

(se)Sotho, (se)Tswana, (xi)Tsonga, (tshi)Venda, and Sepedi;

* Indian languages, in particular Hindi, Gujarati, Tamil, Urdu, and Telegu.
While Bantu languages have their roots in Southern Africa, European and Indian
languages originate from abroad, coming into South Africasincethe 17th and 19th
centuries, respectively. For a historical and sociolinguistic discussion of the
spectrum of languagesin South Africa, werefer to Webb (2002), Extra& Maartens
(1998), and Mesthrie (1995).

The earliest interest in language spread in South Africafocused on Afrikaans.
Thefirst demolinguistic map of Afrikaanswas published by Van Ginniken (1913)
in his Handboek der Nederlandsche Taal. Van Ginniken distinguished between
Western Afrikaans, spoken in the then Western Province, and North-Eastern
Afrikaans, spoken in Transvaal, the (formerly Orange) Free State and the Middle
and Eastern Capeto Natal. Van Ginniken’ swork on Afrikaanswasfollowed up by
such later studies as Coetzee (1958) on the geographical distribution of Afrikaans
and English in South Africa. Coetzee concluded that in the 1930s the cities had
become English-dominant, whereas the countryside had remained Afrikaans-
dominant. Apart from Afrikaans and English, virtually no demolinguistic studies
were undertaken on African or other languages in South Africa before 1950.

Van Warmeloo (1952) and Louw (1959) are among the first demolinguistic
mapswhich show the distribution of languages spokenin South Africa. Intheearly
1980s, the more ambitious Language Atlas of South Africa programme was
initiated, whichmeant toidentify, illustrate, and discussthedistribution of all South
African languagesin a series of language maps. Du Preez (1987) gives an account
of this research programme, derived from an international survey of the develop-
ment and stance of demo- or geolinguistics at that time. In the changing South
Africa of the 1990s, language planning became a primary area of debate on the
national agendaof reform. In thiscontext, reliable census dataon (home) language
usewerereferred to as prerequisite. Censuseswere held in South Africaduring the
20th century at intervalsof ten yearsor less (recently: 1970, 1980, 1991, 1996, and
2001). Information based on the 1980 census data is provided by Grobler et al.
(1990). The 1991 census datawere documented by Luls & Oberhol zer (1994) and
Krige et a. (1994). Van der Merwe & Van Niekerk (1994) provide comparative
data on the 1980 and 1991 censuses in their Language Atlas of South Africa.
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Both the 1980 and 1991 censuses were based on questionnaires, written in
Afrikaans and English only, and delivered to the heads of households. Both
censuses contained questions on race and language. In the 1991 census, the first
guestion asked for ‘ population group’ interms of White/ Coloured/ Asian/ Black.
The second question was formulated as follows: Indicate whether each person (in
the household) can speak (communicate in), read and/or write the following
languages:. Afrikaans/ English/ Black Language/ Other. In addition, thefollowing
two questions were asked: State which language each person most often speaks at
home and If more than one language is usually spoken at home, state the other
language which is spoken. African languages should be specified in terms of the
Bantu languages distinguished before.

Itisinternationally accepted that acensus cannot be 100% accurate. The census
figures available for South Africa, however, present researchers with a unique set
of inadequacies due to a unique political history. The list of inadequacies will be
summarized from commentary by Krige et al. (1994). In South African censuses
up to and including the 1980 census, the process whereby adjustment for under-
count was made, was completely lacking in transparency and no methodological
information was made available. The published figures already incorporated the
undercount adjustment. It is no surprise then that numerous allegations of political
mani pul ation have been made, supported by examples of absurditiesinthedata. In
the census reports, the unadjusted figures were provided together with the lists
giving the recommended adjustment by race, gender, and age. No provision was
made for the incorporation of district-related (urban/rural) differences.

After the 1991 census, validation and adjustment was coordinated by the BMR
(Bureau of Market Research), UNISA (University of South Africa), and repres-
entatives from organisations such as the HSRC (Human Sciences Research
Council) and the DBSA (Development Bank of Southern Africa). Unfortunately,
the structural constraintsinherent in the earlier censuseswere apparent in the 1991
census aswell:

» The census reports provide information only on what is called ‘first home
language’ and no information is available on other languages that people can
and may speak.

» Theway inwhich questionswere asked and the datawere anal ysed, influenced
the statistics in important ways. For example, the published data make no
provision for the fact there may conceivably be Africans who have Afrikaans
or English as their first language. If they do, the only available category in
which to classify their home languageis ‘ other’.

» Language data from the former so-caled TBVC ‘home lands (Transkel,
Bophuthatswana, Venda, and the Ciskel) is unavailable and is simply either
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represented by an estimatein the distribution figures available or ignored, asin
the 1980 figures, because the speakers of these languages were statutorily
citizens of ‘foreign countries'.

» Finaly, it should be kept in mind that years of rapid political and social change
have passed since the 1991 census. Widespread urbanisation and the influx of
illegal immigrants, primarily across the borders of South Africa, are factorsto
contend with on the language scene. In 1994, the territorial division of South
Africa into four provinces, six homelands and the four independent TBVC
states changed into a nine-province division — a fact to be kept in mind when
considering pre-1994 language maps.

In May 1996, the Constitutional Assembly of the post-apartheid Republic of South
Africa adopted a new Constitution, which in Clause 6 provides for no less than
11 off|C|aI languages:
The official languages of the Republic are Sepedi, Sesotho, Setswana,
siSwati, Tshivenda, Xitsonga, Afrikaans, English, isiNdbele, isiXhosa
and isiZulu.

» Recognising the historically diminished use and status of theindigenous
languages of our people, the state must take practical and positive
measures to elevate the status and advance the use of these languages.

» The national government and provincial governments may use any
particular official languagesfor the purposes of government, taking into
account usage, practicality, expense, regional circumstances, and the
balance of the needs and preferences of the population asawhole or in
the province concerned; but the national government and each provincial
government must use at least two official languages.

* Municipalities must take into account the language usage and prefer-
ences of their residents.

» Thenational government and provincial governments, by legidativeand
other measures, must regul ate and monitor their use of official languages.
All official languages must enjoy parity of esteem and must be treated
equitably.

» A Pan South AfricaLanguage Board, established by national legislation,
must promote and rate conditions for the development and use of al
official languages, the Khoi, Nama, and San languages, and aso Sign
language.

» Thelegidation must aso promote and ensure respect for all languages
commonly used by communities in South Africa, including German,
Greek, Gujarati, Hindi, Portuguese, Tamil, Telegu, and Urdu, aswell as
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Arabic, Hebrew, Sanskrit, and other languages used for religious
purposes in South Africa.

In the 1996 census, for the first time in South African history, the census forms
were available in all eleven newly recognised official languages. A remarkable
phenomenon in the post-apartheid censuses of 1996 and 2001 remains the
mai ntenance of acensusquestion on racerather than on ethnicity. Possibleanswers
to the question How would (the person) describe him-/herself? related to Black
African, Coloured, Indian/Asian, and White. No further specificationswere given,
nor was there room for other specifications. Thetwo questions regarding language
use were phrased as follows: Which language does (the person) speak most often
at home?, and Does (the person) speak more than one language at home? The
answer to the former question had to be specified in an open space (no explanation
was given), while the answer to the latter question had to be specified as yes or no.
If yes, The language (the person) speaks next most often was asked for.

In explaining therationale and aim of the 1996 census, L estrade-Jefferis (1998)
remarks that “the development of processin South Africais taking place against
abackdrop of profoundinequalities(...) The measurement of suchinequalitieshas
been difficult because of the fragmentation of data collection in past years’. Thus,
the 1996 census represented an opportunity to establish important benchmarks for
anumber of demographic, social, and economic variabl esthat areindispensablefor
development planning. Lestrade-Jefferis a so argues that the 1996 census was the
first non-racial nationwide census in South African history. It should be kept in
mind, however, that aracial question was maintained in the census.

In 2001, South Africans were counted for the second time as citizens of a
democracy. Over 83,000 enumerators and over 17,000 supervisors and fieldwork
coordinators were employed to collect information on persons and households
throughout the country, using a uniform methodology. Census night, or the night
of the count, was 9-10 October 2001. In preparation, the country was divided into
about 80,000 small pockets of |and called enumeration areas(EAS). An enumerator
was assigned to each EA to visit all the places within it where people were living.
The information collected was processed at the census processing centre in
Pretoria, employing about 1,000 people working in shifts for sixteen months to
processthe questionnaires. For thefirst time, scanning was used to capture the data
on computer. The captured date were then edited and made accessiblefor analysis.
In every census, there are bound to be some people or househol ds who are missed,
or some peoplewho are counted twice. During November 2001, apost-enumeration
survey (PES) was undertaken to determine the degree of undercount or overcount
in the 2001 census. Major outcomes of the 2001 census have been published by
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Statistics South Africa (SSA 2003) on the internet. The numbers and percentages
presented in this report have been adjusted according to the PES findings. Based
on the 2001 census outcomes, the population of South Africa was 44.8 million
people. Table 3.15 gives an overview of the four distinguished population groups
across each of the nine provinces.

Black
Province African Coloured  Indian/Asian White Total
Eastern Cape 875 7.4 0.3 47 100
Free State 88.0 31 0.1 8.8 100
Gauteng 73.8 38 25 19.9 100
KwaZulu-Natal 84.9 15 85 51 100
Limpopo 97.2 0.2 0.2 24 100
Mpumalanga 924 0.7 0.4 6.5 100
Northern Cape 35.7 51.6 0.3 124 100
North West 915 16 0.3 6.7 100
Western Cape 26.7 53.9 1.0 184 100
South Africa 79.0 89 25 9.6 100

Table3.15 Population by province and population group in % (source: SSA 2003)

Intermsof racial profiles, black Africansaccounted for 35.4 million or 79% of the
total population, followed by whites, 4.3 million (9.6%), coloureds, 3.4 million
(8.9%), and Indians, 1.1 million (2.5%). One in every five South Africans (21%)
lived in KwaZulu-Natal, the province which had the largest population, with
9.4 million people. Gauteng had the next-largest population, with 8.8 million
people (19.7%), followed by the Eastern Cape, with 6.4 million (14.4%). There
were differencesin the popul ation group distribution in each of the nine provinces.
Black Africans were the largest population group in every province except the
Northern and Western Capes. In these two provinces, the coloured population
group wasin the majority, accounting for 51.6% of the population in the Northern
Cape and 53.9% in the Western Cape. By contrast, 97.2% of the population of
Limpopo and 92.4% of the people residing in Mpumalanga were black Africans.
Compared with the other provinces, Gauteng (19.9%) and the Western Cape
(18.4%) had the largest proportion of whites. Table 3.16 gives an overview of
reported home languages by popul ation group.
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Black

Home language African Coloured  Indian/Asian White Total

Afrikaans 235,282 3,173,972 19,266 2,536,906 5,983,426
English 183,631 756,067 1,045,845 1,687,661 3,673,203
(is)Ndebele 703,906 1,882 3,522 2,511 711,821
(isi)Xhosa 7888,999 12,172 703 5,279 7,907,153
(isi)Zulu 10,659,309 11,397 2,406 4,193 | 10,677,305
Sepedi 4,204,358 2,706 289 1,627 4,208,980
(se)Sotho 3,544,304 8,566 250 2,065 @ 3,555,186
(se)Tswana 3,657,796 16532 373 2,315 @ 3,677,016
(si)Swaeti 1,191,015 2,360 255 801 1,194,430
(tshi)Venda 1,020,133 852 114 658 1,021,757
(xi)Tsonga 1,989,062 1,595 142 1,409 1,992,207
Other 120,369 6,406 42,302 48,216 217,293
Total 35,416,166 3,994,505 1,115,467 4,293,640 44,819,778

Table3.16  Reported home languages in South Africa, based on the 2001 census outcomes
(source: SSA 2003)

Accordingtothe 2001 censusoutcomes, Zulu, X hosa, and Afrikaansdominated the
language scene. Thehomelanguage speakersof the nineofficial Africanlanguages
jointly constituted approximately two-thirds of the total population of the country.
Oriental languages (in particular Tamil, Hindi, Telegu, Gujarati, Urdu, and
Chinese) were used at home by only asmall fraction of the population, as was the
case with European immigrant languages (in particular, Dutch, French, German,
Greek, Italian, and Portuguese).

Given our discussion on the census data, the description provided above might
seem straightforward. However, as documented by Webb (2002), the socio-
linguistic situation in South Africais much more complex than is outlined here.
Webb suggests that the terms mother tongue, first language, and home language
might not servetheintended need. He further suggeststhat even though thesethree
concepts are often used in Western societies, their utility is more complicated in
traditional African societies. Instead of these terms, he proposes the concepts of
primary and non-primary languages but admits that these also might construct an
inaccurate sociolinguistic profile. Webb offersan excellent state-of -the-art descrip-
tion of the present and past language situation in South Africa, in which he also
providesan account of theracial division anditsrootsinthe society. He claimsthat
the issue of race remains a sensitive matter, and that, in post-apartheid South
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Africa, thereisno longer any racial classification. Y et, Statistics South Africastill
provides numbers and figures based on such classification.

Although there are no clear-cut boundaries in the distribution of languagesin
South Africa, most of them have a strong regional or local base throughout the
country. There is no dialect continuum among the African languages. The
separation between, e.g., Zulu and Sesotho (sa Leboa) is complete and not partial,
in spiteof thefact that Zulu has had astrong influence on Sesotho. Table3.17 gives
an overview of the three major home languages by province, according to the 2001
Census outcomes.

Province First homelanguage Second homelanguage Third home language
Eastern Cape Xhosa Afrikaans English

(6,436,763) 5,369,672 (83.4%) 600,057 (9.3%) 232,952 (3.6%)

Free State (se)Sotho Afrikaans (isi)Xhosa
(2,706,775) 1,742,939 (64.4%) 323,082 (11.9%) 246,192 (9.1%)
Gauteng (isi)Zulu Afrikaans (se)Sotho
(8,837,178) 1,902,025 (21.5%) 1,269,176 (14.4%) 1,159,589 (13.1%)
KwaZulu/Natal (is)Zulu English (isi)Xhosa
(9,426,017) 7,624,284 (80.9%) 1,285,011 (13.6%) 219,826 (2.3%)
Limpopo Sepedi (xi)Tsonga (tshi)Venda
(5,273,642) 2,750,175 (52.1%) 1,180,611 (22.4%) 839,704 (15.9%)
Mpumalanga (si)Swazi (isi)Zulu (isi)Ndebele
(3,122,990) 963,188 (30.8%) 822,934 (26.4%) 377,688 (12.1%)
Northern Cape Afrikaans (se)Tswana (isi)Xhosa

(822,727) 559,189 (68.0%) 171,340 (20.8%) 51,228 (6.2%)

North West (se)Tswana Afrikaans (isi)Xhosa
(3,669,349) 2,398,366 (65.4%) 275,681 (7.5%) 214,461 (5.8%)
Western Cape Afrikaans (isi)Xhosa English

(4,524,335) 2,500,748 (55.3%) 1,073,951 (23.7%) 874,660 (19.3%)
Table3.17  Three major home languages by province in absolute and proportional figures

(source: SSA 2003)

Table 3.17 showsthat African languages have a primary status as home languages
in 7 out of the 9 provinces, and that Afrikaans has this status in both the Western
and Northern Cape. The second position is taken by Afrikaansin 4 provinces, by
an African language in 4 provinces, and by English in 1 province. The third posi-
tionistaken by an African languagein 7 provinces, and by Englishin 2 provinces.
All in all, African languages are represented 18 times in Table 3.17 whereas
Afrikaans and English are represented 6 and 3 times, respectively, out of atotal of
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9 x 3 = 27 language references. These findings make again clear that African
languages have a very strong home language status and that English has a much
stronger status as lingua franca than as home language across South Africa.

3.6 Great Britain and Sweden

In contrast to the four non-European countries in which English is the dominant
language discussed above, there is no tradition of collecting large-scale (home)
language use datain the European context. There are, however, afew countries, in
particular Great Britain and Sweden, which collect home language data among
school children. In this section, we reflect on the experiences of these two
countries.

Though Great Britain has been taking censuses since 1801 with an interval of
10 years, there have been no questions on home language use in the census forms.
There were two questions on country of birth and ethnicity in the 2001 census, the
last question having been included first in 1991. For a comprehensive discussion
of considerationsin including or excluding questions about ethnicity inthe census,
we refer to Sillitoe (1987) and Sillitoe & White (1992). The question on ethnicity
was phrased in 2001 as What is your ethnic background? but the options given
bel ow the question (White/ Mixed/ Asian/ Black or Black British/ Chinese/ Other
ethnic group) suggest race rather than ethnicity. In explaining why such aquestion
was hecessary, theword ‘racia’ rather than ‘ethnic’ was used: “ Responses to the
guestion provide baseline figures against which the Government can monitor pos-
sibleracia disadvantage and measure changes over time” (www.statistics.gov.uk/
census2001/pdfs/factsheet9.pdf). In the latest census of 2001, alanguage question
was asked only in Wales on Welsh language skills: Can you understand, speak,
read, or write Welsh? The respondents could mark all the relevant options but also
afifth option indicating no Welsh skills. In line with Welsh revitaisation efforts,
the policy makers apparently wanted to know the outcome of their work. Similar
guestions were asked in Scotland on Scottish Gaglic. For thefirst time in the 2001
census, a question on religion was aso asked. The question was voluntary and
intended to complement the data obtained from the questions on ethnic group and
country of birth.

Home language surveys among school children in Great Britain

Since 1990, all schoolsin Great Britain are expected to collect locally information
about their pupils’ backgrounds, mainly on age, gender, ethnic origin, religious
affiliation, and mother tongue. Local Educational Authorities (LEA) send the
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collected data to the Department of Education and Science (henceforward DES).
Duringthelast decades, LEA shaveperiodically carried out homelanguage surveys
(henceforward HLS) among pupils. Nicholas (1988, 1992) givesacritical account
of the main HLS among school children. Since 1981, the Inner London Education
Authorities (ILEA) asked pupils which home languages, other than or in addition
to English, are spoken at home. Eventhough these surveysprovided alargeamount
of data on the diversity and distribution of home languages, Nicholas (1988) and
Alladina (1993) criticised the one-sided emphasis on measuring pupils compre-
hension of English. No information has been collected on proficiency in the home
languages, in particular on reading and writing skills in these languages. Further-
more, little or no information has been collected on the need for the learning and
teaching of theselanguages. Finally, in collecting the data, teachers' knowledge or
assumptions were the main sources of information. It is not certain whether the
collected information is derived from the pupils themselves.

In the early 1980s, by order of the DES and in cooperation with London
University, athird HLS was carried out in five districts in London. This project,
widely known as the Linguistic Minorities Project (LMP 1985), was one of the
largest English HLS ever conducted. Many other LEAS took over the question-
naires and the methodology. The criticisms of earlier HLS were taken into
consideration in the new surveys. For instance, in the LMP questionnaires, pupils
were directly addressed as respondents. The LMP consisted of three sections:

* In the School Language Survey, the teacher asked each pupil the following
screening question: Do you yourself ever speak any language at home apart
from English? If the pupil provided a positive answer, then the following
guestions were asked: What is the name of that language? Can you read that
language? Can you writethat language? With these questionstheintention was
to obtain a global impression of the language diversity at school and an
indication of home language proficiency.

* Inthe Secondary Pupils Survey, pupils themselves had to fill out the question-
naires. Detailed sociolinguistic information was gathered on whom speaks a
certain language where and why.

* Finaly, the Adult Language Use Survey was based on Fishman (1965) and
others' earlier work. With thehelp of local bilingual interviewers, 156 questions
(") were directed at 2,500 adult informants. On the basis of these extended
interviews, adetailed overview of language use in different domains, attitudes
towards bilingualism, and processes of intergenerational language shift were
depicted.
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In the Linguistic Minorities Project, the language-use patterns of more than
216,000 pupils were accounted for. The number of pupils who used a language
other than or next to English at home varied from 7% to 30% in the districts of
London. The results of the project were discussed in detail in LMP (1985),
including the implications of the findings with respect to policy and language
education for ethnic minority children.

In 1985, theinfluential Swann report Education for All (DES 1985) pointed out
the difficulty of drawing up an educational budget for provisionsin the absence of
nationally recognised educational statistics. In the period 1990-1995, all schoolsin
England were expected to carry out an annual Ethnic Monitoring Survey and to
send a survey of their total pupil population to the DES. Questions in the survey
concerned ethnic origin, mother tongue, and religious affiliation. However, it was
unclear how the ethnic origins of pupils should be interpreted. In the explanatory
section for the schools, ethnic origin was considered to be amore or less objective
feature of a pupil, although subjective self-categorisation by the pupil was also
takeninto consideration. Intheofficial registration of pupils' mother tonguesinthe
1994/1995 school year (DFEE 1995:9), the following languages were distin-
guished: Bengali, Cantonese, Greek, Gujarati, Hindi, Italian, Punjabi, Portuguese,
Spanish, Turkish, and Urdu. If morethan 20 pupilsin aschool were categorised as
Other, their mother tongues had to be mentioned explicitly. The identification of
pupils on the basis of the language criterion also raised some questions. Through
the questionnaire, information was obtai ned about apupil’ smother tongue, whereas
the schools had actually been instructed to collect data about the language or
languages spoken in the home. Moreover, no information was obtained about the
intensity with which a specific language was used, nor about the persons with
whom it was used.

The school obtained data on pupils' ethnicity by interviewing the parentson a
voluntary basis. If the parents did not want to provide such information, the school
was not entitled to make assumptions about ethnicity. The ethnicity datafor those
particular pupils would then be lacking, and they were listed as unclassified. How
information was gathered depended on the local situation. The most important
options were amailed questionnaire for the parents, an interview of the parents by
the headmaster, and agroupinterview between the headmaster and several parents,
in which each parent was asked to fill out a questionnaire.

Because after a period of five years agreat number of pupils were categorised
as unclassified by the schools, the system of an annual Ethnic Monitoring Survey
of education wasthoroughly revised. In addition, the ethnicity datacould no longer
be linked to other educational indicators such as the level of achievement in the
National Curriculum and the achievement of individual schools. As of the
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1995/1996 school year, the separate Ethnic Monitoring Survey described abovewas
abandoned. Since then, information about the educational needs and school
achievements of ethnic minority pupils has been obtained from a combination of
three sources of information: the annual school census, the four-yearly evaluation
by the education inspectorate (OFSTED), and periodical ad hoc surveys.

The school census form, which is used to map the entire school population
— 18th January of each year being the reference date —, is very extensive. The
information that is specifically obtained about ethnic minority pupilsis, however,
minimal; in the 1996 school census, such information concerned the following:

» thetotal number of pupils that belong to an ethnic minority group;

» theidentification (not the numbers) of the four largest ethnic minority groups;
 thetotal number of pupils for whom English is a second language.

In contrast to the Ethnic Monitoring Survey, no information was requested about
the pupils mother tongues, and the pupils' knowledge of English as a second
language hasclearly gained prominence. The categorisation into ethnic groupswas
carried over fromthe 1991 census. The schoolswere advised to collect the ethnicity
data on the school census form chiefly from the parents.

The Ministry of Education is aware that the data they obtain provide only a
rough sketch of the multicultural composition and the language needs of a school.
Therefore, additional information iscollected by the education inspectorate at | east
once every four years (OFSTED 1994). This concerns information about the
number of pupils in each major ethnic group; the number of pupils for whom
Englishisnot their first language; and thefour most important languages other than
English spoken by pupils in the school. In doing this, the education inspectorate
does obtain some information about languages, but thisis information about their
usein school, not at home. Baker & Eversley (2000) carried out an analysisof LEA
home language datafrom the 1998/1999 school year relating to more than 850,000
primary school children in London, and were able to identify more than 350
different home languages. In their report, they not only offered a comprehensive
description of these languages and their distribution in the different LEA districts
in London, but aso dealt with a number of methodological issues in analysing
home language data.

Home language surveys among school children in Sweden

Because of the education in languages other than Swedish in Swedish schooals,
there has been a longstanding tradition of collecting home language data in
Sweden. On the basis of the pupils' records in schools, the Central Bureau of
Statistics in Orebro/Stockholm used to publish the results derived from schools.
Law forbids the use of personal codes for pupils in data collection forms. The
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schools need to inform the pupils that after a check of the data provided on the
guestionnaires, they can be contacted for missing information.

In the past, the teachers serving in schools needed to give the following
information for each pupil: (1) the language used at home (only one language per
pupil could be given), (2) the need for and participation in home language pro-
grammes, (3) the need for and participation in Swedish as a second language
programmes, and (4) aglobal assessment of Swedish comprehensionin comparison
with pupils who were native speakers of Swedish (in terms of no comprehension
at all / large difference/ clear difference/ small difference/ no difference).

The director of a school needed to provide information on the number of
teaching hours necessary for Swedish as a second language |lessons. Furthermore,
for each home language, the following information needed to be specified: (1) the
number of teaching hours necessary for instruction, (2) the required number of
home language classes, and (3) the expected number of pupilsin home language
classes(ahomelanguage classwas considered to beaclassinwhich al pupilshave
acommon language other than Swedish as a home language). The home language
statisticsin Sweden made up animportant database for national and local decisions
concerning educational policy, andthey had directimplicationsfor the organisation
and funding of such classes. In recent years, however, there has been adeclinein
the collection of homelanguage data from schools. For adiscussion of therise and
fall of homelanguage statisticsin Sweden, werefer to Chapter 7.2 of thisVolume.

3.7 Conclusionsand discussion

Various countries outside Europe have long immigration histories, and, for this
reason, long histories of collecting census data on multicultural populations
(Kertzer & Arel 2002). Thisisparticularly true of non-European English-dominant
immigration countrieslike Australia, Canada, South Africa, and the USA.. In order
to identify the multicultural composition of their populations, these four countries
employ avariety of questionsintheir periodical censuseson nationality/citizenship,
birth country, ethnicity, ancestry, race, languages spoken at home and/or at work,
and religion. In Table 3.18, an overview of thisarray of questionsis provided. For
each country, the given census is taken as the norm.
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Australia  Canada SA USA
Questionsin the census 2001 2001 2001 2000 | Coverage
1 Nationality of respondent + + + + 4
2 Birth country of respondent + + + + 4
3 Birth country of parents + + - - 2
4 Ethnicity - + - 2
5 Ancestry + + - 3
6 Race - + + 3
7 Mother tongue - + - - 1
8 Language used at home + + + + 4
9 Language used at work - + - - 1
10 Proficiency in English + + - + 3
11 Reigion + + + - 3
Total of dimensions 7 11 5 7 30

Table3.18 Overview of census questions in four multicultural countries

Both thetypes and numbers of questionsaredifferent for each country. Canadahas
aprime position with the greatest number of questions. Only three questions have
been asked in al countries, whereas two questions have been asked in only one
country. Four different questions have been asked about language. The opera-
tionalisation of questions also shows interesting differences, both between and
within countries over time (see Clyne 1991 for a discussion of methodological
problems in comparing the answers to differently phrased questionsin Australian
censuses from alongitudinal perspective).

Questions about ethnicity, ancestry and/or race have proven to be problematic
inall of thecountriesunder consideration. In some countries, ancestry and ethnicity
have been conceived of as equivaent, cf. USA census question 10 in 2000: What
isthisperson’ sancestry or ethnic origin? Or, take Canadian census question 17in
2001: To which ethnic or cultural group(s) did this person’s ancestors belong?
Australian census question 18 in 2001 only involved ancestry and not ethnicity, cf.
What is the person’s ancestry? with the following comments for respondents:
Consider and mark the ancestrieswith which you most closely identify. Count your
ancestry as far as three generations, including grandparents and great-grand-
parents. In as far as ethnicity and ancestry have been distinguished in census
guestions, theformer concept related most commonly to present self-categorisation
of the respondent and the latter to former generations. Thewaysin which respond-
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entsthemselvesinterpret both concepts, however, remain aproblem that cannot be
solved easily.

While, according to Table 3.18, ‘ethnicity’ has been mentioned in recent
censuses of only two countries, four language-related questions have been asked
in oneto four countries. Only in Canada has the concept of ‘ mother tongue’ been
asked about (census question 7). It was defined for respondents as the language
first learnt at homein childhood and still under stood, while questions 8 and 9 were
related to the language most often used at home/work. Table 3.18 shows the added
value of language-related census questions for the definition and identification of
multicultural populations, in particular the added value of the question on home
language use compared with the value of questions on the more opague concepts
of mother tongue and ethnicity. Although the language-rel ated census questionsin
the four countries under consideration differed in their precise formulation and
commentary, the outcomes of these questions are generally regarded as corner-
stones for educational policieswith respect to the teaching of English asafirst or
second language and the teaching of languages other than English.

From this overview, it can be concluded that large-scale HL S are both feasible
and meaningful, and that the interpretation of the resulting database is made easier
by transparent and multiple questionson homelanguageuse. Theseconclusionsare
even more pertinent in the context of gathering data on multicultural school
popul ations. European experiencesin thisdomain have been gatheredin particular
in Great Britain and Sweden. In both countries, extensive municipal homelanguage
statisticshavebeen collected through local educational authoritiesby asking school
children questions about their oral and written skills in languages other than the
mainstream language, and about their participation in and need for education in
these languages.

An important similarity in the questions about home language use in these
surveys is that the outcomes are based on reported rather than observed facts.
Answers to questions on home language use may be coloured by the language of
the questions themselves (which may or may not be the primary language of the
respondent), by the ethnicity of theinterviewer (which may or may not be the same
as the ethnicity of the respondent), by the aimed at or perceived goals of the
sampling (which may or may not be defined by national or local authorities), and
by the spirit of the times (which may or may not bein favour of multiculturalism).
These problems become even more evident in a school-related context in which
pupils are respondents. Apart from the problems mentioned, the answers may be
coloured by peer-group pressure and the answers may lead to interpretation
problemsin attemptsto identify and classify languages on the basis of the answers
given. For a discussion of these and other possible effects, we refer to Nicholas
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(1988) and Alladina (1993). The problems referred to are inherent characteristics
of large-scale data gathering through questionnaires about |anguage-related
behaviour and can only be compensated by small-scale data gathering through
observing actual language behaviour. Such small-scal e ethnographic researchisnot
an aternative to large-scale language surveys, but a potentially valuable com-
plement. For a discussion of (cor)relations between the reported and measured
bilingualismof IM childreninthe Netherlands, werefer to Broeder & Extra(1998).

Throughout the EU, it is common practice to present data on regional minority
groups on the basis of (home) language and/or ethnicity, and to present dataon IM
groups on the basis of nationality and/or country of birth. However, convergence
between these criteria for the two groups appears over time, due to the increasing
period of migration and minorisation of IM groups in EU countries. Due to their
prolonged/permanent stay, thereis strong erosion in the utilisation of nationality or
birth-country statistics. Given the decreasing significance of nationality and birth-
country criteriain the European context, the combined criteriaof self-categorisation
(ethnicity) and home language use are potentially promising aternatives for ob-
taining basicinformation on theincreasingly multicultural composition of European
nation-states. The added value of home language statistics is that they offer valu-
able insights into the distribution and vitality of home languages across different
population groups and thus rai se the awareness of multilingualism.

Empirically collected data on home language use aso play a crucia role
education. Such datawill not only rai se the awareness of multilingualism in multi-
cultural schools; they are also indispensable tools for educational policies on the
teaching of both the national majority language as afirst or second language and
theteaching of minority languages. A crossnational homelanguage databasewould
offer interesting comparative opportunities from each of these perspectives.
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4  Languagerights perspectives

Language rights are rather variable phenomena, depending on the situational
context, on the cultural perspective taken, and on other innumerable social,
political, and extralinguistic factors. May (2001) provides case studiesof our theme
of concern, and makes a linkage between language and minority rights and such
topicsasnationalism, languageloss, ethnicity, identity, and education. What isseen
as a ‘right’ in one context is ‘unthinkable’ in another context. Human rights in
genera and language rightsin particular are of paramount importance but without
having unyielding institutions turning these rights into realities, the recognition of
languagerightson paper is pointless. Having examined numerous' languagerights
documents, we commonly witness a language of hegemony, in which dominant
groupsbestow some almsto someminority groups. When the socio-political sphere
in asociety changes, language rights also change. In times of economic hardship,
the minorities' belts are tightened first: instruction or broadcasting in their
languages needsto end. In order to overcomethese ever-changing languagerights,
an overarching sense of human rights needs to be developed. A number of inter-
national and national institutions work towards this end. In this chapter, different
approaches to language rights are presented. In order to show the remarkable
variation in the understanding of language rights, various perspectives and actual
conditionsfrom such countriesas Australia, Canada, India, the Russian Federation,
South Africa, and the USA are briefly presented in Section 4.1. In Sections4.2 and
4.3, anumber of global and European documents concerning language rights and
their limitations are discussed, respectively. In line with the aims of the Multi-
lingual Cities Project, outlined in Part |1 of thisVolume, the language rightsissue
in the European Union (henceforward EU) isdiscussed in greater detail. We refer
inthischapter to ‘languagerights’ rather thanto ‘linguisticrights’, unlessthelatter
occurs in quoted texts.

4.1  Multilingualism as social reality

Inthe 21th century, mankind is still preoccupied with securing basic human rights,
one of which is language rights. Skutnabb-Kangas (1995:7) suggests that “there
should be no need to debate the right to maintain and devel op one’ smother tongue.
Itisaself-evident, fundamental, basiclinguistic humanright.” Y et, what isobvious
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in one context is unimaginable in another context, especially in countries where
language diversity is seen as the principal threat to socia cohesion and national
unity. In such a context, language minorities are conceived of as a problem for
nation-states in achieving national cohesion and homogeneity. However, due to
massive population shifts of people from different ethnolinguistic backgrounds,
more and more countries are experiencing migration flows. Y esterday’ semigrant-
sending countries become the immigrant-receiving countries of tomorrow. In
addition to popular Western European destinations, there are new urban attraction
centres now, such as Madrid, Istanbul, or Athens. Turkey continues to send large
numbers of emigrants each year to Western Europe but it also receives workforce
migration from neighbouring countries such as Russia, Ukraine, or Moldova. The
amount and type of migration hasincreased in all parts of theworld and affectsthe
local conditions and policies of all host countries. In addition to the traditional
formsof labour migration, there are al so new formsof popul ation movements, such
as overseas students and highly qualified professionals, who commonly offer their
knowledge and expertiseto transnational companiesor universities. Thisnew form
of population movement isan essential component of the globalisation processand
it resultsin increasing language diversity in the host societies. Like it or not, these
new types of immigrants challenge traditional monolingual institutions.

Planned and unplanned migration hasresulted in diversity and multilingualism
in many industrialised societies. Y et, many other countries, such as Russia, India,
or South Africa, have been multilingual for centuries. In some contexts, the degree
of multilingualism has decreased due to colonisation. According to Macias (2001:
333), “thelanguage diversity of the north American continent on the eve of contact
with Europeans has been estimated at over 500 languages. The number of these
languages, which survived until today, islessthan half. At the sametime, colonial
languages — English, Spanish, and French have become dominant and hegemonic
throughout this region.” In the same vein, multilingualism in Russia was much
more extended before the Russification movement of the communist revolution,
when indigenous people were able to practice their languages and religions.

When peoplein Canadaor South Africatalk about theintrinsic value of multi-
lingualism or bilingualism, they mostly refer to *high-status’ languages. In most
cases, policy makers do not consider indigenous minority languages or ‘low-
prestige’ immigrant languages. In Canada, bilingualism has an added value if the
languages spoken are English and French. An immigrant language plus French or
English does not mean much. As documented in Chapter 3 of this Volume, in
analysing the census data for language use, the focus of Canadian policy makers
seems to be on the knowledge of official languages, i.e., English and French. In
South Africa, theindigenouslanguages of the African people havean exceptionally
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low statusasaresult of colonisation (Alexander 2002). Inthe samevein, soon after
the October revolution, Russians implemented severe assimilation policies to
replace languages which were formerly national languages with Russian. Under
these severe assimilation policies, the use of nativelanguageswasconfinedtoafew
domains, thereby lowering their functional value and prestige. Russian forcefully
replaced all other languages in schools (Yagmur & Kroon, forthcoming). In such
contexts, diversity and multilingualismwere seen asenemiesof socia cohesionand
national unity. Y et, swimming against the current hasitslimits; with the end of the
Apartheid erain South Africa, the constitution now “ recognises citizen’ srightsto
linguistic security, to obtain access to rights, privileges, status and power of the
common society, to receive respect for their linguistic identity, to perform their
cultural practicesin the language of their choice, and to study their languages and
have them researched” (Webb 2002:157). However, as documented by Webb
(2002), a simple acceptance of the principle of language rights is relatively
meaningless, especialy in a country like South Africa. The status relations and
language use profile of people, in combination with the region and language use
domains, need to be considered. As documented in Chapter 3 of this Volume,
multilingualism is a characteristic of only the black and coloured population.
According tothe 2001 censusoutcomes, there are almost 4,300,000 whiteresidents
in South Africa but less than 21,000 of them (0.005%) reported speaking an
African language (see Chapter 3, Table 3.16). IsiZulu has the largest number of
white speakers (almost 3,500 people). By the same token, according to 1989
Russian census data, out of some 120 million Russians, only 726,450 (0.64%)
people reported knowing another language of the former USSR (Leontiev 1995).
Thesefiguresaloneillustratethelimited extent of multilingualismamong dominant
group members.

In spite of negative former practices, both South Africa and the Russian
Federation have taken serious policy measures to secure the language rights of
individuals and groups. Given the extreme assimilation policies of Soviet Russia
from the 1930s till the late 1980s, the recognition of language rights by the
Supreme Sovietin October 1991 isremarkable. Inthe Declaration of Human Rights
and Freedoms (cited in Leontiev 1995), it isstated that “ every person isguaranteed
the right to use the mother tongue, to have education through the medium of the
mother tongue, and the protection and growth of the national culture.” According
to Leontiev (1995:204), the Russian position “contrasts sharply with some recent
documents of European origin which contain absolutely empty formulations like
[everyone has the right of expression in any language].” Indeed, actions speak
louder than words. Russian legidlation has provided provisions for minority lan-
guage teaching in different Republics, such as Altai and Bashkortostan, where all
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ethnolinguistic groups are entitled to establish their own schools and to offer
instruction in their own languages. All parents are encouraged to demand native
language instruction for their children. In principle, all languages are equal before
the law, and there has been a considerable increase in the number of native
language educational institutionsin Bashkortostan over the past five years (Graney
1999). The current practice shows that the Russians not only opted for eloquently
phrased documents, but they al so provided the conditionsfor implementation. Y et,
most ethnic Russians, like Anglo-Americans or Anglo-Australians, remain mono-
lingual.

Similar tothesituationin South Africa, multilingualismisaninherent character-
istic of India. Annamalai (1995) reports that there are about 200 recognised
languages, many of which are used in education, administration, and the mass
media. The language policy in India has been to teach a minimum of three lan-
guages in schooals, which is known as the *three language formula . These three
languages consist of Hindi and English (two official languages of the country) plus
the official language of the state (which could be any language spokeninthe given
state). Pupils who complete ten years of secondary schooling will have learned at
least three languages. According to Annamalai (1995:216-217),

Europe and India are comparable in their linguistic diversity, but they are
different in their linguistic tradition. Europe, from the time of Renaissance,
promoted monolingualism as part of nation-formation and many mother
tongues were lost or marginalised. (...) The current concern for multi-
lingualism in Europe is a consequence of labour migration from other
countries and of promoting a common economic space. The promotion of
multilingualism in schools through bilingual education conflicts with the
national ethos of many European countries. In India, on the other hand,
multilingualism is part of the national ethos and the current preference for
English at the risk of marginalising the Indian languages is part of the
exercise for economic development.

The Australian discourse on multilingualism and language rights is somewhat
different from that in the cases mentioned above. Starting with a policy of
assimilation, after World War 1l, Australians ultimately opted for fully-fledged
multiculturalism. A Senate Committee |ooked at language issuesin terms of rights
and needs, and in terms of language as aresource for cultural diversity, trade, and
diplomacy. The recommendations of the Senate Committee were developed into a
National Policy on Languages (Lo Bianco 1987). For details of language policy in
Australia, we refer to Chapter 5 of this Volume. Interestingly, the concept of



Language rights per spectives 77

‘rights’ has different implicationsin Australia, and policy makers avoid the use of
this term in policy documents. According to Ozolins (1993), Australia has
resolutely avoided an explicit rights-based approach to language and multicultural
policy, preferring instead a more diffuse policy process. This non-legidative
approach has some drawbacks in that what is given by one political government
might be taken back by another (usualy, left-wing gives and right-wing takes
avay).

As has been demonstrated in this section, in various contexts, language rights
take different forms with differing goals. In most cases, actua practice is far
removed from beautifully phrased documents. In most casesalso, it isthe dominant
groupswho formul ate language rights. The same hegemonic groups, again, decide
whether to put policy documents into practice or not. In the next two sections, we
document themost important legal, political, and official textsrel evant tolanguage
rightsfrom aglobal and European perspective. The most important agenciesat the
global level are the United Nations and UNESCO, and at the European level, the
European Parliament and the Council of Europe. For a historical overview of
languagerightsissuesfromtheearly 19th century on, werefer to Skutnabb-Kangas
& Phillipson (1995a:71-110) and for overviewsof global and European documents
on language rights as human rights to Brownlie (1981), Ermacora et al. (1993),
Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson (1995h:371-412), and De Varennes (1997, 2001).
Here we only deal with a selection.

4.2  Global perspectives on languagerights

There is a growing international awareness that, irrespective of the fundamental
freedoms of the individual as expressed most noteworthy in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the General Assembly of the United
Nations in December 1948, minority groups have rights that should be acknow-
ledged and accommodated as well. As aresult, the recognition and protection of
minorities has become a significant issue in international law. At the UN World
Conference on Human Rightsin Viennain June 1993, a Declaration was adopted
which confirmed

the importance of the promotion and protection of the rights of persons
belonging to minorities and the contribution of such promotion and
protection to the political and social stability of the State in which such
persons live.
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It is important to note that diversity is recognised in this Declaration as a pre-
requisiteand not asathreat to social cohesion. A complicated issueisthe definition
of “minority’ inlegal documents. The concept has both quantitative and qualitative
dimensions, based on dominated size and dominated status, respectively. Dom-
inated status may refer to, e.g., physical, social, cultural, religious, linguistic,
economic, or legal characteristics of minority groups. Attempts by the UN to reach
an acceptable definition, however, have beenlargely unsuccessful (Capotorti 1979).
TheUN International Covenant on Civil and Palitical Rights(1966) enduresasthe
most significant international law provision on the protection of minorities.
Article 27 of the covenant states

In those states in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist,
persons belonging to ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities shall not be
denied theright, in community with others of their group, to enjoy their own
culture, to profess and practice their own religion, or to use their own
language.

Article 27 of this Covenant does not contain a definition of minorities, nor does it
make any provision for a body to designate them. Nevertheless, it refers to three
prominent minority propertiesin terms of ethnicity, religion, and language, and it
refersto ‘persons’, not to ‘nationals'.

While Article 27 of the 1966 UN Covenant takes a defensive perspective on
minority rights (* shall not be denied’), later UN documents give evidence of more
affirmative action. Article 4 of the UN Declaration of the Rights of Persons Be-
longing to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities, adopted by the
General Assembly in December 1992, contai nscertain modest obligationson states

totakemeasuresto createfavourabl e conditionsto enabl e personsbelonging
to minorities to expresstheir characteristics and to devel op their culture, to
provide them with adequate opportunitiesto learn their mother tongue or to
have instruction in their mother tongue and to enable them to participate
fully in the economic progress and development in their country.

Although adopted by the UN General Assembly, this document remains as yet a
non-binding Declaration. In contrast to the protection offered to individuals in
terms of international human rights (cf. the previously cited Article 27 of the 1966
UN Covenant and Article 4 of the 1992 UN Declaration), minority groups as such
appear to be largely ignored.



Language rights per spectives 79

The Convention on the Rights of the Child, adopted by the UN General
Assembly in November 1989, contains anumber of articlesthat arerelevant inthis
context, in particular the following ones:

Article 29.1c

State Parties agree that the education of the child shall be directed to:

The development of respect for the child' s parents, his of her own cultural
identity, language and val ues, for the national values of the country inwhich
the child is living, the country from which he or she may originate, and
civilisations different from his or her own.

Article 30

In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities or persons
of indigenous origin exist, a child belonging to such a minority or who is
indigenous shall not be denied the right, in community with other members
of hisor her group, to enjoy his or her own culture, to profess and practise
his or her own religion, or to use his or her own language.

Whereas Article 29.1c isfocused on the development of respect in an educational
context, Article 30 hasamore general scope. In both Articles, however, children’s
language rights are clearly addressed.

In the last decade, UNESCO appears to be an important actor in campaigning
for language rights. In this context, two initiatives should be mentioned. Led by
UNESCO, a host of institutions and non-governmental organisations signed the
Universal Declaration on Linguistic Rightsin Barcelona, June 1996. ThisDeclara-
tion takes as its starting-point language groups instead of states and explicitly
includes both regional and immigrant minority languages, in contrast to the
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, to be discussed in
Section 4.3. Article 1.5 of the Barcelona Declaration says

ThisDeclaration considersasalanguage group any group of personssharing
the same language which is established in the territorial space of another
language community but which does not possess historical antecedents
equivalent to those of that community. Examples of such groups are
immigrants, refugees, deported persons and members of diasporas.

Articles 4 dealswith theissue of integration and assimilation in thefollowing way:
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Article4.1

This Declaration considers that persons who move to and settle in the
territory of another language community have the right and the duty to
maintain an attitude of integration towards this community. This term is
understood to mean an additional socialisation of such personsinsuch away
that they may preserve their original cultural characteristics while sharing
with the society in which they have settled sufficient references, values and
forms of behaviour to enable them to function socialy without greater
difficulties than those experienced by members of the host community.

Article4.2

This Declaration considers, on the other hand, that assimilation, a term
which isunderstood to mean acculturation in the host society, in such away
that theoriginal cultural characteristicsarereplaced by thereferences, values
and forms of behaviour of the host society, must on no account be forced or
induced and can only be the result of an entirely free decision.

Article 5 indirectly criticises the European Charter’s focus on RM languages by
stating

This Declaration is based on the principle that the rights of al language
communities are equal and independent of their legal status as official,
regional or minority languages. Terms such as regional or minority lan-
guages are not used in this Declaration because, though in certain casesthe
recognition of regional or minority languages can facilitate the exercise of
certain rights, these and other modifiers are frequently used to restrict the
rights of language communities.

In line with the European Charter, the Universal Declaration defines domains of
language rights in terms of public administration and official bodies, education,
proper names, media and new technologies, culture, and the socio-economic
sphere.

Aninclusiveperspectiveisasotakeninthe UNESCO’ sUniversal Declaration
of Cultural Diversity (see www.unesco.org/culture/pluralism/diversity for the full
text —last update on January 25, 2002), which does not make a distinction between
RM and IM languages either. Articles 2 and 4 deal with cultural diversity in the
following way:
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Article 2 — From cultural diversity to cultural pluralism

In our increasingly diverse societies, it is essentia to ensure harmonious
interaction among people and groups with plural, varied and dynamic
cultural identitiesaswell astheir willingnesstolivetogether. Policiesfor the
inclusion and participation of all citizens are guarantees of social cohesion,
thevitality of civil society and peace. Thusdefined, cultural pluralism gives
policy expression to the reality of cultural diversity. Indissociable from a
democratic framework, cultural pluralismisconduciveto cultural exchange
and to the flourishing of creative capacities that sustain public life.

Article 4 — Human rights as guarantees of cultural diversity

The defence of cultural diversity isan ethical imperative, inseparable from
respect for human dignity. It implies a commitment to human rights and
fundamental freedoms, in particular the rights of persons belonging to
minorities and those of indigenous peoples. No one may invoke cultural
diversity toinfringe upon human rights guaranteed by international law, nor
to limit their scope.

There is a clear linkage between cultural diversity and human rights in this
UNESCO Declaration, which is also apparent in other Articles. Moreover, the
UNESCO Declaration has an appended Action Plan in which the member-states
commit themselves to taking appropriate steps to disseminate the Declaration
widely and to cooperating in achieving a whole set of objectives. Among these
objectives are the following language-rel ated ones:

Article12.5

Safeguarding the linguistic heritage of humanity and giving support to
expression, creation and dissemination in the greatest possible number of
languages.

Article12.6

Encouraging linguistic diversity — while respecting the mother tongue — at
al levels of education, wherever possible, and fostering the learning of
several languages from the youngest age.

Not all countries share the views that are expressed in the UNESCO’ s Universal
Declaration. In reviewing the MOST Journal on Multicultural Societies, Wright
(2001) details the reasons for this reluctance. In documenting the evolution of
nation-state ideology, Wright shows that language minorities were regarded as a
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problem for European nation-statesin creating national cohesion and homogeneity,
and warns that the strength of such anti-minority feeling in Europe should not be
underestimated.

It is relevant at this point to refer to a recent United Nations initiative. The
United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights has prepared
an international convention on the protection of the rights of all migrant workers
and members of their families (www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/m_mwctoc.htm).
Although the concept of *migrant workers' sounds rather outdated, given the fact
that many of them and their children have become citizens of their countries of
immigration, the right to freedom of thought, conscience, and religion are recog-
nised. However, little mention is made of language rights. Article 16, paragraph 5
of the convention states that “ migrant workers and members of their families who
are arrested shall be informed at the time of arrest asfar as possible in alanguage
they understand of the reasonsfor their arrest and they shall be promptly informed
in a language they understand of any charges against them.” In the same vein,
Article 18 presents the rights of migrant workers and their families in case of a
criminal charge against them. The right to understand and to be understood is
bestowed upon migrants mainly in court cases against them. No other specific
language rights are mentioned except in Article 45, paragraph 3, which says that
“States of employment shall endeavour to facilitate for the children of migrant
workers the teaching of their mother tongue and culture and, in thisregard, States
of origin shall collaborate whenever appropriate.” This article clearly shows the
ambiguous position held by the States of employment. No group can claim any
rights or privileges on the basis of thisarticle. Governments arefreeto facilitate or
not to facilitate mother tongue education. Paragraph 4 of Article 45 suggests that
“ States of employment may provide specia schemes of education in the mother
tongue of children of migrant workers, if necessary in collaboration with the States
of origin.” On the one hand, immigrant-receiving countries complain that IM
groups do not integrate into the mainstream societies, but on the other hand, they
take measures to share the responsibility of mother tongue education with the
countries of origin.

In United Nations and UNESCO documents, an all-inclusive perspective with
respect to human rights and language rightsiis reflected. European documents, on
the other hand, differ in their treatment of ‘minorities.” This variation is docu-
mented in the following section.
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4.3 European perspectives on language rights

At the European level, the Treaty of Rome (1958) confers equal status on all
national languages of the EU member-states (with the exception of Irish and
Luxembourgian) asworking languages. On numerous occasions, the EU ministers
of education have declared that the EU citizens’ knowledge of languages should be
promoted (Bagetens Beardsmore 1993). Each EU member-state should promote
pupils’ proficiency in at least two ‘foreign’ languages, and at least one of these
languages should be the official language of one of the EU states. Promoting
knowledge of RM and/or IM languages has been left out of consideration in these
ministerial statements. At the European level, many language minorities have
nevertheless found in the institutions of the former European Communities (EC)
and the present EU anew forum for formulating and defending their right to exist.
Although the numbers of both RM and IM groups are often small within the
borders of particular nation-states, these numbers are much more substantial at the
European level.

The EC/EU ingtitution that has shown the most affirmative action is the
European Parliament. The European Parliament accepted various resolutions in
1981, 1987, and 1994, in which the protection and promotion of RM languages
were recommended. The first resolution led to the foundation of the European
Bureau for Lesser Used Languages in 1982. The Bureau now has member-state
committees in amost al EU countries and it has recently acquired the status of
Non-Gover nmental Organisation (NGO) at thelevel s of the European Council and
the United Nations. Another result of the European Parliament resolutions is the
foundation of the European MERCATOR Network, aimed at promoting research
into the status and use of RM languages.

The Council of Europe, set upin 1949, isamuch broader organisation than the
EU, with 41 member-states. Its main role is to be “the guardian of democratic
security founded on human rights, democracy and the rule of law.” In November
1950, the Council of Europe adopted the European Convention on Human Rights,
thereby reaffirming the fundamental freedoms proclaimed in the 1948 Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (see Section 4.2). Little reference in this European
Convention is made to language rights, apart from the right to be informed of the
reasons for arrest and of any charges made in alanguage understood (Article 5.2)
and theright to have the free assistance of aninterpreter if thelanguage used inthe
court cannot be understood or spoken (Article 6.3). Similar provisions have been
discussed in the previous UN context.

A recent bottom-up initiative by the Council of Europe’ s Council for Local and
Regional Authorities resulted in the European Charter for Regional or Minority
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Languages, whichwasopenedfor signaturein November 1992 and cameintoforce
in March 1998 (www.coe.int). At the end of 2003, it was ratified by 17 out of the
41 Council of Europe member-states. The Charter isaimed at the protection and the
promotion of “the historical regional or minority languages of Europe.” Article 1a
of the Charter states that the concept of ‘regional or minority languages’ refersto
languages that are

i traditionally used within agiven territory of a State by nationals of that
State who form a group numerically smaller than the rest of the State’s
population; and

ii different from the official language(s) of that State;

it does not include either dialects of the official language(s) of the State or

the languages of migrants.

It should be noted that the concepts of ‘regional’ and ‘ minority’ languages are not
specifiedinthe Charter and that (im)migrant languagesareexplicitly excluded from
the Charter. Statesarefreein their choice of which RM languagestoinclude. Also,
the degree of protection is not prescribed; thus, a state can choose loose or tight
policies. Theresult isarich variety of different provisions accepted by the various
states. At the sametime, the Charter implies some sort of European standard which
most likely will gradually be further developed. Enforcement of the Charter is
under the control of a committee of experts which every three years examines
reports presented by the Parties. The Charter requiresrecognition, respect, mainten-
ance, facilitation, and promotion of RM languages, in particular in the domains of
education, judicia authorities, administrative and public services, media, cultural
activities, and socio-economic life (Articles 8-13). Article 8 states a whole set of
measuresfor all stages of education, from pre-school to adult education, which are
cited herein full ((relevant) regiona or minority language(s) abbreviated here as
(R)RML):

1 With regard to education, the Parties undertake, within the territory in
which such languages are used, according to the situation of each of
these languages, and without prejudice to the teaching of the official
language(s) of the State:

a i tomakeavailable pre-school education in the RRML; or
ii tomakeavailableasubstantial part of pre-school educationinthe
RRML; or
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to apply one of the measures provided for under i and ii above at
least to those pupil swhosefamilies so request and whose number
is considered sufficient; or

if the public authorities have no direct competencein thefield of
pre-school education, to favour and/or encourage the application
of the measures referred to under i to iii above;

to make available primary education in the RRML; or

to make available a substantial part of primary education in the
RRML; or

to provide, within primary education, for the teaching of the
RRML as an integral part of the curriculum; or

to apply one of the measures provided for under i toiii above at
least to those pupilswhosefamilies so request and whose number
is considered sufficient;

to make available secondary education in the RRML; or

to make available asubstantial part of secondary educationinthe
RRML; or

to provide, within secondary education, for the teaching of the
RRML as an integral part of the curriculum; or

to apply one of the measures provided for under i toiii above at
least to those pupils who, or where appropriate whose families,
so wish in anumber considered sufficient;

to make available technical and vocational education in the
RRML; or

to make available a substantial part of technical and vocationa
education in the RRML; or

to provide, within technical and vocational education, for the
teaching of the RRML as anintegral part of the curriculum; or
to apply one of the measures provided for under i toiii above at
least to those pupils who, or where appropriate whose families,
so wish in anumber considered sufficient;

to makeavailable university and other higher educationin RML;
or

to providefacilitiesfor the study of theselanguages asuniversity
and higher education subjects; or

if, by reason of the role of the State in relation to higher
education ingtitutions, sub-paragraphsi andii cannot be applied,
to encourage and/or allow the provision of university or other
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forms of higher educationin RML or of facilitiesfor the study of
these languages as university or higher education subjects;

f i toarrange for the provision of adult and continuing education

courses which are taught mainly or wholly in the RML; or

ii to offer such languages as subjects of adult and continuing
education; or

iii if the public authorities have no direct competencein the field of
adult education, to favour and/or encourage the offering of such
languages as subjects of adult and continuing education;

g to make arrangements to ensure the teaching of the history and the
culture which is reflected by the RML;

h to provide the basic and further training of the teachers required to
implement those of paragraphs ato g by the Party;

i tosetupasupervisory body or bodies responsible for monitoring the
measures taken and progress achieved in establishing or developing
the teaching of RML and for drawing up periodic reports of their
findings, which will be made public.

2 Withregard to education and in respect of territories other than thosein
which the RML are traditionally used, the Parties undertake, if the
number of users of a RML justifies it, to alow, encourage or provide
teaching in or of the RML at all the appropriate stages of education.

Asaparalld activity to the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages,
the Council of Europe opened the Framework Convention for the Protection of
National Minoritiesfor signature in February 1995. This treaty does not focus on
language(s). It is more general in its aims and scope, and it has fewer specific
provisions for protection and promotion of the minorities concerned. However, it
also offersaEuropean standard towhi ch statesmust adhere. Although no definition
of ‘national minorities' is given in this framework, it is clear from the document
that * non-national’ immigrant groups are again excluded from the considerations.
Articles 5 and 6 of the Framework state the following:

Article5

1 The Parties undertake to promote the conditions necessary for persons
belonging to national minorities to maintain and develop their culture,
and to preserve the essential elements of their identity, namely their
religion, language, traditions and cultural heritage.

2 Without prejudice to measures taken in pursuance of their genera
integration policy, the Parties shall refrain from policies or practices
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aimed at assimilation of persons belonging to national minoritiesagainst
their will and shall protect these persons from any action aimed at such
assimilation.

Article 6

1 The Parties shall encourage a spirit of tolerance and intercultural
dialogue and take effective measures to promote mutual respect and
understanding and co-operation among all persons living on their
territory, irrespective of those persons ethnic, cultural, linguistic or
religiousidentity, in particular in the fields of education, culture and the
media.

2 The Parties undertake to take appropriate measures to protect persons
who may be subject to threats or acts of discrimination, hostility or
violence as a result of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic or religious
identity.

Ratification of this framework was more successful than in the case of the
European Charter mentioned above. At the end of 2003, 35 out of the 42 Council
of Europe member-states had ratified the framework. It is interesting to note that
the Netherlands, which was among the first four statesto sign the Charter, has not
yet signed the Framework Convention. In the preparationsfor the ratification of the
Framework Convention, the proposal to the Dutch Parliament was to include
Frisians as well as IM groups as ‘national minorities'; the latter, however, only
included thosegroupsthat wereformal target groupsof the Netherlands' 1M policy.
A final document of the Council of Europe that should be referred to in this
context is Recommendation 1383 on Linguistic Diversification, adopted by the
Council’s Parliamentary Assembly in September 1998. Article 5 states that

there should (...) be more variety in modern language teaching in the
Council of Europe member states: this should result in the acquisition not
only of English but also of other European and world languages by all
European citizens, in parallel with the mastery of their own national and,
where appropriate, regional language.

InArticle8i, the Assembly also recommendsthat the Committeeof Ministersinvite
member-states

to improve the creation of regiona language plans, drawn up in collabora
tion with elected regional representatives and local authorities, with aview
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toidentifying existing linguistic potential and devel oping the teaching of the
languages concerned, while taking account of the presence of non-native
population groups, twinning arrangements, exchanges and the proximity of
foreign countries.

While Article 5 isrestricted to ‘regional’ languages, Article 8i recognises for the
first timetherelevance of * non-native’ groupsin the context of language planning.

Another recent and important document on language rightsis The Oslo Recom-
mendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities, approved by
the Organisation for Security and Cooperationin Europe (OSCE) in Oslo, February
1998. The focus of this document is on “persons belonging to national/ethnic
groups who constitute the numerical majority in one State but the numerica
minority in another (usually neighbouring) State.” The document wasdesigned in
the context of many tensions surrounding such groups in Central and Eastern
Europe. Its Explanatory Note contains valuable sources of information on related
documents in the domains of (proper) names, religion, community life, media,
economic life, administrative authorities and public services, independent national
institutions, judicial authorities and deprivation of liberty. In an earlier separate
document, referred to as The Hague Recommendations Regarding the Education
Rights of National Minorities and published in October 1996, the OSCE focuses
on educational measures.

As shown in this section, most of the European documents are in agreement,
and mostly the same principlesappear in the Oslo Recommendations Regarding the
Linguistic Rights of National Minorities and the The Hague Recommendations
Regarding the Education Rightsof National Minorities. Asyet, specific documents
on the language rights of IM groups in Europe hardly exist. The major document
isthe Directive of the Council of the European Communities (now the EU) on the
schooling of children of migrant workers, published in Brussels, July 1977. Al-
though this Directive has promoted the legitimisation of IM language instruction
and occasionally also its legidlation in some countries (Reid & Reich 1992, Fase
1994), the Directive was limited in its ambitions regarding minority language
teaching and has become compl etely outdated.

On the basis of recommendations at an expert meeting on both RM and IM
languages which was convened under the auspices of the European Cultural
Foundation, established in Amsterdam, Extra & Gorter (2001) presented the
Declaration of Oegstgeest: Moving away from a monolingual habitus. The De-
claration proposes a set of measures to improve (home) language data-gathering
methods and to stimulate action programmesin, e.g., education and research, thus
improving the status of both RM and IM languages across Europe. Theideabehind
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the Declaration was to prepare an overarching document that would be useful for
decision makers in the development of further policy, whether at the regional,
national, or European level. The final text of the Declaration was unanimously
adopted on 30 January 2000 in Oegstgeest (the Netherlands) and ispresented asan
Appendix in Extra& Gorter (2001). The Declaration has been distributed to many
politicians and decision makers across Europe.

4.4  Concluding remarks

Asmentioned earlier, it isimportant to note that in many of the quoted documents
the acceptance and recognition of cultural pluralism or diversity isconceived of as
a prerequisite for, and not a threat to, social cohesion or integration. A plea for
reconciling the concepts of diversity and cohesion has also been made by the
Migration Policy Group (2000), in co-operation with the European Cultural
Foundation, on the basis of a comprehensive survey and evaluation of available
policy documents and new policy developments and orientations. The Migration
Policy Group’s report puts ‘historic’ and ‘new’ minorities in Europe in an over-
arching context. Both types of minorities significantly contributed and contribute
to Europe's cultural, religious, linguistic, and ethnic diversity. European nation-
states are reluctant to recognise and respect this diversity as part of their national,
and increasingly European, identity. However, multicultural and multi-ethnic
nation-states are a common phenomenon in Europe’s distant and recent past.
Abroad, diversity due to immigration and minorisation has become part of the
national identity and heritage of English-dominant countries such as the USA,
Canada, Austraia, and South Africa.

European nation-states and agencies have decreed and published many docu-
ments on the protection of human rights in general, and language rights in
particular. The overarching ideal of the EU isto operate on the basis of common
rights, responsibilities, and universal val ues such asdemocracy, freedom of speech,
reign of law, and respect for human rights. De Varennes (2001:1) points out that
the rights of minorities are often thought of as constituting a distinct category of
rights, different from traditional human rights. De Varennes' basic proposition is
that people should not create different categories of ‘language rights' or ‘ minority
rights. Such descriptive categories would only lead to further discrimination
between people and groups. Some European declarations looked at the ‘rights
issues from the al-inclusive angle of a basic human rights perspective. As stated
earlier, terms such as regional or minority languages are not used in the Barcelona
Declaration on Linguistic Rights because such terms allocate different types of
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‘rights’ to different language communities and in most cases certain groups, in
particular IM groups, are disadvantaged.

Most European legidations and charters concerning minority languages are
exclusion-oriented. European countries are caling out for both unification and
pluralism through EU policies but their discourse concerning IM groups is dis-
criminatory in nature. The Council of Europe’ s European Charter for Regional or
Minority Languages guarantees only the rights of RM groups. In addition to this
double standard for minority rights, there are further inconsistenciesin EU politics
concerning minorities. For the admission of new statesto the EU, such asBulgaria
or Turkey, the EU has imposed certain rules and conditions with regard to re-
specting minority rights. It isironical that the Copenhagen principles have to be
obeyed by the candidate states for admission but some of the member-states do not
even implement these principles themselves. The loose and non-binding nature of
these documents encourages member-states to follow their own policies. Most
European documents contain very broad principles lacking concrete terms and
conditionsfor implementation but the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages contains such terms and conditions. In cases where the rules are bent,
the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages makes surethat the problemsare
rectified. The political power of RM groups and their associations enablesthem to
claim their rights but much less influential IM groups remain without support.

Allocating special rightsto one group of minorities and denying the samerights
to other groupsishard to relate to the principle of equal human rightsfor everyone.
Besides, most of the so-called * migrants’ in EU countries havetaken up the citizen-
ship of the countriesin which they live, and in many cases they belong to second
or third generation groups. German-Russian immigrants, most of whom cannot
even speak German, immigrating from Russiato Germany, easily take up German
citizenship onthebasis of their blood-bond, but second or third generation Turkish
immigrants, who are fluent in German, are denied such rights in Germany. Such
exclusion-oriented policies are compatible with neither language rights nor human
rights. The demographic development in the EU compels policy makers to
reconsider their position concerning languagerights. IM groupsbelongincreasingly
to athird or later generation of descendants, most of whom possess the citizenship
of the countries in which they live. Against this background, there is a growing
need for overarching human rights for every individual, irrespective of his/her
ethnic, cultural, religious, or language background. For asimilar inclusiveapproach
to IM and RM language rights we refer to Grin (1995). In the next chapter, our
focusis on education. As has become clear from the present chapter, educational
systems cannot respond to minority needs unless societies at large are prepared to
respond to those needs.
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5  Educational perspectives

Two types of strategies are commonly referred to as prerequisite for language
maintenance, i.e., intergenerational transmission at home and language teaching at
schooal. Inthischapter, we present case studies of educational policiesand practices
with respect to immigrant minority (henceforward IM) languages in two widely
different and distant contextsin Europe and abroad, i.e., North Rhine-Westphalia
in Germany and Victoria State in Australia. In each of these federal states, inter-
esting affirmative action programmes have been set up in thisdomain. Ashasbeen
shownin Chapter 2 (Table 2.1), theinternational nomenclaturefor referring to this
type of education is variable. In Section 5.1, we deal with Muttersprachlicher
Unterricht (Mother Tongue Education, henceforward MSU) in North Rhine-
Westphalia, and in Section 5.2 with the learning and teaching of Languages Other
Than English (LOTE) in Victoria State.

5.1 Mother Tongue Education in North Rhine-Westphalia, Ger many

There are large differences between different states in the Federal Republic of
Germany concerning the educational policy and practice of teaching IM languages
(Gogolin & Reich 2001, Hunger 2001). As an example of good practice, in this
section, thesituationin North Rhine-Westphalia(henceforward NRW) isdescribed.
It should be stressed that language policy in this domain is vulnerable to political
changesin government. Thisholdsfor NRW and for other states, both in Germany
and in Europe at large. For adescription and analysis of the demographic devel op-
ment concerning migration and minorisation of IM groupsin NRW, the report of
the Interministerielle Arbeitsgruppe Zuwanderung (2000) is most relevant. This
publication contains detailed information on the intake figures of IM children in
education.

Against the background of internationalisation and globalisation of society, the
development and promotion of multilingualism (Forder ung der Mehr sprachigkeit)
aretaken asapoint of departure in the state policy of NRW. IlIner & Pfaff (2001)
giveacomprehensiveoverview of educational policiesonthismatter. Thedevel op-
ment of multilingualism at the primary school level is increasingly considered
within a spectrum of the following four learning tasks:
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» proficiency in German as L1 or L2 should give access to school success and
socia participation at large;

*  MSU should value and promote the available diversity of languagesin NRW;

» English should give access to international communication;

» Begegnung mit Sprachen (‘Meeting with languages’) should function as a
window to other languages with which children come into contact.

Common principles for language teaching should be taken into account, such as
building upon previous skills and knowledge, offering meaningful contexts for
communication, and stimul ating metali nguistic awareness acrossthe boundaries of
any particular language. All of these measures are meant to put language teaching
in the increasing perspective of a multicultural and multilingual Germany and
Europe.

In a meeting organised for Turkish teachers and community organisations in
Dusseldorf onJune7, 2000, thethen Minister of Education, GabrieleBehler, called
upon Turkish parents to speak with their children in the language they speak best
and also emphasised that speaking Turkish at home would not harm the devel op-
ment of their children. According to the Minister, parents should at the sametime
make efforts to
» sendtheir childrentointerculturally oriented kindergardenswhere children can
interact with their peers and also learn German;
support the schools in teaching German as a second language;
enrol their children in MSU classes;
keep an eye on what their children learn at school;
give equal chances for education to girls as boys,
entrust public schools with religious education.

TheMinister also emphasised that agood command of German and Turkish would
be a permanent gain, both for the children and for society at large. For these
reasons, the curriculumfor MSU isshaped in the manner described above. Finally,
Minister Behler appeal ed for apermanent dial ogue between school sand parents so
that children can be adequately prepared for a multicultural society.

According to recent NRW school statistics, more than 30% of children in this
state grow up speaking two or more languages. They speak the languages of their
parentsin varying degrees and these languages are used in various media, such as
newspapers, TV, radio, and so on. German is the mainstream language used with
German-speaking people and in most of the media. The language competencies of
IM children vary but the early experience with multilingual communication is a
basic experience for most of them. Against this background, on 1 August 2000, a
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new MSU policy and curriculum for al state schools of NRW were decreed.

According to this policy, in order to meet the needs of multilingual children,

schools must offer MSU as an elective course for grades 1 to 10. The new

curriculum was developed by the NRW Landesingtitut fir Schule und Weiter-

bildung (LSW, Soest). The LSW hasastatewidetask in promoting multilingualism

in the NRW school system, derived from experiences abroad (LSW 2001). This

educational policy is based on the following arguments (Ministerium fir Schule

und Weiterbildung 2000):

»  MSU contributes to the maintenance and development of contacts and bonds
with the country of origin;

* MSU isanexpression of the public value attached to the linguistic and cultura
heritage of IM children and their parents;

 children who have spoken and written competencies in their mother tongues
will be ready and capable of learning better German;

» the promotion of multilingualism is important both from a cultural and an
€conomic perspective.

On the basis of the above arguments, at the end of grade 6, children are expected

to achieve the following educational objectives: a spoken and written language

proficiency that is adequate for various contexts of language use, and a sensitivity

to multilingualism and knowledge of other languages with an ambition to learn

German and other languages that are important to the future of amultilingual and

multicultural Europe. Children must learn to

» value culturd diversity;

* look at their cultural background from their own and from other people’s
perspectives,

» understand the behaviour of others to solve problems arising from cultural
misunderstandings;

» develop strategies and techniques to handle concrete conflicts arising from
different expectations, interests, and values;

» act on the basis of human rights against discrimination directed at minorities;

* inthecaseof Mudim children, learn about Islamic tradition and history, be able
tofunction effectively inadominantly Christian society, and acquireknowledge
about a secular society with freedom of faith.

This ambitious curriculum is set for grades 1-6 and it is aso valid for MSU in
grades 7-10 of secondary schooling.

The target groups for MSU are pupils who have learned languages other than
German as afirst, second, or foreign language: as afirst language before German,
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as a second language next to or after German, or as a foreign language learned
abroad. The languages to be offered in MSU are identified by the Ministry of
Education and valid for the whole state of NRW. In the year 2000, the following
18 languages were offered: Albanian, Arabic, Bosnian, Farsi, Greek, Italian,
Korean, Croatian, Kurmanji (Kurdish), Macedonian, Polish, Portuguese, Russian,
Serbian, Slovenian, Spanish, Tamil, and Turkish. In the year 2003, 19 languages
were offered. Schools can offer amaximum of 5 hours of MSU per week, provided
that there are at least 15 primary school children or 18 secondary school children
for a certain language group from one or more schools, that parents demand
instruction for their children, and that there is a qualified teacher available.
Admission to MSU classes is independent of the pupils or parents’ nationality.
Even though participation in MSU classesis on avoluntary basis, participation is
obligatory after approved parental application.

MSU is offered on a statewide basis and MSU classes are part of the school
inspection system. Irrespective of their nationality, the teachers are in the service
of the state, and they receive a salary that is earmarked statewide for MSU. Most
of the teachers serve at more than one school, and one school usually actsasabase
school for the teachers. In-service training of teachers and the development of
learning materials are also covered by the state. These are the responsibility of the
Landesinstitut fir Schule und Weiterbilbung (LSW) in Soest. The quality control
of the learning materials and the approval for their use in schools are also part of
the duties of the LSW. Turkish teachers are trained by and receive their qualifica
tions from the Turkish Department at Essen University. The organisation of MSU
in primary schools is the responsibility of Schulamter. In practice, in terms of
cultural background, language proficiency, age, and grade, very heterogeneous
groups make use of these M SU classes. These circumstances put high demandson
theteachers, by whom the didactic principles of first, second, and foreign language
teaching should be reconciled with each other. Intercultural experiences and man-
agement skills are used as a common basis for didactic principles. MSU teachers
must bewell informed of the characteristicsof their pupilsand, in cooperation with
the classteachers, they should shape the curriculum of thewhole school. Recently,
efforts have been made to coordinate bilingual education (i.e., German plus M SU)
during primary schooling on the basis of experiences in Berlin with the KOALA
project (Koordinierte Al phabetisierung im Anfangsunterricht). These experiences
have been adapted to NRW conditions. In 2003, about 40 primary schoolsin NRW
participated in the KOALA project with coordinated efforts in teaching
German/Turkish, Germar/Italian, and German/Arabic. For moreinformation onthe
KOALA project, we refer to www.raa.de.
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On ayearly basis, the Ministry of Education publishes statistics on IM pupils
and M SU teacherson the basis of nationality criteria. Inthe 1998/1999 school year,
around 366,000 IM pupils and 161,000 pupils from Aussiedlerfamilien received
MSU in NRW; this was 13.0% and 5.7% of all pupils, respectively. Table 5.1
presents an overview of relevant figures for the 2001/2002 school year. It clearly
showstheleading position of Turkish compared to all the other languages. For this
reason, Turkish acts as arole model for the implementation of other languagesin
the context of MSU in NRW.

Tota number Tota number  Total number of  Total number

Language of classes of pupils class hours of teachers
Albanian 137 1,689 501 15
Arabic 374 4,799 1,271 70
Bosnian 65 758 235 35
Greek 385 4,671 1,606 86
Italian 548 6,661 1,998 122
Croatian 140 1,588 612 54
Macedonian 17 239 58 14
Polish 59 884 207 14
Portuguese 193 2,574 811 38
Russian 189 2,785 606 27
Serbian 78 786 309 31
Slovenian 6 70 23 3
Spanish 218 3,154 850 55
Turkish 5,747 80,375 15,576 790
Other languages 147 2,119 580 47
Totd 8,298 113,152 25,243 1,401

Table5.1 MSU figuresin North Rhine-Westphalia in the 2001/2002 school year (source:
Ministerium fir Schule und Weiterbildung, Amtliche Schuldaten 2001/2002,
Statistische Ubersicht nr. 330, Diisseldorf 29-1-2002)

During the primary 2002/2003 school year, 1,377 MSU teachers were employed
at the NRW state level. Due to general budget cuts, however, areduction is fore-
seen to less than 900 MSU teacher positions. This reduction is meant to be
temporary; MSU continues to be positively valued for its contribution to the
mai ntenance and development of multilingualism.
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Educational attainments obtained in MSU classes are periodically and sys-
tematically evaluated. Given the heterogeneous nature of the classes, pupils
achievements are not reported in the form of subject grades but verbalised in the
form of expected future achievement. Thefollowing arethe concrete guidelinesfor
such reports:

» at the end of the first and second grades, the attainments are described in the
form of a short text;

* inthethird grade, pupils are given subject grades for each semester, provided
that the pupils receive grades for other subjects aswell;

» ingradesfour to six, pupils receive subject grades for each semester.

At the end of the sixth grade, the level of achievement attained in MSU is taken
into consideration for the final level assessment of primary school pupils at large.
In 2003, language proficiency testing was introduced in NRW for al primary
school entrants in grade 1. From the 2003/2004 school year onwards, a digita
bilingual proficiency test isplanned for all entrantson the basisof pilot experiences
in primary schools in the municipality of Duisburg. This digital bilingual profi-
ciency test consistsof four partswith increasing level s of difficulty, and dealswith
such domains as receptive vocabulary, phonological awareness, and text com-
prehension. Thetest istheresult of cooperation between the Dutch Central Institute
for Test Development (CITO) and the NRW Landesinstitut fir Schule und Weiter -
bildung. The handling of the digital test is made easy for children. It takes about
one hour for each language, and the outcomes are available immediately. On the
basis of the outcomes, a bilingua profile is constructed for each child, and
recommendationsare madefor both M SU and theteaching of German. Asyet, pilot
experiences have been limited to measuring German/Turkish proficiency.

In secondary schools, MSU is offered as an elective course, possibly in place
of asecond or third foreign language. Pupilswho attend M SU classeson aregular
basis can complete a language test. The results obtained from such tests are
reported in school reports, and in some cases these grades are taken as substitutes
for traditional foreign language results. For Turkish and Greek, the Ministry of
Education organi sesend-of-school exams. Inthe 1998/1999 school year, morethan
9,000 pupils attended MSU classes instead of foreign language classes. Around
7,000 pupils completed final school examinationsin 33 different languages. More
than two thirds of the exams were donein Russian. For adiscussion of spoken and
written language proficiency requirements for end-of-school exams in secondary
schools, we refer to Bebermeier et al. (1997).
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The example of NRW is remarkable in many respects:

 MSU is part of a state-supported educational philosophy in favour of multi-
lingualism and multiculturalism in a statewide and European context;

* MSU isoffered in abroad spectrum of languages and for a broad spectrum of
target groups, independent of the pupils or parents' nationalities;

» languagesare offered on demand, given asufficient enrolment of pupilsand the
availability of qualified teachers;

» evauation of achievement through MSU is carried out by measuring the
bilingual proficiencies of children rather than proficiency in German only;

o parenta interest and involvement in providing MSU for their children is
stimulated;

» MSU is offered under the supervision and control of the regular school
inspection system,;

* MSU is provided by teachers who are appointed and paid by the state, not by
source country agencies;

* teacher training and in-servicetraining for MSU are taken serioudly, and MSU
teachers must fulfil the same requirements as any other teacher;

* |earning material sare subject to quality control, and devel oped and/or published
with state support.

All of these measures are meant to encourage a positive attitude towards language
diversity, both in schoolsand in NRW at large. Theinvolvement of parentsin the
schooling of their children is encouraged. Also, knowing that their languages and
cultures are respected by the school system and by mainstream society, it is hoped
that pupils will develop a higher self-esteem and respect for themselves and for
others. Inthisway, intercultural communication and toleranceis promoted aswell.
Finally, the NRW example shows that, instead of taking a ‘deficit’ perspective,
policy makers opted for multicultural and multilingual education. Rather than
taking language diversity and heterogeneity as phenomena of crisis and burden,
they are taken as normal and challenging. The latter perspective was taken even
earlier and in amore outspoken way in our next case study.

5.2 Languages Other Than English in Victoria State, Australia

MSU in North Rhine-Westphalia is an example of positive action in the EU. In
order to present another example, a more distant context is chosen. Before pres-
enting information on Victorian State, it is essential to present some background
information on thedevel opment of multiculturalismand multilingual policiesinthe
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Australian context so that readers can gain a deeper insight into the arguments of
social cohesion versus cultural and linguistic pluralism. For an overview of
Australia’s policy on languages from the end of World War Il until recent times,
werefer to Clyne (1991) and Ozolins (1993). Acceptance of theideaand practice
of multiculturalism and multilingualismis rather recent in Australian history. The
1950s and 1960s, especialy, were years of fierce assimilationist policies. The
Australian governments of that time wanted to create a country that would be
culturally and linguistically homogenous, based on British heritage and traditions,
and with English as the only subject and medium of instruction at school. The
education sector played an important role in promoting the values and customs of
the mainstream Anglo-Australian culture.

In the early 1970s, there were many inquiries and reports into assimilationist
policies. The Karmel Report on Schooling in Australia (1973) indicated that
assimilationist policies not only disadvantaged IM groups from different language
backgrounds but that such policieswere basically wasteful of the potential, talents,
and resources IM groups could contribute to society. As aresult of these reports,
the policy of assimilation was gradually replaced by a policy of integration. The
latter intended to enable people of all cultural backgrounds to participate equally
in mainstream social, political, and economic institutions. English as a Second
Language (ESL) programmesand special teacher-training programmeswere set up
to reach that goal.

It was only after the influential Galbally Report (1978) that the Australian
government opted for fully-fledged multicultural policiesin al walks of life. The
Galbally Report saw schools as critical actorsin the creation of aclimatein which
the concepts of multiculturalism and multilingualism could be understood and
promoted. As a result, special programmes in Languages Other Than English
(henceforward LOTE) for mother-tongue maintenance and devel opment, for second
language development, and for bilingual education were devel oped. Specia plans
for the recognition of multicultural perspectives across the school curriculum and
the development of projects to encourage the participation of parents from non-
English-speaking backgrounds in school life were developed. There were aso
special programmes to fight against prejudice, stereotyping, and racism.

These programmes had differing resultsin different statesin Australia, but in
general policy makers realised that as long as there were no serious programmes
and legidation, multiculturalismwould bedifficult to achieve. Especially themulti-
cultural State of Victoriaimplemented such programmes. In the view of the State
of Victoria, an effective multicultural policy isapolicy that promotes respect by all
cultures for all cultures, one that allows Australians the freedom to maintain and
celebrate their languages and cultures within a socialy cohesive framework of
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shared values, including respect for democratic processes and institutions, therule
of law, and acknowledgment that English is the nation’s common language.

In multicultural Victoria, schools play an important rolein the development of
attitudes, values, and critical thinking with respect to these principles. Therole of
education in the implementation of a multicultural policy isto ensure that racism
and prejudicedo not develop to hinder individuals' participation, and that all pupils
are assisted in developing the understandings and skills that will enable them to
achieve their full potential, and to participate effectively and successfully in a
multicultural society. These understandings and skills derive from education
programmes and processesthat accurately and positively reflect cultural pluralism,
promote cultural inclusiveness, and help all pupilsto develop
» proficiency in English;

» competency in alanguage other than English;

* in-depth knowledge of and awareness of their own and other cultures;

» an understanding of the multicultural nature of Australia’'s past and present
history, and of theinterdependence of culturesinthe development of thenation;

» an awareness of the reality of the global village and national interdependence
in the areas of trade, finance, labour, politics, and communications, and an
awarenessthat the devel opment of international understanding and cooperation
isessential.

With this change of ideology and policy, educational ingtitutionsin Victoria State
created a totally different system. Previoudly, only French, German, Italian, and,
sometimes, Latin were offered as modern foreign languagesin secondary schools.
In primary schools, English wasthe only language used as the subject and medium
of instruction. Facilitiesfor LOTE were considered to be superfluous and threaten-
ing to socia cohesion. However, in line with the developments described above,
specia programmesfor LOTE and ESL were developed. In 1993, the Department
of Education in Victoria established a Ministerial Advisory Council on LOTE
(MACLOTE) and, in the same year, a LOTE Strategy Plan was published
(MACLOTE 1993). According to thislong-term plan, in the year 2000, all primary
school pupils and at least 25% of all secondary school pupils should take part in
LOTE classes. In 1994, the School Council made a number of suggestions
concerning the implementation and organisation of LOTE (MACLOTE 1994).
These suggestions resulted in the development of a Curriculum and Standard
Framework (CSF). The CSF acted as base document for the devel opment of attain-
ment targets for spoken and written proficiency in different languages, and made
aconsiderable contribution to curriculum devel opment and the placement of pupils
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in LOTE programmes. The multicultural education policy of Victoria not only

targetsIM pupils, but strivesto reach out to al pupilswith thefollowing objectives:

» knowledge and consciousness of the multicultural character of the society, and
knowledge and competence in intercultural communication;

» proficiency in English as afirst or second language;

» proficiency in one or more languages other than English.

A more detailed description of the objectives of intercultural education, ESL, and
LOTE according to the Department of Education (1997:12-14) is given in
Appendix 2 tothisVolume. Concerning LOTE, adifferentiationisno longer made
between the status of languages as home language, heritage language, or foreign
language. Moreover, priority languages are specified that can be taught as LOTE
for which statewide budgets are earmarked in order to develop curricula, learning
materials, and teacher training programmes. In LOTE programmes, schools need
to ensure that multicultural perspectives are included in the content of the
provision, and the culture of the target language should be explored in depth both
in the LOTE class and across other curriculum areas. LOTE programmes should
deal with other cultures—aswell asthat of the LOTE being studied—in aculturally
sensitive, non-stereotypical way. This is particularly important in bilingual pro-
grammes where other curriculum areas are taught in and through the LOTE.

The ultimate goal of achieving multiculturalism isrealised in Victoria mostly
because | earning more than one language is not only the task of IM children but of
al pupilsinthe state. Apart from English asafirst or second language, al children
learn at least one language other than English at school. Depending on demand,
LOTE programmes are offered at government mainstream schools, at the Victorian
School of Languages (V SL), or at after-hours ethnic schools. TheVSL isacentrd
government school in Melbourne with arecord in LOTE teaching for over sixty
years (see its website for up-to-date information). The school is committed to the
provision of language programmes for pupils in grades 1-12 who do not have
access to the study of those languages in their mainstream schools in al sectors.
The school also caters for international students. Language programmes are
delivered through face to face classes (in 24 metropolitan and 7 regional centres
across the state) and through distance education.

In order to achieve the above objectives, the state does not limit multicultural
school policy to language education only. The understanding and promotion of
multiculturalism istaught in all subjects across the curriculum. In the near future,
these objectives will be implemented across al domains of primary education.
Accordingly, teacher-training institutions will be restructured along the given
principles. The VSL offers high-quality in-service training for its teachers and
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publishes series of training documents, some of which are availableon the Internet.
The Department of Education regularly provides detailed information on the
number of pupilsattending language classes both in mainstream schoolsand in the
VSL. Table 5.2 presents figures for pupils attending LOTE classes in the school

year of 2000.
Primary education Secondary education
Mainstream Mainstream

Languages schools  VSL  Subtota schools  VSL Subtotal  Tota
Indonesian 85,394 4 85,398 27,959 287 28,246 | 113,644
Italian 77,914 22 77,936 22,223 257 22,480 @ 100,416
Japanese 56,732 36 56,768 21,824 420 22,244 79,012
German 24,230 28 24,258 17,182 312 17,494 41,752
French 15,761 29 15,790 23,584 339 23923 39,713
Chinese 7,669 836 8,505 3615 1,072 4,687 13,192
Greek 2,696 422 3,118 1,042 272 1314 4,432
Viethamese 1,745 367 2,112 1,137 645 1,782 3,894
Spanish 1,779 100 1,879 800 333 1,133 3,012
Sign Language 2,444 - 2,444 192 - 192 2,636
Turkish 442 682 1,124 357 790 1,147 2,271
Arabic 397 141 538 698 220 918 1,456
Macedonian 209 170 379 541 265 806 1,185
Korean 298 23 321 421 19 440 761
Koorielang. 447 - 447 9 - 9 456
Croatian 95 15 110 - 289 289 399
Serbian - 75 75 - 283 283 358
Polish - 126 126 - 192 192 318
Latin - - - 222 37 259 259
Khmer 17 23 40 92 115 207 247
Singhalese - 99 99 - 17 17 116
Fars - 39 39 - 76 76 115
Portuguese - 31 31 - 61 61 92
Russian - 3 3 - 88 88 91
Hindi - 33 33 - 56 56 89
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Primary education Secondary education
Mainstream Mainstream

Languages schools  VSL  Subtota schools  VSL Subtotal = Tota

Norwegian 75 - 75 - - - 75
Albanian - 21 21 - 11 11 32
Hungarian — 14 14 - 6 6 20
Bengali - 6 6 - 13 13 19
Bosnian - 7 7 - 16
Dari - 8 8 - 8 8 16
Hebrew - - - - 16 16 16
Slovenian - 1 1 - 10 10 11
Dutch - - - - 10 10 10
Other languages - 9 9 - 33 33 42
Tota 278,344 3,370 281,714 | 121,898 6,561 128,459 410,173

Table5.2 Pupils attending LOTE classes in the year 2000 (Department of Education
2001:77)

Inthe year 2000, classeswere offered in 41 languagesin primary and/or secondary
schools. The 6 most-chosen languageswere Indonesian, Italian, Japanese, German,
French, and Chinese. At 96% of all primary schools, LOTE facilities were offered
(68%in 1994) and 87% of all primary school pupilstook partin LOTE classes. All
secondary schools (apart from 6) offered LOTE facilities in 2000. Table 5.3
presents the supply of language classes in various school typesin the year 2000.

Educational institutions N languages
Government primary schools Mainstream schools 18
Victorian School of Languages 30
Distance education only 6
Government secondary schools Mainstream schools 17
Victorian School of Languages 37
Distance education only 1
After-hours ethnic schools * 52

Table5.3 Language programmesin variouseducational institutionsin 2000 (* not included
in Table5.2)
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Themajor conclusion that can be drawn from the two case studies presented in this
chapter is the following. NRW has good practice for mother-tongue teaching in
Germany but, compared to Victorian State in Australia, it still has agreat distance
to cover. In NRW, enrolment in classes is on a voluntary basis but, in Victoria
State, learning aLOTE is compulsory for al children. Victoria State in Australia
has taken firm steps towards achieving amultilingual environment where not only
IM children but also Anglo-Australian children learn another language. Inthisway,
learning more than one language has become an objective for all children.
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6  Methodological considerations

GUUS EXTRA, KUTLAY YAGMUR & TIM VAN DER AVOIRD

In this chapter, we deal with the rationale (6.1) and research goals (6.2) of the
Multilingual Cities Project (henceforward MCP), with the design of the question-
naire used for carrying out large home language surveys (6.3), and with data
collection (6.4) and data processing (6.5). In the next sections, our focusis on the
methodology of measuring language distribution (6.6), specifying home language
profiles (6.7), measuring language vitality (6.8), and comparing the status of
immigrant minority languagesat school (6.9). Thefina section (6.10) offersabrief
introduction to the city-based Chapters 7-12. Local reports about the participating
cities have been made available for Géteborg (Nygren-Junkin & Extra 2003),
Hamburg (Frstenau, Gogolin & Y agmur 2003), TheHague (Extra, Aarts, Vander
Avoird, Broeder & Yagmur 2001), Brussels (Verlot, Delrue, Extra & Yagmur
2003), Lyon (Akinci, De Ruiter & Sanagustin 2003), and Madrid (Broeder &
Mijares 2003).

6.1 Rationale

In the second part of this Volume, our focus is on the distribution and vitality of
immigrant minority (henceforward IM) languagesacrossdifferent European nation-
states. Most sociolinguistic minority studies have dealt with regional minority
(henceforward RM) languages rather than IM languages. In the former domain,
however, we are faced with much diversity in the quality of the data. In some
European nation-states, fairly accurate data are available because a language
guestion has been included several timesin periodical censuses; in other cases, we
only have rough estimates by insiders to the language group (usually language
activists who want to boost the figures) or by outsiders (e.g., state officials who
want to downplay the number of speakers). Extra & Gorter (2001) propose a
typology for distinguishing between five categories of RM languages within the
European Union (henceforward EU) and present estimates of their numbers of
speakers (Gorter et al. 1990):

» unique RM languages, spoken in aparticular part of only one EU member-state

(e.g., Breton in France, Sorbian in Germany, or Galician in Spain);
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» cross-border RM languages, spoken in morethan one nation-state (e.g., Basque
in Spain and France, Saami in Sweden and Finland, or Limburgian in the
Netherlands and Belgium);

» languageswhich areaminority languagein one member-state, but the dominant
official languageinaneighbouring state (e.g., Albanianin Greece, Croatianand
Slovenian in Austria, Danish in Germany, German in France and Belgium, or
Swedish in Finland, and Finnish in Sweden);

» officia EU state languages, but not official EU working languages (Luxem-
burgian, also spoken in France, and Irish, also spoken in Northern Ireland);

* non-territorial minority languages (in particular Romani and Y iddish).

Given the overwhel ming focus on mainstream language acquisition by IM groups,
thereis much less evidence on the status and use of IM languages across Europe,
as a result of processes of immigration and minorisation. In contrast to RM
languages, IM languages have no established statusin terms of period and area of
residence. Obviously, typological differences between IM languages across EU
member-states do exist, e.g., in terms of the status of IM languages as EU lan-
guages or non-EU languages (see Chapter 15, Table 15.2), or as languages of
formerly colonialised source countries. Taken from the latter perspective, Indian
languages are prominent in the United Kingdom, Arabic languages in France,
Congolese languages in Belgium, and Surinamese languages in the Netherlands.
Most studies of IM languages in Europe have focused on a spectrum of IM
languages at the level of one particular multilingual city (Baker & Eversley 2000),
one particular nation-state (LMP 1985, Alladina & Edwards 1991, Extra &
Verhoeven 19933, Extra& De Ruiter 2001, Caubet et al. 2002, Extraet al. 2002,)
or on one particular IM language at the national or European level (Tilmatine 1997
and Obdeijn & DeRuiter 1998 on Arabic in Europe, or Jargensen 2003 on Turkish
in Europe).

Few studies havetaken both acrossnational and acrosslinguistic perspectiveon
the status and use of IM languages in Europe (Jaspaert & Kroon 1991, Extra &
Verhoeven 1993b, 1998, Fase et al. 1995, Ammerlaan et al. 2001). InthisV olume,
we present the rationale, methodol ogy, and outcomes of the MCP, carried out as
a multiple case study in six major multicultural cities in different EU member-
states. The project was carried out under the auspices of the European Cultural
Foundation, established in Amsterdam, and it was coordinated by a research team
at Babylon, Centre for Studies of the Multicultural Society, at Tilburg University
in the Netherlands, in cooperation with local universities and educational author-
itiesin al participating cities.
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Theaimsof the M CP wereto gather, analyse, and compare multiple dataon the
status of IM languages at home and at school. In the participating cities, ranging
from Northern to Southern Europe, Germanic and/or Romance languages have a
dominant status in public life. Figure 6.1 gives an outline of the project.

Dominant Germanic Mixed form Dominant Romance
Swedish German Dutch French Spanish
Goéteborg Hamburg The Hague Brussels  Lyon Madrid

Figure6.1 Outline of the Multilingual Cities Project (MCP)

The criteria for selecting a city to participate in this multinational study were
primarily that it should be a magjor urban centre and have a great variety of IM
groups, aswell as auniversity-based research facility that would be able to handle
the local data gathering, the secondary data analysis, and the final reporting of the
local results. Given the increasing role of municipalities as educational authorities
in al partner cities, the project was carried out in close cooperation between
researchers at local universities and local educationa authorities. In each partner
city, this cooperation proved to be of essential value.

Derived from previously acquired knowledge in the Dutch context (Broeder &
Extra 1995, 1998 and Extra et al. 2002), two crossnationally equivalent research
instruments were agreed upon and utilised in each local context:

» amultidimensional model for carrying out large-scale home and school lan-
guage surveys, operationalised in a specified set of 20 survey questions;

» amultidimensional model for describing, comparing, and evaluating the status
of IM languages in primary and secondary schools, operationalised in a
specified set of 9 parameters.

These models are discussed in Sections 6.3 and 6.9, respectively.

6.2 Research goals
Except in Scandinavian countries, thereisno European tradition of collectinghome

language statistics on multicultural (school) population groups. In fact, collecting
home language data in some countries is even in conflict with present language
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legidation. Thisholdsin particular for Belgium, wheretraditiona languageborders

have been legalised in terms of Dutch and/or French.

Our method of carrying out home language surveys amongst primary school
children in each of the six participating cities partly derives from experiences
abroad with nationwide or at least large-scale population surveys in which com-
monly single questions on home language use were asked (see Chapter 3). In
contrast to such questionnaires, our survey is based on multiple rather than single
guestions on home language and on crossnationally equivalent questions. In doing
this, we aim at describing and comparing the multiple language profiles of major
IM communities in each of the cities under consideration. For each language
community, thelanguage profile consists of five dimensions, based on thereported
language repertoire (1), language proficiency (2), language choice (3), language
dominance (4), and language preference (5). Based on this database, we construe
a (pseudo)longitudinal profile and a language vitality index for each language
community under consideration. In addition, aschool language profileis specified
on the basis of the data on children’s participation in and need for learning these
languages at school. Our ultimate goal isto put these data in both crosslinguistic
and crossnational perspectives. Against themultidisciplinary background described
inPart | of thisVolume, thegoal sfor collecting, analysing, and comparing multiple
homelanguage dataon multicultural school populationsderivefromthreedifferent
perspectives:

» taken from ademographic perspective, home language data play acrucial role
in the definition and identification of multicultural school populations;

» taken from a sociolinguistic perspective, home language data offer relevant
insights into both the distribution and the vitality of home languages across
groups, and thus raise the public awareness of multilingualism;

» taken from an educational perspective, home language data are indispensable
tools for educational planning and policies.

6.3 Design of thelanguage survey questionnaire

The questionnaire for data collection was designed following a detailed study and
evaluation of language-related questions in nationwide or large-scale population
research in avariety of countrieswith alonger history of migration and minorisa-
tion processes, and was also derived from extensive empirical experiences gained
in carrying out municipal home language surveys amongst pupilsin both primary
and secondary schoolsin the Netherlands (Broeder & Extra 1995, 1998 and Extra
et al. 2002).
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A number of conditions for the design of the questionnaire needed to be met.
The first prerequisite was that the questionnaire should be appropriate for all
childrenand shouldincludeabuilt-in screening questionfor distinguishing between
children in whose homes only the mainstream language is used and children in
whose homes one or more other languages next to or instead of this language are
used. In thelatter case, ahome language profile has to be specified. As mentioned
before, this language profile consists of five dimensions, based on the reported
language repertoire, language proficiency, language choice, language dominance,
and language preference.

Thesecond prerequisite of the questionnairewasthat it should be both short and
powerful. It should be short in order to minimise the time needed by teachers and
childrento answer it during school hours, and it should be powerful inthat it should
have an appropriate and transparent set of questions which should be answered by
al children individually, if needed — in particular with younger children — in
cooperation with theteacher, after an explanation of the survey in class. Thesurvey
consisted of 20 questions which were made available to schoolsin adouble-sided
printed format. Appendix 1 gives the English version of the questionnaire.

The third prerequisite of the questionnaire was that the answers given by the
children should be controlled, scanned, interpreted, and verified as automatically
as possible, given the large size of the resulting database. In order to fulfil this
demand, both hardware and software conditions had to be met.

Table 6.1 gives an outline of the questionnaire.

Questions | Focus
1-3 personal information (name, age, gender)
4-8 school information (city, district, name, type, grade)
9-11 birth country of the pupil, father and mother
12 selective screening question (Are any other languages than x ever used in
your home? If yes, complete all the questions; if no, continue with questions
18-20)
13-17 language repertoire, language proficiency, language choice, language
dominance, and language preference
18-20 languages learnt at/outside school and languages demanded by pupils from
school

Table6.1 Outline of the questionnaire

In compliancewith privacy legislationin different nation-states, the resulting data-
base contains language data at the levels of districts, schools, and grades only; no
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data can be traced back to individuals. The answers to questions 9-12 make it
possible to compare the status of birth country data and home language data as
demographic criteria. The countries and languages explicitly mentioned in
guestions 9-12 are determined on the basis of recent municipal statistics about IM
children at primary schools. Thus, the list of prespecified languages for, e.g.,
Hamburg is quite different from the one used in Lyon. The selective screening
guestion (12) isaimed at amaximal scopefromthreedifferent perspectives,i.e., by
the passive construction are used instead of do you use, by the modal adverb ever,
and by asking for use instead of one of the four language skills. The language
profile, specified by questions 13-17, consists of the following dimensions:
» language repertoire; the number and types of (co-)occurring home languages
next to or instead of the mainstream language;
» language proficiency: the extent to which the pupil can understand/speak/
read/write the home language;
» language choice: the extent to which the home language is commonly spoken
with the mother, father, younger and older brothers/sisters, and best friends;
» |anguage dominance: the extent to which the home language is spoken best;
» language preference: the extent to which the home language is preferably
spoken.
Taken together, the four dimensions of language proficiency, choice, dominance,
and preference result in a language vitality index, the calculation of which is
explainedin Section 6.8. Onthe basisof questions 18-20, aschool language profile
is specified. This profile provides information about the available language in-
struction in and outside school, as well as the expressed need for instruction in a
given language. The questionnaire wastested previously on many occasionsin the
Dutch context (Extra et al. 2002). The Dutch questionnaire was translated into
equivalent versionsin French, German, Spanish, and Swedish. Theseversionswere
tested in at least one primary school in each partner city. On the basis of the
suggestions of local educationa authorities and researchers, the phrasing and
wording of the questionnaires were further adapted. It was ensured that the basic
guestions on language were the same in al questionnaires. All six cities had the
same questions, but one additional question on ‘nationality’ was added to the
German questionnaire. This question was not included in any of the other cities.

6.4 Data collection

The trandlated questionnaires were printed in multiple copies. Due to the require-
ments of automatic processing, it wasessential that printed rather than photocopied
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guestionnaires be used. Uniformity, in both content and form, was important for
convenienceindataprocessing. Local educational authoritiessent | ettersof permis-
sion to schools and/or parents asking that their children be allowed to participate
in the survey. In each city, the printed questionnaires were distributed to school
directors. Each school received a sufficient number of questionnaires. In some
cities, school directors asked for the cooperation of classroom teachers to fill out
the questionnairestogether with pupils. In other cities, in particularinHamburg and
Brussels, students at educational departments took part in the data collection
process. Both for classroom teachers and for data collection assistants, amanual in
the local languages was prepared so that the interaction with the pupils would be
smoother. In some cases, e.g., in Brussels, anintensive one-day workshop washeld
to train student assistants.

The completed questionnaires were delivered by the schools to the researchers
at local universities. After checks of thetotal set of questionnaires per school had
been made, al delivered questionnaires were sent to Tilburg University in the
Netherlands for further processing. Table 6.2 gives an overview of the resulting
database, derived from the reports of primary school children in the age range of
4-12 years (only in The Hague were data also collected at secondary schools). The
total crossnational sample consists of more than 160,000 pupils.

Total of schools Total of pupils Total of pupils Agerange

City Total of schools  inthe survey in schools inthesurvey = of pupils

Brussels 117* 110* 11,500 10,300 6-12

Hamburg 231 public 218 public 54,900 46,000 6-11

17 catholic 14 catholic

Lyon 173** 42+* 60,000 11,650 6-11

Madrid 708 public 133 public 202,000 30,000 5-12
411 catholic 21 catholic 99,000

TheHague 142 primary 109 primary 41,170 27,900 4-12
30 secondary 26 secondary 19,000 13,700 12-17

Goteborg 170 122 36,100 21,300 6-12

Table6.2 Overview of the MCP database (* Dutch-medium schools only; ** Réseau
d'Education Prioritaire only)
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6.5 Dataprocessing

Data processing was done centrally in Tilburg by Babylon researchers. Given the
large size of the database, an automatic processing technique based on specially
devel oped software and avail able hardware was devel oped and utilised. By means
of thisautomatic processing technique, around 5,000 forms could be scanned each
day. Because some questionnaire items were answered in handwriting by the
pupils, additional verification of these items had to be done using character
recognition software; inthisway, around 4,000 forms could be processed each day.
After scanning and verification was completed, the database for each city was
analysed using the SPSS program. Four different phases were involved in data
processing. Each of these four stages is described below.

Phase 1: Design, testing and printing of the questionnaires

A special commercial software packet (Teleform) was used for all aspects of data
processing such as scanning, verification, and exporting the data for storage and
analysis. Teleform, in combination with an optical scanner, alows the user to
design, read, and evaluate any kind of form. By means of this particular software,
data can be processed with high speed and accuracy. After interpretation and
verification of the scanned data, the software can automatically export the datato
a specific database so that it can be analysed. The software has three components:
the designer, the reader, and the verifier. The designer allowsthe user to create any
combination of shapes, texts, drawings, and dataentry fields. Commonly used data
entry fields are supported, including aphabetic, numeric, and alphanumeric con-
strained print fields, comb-style print fields, choice fields, entry fields, and image
zones. Asthe questionnaire was created, it had to be defined how the datain the
fieldswould be evaluated and how theinformation would be stored in the database.
Oncethe format is designed, it can be used over and over for processing.

For automatic processing of the data, the completed questionnaires had to be
printed neatly and uniformly; stained, crooked, or invisible marks hinder data
processing. The completed questionnaires needed to belegible and to comply fully
with the original version, otherwise data processing would be impossible. The
original version of the questionnaire was designed using Word for Windows and
then adapted to be used by Tel eform software. All theanswer fieldsinthequestion-
naire were defined for accurate recognition by the Reader. There were two main
types of answer categories (see Appendix 1). The relevant circles should be filled
out using adark pen so that the Reader could identify the answer categories. The
guestionnaire was designed in such away that preprinted answer categorieswould
cover about 95% of all answers given. There were also chains of boxes in which
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hand-printed datacould beentered. By meansof itsOptical Character Recognition
(OCR) capahility, the software can recognise and process hand-printed data. There-
fore, answers that were not preprinted on the questionnaire could be written by
hand; e.g., if the answer to the question which asks for the name of the country in
which the child was born, was not one of the countries already preprinted on the
guestionnaire, then the country of birth could be written in the boxes provided. As
the software can recogni se hand-printed characters, all answers given (irrespective
of their number) were stored in the database.

Phase 2: Scanning, interpretation, and verification of the data
After the questionnaire had been printed, distributed to schools, filled out by the
children, and returned, thefilled out formsweremade avail ablefor dataprocessing.
When theformswerefed through the scanner, the Reader automatically interpreted
hand- and machine-printed text. If the form had no fields or characters that would
need review when the form was interpreted, the data was sent directly to a prede-
fined datafile (see below). If the form had characters or answers that could not be
interpreted, thefield was marked for review and theformwas held for verification.
Asthe Reader interpreted the data on returned forms, it identified those forms
that had been incorrectly completed or incorrectly marked, and held them for
manual review and correction. The process of confirming or correcting such forms
is called ‘verification’ and is done using the Verifier software. By means of this
software, each form’s image could be reviewed and corrected on the computer,
without the need to view a printed copy. Errors in data entry fields were quickly
and easily corrected. If aform wasinterpreted without the need of verification, the
data was automatically processed and exported to a predefined SPSS data file
without going through the Verifier. If one or more characters or answerson aform
did not satisfy the Reader’ s confidence test or if afield did not pass avalidation
test, the form’s image was automatically sent to the Verifier. Data accuracy on
returned forms was enhanced by a number of important features, including hand-
print recognition, optical character recognition, selective key form image zones,
user-defined character recognition confidence thresholds, and basic script
validations.

Phase 3. Coding, preparation and analysis of the data

After verification took place, all answersweretransmitted to adatabase. Thisdata
base could be accessed by SPSS. Before the data could be prepared for analysis, a
number of coding stages needed to be completed, in particul ar with respect to hand-
written references to countries and languages. In Section 6.6, further information
on the coding of languagesis given.
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Before the analyses could be implemented, the database needed to be prepared
for the analyses. This preparation had three objectives:

« tracking down and correcting incomplete categoriesin thedatabase; thismainly
concerned afinal check of the correctnessand consistency of thedatabase; three
main types of control were involved: avisual check of the questionnaires, an
evaluation done by means of verification software, and, finally, an automatised
internal check by SPSS;

* making the database uniform; the answer categories concerning preset
languages on the questionnaire and hand-printed languages needed to be
standardised to make a consi stent and uniform database available for analyses;

e optimising some answer categories by making them suitable for statistical
analyses.

In order to carry out systematic analyses on the data set, a SPSS syntax file which

was devel oped step-by-step was used in the preparation stage. Inthe analysis stage,

another SPSS syntax file was used in order to achieve uniformity of the findings.

Phase 4: Reporting of the results in the format of tables and figures

Thelast stage of data processing was transmitting the outcomes of the analysesin
areadableformat. Giventhefact that the research results should be presented in the
same format in al six participating cities in the project, a crossnationally uniform
format was set up. In presenting the results, Excel Worksheets and Microsoft
Graphics within Word for Windows were used. Both the worksheets and the
templates for figures within Microsoft Graphics were predefined. In this way, a
uniform format for all the tables and figures could be achieved, which then need to
be interpreted.

6.6 Measuring language distribution

Apart from selecting one or more of the prespecified languagesin each of thelocal
surveys, pupils could also opt for self-references to other home languages by
filling-out in hand-writing the boxes provided for this objective.

The resulting database consists of a huge variety of self-references (types) and
their frequencies of mentioning (tokens). In most cases, the pupils referred to
entitiesthat could be (re)traced as existing languages. In this context, the regularly
updated database of The Ethnologue (www.sil.org/ethnologue; Grimes 1996) on
languages of the world proved to be very helpful. In cases of doubt or lacking
information, other resources were used, such as Comrie et al. (2003), Campbell
(2000), Dalby (1999/2000), Giacalone Ramat & Ramat (1998), and Crystal (1997).
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Apart from self-referencesto known and unknown |anguages, the pupilsa so made
references to countries that could not reasonably be traced back to languages or to
other/unknown categories. Ingeneral, however, theresol utionlevel of thelanguage
guestion in the survey was very high, and relatively few types and/or tokens con-
sisted of references that could not be traced back to languages. Table 6.3 gives a
crossnational overview of the data under consideration.

Reference Reference Other/unknown
to languages to countries references

Municipality Types Tokens Types Tokens Types Tokens
Goteborg 75 7,598 8 40 10 20
Hamburg 90 16,639 12 229 10 92
The Hague 88 23,435 13 788 17 24
Brussels 54 12,737 9 186 7 11
Lyon 66 6,106 17 130 - -
Madrid 56 2,619 X X X X

Table6.3 References made by pupilsin terms of types and tokens (x = not specified)

Based on the overview of types and tokens of (re)traced home languages, the
distribution of these home languages was specified in aranked order of decreasing
frequency. A common phenomenon in al participating cities was that few lan-
guages (types) were referred to often (tokens), and that many languages (types)
were referred to rarely (tokens). Therefore, the most frequently mentioned home
languages represent a very high proportion of the total number of occurrences/
tokens in al cities. For reasons of illustration, we present the outcomes for The
Haguein Figures 6.2 and 6.3.
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Turkish 4,789
Hind(ustan)i 3,620
Berber 2,769
Arabic 2,740
English 2,170
Sranan Tongo 1,085
Papiamentu 893
Kurdish 678
Spanish 588
Urdu/'Pakistani' 547
French 535
Chinese 419
German 402
Somali 288

Javanese 262
Portuguese 199

Italian 166
Akan/Twi/'Ghanese' 152
Farsi 131
Moluccan/Malay 130
Serb/Croat/Bosn 116

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

Figure6.2 Overview of the 21 most frequently mentioned home languages in The Hague,
used instead of or next to Dutch (source: Extra et al. 2001:19)

Top-21: 22,679 (97%)

Other languages: 756 (3%)

Figure6.3 Proportion of the 21 most frequently mentioned home languages out of the total
number of occurrences/tokensin The Hague (source: Extra et al. 2001:19)
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6.7 Specifying home language profiles

Inthe next step, pseudol ongitudinal homelanguage profileswere specified for each

of the most frequently reported language groupsin each of the cities. The concept

of language group was based on the pupils’ answersto the question of whether, and

if so, which other languageswere used at home next to or instead of the mainstream

language. Onthebasisof their answer patterns, pupilsmay bel ong to morethan one

language group. For each language group, four language dimensions were pre-

sented and commented upon (see Section 6.3) in apseudolongitudinal perspective:

» language proficiency: the extent to which the pupil can understand/speak/
read/write the home language;

» language choice: the extent to which the home language is commonly spoken
with the mother, father, younger and older brothers/sisters, and best friends;

» language dominance: the extent to which the home language is spoken best;

» language preference: the extent to which the home language is preferably
spoken.

For each language group, tabul ated information was presented on the total number
of pupils per age group, the countries of birth of the pupils and their parents, and
thetypesand frequenciesof co-occurring homelanguages. Tables6.4-6.6illustrate
the presented information for the largest group of children, i.e., the Turkish
language group in The Hague, the city with the widest age range of pupils (see
Table 6.2; Extraet al. 2001:40-41).

Agegroup = 4/5 6/7 8/9 10/11 12/13 14/15 16/17 Unknown  Total
N pupils 830 833 853 81 532 460 262 168 4,789

Table6.4 Total number of pupils with Turkish as home language next to or instead of
Dutch
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Birth country Pupil Mother Father
Netherlands 3,425 2% 248 5% 204 4%
Turkey 1,263 26% 4,323 90% 4,404 92%
Surinam 5 - 17 - 14 -
Germany 13 - 10 - 5 -
(former) Yugoslavia 4 - 11 - 9 -
Macedonia 5 - 9 - 9 -
Other countries 27 1% 51 1% 43 1%
Unknown 47 1% 120 3% 101 2%
Total 4,789  100% 4,789  100% 4,789  100%

Table6.5 Countries of birth of the pupils and their parents

Kurdish
English
Arabic
German
French

\ 488
\ 100
\ 74
\ 45
\ 26

Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian
‘ Berber

‘ Zaza

‘ Hind(ustan)i

‘ 19 other languages

16
15
15
10
64

Table6.6 Reported home languages co-occurring with Turkish next to or instead of Dutch

Table 6.4 shows that most children were in the age range of 4-11 years, Table 6.5
shows that most children were born in the Netherlands and that even more parents
were born in Turkey, and Table 6.6 shows that the major co-occurring home
language apart from Turkish was Kurdish (for 10% of the 4,789 children).
Figures6.4-6.7 illustrate the pseudol ongitudinal information presented in Extra
et al. (2001) on each of thefollowing reported language dimensionsfor the Turkish
language group. Given the possible non-responses of pupilson particular language
dimensions, dl figureswere commented uponin proportional valuesper dimension.
» Language proficiency (Figure 6.4): The reported oral skills of understanding/
speaking are highly developed at the age of 4-5 years (96/93%) and remain so
until 16-17 years (94/95%). The literacy skills of reading/writing show a fast
and strong increase from 27/24% at the age of 6-7 years to 89/85% at the age

of 16-17 years.

» Language choice (Figure 6.5): At home, most of the pupils commonly speak
Turkish with their mothers (84-89%) and fathers (77-86%). Turkish is aso
commonly spoken at home with younger brothers/sisters (44-62%). A more
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differentiated pictureemergesin the use of Turkish at homewith older brothers/
sisters (33-58%) and with best friends (35-69%).

» Language dominance (Figure 6.6): Dominancein Turkish was reported for the
youngest (4-7 years) and oldest pupils (14-17 years). At the interim ages of
8-13 years, the reported dominant language is Dutch. Balanced bilingualismin
Turkish and Dutch was reported in an increasing pattern by 5-17% of the
successive age groups.

» Languagepreference(Figure6.7): Thepattern of languagepreferenceissimilar
to the pattern of language dominance. The youngest pupils (4-5 years) reported
speaking Turkish as their language of preference, the pupils of 8-13 years
reported to prefer Dutch. The oldest pupils (14-17 years) show a converging
pattern of preference for one of the two languages. Also in Figure 6.7 an in-
creasing pattern of 6-24% of the successive age groups emergesfor pupilswho
reported no preference for one particular language.
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—6—Understand
—e— Speak
—A— Read

—&— Write

4/5 6/7 8/9 10/11 1213 14/15 16/17

Figure6.4 Language proficiency in Turkish

—6— Mother
—o— Father

—A— Younger b/s
—&—Older b/s
—e— Best friends

4/5 6/7 8/9 10/11 12/13 14/15 16/17

Figure 6.5 Language choice for Turkish

—©—Turkish
—e— Dutch
—&— Tur/Dutch

4/5 6/7 8/9 10/11 12/13 14/15 16/17

Figure 6.6 Language dominance of Turkish versus Dutch

—©—Turkish
—e— Dutch
—A— Tur/Dutch

4/5 6/7 8/9 10/11 12/13 14/15 16/17

Figure6.7 Language preference for Turkish versus Dutch
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Information similar to that demonstrated in Tables 6.4-6.6 and Figures 6.4-6.7 for
the Turkish language group in The Hague was made available for all major
language groups in al participating cities, athough in a smaller age range (see
Table 6.2). In this way, the survey generated an unprecedented amount of
information on multilingualism in these large multicultural cities across Europe.

6.8 Measuring language vitality

On the basis of the home language profiles of all major language groups, a

crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal comparison was made of the four dimen-

sionsof language proficiency, language choice, |anguage dominance, and language

preference. For this analysis, these four dimensions have been operationalised,

derived from the home language profiles specified in Section 6,7, as follows:

» language proficiency: the extent to which the home language under con-
sideration is understood;

 language choice: the extent towhich thislanguageiscommonly spoken at home
with the mother;

 language dominance: the extent to which this home language is spoken best;

» language preference: the extent to which this home language is preferably
spoken.

Theoperationalisation of thefirst and second dimensions (language proficiency and

language choice) was aimed at a maximal scope for tracing language vitality.

Language understanding is generally the least demanding of the four language

skills involved, and the mother acts generally as the major gatekeeper for inter-

generational language transmission (Clyne 2003).

Thefinal aimwasthe construction of alanguage vitality index (LV1). Sincethe
concept of ethnolinguistic vitality wasintroduced by Giles et al. (1977), the focus
has been on its determinants rather than on its operationalisation. Determinants
have been proposed in terms of lists of factors, clustered in status factors, demo-
graphic factors, and institutional support factors, for example, by Giles et al.
(1977), or in additional factors such as cultural (dis)similarity, for example, by
Appel & Muysken (1987:32-38). The proposed lists of factors suffer from various
shortcomings that cannot be solved easily:

» thelists of factors are neither exhaustive nor mutually exclusive;
 different factors contribute in different waysto (lack of) vitality and may even
neutralise each other;
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» some of thesefactors are persona characteristics (e.g., age, sex, or educationa
level), whereas other factors are group characteristics (e.g., group size or group
spread);

» moreover, a distinction has been proposed and found between the objective
status of these factors and their subjective perception by minority and/or
majority groups (Bourhis et al. 1981, Van der Avoird 2001).

In our study, wetook adifferent approach by focusing on the operationalisation of
languagevitality rather than onitsdeterminants. The operationalisation of language
vitality was derived from the construction of language profiles, based on the self-
reports of informants, in casu school pupils specified in Section 6.7, in order to
carry out both crosslinguistic and crossnational analyses of large databases. In the
following six chapters, the four above-mentioned language dimensions are
compared as proportional scores, i.e., the mean proportion of pupils per language
group that indicated a positive responseto the rel evant questions. The (decreasing)
LV1 in the final columns of the tables in question is, in turn, the mean value of
these four proportional scores. ThisLVI isby definition an arbitrary index, in the
sense that the chosen dimensions with the chosen operationalisations are equally
weighted.

Inthiscontext, it should be mentioned that, from aconceptual point of view, the
chosen dimensionsare moreclosely related thanin many other large-scal e attempts
to operationalise multiple human properties in terms of an index. An interesting
casein point isthewidely used Human Devel opment Index (HDI), proposed by the
United Nationsinitsannual UNDP reports. The HDI measuresthe overall achieve-
mentsin aparticular country in three basic dimensions of human development, i.e.,
life expectancy, educational achievement, and income per capita. For each of these
dimensions, an index of multiple valuesis created. The ultimate HDI is based on
the average of thethree dimension indices. In thiscase also, the chosen dimensions
with the chosen operationalisations are equally weighted (for details see UNDP
2002).

In Table 6.7, weillustrate the resulting LV per language group in decreasing
order of vitality, again for the earlier presented database of The Hague.
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Language Language Language Language Language
Language group N pupils proficiency choice dominance preference vitaity
Turkish 4,789 96 86 56 50 72
Somali 288 92 88 57 53 72
Fars 131 92 84 54 53 71
Chinese 419 94 82 52 48 68
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 547 94 80 46 51 68
Berber 2,769 94 83 43 42 66
Serbian/Croat./Bosn. 116 84 62 43 52 62
Papiamentu 893 87 58 40 46 58
Akan/Twi/ Ghanese 152 89 69 37 33 57
Arabic 2,740 89 60 38 42 57
Portuguese 199 82 58 28 41 53
Kurdish 678 85 58 31 31 51
Spanish 588 84 53 25 36 51
Hind(ustan)i 3,620 89 40 18 30 44
English 2,170 83 29 21 37 42
Moluccan/Malay 130 74 39 14 30 42
French 535 68 32 19 25 37
Italian 166 67 30 14 26 37
Sranan Tongo 1,085 82 28 15 34 37
German 402 77 24 14 20 35
Javanese 262 73 23 6 16 28

Table6.7 Language vitality index per language group, based on the mean value of four
language dimensions (in %)

Turkish emerges asthe most vital IM language. Its statusis shared only by Somali
and Farsi, in spite of the fact that Turkish has alonger intergenerational status as
alanguage of immigration and minorisation in the Netherlands. Another remark-
able outcome is the higher vitality of Berber compared to Arabic; both languages
occur and/or co-occur as home languages of the Moroccan community in the
Netherlands. A relatively low vitality emerges for those languages that have been
in contact with Dutch abroad as a language of colonisation, in particular
Hind(ustan)i (in Surinam), Moluccan Malay (in Indonesia), Sranan Tongo (in
Surinam), and Javanese (in Indonesia). Papiamentu (spoken on the Netherlands
Antilles) diverges, however, from this general colonial picture. Relatively low
vitality indexes emerge for English, French, German, and Itdian; the three former
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languages in particular have a higher vitality at school than a home in the

Netherlands, due to their status of obligatory or optional school subjects.

Correlations between al four language dimensions presented in Table 6.7 are

presented in Table 6.8.

Language Language Language Language
Spearman’s Rho proficiency choice dominance preference
Language proficiency 1,000 - - -
Language choice ,867* 1,000 - -
Language dominance ,865* ,951* 1,000 -
Language preference ,750* ,838* ,922*% 1,000
Table 6.8 Correlations between all four language dimensions presented in Table 6.7

All presented correlations are significant at the ,01level (*). Thereisahighto very
high correlation between the positions of the language groups in the various
language dimensionsin thelist of language vitality indices presented in Table 6.7.
A reliability analysis of the same data also shows a stable pattern. The four lan-
guage dimensionsunder considerationin Table 6.8 across 21 language groupslead
to an Alpha value of ,9195. Moreover, by leaving out one or more of these
dimensions, thereliability score cannot beraised. Therefore, the highest reliability
is reached when all dimensions are taken together, asisdoneinthe LVI.

6.9 Comparing the status of community languages at school

To comparethe status of community languages at school, two crossnationally equi-

valent research instruments were agreed upon and utilised in each local context:

* a multidimensional model for carrying out large-scale home and school
language surveys, operationalised in aspecified set of 20 survey questions (see
Appendix 1);

» amultidimensional model for describing, comparing, and evaluating the status
of IM languages in primary and secondary schools, operationalised in a
specified set of 9 parameters.

The crossnational outcomes of the relevant data are presented and discussed in

Chapter 14. In Table 6.9, we present the parameters used for our comparative study

of community languagesin primary and secondary schoolsin six European nation-

states.
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CLT parameters
1 Target groups

Research questions for primary and secondary schools

 aretarget groups specified in terms of (which) countries of origin
and/or (which) home languages/mother tongues?

isCLT aso accessible for (deiure) and utilised (de facto) by
indigenous pupils?

2 Arguments  are arguments given in terms of a struggle against (which) deficits?
* are arguments given in terms of (which) multicultural policy?
3 Objectives * are objectives specified in terms of (which) language skills and/or
metalinguistic skills?
4 Evaluation * does evaluation of the pupils’ achieved skills take place, and if so,
how and when?
* do pupils get grades/report figures for achieved skillsin their regular
school reports?
5 Enrolment * isthereaminimal enrolment requirement for CLT?
« if 50, isthisfigure determined per class, per school, or per
municipality?
 how high isthis minimal enrolment figure?
6 Curricular * isCLT perceived as ‘regular’ education?
status * isCLT offered instead of other subjects and/or at extra curricular
hours?
7 Funding « for which target groups and/or languages is CLT funded by national,
regional or local educational authorities?
« for which target groups and/or languagesis CLT funded by
consulates’embassies of countries of origin?
8 Teaching « do such materials origine form the country of residence and/or from
materials countries of origin?
9 Teacher * are such qualifications dependent on regulations in the country of
qualifications residence and/or in countries of origin?

Table6.9 Status parameters for community language teaching (CLT) in primary and
secondary schools

The multidimensional model presented in Table 6.9 was adapted from an earlier
crossnational study by Broeder & Extra(1998:107). Ingeneral, comparative cross-
national referencesto experienceswith CLT in the various EU member-states are
rare (Reich 1991, 1994, Reid & Reich 1992, Fase 1994, Tilmatine 1997, Broeder
& Extra 1998), or they focus on particular language groups (Tilmatine 1997,
Obdeijn & De Ruiter 1998). With a view to the demographic development of
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European nation-states into multicultural societies and the similarities in CLT
issues, more crossnational comparative research would be desirable.

6.10 Outlook

Chapters7-12 provideinformation on each of the participating municipalitiesinthe
MCP. Spread from Northern to Southern Europe, and therefore shifting from
dominantly Germanic to dominantly Romance contexts, thecitiesfocused upon are
Goteborg, Hamburg, The Hague, Brussels, Lyon, and Madrid, respectively. Each
of the following city-based chapters contains comparable information on the
outcomes of the MCP with regard to the status of IM languages at home and at
school. Each chapter also contains alocal flavour which isrelevant in aparticular
national and/or local context.
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7 Multilingualism in Goteborg

LILIAN NYGREN-JUNKIN

In this chapter, we first give some background information on the study to be
presented (7.1). Next, we discussthe history of homelanguage instruction (hence-
forward HLI) and home language statistics in Sweden, paying special attention to
the status of the languages of the former Y ugoslaviain Swedish schools (7.2). An
overview of the Home Language Survey (henceforward HLS) amongst primary
school children in Géteborg is presented in terms of data collection, basic sample
characteristics, and the distribution and vitality of home languages other than
Swedish (7.3). The status of HLI in Swedish schoolsis dealt with in Section 7.4,
followed by conclusions and a discussion of the findingsin Section 7.5.

7.1 Background information

In Sweden, the Multilingual Cities Project (henceforward MCP) took place at a
timewhen languagesin the school system were experiencing anumber of negative
developments. A steadily declining number of pupilsin the public schools chose
to study a foreign language other than English in the senior division of primary
school and in high school. In addition, the number of languages taught in the
context of mother tongueinstruction, or HLI asit used to be called, was shrinking
due to new and more stringent requirementsfor thiskind of teaching to take place.
Thisseemedto point to afuture generation of Swedish-English bilingualswithonly
a limited number of individuals possessing skills in other languages, be they of
European origin or from any other family of languages. In an era of increasing
population mohility, intensified international contacts, and a growing global
economy, such a development can hardly be seen as desirable. Therefore, an
investigation was carried out in order to reveal the degree of multilingualism that
actually existed among children in primary schools in Goteborg, with a view to
enhancing and expanding this through the appropriate kinds of policies and
programmes in schools at all levels of the educational system.

Sweden’ slong history of HL I through the public education system (Boyd 2001),
together with recent cut-backsin public spending that severely affected the Swedish
school system, particularly in the area of immigrant education, created an inter-
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esting background for this multinational project. Would the Swedish model till
emerge aleader in thisfield, or had other European countries not only caught up
with it but even devel oped past it? What hidden language capital lay untapped and
underdevel oped among the children in Goteborg's primary schools? How multi-
lingual could the next generation be expected to become? Those were some of the
guestions that the MCP might be able to answer.

Theproject report (Nygren-Junkin & Extra2003) offersacomprehensive over-
view of the multitude of languages used by school children from 6 to 12 years of
age in Goteborg, Sweden’ s second-largest city with a population of just over half
amillion. Dueto the city’s character, being both an industrial centre and a major
port, many of its inhabitants have an immigrant background. The children in
Goteborg schoolsthat were born to parents from countries other than Sweden thus
make up a sizeable proportion of the school population as a whole (around 25%
throughout the 1990s according to local statistics), and the participation of
Goteborg schoolsin the project, therefore, ensured agreat variety in the languages
used by the pupils.

This chapter provides some information about the various multicultural and
multilingual population groupsin Goteborg and about statistical datathat havebeen
gathered over the years in Sweden on the use of home languages other than
Swedish by children attending Swedish public schools. These and other statistics
about various aspects of school children’s choices, habits, and characteristics are
part of along tradition of collecting information about peopleliving in Sweden that
has been seen by the authorities as essential knowledgefor the proper planning and
implementation of thewelfare state system for which Sweden has gained praise (as
well as some criticism) around the world. Towards the end of this chapter
(Section 7.4), we also present background information on the rise and fall of HLI
in Sweden.

7.2 Homelanguageinstruction and home language statisticsin Sweden

In this section, HLI and home language statistics in Sweden are dealt with from a
historical perspective. Special attentionisgivento the statusof thelanguagesof the
former Y ugoslaviain Swedish schools.

Thehistory of HLI in Sweden

The history of HLI in Sweden goes back longer than in most other countriesin the
western world. No other European nation has had government-funded HLI for
children of immigrant background for as long as Sweden (Boyd 2001). The
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Swedish inclusion of HLI in the public school curriculum was preceded by a vote
in parliament in 1976 that approved this educational reform, the so-called Hem-
spréksreform (Home Language Reform).

Thishomelanguage reform was alogical consegquence of another resolution by
the Swedish parliament regarding the core objectives of Sweden’s immigration
policy. Thebill, which wasvoted on and passed in 1975, statesthree main goalsfor
thisimmigration policy: the equality goal, the freedom of choice goal, and the co-
operation goal. Thefirst objective concernstheright to equality interms of quality
of life and the right to a standard of living comparable to that of the indigenous
Swedish population. Herein liesalso theright toinstructionin one’ sfirst language,
or mother tongue, through the publicly funded school system, just as native
Swedish children receive Swedish language instruction as a compulsory part of
their curriculum (Hyltenstam & Tuomela 1996), even though they are surrounded
by this majority language almost everywhere they go in Sweden.

The second and third goal s are perhaps even more obviously linked to the right
to receive first language instruction, regardiess of whether that language is the
majority language or not. Thefreedom of choice objectiverefersto theimmigrants
being able to choose to what extent they wish to integrate into Swedish society. In
other words, they can decide for themselves whether they want to maintain and/or
develop their heritage in terms of both language and culture or to adopt the main-
stream culture. Thischoiceisonly possibleif thelanguage that carriesthe heritage
cultureissufficiently developed among those who use this language as aminority/
home language, bethey first generation immigrants or peoplebornin Sweden. The
cooperation goal aimsat mutual understanding and respect betweenimmigrantsand
native Swedes, expressed in words such as tolerance and solidarity. The best way
for newcomers to a culture to learn the new ‘rules isto have them explained in
their firstlanguage, before they have had time and opportunity to devel op sufficient
skillsin the mgjority language. Once one understands why another person behaves
in an unfamiliar way, it is easier to show respect and tolerance for this behaviour
and to see it as ‘different’ rather than ‘strange’. For school-age immigrants to
Sweden, the HLI teacher takes on the role of facilitator in this process (Nygren-
Junkin 1997), and the provision of HLI can, therefore, be seen as an extension of
the cooperation objective.

It isthus not surprising that the present Swedish curriculum guidelinesfor HLI
include the dual objective of strengthening the bicultural identity of immigrant
children and developing bilingual skillsinthe pupils (L po-94 1994). However, the
circumstances under which HLI takes place do not aways support agenuinedesire
by the school authorities at the local level to put these educational goals into
practice. Unlikeintheearly daysof HLI in Sweden, thefinal decisionsabout issues
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in education are today made at thelocal level, including decisions on how to spend
the education funds. Asaresult, money for HLI only becomes availableif thelocal
school authorities decide that they can *afford it’ (Skolverket 2002).

Consequently, what wasonceagenerousand truly democratic componentinthe
Swedish school system has now become a bonus that the pupils may benefit from
if they use the right home language in the right place at the right time. In the past,
the provision of HLI was required of the school, even if just a single family
demanded it for achild. The resolution of 1975 did not single out large immigrant
groups as the beneficiaries of this three-part policy. Today, however, a minimum
of five pupils must be found for theinstruction to take place. Thisistill not alarge
group, compared with similar criteriain other countries (Broeder & Extra 1998),
but it does make it difficult for some of the smaller immigrant languages to be
taught through HLI. The group can be made up of children from different schools
in the same municipality, but since the school where the HLI is located may be
further than walking distance from other schoolsin the district, and no school bus
transportation is provided for this purpose, it is not easy for younger pupils to
participate, unless they happen to attend the school where the HLI is offered.

An additional restriction on the redlistic availability of HLI isthe fact that the
instruction today isno longer part of theregular school day but usually occurs after
the classesin other subjects, at the end of the school day (Skolverket 2002). These
late afternoons make for avery long day, and again the younger pupils arethe ones
who are most negatively affected by this. Older pupilsmay find that HLI latein the
afternoon leaves them with less time for homework or that it conflicts with other
interests, which they may well prioritise for social or performance reasons. Parti-
cipationinHLI canindeed becomecounterproductiveif it segregatestheimmigrant
school population from the Swedish pupils, with the former developing their first
language skills while the latter engagein various athletic, creative, or socia activ-
ities after school. Thus, this change in scheduling became an added burden when
the minimum number of pupils necessary to start an HLI group had to be found.

The source of these changes was the combination of two events that occurred
in the autumn of 1990. On the one hand, the Office of the Auditor Genera in
Sweden (Riksrevisionsverket) presented areport that severely criticised theway in
which the compulsory school system spent government money on teaching immi-
grant pupils (Invandrarundervisningen i grundskolan, RRV 1990) and identified
HLI asthe main culprit in squandering the funds. On the other hand, the Swedish
government simultaneously presented a‘financial crisispackage’ inwhichHLI was
targeted as an area for intended cut-backs by the Treasury. When the budget
proposal wasintroduced in January of 1991, atotal reductioninfunding of 50% for
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HLI was foreseen by the government in its saving and belt-tightening suggestions
to parliament (Hyltenstam & Tuomela 1996).

When, inlate spring of 1991, the vote on the budget proposal finally took place
in the Swedish parliament, the result was that reductions in funding public
education were approved, but the targeting of HLI for these savings was rejected.
Nonetheless, in the eyes of thelocal school authorities, the message was loud and
clear: despite the decision by parliament not to specifically reduce HLI spending,
they recalled the government’s position in the budget proposal and the recom-
mendations made by the Auditor General, neither of which carried any democratic
authority (Hyltenstam & Tuomela 1996). As a result, when spending for the
1991/1992 school year is compared with that for 1990/1991, most municipalities
had reduced their HLI funding by at least one third (Svenska kommunforbundet
1992). No recent efforts have been made by the authorities to restore, or at least
increase, the levels of funding for HLI.

The history of home language statistics in Sweden

With the introduction of the Home Language Reform in 1976/1977, it became
mandatory for the school sto submit information about their immigrant pupilsto the
Department of Educational Statistics, whichisapart of the Swedish Central Bureau
of Statistics. This was seen as a necessary procedure for the national school
authoritiesto accurately plan the organisation and funding of immigrant education
in the public school system and to reliably forecast the need for HLI teachers as
well asteachers of Swedish as a second language. Collecting and reporting these
dataon an annual basi sbecamethe responsibility of the school director, whowould
carry out this task in person or in cooperation with the immigrant children’s
teachers and, if necessary, their parents. The information provided for each child
concerned the language(s) used at home (other than Swedish), the enrolment in or
need for HLI, and whether or not the pupil received or needed instruction in
Swedish as a second language. The required number of teaching hours per week
for each home language and for Swedish as a second language was aso to be
reported to the municipal education authorities.

The first statistics on record date back to the early 1970s, when the National
School Board presented statistical information about immigrant children in the
compulsory school system (SO 1973). Thesefiguresreflected thesituationin 1972,
when there were just under 60,000 immigrant pupils aged 7 to 15 in Swedish
schools. Among them, Finnish children accounted for around 50%, while the
remaining groups were from other, mostly European, backgrounds. The former
Y ugoslavia was the country of origin of ailmost 10% of these pupils; pupils from
Germany, Denmark, and Norway each accounted for between 5 and 9%; while
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Italy, Greece, or Turkey wasthe birth country of 1 to 4% of theimmigrant children
(Viberg 1996).

The last year this set of annual statistics was reported by the Swedish Central
Bureau of Statistics (SCB) was 1994. By thistime, the number of immigrant pupils
had doubled and made up over 12% of the population in the compulsory school
system. They reported speaking 125 different languages as home languages, and
more than 111,000 received HLI. Speakers of Finnish were still the largest group,
but with just under 19,000 participating in HLI, they were not as dominant as they
were in the early reports. The second most common language for HLI was now
Arabic, while the languages of the former Y ugoslavia (Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian)
wereinjoint third position. Aswith Arabic, morethan 11,000 pupilsreceived HLI
in one of these three languages. In 1994, Spanish was the fourth largest HLI lan-
guage with between 9,000 and 10,000 pupilsenrolled, and in fifth place was Farsi,
with over 8,000 children participating in HLI. Of the other European countries of
origin from the 1972 figures, only Turkey was still in the top-10. HLI in Turkish
was received by close to 5,000 pupils on the list from 1994.

Thereasonsfor the SCB to discontinue the annual reporting of home language
statistics were both administrative and financial. In the light of the generaly
negative view of HLI that began to permeate the school systemin the early 1990s,
itisnot difficult to seethat these both time- and funds- consuming procedureswere
considered unsustainable by the local authorities. As indicated above, severe
reductions in educational spending directly hit the HLI after the municipalities
alone became responsible for where the allocated funds were to be used. With the
changefromthe National School Board (Skol dver styrel sen) to the National Agency
for Education (Skolverket) in 1992, theincreasingly decentralised Swedish school
system no longer perceived collecting extensive national school statistics as
relevant. As a result, the National Agency for Education took over the role of
collecting statistical dataon actual participationin HLI in schools across Sweden,
but thefiguresnolonger included information on the number of pupilswho had the
right to request thisinstruction or to be taught Swedish as a second language.

From these more limited statistics, it is clear that the participation in HLI
steadily declined during the 1990s (Boyd & Huss2001). The assumption, based on
birth-country information about the children and their parents, is that the number
of pupils who were digible for HLI remained relatively constant at between 12%
and 15% of the entire Swedish school population. Inthe compul sory school system,
the participation in HLI went from 65% (1990/1991) to 52% (2000/2001), and in
the optional secondary schools, from 42% (1990/1991) to 20% (2000/2001). Inthe
also optional preschools in Sweden, the figures showed a dramatic change from
60% in 1990/1991 to 13% in 2000/2001. The steepest declineoccurredintheearly
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half of the last decade, with only 20% of preschool children ‘of foreign back-
ground’ receiving HLI in 1994,

At the municipal level, especialy in areas with ahigh proportion of immigrant
popul ations, more comprehensiveinformation about immigrant pupilsinthe public
schools may still be gathered, and this is done to meet local needs in forecasting
instructional requirements. In acity like Goteborg, these data have contributed to
the redesigning of how HLI across the city is supplied with home language
teachers. The residential patterns in Goteborg show that areas are either strongly
dominated by a variety of immigrant groups or have scarcely any persons of
immigrant background. Few areas present a mix of immigrants and indigenous
Swedes. Thisuneven distribution of the immigrant population creates problemsin
securing fair accessto HLI for immigrant pupils everywherein thiscity, especially
since the introduction of a minimum group size for the instruction to take place
(Boyd & Huss 2001).

Instead of using the 21 city district school boards in Géteborg as the adminis-
trative unit for supplying home language teachers, certain districts have merged to
form city regions that each operate with apool of these ‘ mother tongue teachers',
asthey are now officialy called, in order to secure as great avariety of languages
as possible for HLI. This strategy is aso a way to ensure that the teachers
accumulate enough teaching hours for them to have HLI astheir only or, at least,
main source of income. It also alerts the local authorities to where HLI might be
availableinasmall immigrant language within the city of Géteborg but outsidethe
pupil’ sschool district. Aslong asthe child remainswithin the municipality, district
borders can be crossed in order to get a group of at least five pupils, the required
minimum today for HLI to be provided.

Thelanguages of the former Yugosavia in Swedish schools

Unlike most other school systemsin Europe, the Swedish home language options
include a choice between Serbian, Croatian, and Bosnian. In other countries, these
areusually still treated as one language, Serbo-Croatian, as was the custom before
the break-up of Yugoslavia as a nation. According to Terttu Rosengren, former
coordinator of HLI in Géteborg (personal communication), the reasons for this
division in the Swedish system are much the same as those that led the hostilities
between the popul ation groupsthat had been artificially kept together under therule
of General Tito. Even before his death in 1980, there were tensions in Sweden
betweenteachersand parentsin the Serbo-Croatian homelanguage context, aswell
as between teachers who came from the different parts of Yugosavia that have
become independent countries.
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In addition, there was consensus among the Swedish school authoritiesthat the
teaching materialsfrom the Croatian part of Y ugoslaviawere more suitablefor use
in Swedish school sthan those produced in Serbia. Thisview wasnot awaysshared
by those teachers who were of Serbian origin. Thus, since there was no national
guideline as to what actually constituted a fully-fledged home language, it was
decided, first in Goteborg and later in other parts of Sweden where similar dis-
agreements existed, that if there was a teacher available to teach Serbian and one
to teach Croatian, and that was what the parents of the pupils wanted, the subject
should be divided into two different languages.

The publication of aseparate Swedish - Croatian (and vice versa) dictionary in
the early 1980s was a so an indication that the two groups no longer saw what they
spoke as dialects of the same language. The Swedish - Serbo-Croatian and Serbo-
Croatian - Swedish dictionaries eventually became obsolete as Serbian - Swedish
(and vice versa) dictionaries were also published. This confirmed the divide be-
tween thetwo language groups, and the devel opment of Serbian teaching materials
by teachersliving and working in Sweden madeit possibleto teach Serbian without
having to use Croatian textbooks.

With the further developments and hostilities in the Balkans, resulting in the
Bosnian population group emerging as yet another nationality seeking independ-
ence, refugees to Sweden from that war-torn region increasingly began to identify
themsel ves as Bosnians and the language they spoke asBosnian, not alocal variety
of Croatian. A process similar to the onethat resulted in the Serbian/Croatian split
now took place with regard to Bosnian. Materials were by and large developed
locally in Sweden by the Bosnian teachersthemsel vesand in cooperationwith other
members of the Bosnian community. Thus far, there seems to be a sufficient
number of pupilsfor each of these three home languagesto manageto exist along-
side each other. The question iswhether they would have managed to stay together
as one language and have pupils to attend instruction.

7.3 Homelanguage survey in Goéteborg

In this section we focus on the HLS carried out in Goteborg primary schools.
Attention is given to data collection procedures, basic sample characteristics, and
the distribution and vitality of home languages other than Swedish.

Data collection
Thefirst step in the data gathering process wasto obtain permission from the local
authoritiesto carry out thelarge-scaleinvestigation in Goteborg, and to ensure that
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enough schoolswerewilling to participatein the survey for the collected datato be
reliable. Therelatively hierarchical processinherentintheway Swedish authorities
deal with the issuing of permits for large-scale investigations set the stage for an
up-hill battlein order to arrive at a sufficient number of participants. To ensurethe
highest possible degree of participation, a personal approach was adopted to
convince the various authorities and administrators that they should allow this
investigation.

Initialy, the City Council of Goéteborg had to approve the project. After being
informed about the MCP in general and about potential educational planning
benefits to Goteborg schools in particular, the council representatives decided in
favour of letting the investigation go ahead. This decision paved the way for the
next step in the process, that of getting permission from the city district school
boards to do the survey.

Each school board chairperson of the 21 city districtsin Goteborg was contacted
first by mail and, asafollow-up, by telephone (which was necessary in al but two
cases) and informed about the project. A similar |etter was also sent to each director
of the 34 independent schools in this city. The result was that all district boards
except one decided to cooperate. Only six independent schools agreed to parti-
cipate, but five of these were among the ten largest in Géteborg, so at least 25% of
all pupils aged 6 to 12 attending independent school were represented in the data
(seeTable 7.1).

A letter describing the M CP wasthen sent to the director of every school, which
was followed up by contact by phone and/or e-mail. If the director then decided in
favour of participation, the investigator was usually called to ameeting with all or
most of the affected teachersto inform them about the survey and provide detailed
instructions about how the pupils should fill out this questionnaire. Concerned
teachers of younger children were assured that they could request assistance from
the university in helping their pupils fill out the forms. Occasionaly, individual
teachers chose not to participate, and in six cases, the director decided against
participation by his/her school.

Atthisstage, thequestionnairesweredistributed. They weredeliveredin person
by the investigator and |eft with the director or his/her assistant for distribution to
the individual teachers. Thiswas done to ensure that the forms actually arrived on
time and in good condition at their proper destination and that nothing ‘ got lost in
themail’. Inaddition, it allowed for any last-minute questions about the survey that
may have surfaced among the staff since the meeting. In some schools, this was
also the time at which requests for assistance with the filling out of formsin the
earlier grades were made. In all, ten schools requested this kind of help.
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In the schools that did not need assistance, most pupils filled out the forms
during class time with varying degrees of help from the teacher. Some younger
classes had, however, been told by their teachersto take the forms home and have
them filled out with the help of their parents. Thiswas not in accordance with the
instructions provided with theforms, but hopefully thisway of getting thejob done
did not affect the outcome. The participating schoolswereinstructed to either have
the questionnaires ready to be collected on an agreed-upon date or to call the
investigator when they were all done. Again, aswith the distribution of the forms,
the stacks of completed forms were, with two exceptions, personally collected by
the researcher. Again, this was donein order to ensure that nothing went missing.
Where the schools mailed the compl eted questionnaires, in one case, just over half
the original number of formswerefilled out and returned, whilein the second case,
barely a quarter of the forms distributed were completed and sent back. In retro-
spect, personally collecting the questionnaires, therefore, seemsto have beenworth
the effort.

The final step in the data collecting process was to check and pack the com-
pleted forms for shipping to Tilburg for computer analysis. While the forms were
being checked, severa of them were found to be missing information that had to
beadded, for exampl e, the name of the school and district. Someformsweresimply
missing too much information to be of any use and were, therefore, discarded. In
all, closeto 21,300 completed survey forms, representing almost 60% of al school
children aged 6 to 12, were finally shipped from Géteborg to Tilburg.

Basic sample characteristics
Table 7.1 givesan overview of the distribution of primary school children ranging
inagefrom5-12 years across school typesin Goteborg at large and in the sample.

School types Goteborg Sample Coverage

Public schools 32,387 19,629 61%
Independent schools 3,720 926 25%

Other - 274 -
Unknown - 740 -

Tota 36,107 21,295 59%
Table7.1 Distribution of primary school children across school typesin thecity and in the

sample (* here = 6-year-olds)
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The figure for the public school children includes those who were instructed to
mark ‘other’ to indicate that they were in the preschool year preceding grade 1,
which is a compulsory year for all 6-year-olds in Sweden. Among those here
reported as ‘unknown’, a possible interpretation is that these pupils attended an
independent school but were not aware of this officia classification. If thisis
indeed the case, the proportion of participating independent school pupils may be
as high as 45%. Table 7.2 shows the distribution of pupils across age groups.

Age group Frequency Proportion
5 140 1%
6 2,003 9%
7 3,076 14%
8 3,053 14%
9 3,215 15%
10 3,373 16%
11 3,485 16%
12 2,391 11%
13 160 1%
Missing values 399 2%
Total 21,295 100%

Table7.2 Distribution of pupils across age groups

Most of the pupils were in grades 1-6 and 6-12 years old. Table 7.3 shows the
distribution of the pupils and their parents across birth countries.

Birth country Pupil Mother Father

Sweden 18,981 89% 14,345 67% 13,787 65%
Irag 315 1% 447 2% 534 3%
Bosnia 250 1% 404 2% 428 2%
Iran 122 1% 609 3% 731 3%
Somalia 117 1% 353 2% 354 2%
‘Kurdistan’ 91 - 132 1% 153 1%
Turkey 70 - 490 2% 525 2%
Germany 66 - 117 1% 120 1%
Usa?t 62 - 50 - 69 -
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Birth country Pupil Mother Father

Yugosavia 56 - 204 1% 248 1%
Russia 47 - 68 - 43 -
Afghanistan a4 - 47 - 48 -
Albania 44 - 104 - 108 1%
China 40 - 125 1% 127 1%
Poland 33 - 208 1% 112 1%
Syria 33 - 156 1% 127 1%
‘Kosovo’ 32 - 71 - 71 -
Great Britain 30 - 69 - 117 1%
Lebanon 30 - 246 1% 283 1%
Thailand 30 - 85 - 19 -
Finland 28 - 428 2% 413 2%
Norway 28 - 151 1% 177 1%
Croatia 26 - 92 - 129 1%
Vietnam 23 - 128 1% 108 1%
Philippines 23 - 68 - 23 -
Belize 23 - 82 - 105 -
Brazil 21 - 35 - 16 -
India 21 - 76 - 73 -
Chile 20 - 128 1% 142 1%
Belgium 20 - 1 - 3 -
Colombia 19 - 16 - 9 -
Bolivia 18 - 20 - 30 -
France 17 - 17 - 27 -
Macedonia 16 - 114 1% 141 1%
Roumania 15 - 30 - 41 -
Eritrea 12 - 97 - 91 -
Netherlands 11 - 28 - 13 -
Other countries® 219 1% 752 4% 1,042 5%
Unknown 242 1% 702 3% 749 1%
Totd 21,295 100% 21,295 100% 21,295 100%

Table7.3 Distribution of birth countries of pupils, mothers, and fathers
YUSA: including ‘America (pupil 15, mother 23, father 17)
2N pupils per country < 10
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Examination of the reported birth countries of the pupils and their parents shows
arich variation. Most of the pupils and, although to alesser degree, most of the
parents were born in Sweden. The 2% difference in proportion between the birth
countries of the mothers (67%) and the fathers (65%) in the data can be explained
by the fact that more Swedish women appear to have married/started familieswith
non-Swedish men than the other way around. Thisissupported by the proportional
discrepancies in the birth-country figures for Iraq and Great Britain, which both
show higher numbers (by 1% each) for the fathers than for the mothers.

Among the children bornin countries other than Sweden, the data show similar
top-5 hirth countries for mothers and fathers, but some differences occur in the
top-5 birth countries of the pupils. The parents in this subset were born in Iran
(number 1 for both male and female), Turkey (m)/Iraq (), Irag (m)/Turkey (f),
Finland (m)/Bosnia (f), and Bosnia (m)/Finland (f). These countries have been the
sources of much of the immigration to Sweden since the early 1980s, and even
earlier in the case of Finland. The children, however, who were born abroad are
fewer in number and show adlightly different subset of top-4 birth countries: Iraqg,
Bosnia, Iran, and Somalia.

Very few children in the survey reported being bornin Finland (only 28), while
in both parent groups, over 400 were born in that country. This shows a high
number of second-generation Finnish children attending Géteborg schools, which
is paralelled by reports on immigrant children in other larger cities in Sweden
(Tuomela2001). Turkey asabirth country isin only sixth placefor the pupils, with
70 children indicating that nation as their place of birth, while the adult groups
show around 500 Turkish-born parents in each. Again, arelatively large second-
generation of Turkish immigrant children isreflected in these figures.

The parents born in Somalia, both fathers and mothers, rank sixth on the list.
That this country is in fourth place among the reported birth countries of the
children reflects the fact that Somali families are usually large with many children
in comparison with other immigrant groups in Sweden. The same can be said for
Kurdish families, and this is also what is indicated by the reports on where the
pupils were born.

Distribution and vitality of home languages

Thefirst important outcome regarding the use of languages other than Swedishin
the homes of Goteborg primary school children is presented in Table 7.4. The
answers of the pupilsto the survey questions on languages at home can be divided
into the categories presented in Table 7.5.
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Answer to the screening question in the language survey Frequency Proportion

Yes: another language next to or instead of Swedishis 7,698 36%
spoken at home

No: only Swedish is spoken at home 13,597 64%

Tota of the sample of pupils 21,295 100%

Table7.4 Total number of pupils in whose homes another language is used next to or

instead of Swedish
Reference categories N types Percentage | N tokens  Percentage
1 Referencesto languages 75 81% 7,598 99%
2 Referencesto countries 8 8% 40 -
3 References to other/unknown 10 11% 20 -
categories
Total 93 100% 7,658 100%

Table7.5 References made by pupilsin terms of types and tokens

Thetypesrefer to thetotal number of different references, whereasthetokensrefer
tothetotal number of al references. Table 7.5 showsthat theresol ution level of the
language questionsis very high. Only few tokens consist of referencesthat cannot
be traced back to languages.

In Table 7.6, we present a ranking list of languages referred to by the pupils
(including referencesto countriesthat can reasonably betraced back to languages).
All in all, 75 different home languages could be traced amongst primary school
children in Goteborg. The high status of English and its intrusion in the home is
apparent from its number one position in Table 7.6. Similar findings have been
reported by Extraet al. (2001) regarding the city of The Haguein the Netherlands.
It is also clear that a small number of languages are frequently referred to and a
large number of languages rather infrequently; 18 languages are referred to more
than 100 times and nine languages are mentioned only once. Out of the top-18
languages mentioned, six languages have the status of national languages of
European Union countries, seven other languages originate from other European
countries, and five languages originate from other continents.
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Nr Language Frequency | Nr Language Freguency
1 English 1,276 41 Japanese 15
2 Arabic 871 42 Wolof/* Singhalese’ 14
3 Kurdish 567 43 Estonian 13
4 Turkish 454 44 Czech 13
5 Bosnian 437 45 Armenian 11
6 Spanish 402 46 Sorani 11
7 Finnish 378 47 Azerbaijani/Azeri 9
8 Somali 369 48 Bahasa/Indonesian 9
9 Chinese 219 49 Mandinka/Manding(o) 9
10 Albanian/Tosk 212 50 Bulgarian 8
11 Serbian 191 51 Korean 8
12 Polish 184 52 Maay 8
13 German 179 53 Bengdli 7
14 Croatian 167 54 Sign language 7
15 French 141 55 Akan/Twi/* Ghanese’ 5
16 Macedonian 139 56 Gujarati 5
17 Norwegian 122 57 Slovenian 5
18 Portuguese 111 58 Slovakian 5
19 Russian 90 59 Swahili 5
20 Tigrigna/* Eritrean’ 72 60 Berber 4
21 Vietnamese 72 61 lIrish 4
22 Danish 70 62 Lithuanian 4
23 Turoyo/* Syrian’ 70 63 Khmer/Cambodian 3
24 Greek 64 64 Afrikaans 2
25 Romani/Sinte 62 65 Lao 2
26 Thai 61 66 Nepali 2
27 ltdian 56 67 Bambili 1
28 Hungarian 48 68 Bisaya 1
29 Tagalog/Filipino 44 69 Catalan 1
30 Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ 36 70 Luo 1
31 Icelandic 34 71 Moldavian 1
32 Roumanian 33 72 Quechua 1
33 Urdu/* Pakistani’ 31 73 Telugu 1
34 Hindi 26 74 Uigur 1
35 Turkmen(ian) 24 75 Zaza 1
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Nr Language Frequency | Nr Language Freguency
36 Dutch 21

37 Punjabi 19

38 Hebrew/lvrit 17

39 Amharic/* Ethiopian’ 16

40 Fars 16

Tota tokens 7,598

Table7.6 Ranking list of references made to languages

Total | Language Language Language Language
Language group pupils |proficiency choice dominance preference LVI
Somali 369 96 95 64 67 81
Bosnian 437 95 87 42 56 70
Kurdish 567 93 86 51 46 69
Tigrigna/* Eritrean’ 72 93 84 44 52 68
Turkish 454 92 82 45 46 66
Chinese 219 93 82 42 48 66
Arabic 871 90 75 38 46 62
Albanian 212 88 82 32 44 62
Macedonian 139 95 77 29 46 62
Russian 90 89 73 33 50 61
Portuguese 111 92 71 29 48 60
Serbian 191 92 70 28 44 59
Polish 184 92 76 23 45 59
Croatian 167 89 53 18 47 52
Spanish 402 85 55 23 46 52
Norwegian 122 88 27 23 42 45
Finnish 378 74 45 20 34 43
English 1,276 68 30 21 39 40
German 179 72 36 15 25 37
French 141 52 27 10 30 30

Table7.7 Language vitality per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in
cumulative %)
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Table 7.7 gives a crosslinguistic overview of the language vitality per language
group and per language dimension, as presented in Chapter 6 (Sections 6.7 and
6.8). Thecumulativelanguagevitality index (LV1) per language group is presented
in decreasing order.

Table 7.7 shows that the highest and lowest language vitality indicesin the last
columnderivefromrelatively very high and very low scoresfor thefour considered
language dimensions. Among thelanguagesin thetop-10, only speakersof Chinese
and Macedonian occur in the top-10 of the list of children born in Sweden,
indicating a strong language vitality also in second-generation immigrants from
these backgrounds. It does not come as a surprise that the lowest language vitality
indices were found for Norwegian, Finnish, English, German, and French.

7.4 Homelanguageinstruction in primary and secondary schools

In this section, we focus on the following nine parameters for HLI at both primary
and secondary schools: target groups, arguments, objectives, eval uation, enrolment,
curricular status, funding, teaching materials, and teacher qualifications.

(1) Target groups

In Sweden as awhole, whether in alarge city like Goteborg, in a medium-sized
town, or in asmaller municipality, any child of immigrant and/or minority back-
ground is, at least officially, eligible to receive HLI. The child may be a first-,
second- or third-generation immigrant to Sweden, but as long as s/he has already
developed some proficiency in the language, which should be actively used in the
home on a daily basis, the child is entitled to HLI. No beginner-level teaching is
thus available within the perimeters of HLI in Swedish schools. However, the
availahility of this kind of instruction is not limited to recently arrived or par-
ticularly large immigrant groups, nor is it restricted to a certain level of socio-
economic status. Adopted children, who have developed proficiency in a mother
tongue other than Swedish, are also entitled to receive instruction in this other
language.

Onedifficulty ariseswhen two (or even three) languages other than Swedishare
used regularly in the child’s home. Unless one of these languagesis recognised as
one of thefive official so-called ‘historical’ minority languagesin Sweden (Saami,
Finnish, Mednkidli, Yiddish, and Romani), the family has to give one home lan-
guage priority over the other(s) whenrequesting HLI for the child within the public
education system (Boyd 2001). With thechangein official terminology from‘home
language’ to ‘mother tongue’ that was implemented in 1997 (Tuomela 2001), one
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may have expected an emphasis on the language spoken by the mother in making
such a choice. Judging by information gathered by student teachers in Goteborg
during the spring of 2002 as part of their practical assignments (personal commun-
ication), thischoiceisgoverned by perceived status or usefulnessin the eyes of the
parents. Another deciding factor is simply availability in practical terms, whichis
dependent on the number of pupils enrolled to receive instruction in a given
language, asis discussed below (5).

Teacher availability can also beapractical constraint in deciding who receives
HLI. Among recently arrived immigrant groups with few well-educated adults, it
may prove impossible to find a speaker of their language that would be able to
function in the role of teacher. For required teacher qualifications, see (9). An
additional problem arises when an x-speaking parent does not approve of the
variety of x used by the teacher of this language. The family may then decide to
choose another home language for instruction through the public school system, if
two or more languages other than Swedish are used in the home, or may simply
refrain from having the child participate in HLI at all.

The target group for HLI has shrunk as a result of the changes made to the
national curriculum guidelinesin 1994 (L po-94 1994). This document introduced
not only a minimum group size requirement but also placed more stringent
demands on the pupil’s proficiency in the home language, soon to be renamed
‘mother tongue’ by the school authorities (Boyd 2001). This name changein itself
clearly indicates arelatively high level of expected language skills, at least orally,
in the child.

At the secondary school level, the target group is made up of, on the one hand,
those who have attended HL | at the primary level and who wish to continue. Onthe
other hand, the home language can be chosen as a new additional language,
provided the pupil has aready devel oped the prerequisite ‘ mother tongue skills' in
the home language.

(2) Argumentation

Therationalefor requiring that schoolsoffer HLI for immigrant children withinthe
framework of the public school system, in 1976 when the ‘Home Language
Reform’ document was presented by the government, and in 1977 when the
Swedish parliament voted on and approved it, had itsrootsin the notions of equal
opportunity and social justice that underpinned much of Swedish policy and
government practicein that era. Also, sincethe 1960s, early HLI programmes had
been offered by school boards in certain municipalities in Sweden that opted to
providethiskind of instruction, usually because of ahigh proportion of immigrants
in the population.
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Immigration to Sweden occurred at various stagessince World War I1. Wartime
and post-war refugees in the 1940s gave way to labour immigration in the 1950s
and 1960s to meet the demands of the rapid industrial expansion that took placein
this country which had been spared the ravages of warfare. These hired workers
were primarily men from Finland and the countriesin the North-Eastern Mediter-
ranean basin, who mostly moved to the industria areas in and around the three
largest cities, Stockholm, Géteborg, and Mamd. Some eventual ly returned home,
but many settled in their new homeland and either brought family members from
the source country or married locally and started their own familiesin Sweden. In
the 1970s, however, conflicts in more far-flung parts of the globe resulted in
refugees coming to Sweden from South and Central America, Africa, the Middle
East, and South-East Asia. These newcomers replaced the labour immigration,
which had been officially stopped by government decree in 1967.

In 1975, the Swedish government decided to change itsimmigrant policy from
one of assimilation to amore integration-oriented approach (Tuomela2001). This
wasin large part areaction to the increasing numbers of visible minorities among
the latest refugees/immigrants to Sweden, and with it arealisation that traditional
assimilation into the Swedish mainstream was virtually impossible for these new-
comers (Nygren-Junkin 1997). They were now allowed and encouraged to retain
and develop their first languages in addition to learning Swedish as a second
language. Bilingualismbecamethe desired outcome (Boyd 2001). Theimplementa-
tion of this policy shift primarily rested with the education authorities, and the
public school system thus became obliged, from 1977, to provide HLI to any pupil
whose parents demanded it and who chose to participate. In addition, it was
required that these children should also be taught Swedish as a second language
and not be subjected to ‘ Swedish submersion’ by being placed in al-Swedish
classesin too many subjects too soon.

The home language reform of 1977 aso included Swedish secondary schools.
It was argued that pupils with afirst language other than Swedish could benefit
more from studying their first language in high school rather than adding another
foreign language to their curriculum.

(3) Objectives

Inthemost recent curriculumguidelines (L po-94 1994), theacquisition of bilingual
skillsthrough HL I is supplemented with the added objective of developing astrong
bicultural identity and dual cultural competence. Thisis different from the earlier
national guidelines(Lgr -80) wherethefocuswason setting objectivesfor language
development in (potentially bilingual) immigrant school children. Here, thepurpose
of giving the pupil HLI was to further the child’s emotional, linguistic, and intel-
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lectua development. However, the goal to be attained is only defined as *active
bilingualism’ in both the earlier and the later curriculum documents, for primary as
well as secondary schools, without any explanation of what this meansin terms of
performance and ability.

An objective suggested by Swedish scholarsin thefield of bilingualismisthat
the pupil reach spoken and written skill levels in both the mother tongue and in
Swedish that enable her/him to use both languages in any context in which ghe
desires to do so (Hyltenstam 1986, Tingbjérn 1986). A secondary school pupil
should, thus, upon graduating from high school with a pass grade in the home
language, be able to attend post-secondary education at a college or university
where that languageis used as the medium of instruction. Although this definition
is imprecise and does not identify any particular levels of performance, it does
provide a broad functional objective with an individually determined target level,
which narrows the field from the sweeping strokes of the national curriculum
guidelines.

(4) Evaluation

In general, formal evaluation of pupils performance and progress is not a high
priority in the Swedish public education system. Instead, informal evauation
meetings are held regularly, asarule once per term, during which the form teacher
meetsindividually with the parent(s) of each pupil. During these talks, the teacher
informs the parents about the child’s situation at school, both academically and
socialy. The emphasisis on the positive aspects of the child's accomplishments,
and possible problemsare dealt with from aconstructive point of view, looking for
waysto improvethe status quo rather than to disciplinethe pupil for transgressions.

In grade 8, the children receive their first report cards with marks for each
subject, and this can be a rude awakening for some pupils (personal communica-
tion). Those who have participated in HLI get a mark in this subject as well, and
unless there has been other informal contact between the parents and the home
language teachers, this may be the first indication the parents get about how well
their children are doing in this subject. At present, there is little contact between
homelanguageteachersand other teaching staff (see 6 for further details), soit may
be difficult for the form teacher to receive information about a pupil’ s progress as
assessed by the homelanguageteacher before meeting withthe child’ s parent(s) for
the informal evaluation talk.

In grade 9 and throughout secondary school, Swedish schools provideformally
reported annual evaluations of the pupils progress in all subjects, including the
homelanguage. Nationwidewritten examinationsareheldingrade 9 and inthe last
year of secondary school, theresults of which areonefactor inthe evaluation of the
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children, together with class participation and other assessment instruments used
by individual teachers. When applying to secondary and post-secondary education,
the home language mark is counted as a‘regular’ subject mark, but not as one of
the core subjects, i.e., Swedish (as afirst or second language), English, and Math-
ematics, in which a graduate must have at least a pass grade to be admitted to the
next level in the education system.

(5) Enrolment

During thefirst 15 years after the home language reform in Sweden (1977-1992),
no minimum enrolment was required for a child to be entitled to receive HLI. A
group could literally be made up of just one pupil and the teacher. Prior to the
reform, HLI could be provided by schools that chose to offer it, and the recom-
mended group size wasthen at |east five pupils. In 1991/1992, the Swedish school
authorities returned to this model by suggesting a minimal group size of
four participants and then, in 1994, by stating that aminimum of five children must
be enrolled for HLI to be provided by the public school system (Lpo-94 1994).
These pupils do not al have to attend the same grade or even the same school for
their regular classes, and some may thus have to go to adifferent location for HLI
in order for the group to reach the required size. The net result of thisisthat HLI
is no longer available for many smaller immigrant groups through the public
education system in Sweden.

At the secondary school level, agroup size of fiveis still arequired minimum
for instruction to take place. These pupils must usualy, for practical geographical
reasons, attend the same high school, but they do not have to define the home
language subject in the same way. For some in the group, it can be classified asa
language choice — replacing another (foreign) language — while for others, it may
be an additional subject in their individual high school programmes.

(6) Curricular status

Two aspects of curricular status, the time allotted per week and the time of day
when the classes are offered, have both been changed as a result of the cost-
reducing revisions to the home language reform that were implemented in 1992
The new curriculum guidelines of 1994 also affected the teaching of home lan-
guages in Swedish schools. With few exceptions, these changes have not resulted
in improvements (Jonsson Lilja 1999).

Theamount of timeallotted toHLI inthe early daysof optional provision of this
instruction, i.e., before 1977, was limited to 80 minutes per week. This limitation
was officially removed with the home language reform of 1977, when schools
became obliged to offer thiskind of instruction, and the guiding principle became
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the needs of the individual pupils. However, most schools continued to limit the
availability of HLI totheoriginal 80 minutes, and nobody seemsto have questioned
this practice (Municio 1987). One reason for this could be that HLI at this time
replaced other subjects during the pupils school day, and too many substituted
hours would have led to the pupils’ missing too much learning in other subjects.

The average time given to HLI today still seems to be those 2 x 40 minutes a
week, although other models became available since 1994. These dternatives
include just one as well as up to three 40-minute class periods of HLI per week at
different stagesinthe compul sory school system, starting in grade 3 and continuing
through grade 9. However, the pupil can only continue until a total of between
320 and 470 (depending on the instructional model) such class periods have been
accumulated over a maximum of seven school years, i.e., each school year from
grade 3 up to and including grade 9. According to arecent report by the National
Agency for Education entitled Flera sprak - fler mjligheter (Skolverket 2002),
which covers many aspects of HLI in Sweden at present, it is not uncommon for
local schools to decide not to implement the time restrictions stated in the
curriculum guidelines.

With the curriculum guidelines of 1994 (Lpo-94 1994), HLI is no longer to
replace other scheduled class activities. The pupils now have more individual
flexibility in designing their study programmes, at least in theory, and the home
language can be one of these options that either the school can choose to include
initsregular curriculum or theindividual pupil can select asone of her/hiscourses.
Otherwise, HLI is to be done outside regular school hours. This seems to have
becomethereality for most childrenreceiving HLI (Boyd 2001). Just oneyear after
theintroduction of these new rules, 65% of all municipalitiesreported that they had
opted to schedule HL 1 after the end of the school day and that they had ensured that
the minimum group size of 5 was implemented (Hyltenstam & Tuomela 1996). It
appears that an even greater percentage of Sweden’s municipalities follow those
guidelines today, based on reports from local schools to the National Agency for
Education (Skolverket 2002).

The move to place HLI outside regular school hours, and often outside the
pupil’ slocal school, has had devastating effects on the working situation for home
language teachers (Jonsson Lilja 1999). Unlike the situation before 1994, thereis
no longer aforum for contact between these teachers and other teaching staff, as
the home language teachers arrive at the school after everybody else hasleft. They
are thus no longer informed by the ‘regular’ teachers about what the children are
working on in other subjects, thereby making it difficult to dovetail the content of
HLI with what the pupils are taught in Swedish. These circumstances are at odds
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with the objectives in the curriculum guidelines concerning the development of
‘active bilingualism’.

In secondary schools, the changes have been less striking. If there is enough
interest to create a group of at least five pupils, and there is ateacher available, a
home language can usually be studied in lieu of asecond or third foreign language.
English, the first foreign language, is compulsory in the Swedish school system.
Over thethree years of secondary school, amaximum of 190 class periods devoted
to HLI can be accumulated.

A better curricular status is given to HLI in some of the so-called independent
schoolsthat have been apermitted aternativeto the public schoolsin Sweden since
1994. The defining feature of certain independent schoolsistheir language profile
— others may have an artistic, athletic, or religious profile — and this may include
a greater emphasis on instruction in one or more of Sweden’s many immigrant
languages. It can mean that greater amounts of time are spent in teaching some of
theselanguages, or that other school subjectsaretaught using alanguage other than
Swedish as the medium of instruction, thus limiting the options.

(7) Funding

All funding for HLI in public education comes from the government and cannot be
supplemented with funds from any other source. The national treasury distributes
education fundsto the municipal authoritieswith recommendations about how this
money should be spent in both primary and secondary schools. Since 1994, how-
ever, none of thesefundsare earmarked specifically for HLI. In practice, thismeans
that aschool board can decide to use money, whose recommended useisto pay for
HLI, to replace broken windows, or to spend it on some other school need/activity
which is seen as being moreimportant. School administratorsand local authorities
tend not to consider HLI a high priority (Skolverket 2002).

The funding for theindependent schoolsin Sweden al so comesfrom the public
purseand is not to be supplemented with any infusions of fundsfrom other sources.
This form of schooling is thus intended to be free of charge for the families who
chooseto have their children attend thistype of school. There have been reportsin
the media about independent schools requesting extra contributions from the
parentsof their pupils, but these school s have without exception been reprimanded
by the school authorities. The same is true for organisations wishing to sponsor a
particular independent school, therefore, an immigrant association in Goteborg
cannot financially sponsor an independent school which providesinstructionin a
certain language or subject that the organisation in question would like to support.
The amount of money an independent school receives from the government is
determined by the number of pupilsregistered at the school.
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Swedish school children have to choose one type of school or the other. It is,
therefore, not possible, for example, to attend aregular public school and to supple-
ment one’ s education with some courses offered at an independent school, such as
instruction in a certain home language that one's public school does not provide.

(8) Teaching materials

Finding appropriate teaching materials for HLI has been a considerable challenge
since these programmes were started. It was soon discovered that it was inappro-
priate to import materials from where the languages were taught as majority
languages. Not only was the content often culturally unsuitable for teaching in the
Swedish school system, but the language level, especially for the older pupilswas
also too sophisticated for a child growing up in a different social and linguistic
context (Jacobsen 1981).

In the late 1970s, in connection with the teacher training programme for HLI
that existed at that time, some teaching materials were developed in the then
predominant immigrant languages (see (9) below). The Swedish National School
Board (Skol 6ver styrel sen) launched acampaign in the 1980sto encourage creative
home language teachers to participate in producing teaching materials for them-
selves and their colleagues, but this effort was discontinued. Some of these and
other more recently written materialsfor languages with alimited literary tradition
can be found through the Swedish Central Bureau of Statistics and the national
school authorities. Thus, books are available which were written with both a lan-
guage teaching emphasis and the aim of informing pupils about the culture and
heritage of speakers of that language. These books were intended for pupils with
home languages such as Romani, Somali, Assyrian/Syrian, and Kurdish (both
Kurmaniji and Sorani). A ‘ mother tongue web site' is also being devel oped by the
National Agency for Education to assist home language teachers in finding
material sandinmaking contact with coll eagues (Skolverket 2002). Thesematerials
are intended as resources for teachers at both the primary and secondary levels of
the school system.

Generally speaking, considering the great heterogeneity of the children in a
group of home language pupils (or high school students) being taught by the same
teacher in the same room at the sametime, the creation of teaching materials seems
an amost impossible task except on an ad hoc basis. Informal sharing among
teachers can take place, provided they get a chance to meet, but home language
teachers often operatein isol ation from one another. There arefew forawherethey
can meet, such as conferences or professiona development days specifically
intended for home language teachers. With recent cut-backsin Sweden in schools
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in general and immigrant education in particular, itislikely that the difficultiesin
finding proper HLI materialsat al levelsof the Swedish school systemwill persist.

(99 Teacher qualifications

At the time of implementation of the home languagereformin 1977, anew teacher
training programme was al so establi shed at maj or colleges of education in Sweden,
the home language teacher programme. It was two years long and was initially
available in seven immigrant languages. Arabic, Danish, Finnish, Greek, Serbo-
Croatian (still considered one language at that time), Spanish, and Turkish. A few
years later, Farsi was added. However, in relation to the need for trained teachers
in these languages, the appeal of the programme was limited. There was also
criticism of the programme as being too focused on language skills training and
lacking in cultural content (Jacobsen 1981). The pupilsenrolled in the programme
arereported to have complained about both a shortage of time and alack of depth,
theresult of the wide spectrum of teaching situations and age groupstheseteachers
were to face in the classroom. Consequently, the majority of home language
teachers did not and do not have this training.

Instead, there is a mixture of practices in place to secure teachers for various
home languages. Most working today are still employed after many of their col-
leagues | ost their jobs in connection with the reduced funding of the programmes
inthe early 1990s. Though they may lack formal qualifications, they have several
years of experience. Among them are academics with teacher training from their
home countries or some other higher education or pedagogical training. Others
weresimply willing to do the job when ateacher was needed and proved ableto do
it satisfactorily, athough without formal qualifications (Skolverket 2002). The
latter strategy can still be used if ateacher for one of the newer home languagesis
needed. The individual school (board) directors today have a great deal of liberty
torecruit asthey seefit, sincethe Swedish school systemisvery decentralised. This
is aso true for secondary schoolsin Sweden.

The most recent national teacher education programme, which was approved
and implemented in 2001, includes on its list of subjects ‘home language’ as an
option for one of the two subjects in which a teacher should specialise (Boyd
2001). However, with the high level of uncertainty about the future of HLI in
Sweden, and with the often appalling working conditions in which these teachers
havetoteach, itishardly surprising that not enough candidates sel ected this subject
as one of their specialisations to get a class started at any of the colleges of
education in Sweden.

Therecently published report fromthe Swedish National Agency for Education
(Skolverket 2002) calls for improvements to the present situation for home lan-
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guage teachers in Sweden and emphasises the need for professional training and
development. This document also mentions the need for clearer home language
guidelines in terms of not only content and methods but also objectives and
funding. These are al factors that ultimately affect the circumstances of home
language teachers and determine the kinds of qualifications that are necessary, or
at least desirable, to accomplish the goal of helping immigrant minority (hence-
forward IM) childrenin Sweden developinto ‘ activebilinguals' and well-educated
adults.

7.5 Conclusionsand discussion

The picture multilingualism among primary school children in Géteborg that
emergesfrom the presented language survey dataisin many aspectssimilar towhat
might have been expected, based on previous records and recent statistics on
immigration to Sweden. However, there are also interesting unexpected findings
among the resultsin relation to the distribution and vitality of home languages.

The number of pupils reporting the use of another language than Swedish at
home offersthefirst surprise. It was considerably higher than the figures based on
participationin HLI, with the proportion of other language usersrepresenting more
than one third (36%) of the participating children. The national percentage is
usually estimated at between 12% and 15%. The number of identified known lan-
guages used by these school children was 75. However, taking into account the use
of other words instead of proper language names, such as the name of a country
where the language is spoken, the data contain atotal of 93 different references.
The top-20 most frequently mentioned home languages accounted for 87% of the
75 identified known languages referred to. Out of the top-25 world languages,
11 languages were represented in the top-20 home languages referred to in
Goteborg.

One surprising finding is the disproportionately large number of pupils, almost
1,300, who reported the use of English at home. However, considering thefact that
only around 500 of these children had parents who were not born in Sweden, a
different situation emerges. As the Dutch MCP researchers found in The Hague
(Extra et al. 2001), the high status of English and its tendency to permeate the
language of popular culture and international events lead many parents to use at
least some English at home with their children as soon as they start learning this
language at school. In Swedish schools, English is a compulsory subject that is
usually taught from grade 2 or 3 onwards (Boyd 2001, Boyd & Huss 2001). Inthe
MCP data, it is pupils aged from 8 to 11 that mostly reported the use of English at
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home, so this *homework booster effect’ could provide a reasonable explanation
for this otherwise unexpected outcome.

Another finding that could not have been predicted from previous data is the
reported result of the Farsi-speaking pupils. Only 16 children answered that Farsi
(or Persian) was used at home, while as many as 122 respondents in the survey
named Iran as their birth country. In addition, more than 600 mothers and 700
fathers were reportedly born in Iran. These numbers require further investigation
to identify the underlying factors. Is there a (second) generation of Iranian immi-
grantsto Sweden that have already experienced language |0ss? Have these parents
chosen to use the mgjority language at home instead of the family members' first
language? Were the children unwilling to indicate that they spoke Farsi at home,
and if so, why? As recently as the mid-1990s, Farsi was till one of the most
common languages to be taught as part of mother tongue instruction.

A less unexpected finding concerns the other frequently reported languages
used inthe children’ shomes. Relatively recently arrived refugee groupsto Sweden
account for the high numbers using Arabic, Kurdish, Bosnian, and Somali, while
children belonging to large older immigration groups reported the use of Turkish,
Spanish, and Finnish at home. There are probably some more established immi-
grants to Sweden among the Arabic-speaking families, just as the relatively high
number of Chinese speakers is likely to include both older settlers and newer
arrivals. It is, however, interesting to note that only 11% of the children surveyed
reported being born outside Sweden, while the percentages for the parentswerein
themid-30s. It thus seems morelikely that amatch exists between the birth country
of the parents and the language(s) used at home by a child than between the birth
country of the child him/herself and the language he/she uses at home. Interesting-
ly, however, 33% of the children born abroad reported the use of only Swedish at
home. Onewonderstowhat extent thishigh proportion reflectsawel l-meaning, but
often misguided, effort by immigrant parentsto usethe majority languagewiththeir
children instead of helping them develop bilingual skills by using alanguage other
than Swedish at home.

In addition to multiple data on language distribution, this study offers multiple
data on language vitality. A cumulative language vitality index was devel oped for
the 20 most frequently mentioned home languages on the basis of four analysed
language dimensions, i.e., language proficiency, language choice, language dom-
inance, and language preference. For each of these four language dimensions,
pseudolongitudinal language profileswere developed for all childrenin thetop-20
language groups. The highest values of language vitality emerge for Somali and
Bosnian, the lowest for German and French.
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When we compare the degree to which the school children in the survey
benefited from language instruction in school, it becomes clear that there is a
significant relationship between reported literacy (reading and writing skills) and
language instruction for all of the 20 most frequently reported home languages.
Most children clearly need to participate in language instruction for the develop-
ment of literacy skills. Just using these languages at home does not make active
bilinguals of IM pupils.

Other interesting results of the survey are in the areas of language needs as
perceived by the pupilsin the survey. In Sweden, the traditional school languages
other than English have long been German and French, with some schools also
offering Spanish, Russian, or Italian at the high school level. These languages,
although till in relatively high demand, are facing serious competition from lan-
guages that seem to indicate a greater global awareness among the children than
among the decision-making adults. The participating pupilsindicate an interest in
learning the non-European world languages Chinese and Arabic as well as more
locally important languages such as Greek and Finnish, which have long been
sizeable immigrant languages in Sweden but have only been available in schools
as HLI, limiting access to instruction to those who already use the language at
home. The language most in demand was Spanish, which has the advantage of
being both alarge home language among immigrants to Sweden and atraditional,
although not high- ranking, school subject as aforeign language option in certain
schools.

The implications for schoolsin Géteborg are that the reported lack of interest
among pupils in learning a foreign language may have more to do with the
languagesthat are offered than with the children’ swillingnessto study alanguage
other than English. Another call for action may be found in the fact that al lan-
guages with high language vitality are languages of recent immigrant and refugee
groups, except for Chinese and Macedonian. What these two groups have donein
termsof language maintenance efforts could serveasauseful sourceof information
to the schools, and others, about what needs to be done among immigrant mi-
noritiesto prevent languagelossin Swedish-born generations. In today’ sworld we
need, as the Swedish curriculum guidelines state, individuals who are both
bicultural and bilingual, and what we can |east afford islanguagelossin potentially
bilingual children just because we did not try hard enough to prevent it from

happening.
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8  Multilingualism in Hamburg

SABINE BUHLER-OTTEN & SARA FURSTENAU

Inthe period following the Second World War, Germany becamethe second largest
country of destination for immigrants, after the USA. In 1999, there were
approximately 7.4 million peoplewith foreign passportsliving in Germany, which
was about one tenth of the total population (Motte et al. 1999). Large cities in
particular are affected by immigration, which is demonstrated among other things
by apronounced cultural and linguistic diversity. In Hamburg, the Home Language
Survey (henceforward HLS) of primary schools has provided new insightsinto the
linguistic diversity among school children brought about by migration. The first
part of this chapter deals with migration movements and how immigrant groups
contributeto thelinguistic and cultura pluralisation of thecity (8.1). Thefollowing
section gives an overview of the HLS in Hamburg (8.2). In the third section, by
using background information and the results of the HL S of the Russian and Polish
language groups, the specia status of so-called Aussiedler (out-settlers) from
Eastern European states is dealt with. These people have been granted German
citizenship on the basis of their German ancestry (8.3). The status of home lan-
guages at schools in Hamburg is dealt with in Section 8.4. Section 8.5 contains a
short overview of the future prospects of Muttersprachlicher Unterricht (hence-
forward MSU) in Hamburg and a summary and discussion of the most important
results of the HLS in Hamburg.

8.1 Multicultural and multilingual trendsin thecity

The situation in Hamburg is indicative of the inadequacy of the survey methods
which were usually employed to identify minority groups in Germany until now.
Official statistics simply recorded the criterion of nationality. All members of
minority groups who held a German passport were, therefore, excluded from
statistical surveys. Thismeansthat the group withthelegal statusof Spataussiedler
(recent out-settlers) and immigrants who were German national s because of natur-
alisation, as well as the children of exogamous marriages, were included in the
category of German. Until recently, only ius sanguinis was valid as the principle
of nationality law in Germany. Since the year 2000, it has been complemented by
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alega element determined by place of residence. Under certain conditions, as of
January 2000, al children born in Germany can be granted German citizenship
alongside that of their parents. However, they must choose between their two
passportswhen they become adults, and only have theright to dual nationality until
they are 23 years old.

In accordance with an agreement reached with the Federal Statistics Officein
2001, the names of childrenwho are granted German citizenship becausethey were
born in Germany and the names of their parents are recorded. This database,
however, isinsufficient for ascertaining the proportionsof the popul ation who have
an indigenous or immigrant background, and the proportion of homelanguage use
other than German. Indications that traditiona German statistics considerably
underestimate the number of immigrants, especially the number of children and
adolescents with an immigrant background, were given, e.g., by the Program for
International Student Assessment (Deutsches Pl SA-Konsortium 2002). PISA took
arepresentative sample of al 15-year-old school children living in Germany. On
the basis of their countries of birth, 11.2% of these young people wereimmigrants.
When information onwheretheir parentswere born and what |anguage was spoken
in the family was included, the proportion of immigrants increased considerably:
they formed 26.6% of the sample (Deutsches PISA-Konsortium 2002:190). This
differentiation al one shows how little meaning reference to ‘foreigners’ hasin the
context of education and upbringing.

According to the officia figures of 2001, about 20% of school children in
Hamburg did not have a German passport. Hamburg has the highest proportion of
foreigners in Germany. A survey among al ninth grade school children in
Hamburg, combining the birth country of parents and home language use, showed
that 28.4% of the children used a language other than German (Lehmann et al.
2001). According to the outcomes of the present survey, this proportionisin fact
approximately 35% in Hamburg primary schools.

Table 8.1 gives an overview of non-German nationalities in Hamburg.
1,726,363 people lived in Hamburg in December 2001, of whom 15.1% had
foreign passports. Varioustypesof immigration can be distinguished in the Federal
Republic of Germany (Bade & Oltmer 1999). Thelargest proportion of peoplewith
foreign passports are those who came to Germany as part of the labour recruitment
from 1955-1973. These are the former ‘ guest workers' and their families, whose
children were for the most part born in Germany. At the time of economic growth
from 1955 onwards, the Federal Republic of Germany made bilateral recruitment
agreements on ‘guest workers' with the following eight countries: Greece, Italy,
(former) Y ugoslavia, Morocco, Portugal, Spain, Tunisia, and Turkey.



Multilingualismin Hamburg 165

Nationality Population | Nationality Population
Turkey 62,860 | Denmark & Faeroe Ilands 2,023
(former) Yugodavia 22,926 | Pakistan 1,943
Poland 19,839 | India 1,935
Afghanistan 15,661 | Philippines 1,850
Iran 11,153  Japan 1,704
Portugal 10,293 | Egypt 1,559
Greece 8,152 | Thailand 1,546
Italy 7,013 | Indonesia 1,503
Russian Federation 6,676 | Sweden 1,374
Ghana 5592 | Switzerland 1,323
Great Britain & North. Ireland 5,086 | Kazakhstan 1,293
Croatia 4827  Brazil 1,291
France 4514 | Tunisia 1,251
USA 4,154 | Roumania 1,152
Austria 4,133 | Vietnam 1,135
Bosnia-Herzegovina 3,914 | Finland 1,053
Spain 3,706 | Nigeria 1,043
Macedonia 3,145 | Ireland 553
China 2,788 | Belgium 450
Ukraine 2,542 | Luxembourg 97
Netherlands 2,297 | Other nationalities 31,417
Total 268,766

Table8.1 Foreign population in Hamburg on 31-12-2001 according to selected
nationalities (source: Mel deregister - Statistisches L andesamt Hamburg 2002:1)

The originally planned labour recruitment for alimited period became permanent
immigration. The end of recruitment in 1973 actually increased theinflux fromthe
recruitment countries, becauseit triggered ahigher influx of workers' families. The
new minoritiesfrom then on influenced social and linguistic lifein Germany. Only
later did the so-called neue Migration (new migration) begin: theinflux of refugees,
asylumseekers, andillegal immigrants. Inrecent times, thismigration hasincreased
in importance and led to people coming to Germany from all over the world. One
consequence is the pronounced linguistic diversity in the immigrant society. The
so-called Spétaussiedler add to this diversity. The situation of these people, who
are given a German passport if they can prove their German ancestry, is examined
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more closely in Section 8.3. The German language is seen as an important factor
in identifying Aussiedler of German ancestry, and the recognition of Aussiedler
status in fact depended for years on passing a German language examination. The
influx of Aussiedler, however, hasled to the great vitality of Polish and Russianin
Germany —which isclearly shown by the results of the HLS in Hamburg, reported
in Section 8.2.

During the 1999/2000 school year, public schools in Hamburg were attended
by 161,803 pupils; of those, 33,215 pupils had non-German nationality. The rate
of foreign pupilshad increased substantially in the previoustwenty years, i.e., from
9.1%in 198010 20.5%inthe 1999/2000 school year. Among the pupilsoriginating
from former recruitment states and from EU member states, Turkish pupils re-
presented the largest group. Their number increased dlightly but steadily from
11,095 pupilsinthe 1980/1981 school year to 13,429inthe 1999/2000 school year.
The second-largest group were pupils from (former) Yugoslavia; due to recent
political events, their number rose from 1,899 in 1980 to 5,137 in 1995, and then
decreased to 3,729 in the 1999/2000 school year. The number of pupilsfrom other
recruitment states declined throughout the period mentioned above. The number of
Greek pupilsdecreased from 1,074 to 728, the number of Italian pupilsfrom 634 to
360, the number of Portuguese pupilsfrom 954 to 655, and the number of Spanish
pupils from 379 to 126. No figures were available on the number of pupils from
Morocco and Tunisia in 1980. About 70 Moroccan pupils attended school in
Hamburg in the 1995/1996 school year, and their number remained stable in the
1999/2000 school year, while the number of Tunisian pupilsdecreased from423to
313 during this period. On the other hand, the number of pupils from countries
other than the recruitment states increased continuously between 1980 and 1999,
i.e., from 3,374 in the 1980/1981 school year to 13,817 in the 1999/2000 school
year.

8.2 Homelanguage survey in Hamburg
The HLS in Hamburg was conducted in primary schools among 6-11 year old

children. Table 8.2 gives an overview of the participation of Hamburg primary
schoolsin the survey.
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School types Total of schools Participation in the survey = Coverage
Public schools 230 218 95%
Catholic schools 17 14 82%
Protestant schools 2 - -
Rudolf Steiner schools 6 - -
Totd 255 232 91%

Table 8.2 Participation of Hamburg primary schools in the survey

The coverage of schoolsin the HLS was substantial. A total of 46,190 primary
school childrentook part in the survey. The children werefairly evenly distributed
over grades.

The information on the countries in which the children themselves or their
parentswere born showsabroad spectrum. The overwhelming majority of children
(86.7%) was born in Hamburg. The rest of the children reported a total of
133 states as birth countries; 2% of the children gave no information as to their
country of birth. A larger number of children gave noinformation ontheir mother’s
(6%) or father’s (7%) birth country. Table 8.3 gives an overview of the reported
birth countries of children, mothers, and fathers.

Birth country Pupils Mother Father

Germany 40,067 87% 29,162 63% 27,878 60%
Russia 1,174 3% 1,330 3% 1,262 3%
Afghanistan 817 2% 1,337 3% 1,439 3%
Turkey 742 2% 4,289 9% 4,663 10%
Poland 270 1% 1,962 4% 1,692 4%
(former) Yugosl. 229 1% 526 1% 582 1%
Kazakhstan 227 - 238 1% 222 -
India 223 - 584 1% 743 2%
Portugal 102 - 296 1% 287 1%
Albania 86 - 185 - 208 -
Bosnia 79 - 180 - 183 -
Pakistan 62 - 209 - 264 1%
Greece 62 - 196 - 300 1%
Ghana 55 - 384 1% 435 1%
Italy 52 - 147 - 236 1%
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Birth country Pupils Mother Father

Armenia 50 - 61 - 68 -
USA 43 - 49 - 79 -
Great Britain 42 - 89 - 140 -
Ukraine 41 - 43 - 37 -
Kosovo 40 - 66 - 71 -
France 33 - 74 - 69 -
Croatia 31 - 109 - 111 -
China 29 - 77 - 73 -
Spain 28 - 86 - 121 -
Ecuador 24 - 27 - 15 -
Denmark 22 - 45 - 38 -
Macedonia 21 - 112 - 121 -
Brazil 20 - 60 - 35 -
Austria 20 - 64 - 70 -
Thailand 20 - 62 - 25 -
Switzerland 18 - 22 - 21 -
Lebanon 17 - 55 - 79 -
Morocco 16 - 46 - 55 -
Other countries 378 1% 1,245 3% 1,469 3%
Unkown 1,050 2% 2,773 6% 3,099 %
Total 46,190 100% 46,190  100% 46,190  100%

Table8.3 Distribution by birth country of children, mothers, and fathers

A comparison of birth countries and home languages (Tables 8.3 and 8.4) shows
that the home language criterion ismore meaningful for therecording of migration-
determined heterogeneity among school children; 4,997 children reported Turkish
as their home language, but only 742 of those were born in Turkey. In some lan-
guagegroups, the proportion of children borninthe country of originwasmarkedly
higher. Thus, half of the Farsi-, Dari-, and Pashtu-speaking children reported that
they were not born in Germany. The group of Russian-speaking children most
conspicuoudly differed from al the others; only 17% of the children reported that
they were born in Germany.

The migration histories of two groups of immigrants are outlined here, i.e., the
Afghani and the Portuguese. Hamburg has the largest Portuguese and Afghani
communities in Germany. In Section 8.4, the focus is on the Polish and Russian
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Aussiedler. In the Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ language group, 44% of the children said
they were bornin Germany, and 47% gave Afghanistan astheir birth country. This
information can be related to the history of immigration from Afghanistan to
Germany. Afghani business people and university students have been coming to
Germany sincethe 1950s. L ater, therewererepeated refugee movementsfollowing
the Russian invasion of Afghanistanin 1979 and after the coming to power of the
Mujaheddinin 1992 and the Talibanin 1996. Theresultsof the survey indicate that
alarge part of the familiesfrom Afghanistan came to Hamburg as part of the more
recent refugee movement.

Of the Portuguese-speaking children, 67% were born in Germany, and 23% in
Portugal. This proportion is associated with the wave of migration subsequent to
the labour recruitment by Germany. The greater part of the migrants of Portuguese
origin cameto Germany after therecruitment agreement with Portugal in 1964. The
fact that in 2001 almost a quarter of the Portuguese-speaking primary school
children reported that they were born in Portugal indicates that migration between
Germany and Portugal still occurs. Since 1992, migration back and forth between
Portugal and other European countries has a new legal basisin the context of the
European Union, and mutual movements between Portugal and Hamburg have
increased since then. The given examples show that the vitality of home languages
can, among other things, be traced back to continuing movements back and forth
between regions of origin and destination.

Approximately 35% of the 46,190 school childreninthe HL Sreported that they
spoke at least one other language at home apart from or instead of German.
Table8.4 givesan overview of thedistribution of the89 languagessofar identified.
Turkishisin the lead (4,997 references), followed by Polish (1,742) and Russian
(1,686). In the case of Russian, the discrepancy with the ranking according to
nationality can be explained by the status of Spataussiedler from Russian-speaking
countries who have German nationality. The children’s reports on English and
French seem questionabl e. It must be assumed that many children put acrossbeside
them in the questionnaire because of their status as foreign languages taught at
school and not because they used them as home languages. Certain individua
results also support this assumption. In comparison to other language groups, for
instance, relatively few children said they understood English or French (answers
to questions on language skills) or used them in communicating with their mothers
(answersto questions on language choice). Among children of African or southern
Asian origin, it is possible that English or French were mentioned as home lan-
guages aongside others because of their status as colonial languages (e.g., in the
Akan/Twi/* Ghanese’' language group).
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Nr Language Frequency 'Nr Language Freguency
1 Turkish 4,997 46 Catalan 9
2 Poalish 1,742 47 Tigrignal/* Eritrean’ 8
3 Russian 1,686 48 Latvian 7
4 English 1,097 49 Turoyo/Aramaic 7
5 Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ 976 50 Amharic/* Ethiopian’ 6
6 Fars 925 51 Hebrew/lvrit 6
7 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 586 52 Wolof/ Singhalese’ 5
8 Arabic 490 53 Zaza 5
9 Spanish 457 54 Kazakh 4
10 Albanian 417 55 Slovakian 4
11 Portuguese 388 56 Sri Lankan 4
12 Greek 307 57 Georgian 3
13 Akan/Twi/* Ghanese' 301 58 Hausa 3
14 French 242 59 Lao 3
15 Urdu/* Pakistani’ 240 60 Lingala 3
16 Romani/Sinte 239 61 Schweizerdeutsch 3
17 Kurdish 208 62 Togo 3
18 lItalian 202 63 Afrikaans 2
19 Vietnamese 159 64 Estonian 2
20 Chinese 126 65 Ewe 2
21 Armenian 93 66 Ibo 2
22 Thai 58 67 lcelandic 2
23 Tagaog/Filipino 54 68 Laz 2
24 Danish 47 69 Mina 2
25 Aramaic/* Syrian’ a4 70 Mongolian 2
26 Roumanian 42 71 Uzbek 2
27 Dutch 39 72 Slovenian 2
28 Macedonian 34 73 Swahili 2
29 Hindi 33 74 Abkhazian 1
30 Japanese 33 75 Bdinese 1
31 Hungarian 32 76 Berber 1
32 Czech 28 77 Bete 1
33 Korean 26 78 Bundu 1
34 Swedish 26 79 Fula 1
35 Bahasa/lndonesian 25 80 Yiddish 1
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Nr Language Frequency 'Nr Language Freguency
36 Bulgarian 17 81 Cape Verdean 1
37 Lithuanian 15 82 Kandahari 1
38 Finnish 13 83 Krio 1
39 Maltese 11 84 Scottish 1
40 Maay 11 85 Sindhi 1
41 Norwegian 11 86 Temein 1
42 Ukrainian 11 87 Circassian 1
43 Chechen 11 88 Turkmenian 1
44 Azeri/Azerbaijani 9 89 Yoruba 1
45 Bengali 9

Tota of tokens 16,638

Table8.4 Ranking list of references made to languages

In total, 93% of the children reported that they used one of the 20 most frequently
mentioned languagesat home. Thisdistributional factissignificant, especially with
regard to the consideration of home languages for (school) language policy. By
providing MSU for the top-20 language groups, a large majority of the school
children who are brought up bilingually could be allowed to develop skillsin their
mother tongues.

Table 8.5 givesan overview of thelanguage vitality indices (LV1) aswell as of
figuresfor thefour dimensions used to calculate them (see a so Chapter 6). Details
of language skills (understanding), language choice (when talking to the mother),
language dominance, and language preference are listed for the top-20 language
groups. According to the LVI, Romani/Sinte is the most vital home language
among Hamburg primary school children, followed by Urdu/* Pakistani’ and Dari/
Pashtu/* Afghan’. Many childrenwho reported speaking one of theselanguagessaid
that they spoke it best, that they preferred to speak it, and that they used it when
talking to their mothers. These answersindicate ahigh level of identification with
the home language. The importance of the individual language groups and any
ranking among languages obviously depend on the setting of relevant factors. If,
in describing language skills, we concentrated on the information for reading and
writing (instead of theinformation for understanding asinthe L V1), therankingin
thelanguage skillsdimension would change; leading positionswoul d then betaken
by Portuguese, Turkish, and Greek. The vitality indices also depend on the values
for language dominance and language preference. These values should be under-
stood against the background that the questionnaire provoked clear decisions for
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one language in the domains of language dominance and preference. For calcula-
tion of the indices, this means that those languages whose speakers have an
unambiguous language dominance and preference tend to be ranked higher. It
should betaken into consideration that balanced bilingual or multilingual children,
if in doubt, are probably aslikely to say that they speak German best or preferably.
This does not necessarily mean, however, that they are less happy or good at
speaking their home languages. It follows from this consideration that low values
for home languages in the language dominance and preference dimensions do not

inevitably contradict the vitality of the languages.

Language group

Romani/Sinte
Urdu/ Pakistani’

Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’

Turkish
Albanian
Fars
Chinese
Greek
Portuguese
Russian
Arabic
Polish

Serbian/Croat./Bosn.

Vietnamese
Akan/Twi/' Ghanese'
Italian

Kurdish

Spanish

French

English

Total | Language Language Language Language
pupils proficiency choice dominance preference LVI

239 96 81 57 48 71
240 95 79 47 45 67
976 94 83 43 45 66
4,997 97 76 41 44 65
417 95 79 39 40 63
925 94 75 41 42 63
126 94 69 38 43 61
307 89 59 41 51 60
388 93 63 33 48 59
1,686 95 72 32 37 59
490 92 62 30 44 57
1,742 90 70 28 38 57
586 92 64 30 39 56
159 94 77 24 29 56
301 93 69 27 34 56
202 87 51 22 50 53
208 86 63 27 29 51
457 88 51 22 40 50
242 66 26 12 30 34
1,097 67 22 10 28 32

Table85 Language vitality per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in

cumulative %)
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8.3 Focuson Palish and Russian in Hamburg: the case of Aussiedler

Polish and Russian were the second and third home languages most frequently
reported by Hamburg primary school pupils. Thisresult indicatesthat childrenfrom
Foataussiedler familiesformasignificant proportion of pupilsat Hamburg primary
schools. In this section, we first give an overview of the situation of Aussiedler in
Germany and of theavailable support facilitiesfor them at schoolsin Hamburg. We
then present the Polish and Russian language profiles of the HLS in Hamburg.

Ethnic Germans from Eastern European countries and the former Soviet Union
have been taken in by the Federal Republic of Germany since the early 1950s: in
the immediate post-war years as expellees; since the founding of the Federal
Republic as Aussiedler; and since the revised version of the Federal Refugee Law
cameintoforcein 1993, as Spataussiedler. Peoplewere already fleeing to Germany
before the end of the Second World War from Middle, Eastern, and Southern
European areas on the basis of their German ancestry. By the beginning of the
1950s, almost 12 million ethnic Germans, some involuntarily, had left the socialist
countries in Eastern Europe where they had been living. The term Aussiedler was
subsequently used to describe those who from then on acknowledged their German
ancestry and left for Germany ontheir owninitiative. Spataussiedler today formthe
second-largest group of immigrantsin Germany, after thelabour migrantsfromthe
recruitment countries. Most came to Germany following the political breakdown
of the Eastern Bloc. At that time, theinflux of Aussiedler to Germany represented
the greatest remigration movement of a national minority in the context of
European migration (Bade & Oltmer 1999). The movement reached its peak in
1989 and 1990, when 377,055 and 397,073 Aussiedler, respectively, came to
Germany. Between 1950 and 1999, almost 4 million Aussiedler arrived, approxim-
ately 60% of them after 1990 (ibid.: 28). Of the Aussiedler who came to Germany
between 1988 and 1998, almost two thirds (1.6 million) originated from theformer
Soviet Union and 26% (approx. 600,000) from Poland (ibid.: 21). Sincethe 1990s,
the previous foremost countries of origin, Poland and Roumania, diminished in
importance, while the Soviet Union and its successor states became the foremost
countries of origin. Since 1993, in fact, over 90% of the Aussiedler originate from
the former Soviet Union (Dietz 1999:154).

Compared to other immigrants, the Aussiedler can be seen asaprivileged group
in Germany. On the basis of the German Constitution (Article 116, Section 1),
Aussiedler are German citizens. Thisfundamental regulation wasformulatedinthe
Bundesvertriebenen- und Flichtlingsgesetz (Federal Expellee and Refugee Law).
The Federal Government reacted to thelargeincreasein Aussiedler numbersat the
end of the 1980s with the Aussiedl eraufnahmegesetz (Aussiedler Reception Law).
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Further changes were made with the Kriegsfol genberei ninungsgesetz (Law on the
Resol ution of the Consequences of War), which cameinto forcein 1993. Because
of their German nationality, Aussiedler have a secure legal status, and there are
special integration programs for them, including German language courses. These
programs have been reduced over the years, and thelength of the language courses
has been shortened from one year to six months. Since 1996, recognition of the
Aussiedler status was made dependent on, among other things, the results of a
German language examination. In principle, anybody who makes an application as
Foataussiedler must undergo a language test. Members of the applicant’s family
need not take the language test, unless they themselves are to be recognised as
Foataussiedler. There hasbeen achangein the language qualifications required of
Aussiedler. The pioneering migrants, many of whom had beenlooking to Germany
for years and had made the effort of getting an exit permit, mostly knew German.
In the course of the mass movements of the 1990s, however, the Aussiedler arrived
withlessand | essknowledge of German. Increasing chainmigrationledto Russian-
speaking enclaves in certain areas in Germany. The proportion of binational
German/Russian families, by whom more Russian was spoken than German, also
rose (Dietz 1999). In the late 1990s, Russian was the most important language
among young Aussiedler, while they brought less and less knowledge of German
with them. A survey by the Osteuropa-Institut in Munich reflects the language
gualifications of young people from Aussiedler families: out of 253 interviewees,
only 8% said they spoke only German in the family, 46.4% spoke both German and
Russian, and 45.6% only Russian (ibid.: 159).

The support facilities available for the children of Aussiedler in public schools
in Hamburg are basically in conformity with those of migrant children in terms of
organisation, scope, and description. On the basis of their age, first and second
grade children are placed directly in regular classes. At an age corresponding to
grade 3, they attend reception classes (Auffangsklassen) and then preparatory
classes (Vorbereitungsklassen). Here, they are prepared for aperiod of up to one
and ahalf years before they receive instruction in regular classes. When they enter
regular classes, the schoolsreceive additional funding for the teaching of German.
Instead of participating in foreign language instruction as scheduled in the time-
table, Aussiedler children can follow Russian and Polish courses. The courses are
offered both centrally and locally.

The status of Polish inthe HL S

According to statistics of the Department of Education and Sports, only 658
children at Hamburg public primary schools spoke Polish as a home language in
the year 2001, but 1,742 children reported Polish as their home language in the
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HLS. The results of the survey can be explained by the involvement of Cathaolic
primary schools. The Polish Catholic community in Hamburg is an important
meeting place for Polish families, and a significant proportion of children from
these families go to Catholic primary schools.

Intotal, 85.1% of the children whose home language was Polish, said they were
bornin Germany. In contrast, according to the children, most of their parentswere
born in Poland (89.9% of mothers and 78.6% of fathers). Since the survey was
conducted among 6- to 11-year-olds, this result conforms to the expectations:. the
influx of Aussiedler from Poland was at its height between 1988 and 1990. The
children from the Polish language group gave the following answers to questions
onlanguageskills, language choi ce, |anguage dominance, and language preference.

Polish language skills 6/7 8/9 10/11
Understanding 94 95 98
Speaking 90 90 92
Reading 30 42 58
Writing 24 31 40

Table 8.6 Polish language skills by age group (in %) (N = 1,742)

Over 90% of the children reported understanding and speaking Polish. They
claimed that their reading and writing skillsimproved asthey got older. Measured
by reading skills, the Polish language group held seventh placein theranking of the
20 largest language groups in Hamburg; 294 Polish-speaking children said they
took part in home language instruction (henceforward HLI) (i.e., 16.9% of al
children who mentioned Polish as home language). It can be assumed that alarge
part of these children took advantage of the afternoon instruction offered by the
Polish Catholic mission. Under the auspices of the Department of Education and
Sports, there were central primary level Polish afternoon courses at six locations.
At secondary school levels| and 11, Polish was offered at two locationsin the place
of one foreign language.

A majority of children said they commonly used Polish when talking to their
parents, and they did so more frequently with their mothers than with their fathers.
A clear minority mentioned Polish as the most frequently used language when
talking totheir siblings. According to theanswers, Polishwasused morefrequently
with younger siblings than with older ones. A clear minority of the children re-
ported speaking Polish when talking to their best friends.
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Use of Polish 6/7 8/9 10/11
With mother 67 70 72
With father 55 55 63
With younger siblings 17 19 18
With older siblings 16 18 13
With best friends 16 15 16

Table 8.7 Language choice by age group (in %) (N = 1,742)

Language dominance Language preference
Language 6/7 8/9 10/11 6/7 8/9 10/11
Polish 21 14 13 28 28 24
German 65 70 70 56 56 57
Polish and German 9 11 14 9 11 16

Table8.8 Language dominance and language preference by age group (in %) (N = 1,742)

According to their own estimates, a clear mgjority of children in the Polish lan-
guage group spoke German best. The older the pupils, the greater the number that
estimated that there was no dominance of one of the two languages. According to
their own estimates a majority of children in the Polish language group preferred
to speak German. Again, the older the pupils, the greater the number that estimated
that they had no preference for one of the two languages.

The status of Russian intheHL S

Inthe HLS, 1,686 children reported Russian astheir home language. A majority of
these children (62%) named Russia, 12.7% named Kazakhstan, and 2.2% named
the Ukraine as their birth countries. Only 17.3% of the Russian-speaking children
reported that they were born in Germany. According to the children’ s self-reports,
most of their parentswere born in Russia (69.3% of mothersand 65.7% of fathers)
and in Kazakhstan (over 10%). The answers to the question on birth countries
indicate that a considerable proportion of the families of children in the Russian
language group only came to Hamburg as Spéataussiedler during the previousten
years. The children gave the following answers to questions on language skills,
language choice, language dominance, and language preference.
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Russian language skills 6/7 8/9 10/11
Understanding 94 94 96
Speaking 90 90 93
Reading 22 37 44
Writing 19 32 36

Table 8.9 Russian language skills by age group (in %) (N = 1,686)

Over 90% of the children reported understanding and speaking Russian. They
claimed that their reading and writing skillsimproved as they got older. Measured
by reading skills, the Russian language group held tenth placein the ranking of the
20 largest language groups in Hamburg. 144 Russian-speaking children said they
took part in HLI; this was only 8.5% of all children who mentioned Russian as
home language. At this point, the results of the survey raise some questions. For
primary school children, the opportunities for learning Russian under the super-
vision of the Department of Education and Sports are restricted in Hamburg.
Russian was offered at only one Hamburg primary school and, according to the
statistics, for only 16 children. It is, thus, unclear to what instruction most of the
children referred to when reporting that they attended Russian classes. At second-
ary school levels| and |1, Russian was offered at eight locationsin the place of one
foreign language or as additional instruction.

A mgjority of the children reported that they commonly used Russian when
talking to their parents, and they did so more frequently with their mothers than
with their fathers. A clear minority named Russian as the most frequently used
language when talking to their younger siblings. Yet, Russian was used more
frequently with older siblings than with younger ones. A small minority of the
children reported that they commonly used Russian when talking to their best
friends.

Use of Russian 6/7 8/9 10/11
With mother 68 72 75
With father 63 61 67
With younger siblings 19 18 19
With older siblings 19 21 25
With best friends 21 18 21

Table8.10 Language choice by age group (in %) (N = 1,686)
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Language dominance Language preference
Language 6/7 8/9 10/11 6/7 8/9 10/11
Russian 25 23 26 29 27 22
German 65 64 61 56 56 59
Polish and German 5 8 9 9 10 14

Table8.11 Language dominance and language preference by age group (in %) (N = 1,686)

A largemgjority of childreninthe Russian language group reported that they spoke
German best. Even though the proportion was very low, the older the pupils, the
greater the number that reported that there was no dominance of one of the two
languages. Preference for German was reported by an increasing 56-59%, and
preference for Russian was reported by adecreasing 29-22% of all age groups. No
preference was reported by an increasing 9-14% of all children.

Insum, language-rel ated i nformation inthe Polish and Russian |anguage groups
was consistent with theinformation given by childrenin most of the other language
groups in Hamburg. The home languages were understood and spoken by a great
majority of the children, but less than half of the children reported that they were
able to write the languages. Within families, languages other than German play an
important role in communication. German gains more significance as children get
older and it is the dominant language in contacts outside the family. Most of the
children reported that they spoke German best and preferably. Theresultsfor Polish
and Russian correspond largely to thefindingsof the available Aussiedler research.
The information reported by the children indicates high vitality for Polish and
Russian in these language groups. It is well known that, in spite of identification
with their German extraction, thisisincreasingly the case in Aussiedler families.
Most studies of the circumstances of Aussiedler, however, target the situation of
adol escents and young adults (Bade & Oltmer 1999). Anincreasing threat to social
integration in Germany has been observed specifically inthe adolescent Aussiedler
group, which is attributed to, e.g., low educational participation, unfavourable
living conditions, and low proficiency in German (Dietz 1999). Inthe survey by the
Osteuropa-Institut in Munich, more than half of the adolescents reported that their
circle of friends was made up predominantly of Aussiedler (ibid.: 171). The
answers given by the 6- to 11-year-old Polish- and Russian-speaking children in
Hamburg may be an indication that a withdrawal tendency is less widespread
among younger children: the overwhelming majority use German with their best
friends.
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8.4 Muttersprachlicher Unterricht in primary and secondary schools

Corresponding to Germany’ sfederal structure, the organisational formsof Mutter-
sprachlicher Unterricht (henceforward MSU) differ among the federal states. Of
the eleven Western German states, five are responsible for MSU (Bavaria, Hesse,
Lower Saxony, North Rhine-Westphalia, Rhineland-Pal atinate), and six leaveit to
the consulates of some countries of origin. Of thefive Eastern German states, three
have not devel oped M SU themselves, neither have they established MSU through
the consulates so far. Saxony approves of both methods; Brandenburg enables
MSU to be given under the supervision of the schools' inspectorate and places
facilities at the schools' disposal (cf. Palt et al. 1998:95ff). In this section, we
discussthe statusof M SU at primary and secondary schoolsin Hamburg along nine
different parameters.

(1) Target groups

M orethan 30% of theroughly 162,000 pupils attending public schoolsin Hamburg
have an immigrant background. Over 33,000 pupils hold foreign passports (20%).
In addition, there are children from ethnic German emigrant families, naturalised
Germans, and children from endogamous marriages. For these target groups, MSU
is integrated into the regular curriculum under the responsibility of the Local
Education Authority, and the following languages are taught: Albanian, Bosnian,
Dari, Farsi, Greek, Italian, Croatian, Kurdish, Polish, Portuguese, Romani/Sinte,
Russian, and Turkish. MSU isalso provided outside regular lessonsin the follow-
ing languages: Albanian, Aramaic, Armenian, Dari, Farsi, Kurdish, Pashtu, Twi,
and Urdu/* Pakistani’. Albanian, Italian, Polish, and Portuguese are taught because
in 1997 the governments of these countries applied to have their languages taught
under the responsibility of the Local Education Authority. Asfar asthe other lan-
guages are concerned, the application came either from the school s themselves or
fromthelanguage groups. Besidesthese two organisational forms, additional MSU
is provided by the Consulates of some countries of origin, and takes place outside
regular school instruction, in the following languages. Arabic, Greek, Croatian,
Polish, Portuguese, Serbian, and Spanish.

(2) Arguments

The Guidelines for Aliens Policy in Hamburg, accepted in the Senate on
11 February, 1976, provide the legal basis for improving foreign pupils’ position.
The concept of further development of school education in the Aliens Policy lays
down the basis for the establishment of national language classes and national
bilingual readiness classes for grades 7-9, complementary to the aready existing
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readiness classes. It also provides the basis for German remedial teaching, pre-
liminary groups, and homework assistance. Home languages were accepted as
secondary language at secondary schoolsand high schools. Additionally, thesetwo
types of school were to offer courses in the home languages, provided that there
was a sufficient number of participants. For this purpose, teachers from the states
of origin — predominantly from Turkey — would take up teaching positions in
Hamburg. In these guidelines, it is aso stated that the consulates should take
responsibility for M SU. Theaccumul ated experienceand knowledge over theyears
led to anew set of guidelines and recommendations for the education and instruc-
tion of foreign children and youngstersthat cameinto effect in 1986. The objective
was to allow foreign children and youngsters educational opportunities equal to
those of Germans and to integrate them into the German school system and society
as soon as possible. At the same time, they should be enabled to maintain and
develop their own national and cultural identities. Since MSU included Islamic
religious education for Turkish pupils, teachers from the states of origin, mostly
from Turkey, were appointed. An individual offer of MSU classes subsequently
ensued from this in Hamburg. Most teachers hired later on were mother-tongue
speakerswho obtained their diplomasin their countries of origin. Since the 1990s,
the number of bilingual teachers who graduated in the Federal Republic of
Germany has increased constantly.

The measures taken in the Hamburg State Education Law (Freie und Hanse-
stadt Hamburg 1997) had two aims. On the one hand, the children of migrantswere
tobeintegrated into the German educational system; onthe other hand, their school
and vocational reintegration in their countries of origin were to be left open
(Ruckkehroption). Given thefact that for many migrant familiesthe temporary stay
initially planned turned into a permanent one, the support of return competence
(Ruckkehrfahigkeit) became secondary to the objective of social and school
integration. The changestaking placein aglobalising world, along with the greater
importance attached to multilingual skillsinthe course of Europeanintegrationand
the internationalisation of employees, led to a new conceptualisation of MSU, in
which multilingualism became the ultimate goal . Asaresult of the growing global
network, the acquisition of intercultural competence became more and more
important to all members of society. It was against this background that the
Hamburg State Education Law, which cameinto effect in August 1997, determined
the advancement of bilingualism as an essential part of education: “While respect-
ing their ethnic and cultural identity, developing bilingualism for children whose
first language is not German, and enabling them to participate actively in instruc-
tion and school activitiesis the basic goa” (Art. 3, par. 3). The guiding ideawas
theexplicit acknowledgement of bilingualismand multilingualismasindividual and
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social capital, respectively. Hence, while still operating within the framework of
predominantly monolingual education, schools were committed to supporting
bilingualism and multilingualism. Since June 2003, however, the new Hamburg
State Education Law no longer regards bilingual development as a goal; mastery
of German is seen as being of the utmost importance for all children and young-
sters, andfor their vocational integration. Given thevariable conditionsfrom school
to school and the variable pupil needs, there is no standardised concept for the
promotion of bilingualism in schools. Rather, schools are expected to work out
individual concepts that adjust promotional measures to pupil needs and school
objectives.

(3) Objectives

MSU starts with pupils’ individual language abilities, and aims at systematically
developing those. Pupils gain competences in al four language skills and in
language awareness. By promotion of their language awareness and language
reflectionin class, pupilsacquireametalinguistic competence, which enablesthem
to reflect on the characteristics of their mother tongues and to compare these with
German. M SU isasoin harmony with the principles of intercultural education that
is embodied in the Hamburg State Education Law. It is basically designed to help
children and youngsters who are brought up bilingually to develop an awareness
of their situation, and an intercultural capacity to act.

Foreign pupils who have late entry into a state school during secondary level |
or at the beginning of secondary level 11 can demonstratetheir skillsand knowledge
of their mother tongues in a language proficiency examination as of 2003/2004.
Until now, they had neither sufficient knowledge to take part in foreign language
classes, nor the opportunity to betaught in their homelanguages. Depending onthe
decision of the certifying conference, the gradefor the homelanguage examination
will then substitute for the grade for the first or second foreign language in the
pertinent semi-annua or annual report.

Based on alanguage portfolio devel oped in North Rhine-Westphalia, asimilar
portfolio was developed for lower secondary schools in Hamburg. A European
Language Portfolioiscurrently being devel oped, and wasaccredited by the Council
of Europe at the end of the 2002/2003 school year. The language portfolio accom-
panies and documents a pupil’ s language profile from the beginning of primary
school until secondary school, and also covers school and non-school language
acquisition as intercultural experiences. The portfolio aims at heightening the
awareness of multilingualism both as an opportunity and a capacity. It promotes
individual language acquisition and helps pupil sto assess and describe their know-
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ledge of languages, and to rate this on nationally and internationally comparable
levels of competence.

(4) Evaluation

Asyet, educational achievementsin the domain of MSU have no official statusin
primary schooling. However, plans have been worked out to upgrade this status.
The assessment and marking of MSU will be based on new guidelines and a new
curricular framework for primary and lower secondary schools, to beissued by the
Local Education Authority, from the 2003/2004 school year onwards (see Freie
und Hansestadt Hamburg, Behorde fur Bildung und Sport, Ant fiir Schule 2002).

With the aim of increasing the efficiency of school promotional measures, the
Local Educational Authority (Behordefir Schule, Jugend und Ber ufsbildung) com-
missioned four surveys:. the longitudinal survey LAU (Lehmann et al. 2002) of
bilingual primary schools, the Hamburg survey of the development of bilingualism
among Turkish-German primary school children, and an overview of national and
international research into bilingual children (Reich et al. 2002). The results have
constituted the basis for both in-service teacher training and language promotion
at schools. Here, information is given on the last two surveys mentioned above.

The language development of Turkish-German children who started primary
school in Hamburg in August 1999 will be documented throughout primary school
within the framework of aresearch project led by the Department of Intercultural
Education at the University of Koblenz-Landau. Thefirst survey providesinforma-
tion about the children’ sstate of language at thetime of their starting school (Reich
2000). It was implemented at seven primary schools shortly before the children’s
first day at school. The survey aimed at registering the language performance of the
childrenin both Turkish and German. Themethod chosen was based on free speech
tests. A picture that was to be described by the children and a picture sequence,
which in addition to the description also required the verbalisation of connections
and the sequencing of events, served as stimuli. To ensure comparability, the same
pictures were applied to both the Turkish and the German free speech tests. In
addition, thefamilies' language useand attitudes, and the children’ sother language
contacts were recorded using parental questionnairesin Turkish.

Thecentral finding wasthat the children’ shilingualism devel oped to extremely
varying degrees. There were children who showed developmental deficitsin both
languages, and therewere otherswhose performancewasclearly further devel oped
in one language. The majority showed approximately the same language compet-
ence; however, there were noticeabl e differences concerning the acquired level of
competence. The Department of Intercultural Education at the University of
K oblenz-Landau hasdevel oped recommendationson the basi sof thesefindingsthat
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are being tested in class. At the beginning of grade 2, the survey continued with
speech testsin Turkish and German, and at mid-term, writing testswere conducted
in German and Turkish. The survey of language proficiency will continue through-
out the children’ s primary education in order to document the participating pupils

language development. The following step will be to simplify the survey instru-
ments devel oped withinthe framework of thisproject, so that they can beempl oyed
at al primary schoolsin Hamburg. Theinclusion of other languagesis planned as
well.

In order to gain an overview of the findings of national and international
research in the field of bilingual acquisition, the Local Education Authority com-
missioned ateam of scientists with expertisein thefield (Reich et al. 2002). With
regard to the effectiveness of pertinent school programs, the researchers summar-
ised the following views. A haphazard approach to second language acquisition,
i.e., thequasi-natural effect of speech contacts, leadsto negative results. Similarly,
isolated remedial teaching in the second language, when not combined with the
other subjects, does not have any effect. Careful and systematic support in ac-
quiring the target language is necessary. A time-wise adequate systematic didactic
integration of the home language both as a subject and a medium in class adds to
school success, whereasisolated M SU does not generally have apositive effect on
school achievement in other subjects. As distinct from previous studies, recent
research has cometo the conclusion that bilingualism has acomparatively positive
effect on cognitive devel opment, and especially promotes|inguistic awarenessand
metalinguistic competence. It can be assumed that individual dispositions have an
effect onlanguage acquisition, which emergesnot only inthe predominantly steady
development of language performance, but alsointhefact that bilingual peopleuse
both languages equally, depending on the context, or use compensatory strategies.
Especially families, social environment (in particular, contacts with locals), and
schools are of great importance for the development of the second language. The
degree of attachment to the culture of origin, however, does not seem to be avita
factor for target language acquisition; only in families with a strong orientation
toward a return to the country of origin were impediments observed. As far as
written language acquisition is concerned, family writing standards are of pivotal
importance. Accordingly, different approaches to written language are primarily
due to sociocultural factors, and not to bilingualism as such. Against the back-
ground of these research results, school promotional measures in Hamburg are
presently undergoing revision.
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(5 Enrolment

There are no recent official figures for MSU enrolment in Hamburg primary
schools. Requests are increasingly made, however, to collect and publish such
figures.

(6) Curricular status

At present, new formulations regarding basic curricular elementsfor German asa
second language and M SU within the framework of new educational planning for
primary and lower secondary schools are being developed. The respective con-
ceptual frameworks aim at a coordinated language promotion that besides a
systemati ¢ supplementation of German classesfor bilingual pupilsalso projectsan
interlocking of both remedia measuresand M SU with subject instruction. Parallel
to this, guidelines are being developed which put the principles of promotional
measures in concrete terms and illustrate them by instructional examples.

MSU is organised in three different ways in Hamburg. Additional MSU,
provided by the Consulates of some countries of origin, takes place outsideregular
school instruction. M SU under the responsibility of the Local Education Authority
is provided at about 50 schools and is integrated into the regular curriculum.
Furthermore, there are about 20 other schools in which MSU is provided outside
the regular time-table for children from a variety of schools. The teachers have
permanent contracts. Thefollowing languagesaretaught: Albanian, Bosnian, Dari,
Farsi, Greek, Itdian, Croatian, Kurdish, Polish, Portuguese, Romani/Sinte, Russian,
and Turkish. MSU isaso provided outside regular lessons, but taught by teachers
who are paid at an hourly rate. This is the case with the following languages:
Albanian, Aramaic, Armenian, Dari, Farsi, Kurdish, Pashtu, Twi, and Urdu/
‘Pakistani’.

MSU is designed as complementary instruction and participation is voluntary.
It is given primarily in primary schools, but applied more and more in the lower
secondary sector too, i.e., both as a supplementary course and as a second or third
elective language. Presently, Russian, Polish, Farsi, and Turkish are offered in
place of acompulsory foreign language. In these courses, performance results are
relevant to school reports and advancement to following grades. The marking and
assessment of MSU will be based on new guidelines to be issued by the Loca
Education Authority from the 2003/2004 school year onwards (see Freie und
Hansestadt Hamburg, Behérde fir Bildung und Sport, Amt fir Schule 2002).

Provided that a minimum of ten pupils have registered and a qualified teacher
isavailable, MSU can be offered and comprises 3-5 hours of instruction per week.
If the minimum number of participantsis reached, tuition isintegrated into regular
instruction. Should thisprecondition not befulfilled, then pupilsattending different
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schools, or different typesof school, are offered coursesat central school locations.
MSU first became part of the primary and special school curriculum in the
1999/2000 school year. Since August 1999, primary schoolsarerequiredtodevel op
organisational and creational concepts for such instruction.

A special form of M SU isconducted at bilingual primary schools(seeFreieund
Hansestadt Hamburg, Behérdefir Schule, Jugend und Ber ufshildung 2000). Here,
pupilsareinstructed both in German and in their respective partner languagesfrom
the very beginning. The first bilingual school in Hamburg — a German-Italian
primary school —was opened in August 1999. Itsfirst grade started as an educa-
tional experiment. A German-Portuguese primary school followedinthe 2000/2001
school year, and in the same school year, two German-Spanish primary schools
were also set up, each starting with a first grade. In the years to come, further
bilingual primary schools will be established in cooperation with the respective
foreign Ministriesof Education and thelocal Department of Education, depending
on demand.

(7) Funding

Regarding the schooling of foreign pupils and ethnic German emigrant pupils, the
staffing quota for public schools in Hamburg in the 1999/2000 school year con-
sisted of 605 positions, including 382 positionsfor intensive and remedial German
instruction, afurther 126 positionsfor preparatory programsfor pupilscoming from
abroad without any knowledge of German, and 60 positionsfor MSU servicesand
social services. The remaining positions were allocated to support German pupils
instructed among a high number of foreigners (28 positions), to complementary
studiesfor the teachers of pupils speaking different home languages (5 positions),
and to homework assistance (4 positions). Since the 1985/1986 school year, the
requirements of intensive and remedial German instruction for foreign pupils and
ethnic German emigrants have depended on the duration of their school attendance
in Germany. Pupils who have German nationality (children of endogamous mar-
riages or naturalised parents) and who are being brought up bilingually are not
included. Furthermore, public schools receive an annual average of € 185,000 for
teaching materials and for establishing transit and preparatory classes. The Local
Education Authority places classrooms, free of charge, at the consulates’ disposal
for the giving of supplementary instruction, and it also grants an annual subsidy.
Teachers from the various countries of origin who have fixed-term contracts for
5-7 years with the consulates give supplementary MSU.
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(8) Teaching materials

Teachers can choose instructional materials according to their own preferences.
Thereisno official external judgement or evaluation of these materials. Materials
concerning specificthemes(e.g., bilingual literacy) aredevel oped withintheframe-
work of training programs at the Institute for In-service Teacher Training (Institut
fur Lehrerfortbildung).

(9) Teacher qualifications

TheUniversity of Hamburg offersdifferent training options, hereby focusing onthe
support of pupils who are brought up bilingually. The major ones are outlined
below.

In-servicetraining for theteachersof pupils speaking different homelanguages
(Departments of Education, Linguistics, Oriental Studies). The University of
Hamburg has been offering this additional training since the early 1980s. Thirty
places per semester are availablefor thistraining. Prerequisite for admissionisthe
first of the two Civil and Public Service Examinations required for the teaching
profession. Thetrainingisdesigned to takethree semesters. Fiveteaching positions
areprovided per school year to enablein-serviceteachersin Hamburg to participate
intheadditional training. Teachersare exempted from half of their teaching obliga-
tions during their participation in the course of study. So far, about 200 teachers
have accomplished this advanced training. Since 1996, student teachers have also
been given the opportunity to attend the didactic seminars of the additional teacher
training within the framework of their individually set main areas (optional areas).

Major study of Intercultural Literature and German as a foreign/second
language (Departments of Linguistics and Education). Students who have taken
German as a subject can opt for this main area as an examination subject. The
subject area is the teaching of the German language, literature, and culture in a
dominantly German environment under the condition of bilingualism. The acquisi-
tion of competence in amigrant language is obligatory.

Major study of Intercultural Education (Department of Education). Students
aiming at ateaching profession arefreeto focuson Intercultural Education, regard-
less of the subjects chosen. This holds for the fields of primary school education,
for certain subject didactics (political science, history), and for German as a
discipline.

Teaching profession of Turkish (Departments of Oriental Studies and Educa-
tion). There are seven places per year available at the Department of Oriental
Studies. Depending on students’ previous language knowledge, the discipline
requires 32-40 lecture hours per week. The Department of Education offerscourses
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on the didactics of teaching Turkish in the context of migration every three
semesters.

Inthe 1999/2000 school year, apromotional measurewasinitiated at the Institut
fur Lehrerfortbildung (Institutefor In-service Teacher Training) that does not view
the teaching of German as a second language solely as compensatory remedial in-
struction, but asaprinciplefor all subjectsand spheresof activity. The programme
aims at schools which, within the framework of their educational activities, focus
on German asasecond language and want to devel op conceptsfor educating pupils
who are brought up bilingually. In the 2000/2001 school year, the in-service
training programme was extended to remedial and preschool classes. Parallel to
this, training services have been developed for MSU teachers. Based on the
objective of coordinating MSU with regular instruction in the methodical and
didactic areas, the in-service training covers linguistics and subject didactics.

8.5 Conclusionsand discussion

The aforementioned M SU serviceswill continue to be availablein Hamburg. Two
German-Turkish primary schoolswill probably be set up as bilingual schools. The
emphasisin the areaof MSU ison the training of teaching staff with regard to the
new guidelines for the evaluation of achievements in this domain and the
implementation of framework plans for MSU in primary schools and secondary
schoolsat level |. Thepromotion of bilingualism (Forderung der Zweisprachigkeit)
in conformity with Article 3 of the Hamburg Schools Law no longer appliesin its
draft version. Great emphasis is placed on the development of a standardised
instrument for the analysis of the status and development of language in 5- to
6-year-old children. Whenever children (al so) speak alanguage other than German
with their families, this language will be included. Blanket deployment of this
instrument is planned.

On the whole, the results of the HLS among children at Hamburg primary
schools broadly confirm the picture of linguistic and cultural diversity which the
experts participating in thefield study had already expected on the basis of popula-
tion statistics, school statistics, and small-scale case studies. It was confirmed that
the home language criterion is especially meaningful for describing linguistic and
cultural heterogeneity among school children. While, according to the latest stat-
istics on immigration in Hamburg an average of 23% of children do not have a
German passport, 35% of the children in the present study reported that they used
another language at home apart from or instead of German. For morethan onethird
of the children in Hamburg primary schools, therefore, multilingualismis afact of
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life and an educational premise. Trends are confirmed here which have also been
ascertained in other studies (Lehmann et al. 2002, Deutsches PISA-Konsortium
2001).

The results of the HLS presented here extend the available knowledge of the
significance of multilingualism dueto migration by providing deeper insightsinto
the home language practices of primary school children. In certain areas and for
some language groups, the survey aso led to surprising outcomes. The most
important results of the HLS in Hamburg are presented below (for a detailed
discussion, see Firstenau et al. 2003).

The comparative evaluation of thefour dimensionsof language skills, language
dominance, language preference, and language choice in the 20 most frequently
named language groups showed that both home languages and German are and
remain important in the language practices of primary school children from
immigrant families— often even when their parentswere bornin Germany. Itisan
important conclusion that German and other languages used at home should not be
seen asbeing inacompetitiverelationship. Theinformation obtained onthevarious
dimensions showsrather that |anguages are used according to specific contextsand
that maintaining the home language isin no way detrimental to the knowledge of
German. A large proportion of the children who expressed a strong identification
with their home languages said they spoke German best. The results of the HLS
thus contradict the assumption that linguistic minorities seal themselves off or
isolate themselves linguistically if they continue to maintain the languages they
brought with them. The results of the study contain indications that social and
linguistic integration in the country of destination seems to succeed particularly
when immigrant minority groups invest in maintaining their mother tongues and
when the children have access to appropriate mainstream instruction.

The results offer new perspectives on the status of home languages in smaller
language groups. Thus, according to the criteria applied, Romani/Sinte has a
particularly high vitality score. Inthe Chineselanguage group, thereareindications
of investment in the maintenance of Chinese about which little has been known
hitherto: half of the children in this group reported that they had literacy skills;
almost 40% said they attended classes.

According to the results, English is the fourth most common of the languages
used at home apart from German. This result is surprising, since it cannot be
explained merely by immigration. It seems plausible, however, that many children
mentioned English because of its predominant status as an international language
and foreign school language. Their answers may thus indicate alanguage practice
at homeinwhich English features not asafamily language, but as an international
lingua franca. English is the most important language in popular culture, and the
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children hear it in the media. English or quasi-English terms dominate the world of
mobile telephones and computer games; they are familiar as product descriptions
(colalight, walkman, Bahncard). It isthuslikely that the children were thinking of
‘English in German’ when they reported that the language was spoken at home.
What is more, English is the obligatory foreign school language from the third
grade in Hamburg, and it is, therefore, conceivable that many children use it at
home with their parents and siblings from time to time.

The specia status of English is not the only factor that ensures that children
from monolingual German families are confronted daily with linguistic hetero-
geneity. The children’s answers to the question concerning which languages they
would liketo learn show that great importanceis attached not only to English (and
other foreign school languages) but aso to the languages of immigrants. A
particularly large number of children said they would like to learn Turkish, and
these were children from families where Turkish is not the home language.
Russian, Greek, Polish, and Portuguese were also popular. From these results, we
may suppose that the children seethe home languages of immigrants ascommunic-
ative means in their milieu. Other available research results confirm this. In a
research project carried out in Hamburg among adolescents, it was empirically
shown that Turkish is so important for communication that it is aso used by
adolescents of non-Turkish ancestry. Turkish thus has a ‘hidden prestige’ for
adolescents (Auer & Dirim 2000). The results of the HLS serve as indicators that
the *hidden prestige’ of Turkish (and other immigrant languages) also operates
among primary school children.

The fact that linguistic heterogeneity in a society characterised by migration
influences the lives of all children, and not just those from immigrant families, is
relevant for the formulation of the curriculum at primary schools. The interest of
the children in various languages, which showsitself in the results of the study, is
agood basis for explicit consideration of linguistic diversity. The list of 90 home
languages reported by the children makes it clear that not only the children, but
probably also most teachers could learn more about language diversity and the
concrete multilingual situation in school classes if the home languages of all
children were taken note of.

Theresults of the HLS also provide agood foundation for the further planning
of MSU in Hamburg. Alongsidetheinformation obtained on the distribution of the
individual languages, onefinding isespecially helpful. In spiteof thewidediversity
of languages, it is possible to guarantee most of the bilingual children at Hamburg
primary schools access to MSU through a manageable range of the 20 most
frequently used languages. That MSU is beneficial for the bilingual development
and educational success of children isundisputed. Indices obtained which confirm
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thisfinding are also contained in the study presented here. Children who take part
in MSU have a higher estimation of their literacy skillsin their home languages.
This implies that mother-tongue instruction in Hamburg is aready being used
successfully, but above all, that it should be devel oped further.

The information obtained on the interest in MSU shows not only that this
demand comes from the educational perspective, but that the children themselves
want to be taught languages other than German at primary school. According tothe
survey, at least every third primary school child in Hamburg al so speaksalanguage
other than German from birth, and the results show that these children use several
languageson adaily basis. It isthe responsibility of educational policy makersand
the task of schools to build on existing language skills and to make the develop-
ment of * elaborated multilingualism’ (Firstenau 2003) possible and useful, both at
the level of individuals and at the level of society at large.
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9  Multilingualism in The Hague

RIAN AARTS, GUUS EXTRA & KUTLAY YAGMUR

In the context of the Multilingual Cities Project (MCP), the municipality of The
Hague was chosen as the target city in the Netherlands, because this city belongs,
together with Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Utrecht, to the four largest and most
multicultural citiesof thiscountry, and because good working rel ationsbetween the
municipality of The Hague and Tilburg University had already been established in
the past. A comprehensive overview of the research carried out in The Hague,
including the goals, methods, and outcomes of a home language survey (hence-
forward HLS) amongst primary and secondary school pupils and aneeds analysis
survey amongst parents of primary school pupils, is presented by Extra et al.
(20014).

Demographic trendsfor immigrant minority (henceforward IM) childrenin The
Hague are presented and discussed on the basis of available municipa statisticsin
Section 9.1. In Section 9.2, the outcomes of the HLS carried out in The Hague are
discussed. Section 9.3 offers comparative perspectives on home language instruc-
tion (henceforward HL1) in Dutch primary and secondary schools. In Section 9.4,
the outcomes of asurvey carried out amongst parentsof IM primary school children
are presented; the survey focused on the parents’ needsfor HLI for their children.
Section 9.5 contains conclusions and discussion on the basis of the data presented
in this chapter.

9.1 Demographictrends

Longitudinal demographic information on IM children in the primary and
secondary schools of the municipality of The Hague can be derived from extensive
monitoring reports on education, culture, and welfare (referred to as Onderwijs,
Cultuur & Welzijn or OCW in Dutch) that are made available on ayearly basis by
the municipal OCW Department. In order to identify IM children, the so-called
‘combined’ birth-country criterionisutilised nationwidein all municipal statistics.
Children who were born abroad and children who have at | east one parent who was
born abroad belong to this category. In the Netherlands, such children are referred
toasallochtoon (in contrast to those who are autochtoon). Table 9.1 givesan over-
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view of al regular and specia primary school children in the 2001/2002 school
year, in greater The Hague, i.e., with the inclusion of 1,908 children due to the
enlargement of the city’s bordersin January, 2001.

Change compared
Group Total Percentage to 2000/2001
Total population 41,771 100.0 +4.7%
Autochtoon 22,040 52.8 +7.1%
Allochtoon 19,731 47.2 +2.2%
Surinamese 5,135 12.3 +0.5%
Turkish 5,056 12.1 +3.6%
Moroccan 3,935 9.4 +1.3%
Other 3,120 75 -0.5%
Antillean/Aruban 1,124 2.7 +6.1%
Refugees 583 14 +21.2%
Tunisian 185 04 —-7.0%
Portuguese 141 0.3 -1.0%
(former) Yugoslavian 139 0.3 +5.0%
Italian 133 0.3 +23.0%
Spanish 101 0.2 +24.0%
Cape Verdean 44 0.1 —28.0%
Greek 28 0.1 +27.0%
Moluccan 5 0.0 +67.0%

Table9.1 Autochtoon and allochtoon primary school children in The Hague, 2001/2002
school year (source: OCW Monitor 2002:18)

Nearly half of al primary school children in The Hague belonged in 2001/2002 to
the category of allochtoon, and their proportion shows asteady increase over time.
Surinamese and Antillean/Aruban children, on the one hand, and Moluccan
children, on the other, originate from the former Dutch colonies, referred to at that
time as the West and East Indian territories, respectively. The largest groups of
allochtoon children (N > 1,000) were Surinamese, Turkish, Moroccan, and
Antillean/Aruban children. Thelargest increase (N >20%), compared to theformer
school year, emerged for Moluccan, Greek, Spanish, Italian, and refugee children;
the strongest decrease (-28%) for Cape Verdean children. The large category of
‘other’ children was not specified; it is unclear what children are meant by this
category.
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Information on the number of IM pupils in the city’s secondary schools is
presented in the same OCW Monitor (2002). Table 9.2 gives the relevant data.

Change compared
Group Total Percentage to 2000/2001
Total population 20,640 100.0 +0.4%
Autochtoon 15,198 73.6 —-0.5%
Allochtoon 5,442 26.4 +3.1%
Turkish 1,981 9.6 +6.7%
Moroccan 1,668 81 -1.5%
Other 1,146 5.6 +4.6%
Surinamese/Antillean/Aruban 467 23 +2.0%
Southern European 160 0.8 +3.8%
Gypsies/Caravan dwellers 14 0.1 —-12.5%
Moluccan 7 0.0 +5.0%

Table9.2 Autochtoon and allochtoon secondary school pupils in The Hague, 2001/2002
school year (source: OCW Monitor 2002:23)

Compared to the former school year, there was an increase in 2001/2002 in the
number of allochtoon pupils and a decrease in the number of autochtoon pupils.
Morethan aquarter of thetotal secondary school population stemmed from abroad.
Itisunclear why Surinamese/Antillean/Aruban pupilsand gypsies/caravan dwellers
were grouped together. Again, the large category of ‘ other’ pupils was not speci-
fied. The OCW Monitor (2002) gave two reasons for the discrepancy between the
proportions of allochtoon pupils in primary schools (47.2%) and in secondary

schools (26.4%):

e after four years of education (mostly primary schooling) in the Netherlands,
Surinamese and Antillean/Aruban children are no longer included in the
category of allochtoon;

¢ allochtoon children more often attend lower vocational secondary schools
(VMBO) than autochtoon children, and lower secondary schooling lasts fewer
years than higher secondary schooling like HAVO (5 years) and VWO
(6 years).

Ascan be seenfrom Tables9.1 and 9.2, consistency islacking in the definition and

identification of IM children at school, in spite of the use of the combined birth-

country criterion.
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9.2 Homelanguage survey in The Hague

A comprehensive report of the goals, method, and outcomes of the HLS in the
municipality of The Hagueis presented by Extraet al.(20014a). Here, we report the
main findings. Table 9.3 gives aspecification of the databasesfor primary and sec-
ondary schools, which were established in early 1999 and late 1997, respectively.

School types Total Sample Proportion

Primary education: schools 142 109 7%
locations 158 123 78%
pupils 41,170 27,900 68%

Secondary education: schools 30 26 87%
locations 51 43 84%
pupils + 19,000 13,703 72%

Table9.3 Overview of the database in The Hague

The coverage of participating schools/locations and pupils was substantial. All in
all, 135 schoolsand 41,600 pupilsin the age range of 4-17 years participated inthe
survey. Table 9.4 givesan overview of thedistribution of pupilsacrossage groups.

Age Primary schools Age Secondary schools
4 3,120 11.1% 10 5 0.0%
5 3,386 12.1% 11 12 0.1%
6 3,284 11.7% 12 1,224 8.9%
7 3,261 11.7% 13 2,405 17.6%
8 3,422 12.3% 14 2,614 19.1%
9 3,453 12.4% 15 2,535 18.5%
10 3,205 11.5% 16 2,194 16.0%
11 3,200 11.5% 17 1,351 9.9%
12 951 3.4% 18 466 3.4%
13 120 0.4% 19 and older 122 0.9%
Missing 498 1.8% Missing 785 5.7%
Total 27,900 100.0% Total 13,703 100.0%

Table9.4 Distribution of pupils across age groups
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The pupilswere rather evenly distributed across agesin the primary schools. Most
pupils aged 12 and 13 years attended secondary school but some (3.8%) still
attended primary school. In the secondary schools, most of the pupils were
distributed evenly across the ages of 13-16 years. Older pupils were decreasingly
represented, asmost typesof secondary schooling havenofifthand/or sixth grades.
Table9.5 showsthebirth countriesof the primary school children and their parents.

Birth country Pupil Mother Father

Netherlands 23,695 85% 12,587 45% 12,377 44%
Turkey 851 3% 3,483 12% 3,645 13%
Surinam 578 2% 3,756 13% 3,637 13%
Morocco 535 2% 2,776 10% 2,872 10%
Antilles/Aruba 340 1% 684 2% 695 2%
Irag 126 - 140 1% 156 1%
Somalia 125 - 216 1% 199 1%
Pakistan 91 - 328 1% 391 1%
Afghanistan 59 - 68 - 74 -
Germany 55 - 146 1% 85 -
Great Britain 47 - 90 - 94 -
Iran 44 - 57 - 69 -
China/Hong K. 40 - 201 1% 197 1%
Colombia 40 - 104 - 45 -
USA 36 - 38 - 36 -
India 36 - 82 - 109 -
Belgium 35 - 58 - 27 -
France 35 - 64 - 52 -
Ghana 35 - 187 1% 167 1%
Indonesia 29 - 245 1% 273 1%
Tunisia 23 - 92 - 119 -
Spain 21 - 57 - 45 -
Egypt 21 - 55 - 169 1%
Dominican Rep. 20 - 57 - 42 -
Other countries 398 1% 963 3% 829 3%
Unknown 585 2% 1,366 5% 1,596 6%
Total 27,900 100% 27,900 100% 27,900 100%

Table9.5 Distribution of birth countries of primary school children, mothers and fathers
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The spectrum of birth countriesshowsrichvariation. Most children, however, were
born inthe Netherlands (85%). To alesser degree, thisalso holdsfor their mothers
(45%) and fathers (44%) almost equally. The four largest groups of children born
abroad originatefrom Turkey, Surinam, Morocco, and the Antilles/Aruba (seealso
Section 9.2). The proportion of parents born in the first three countries is higher
than the proportion of children borninthesecountries. Table 9.6 givessimilar data

for the sample of secondary school pupils.

Birth country Pupil Mother Father

Netherlands 10,966 80% 7,446 55% 7,560 56%
Morocco 569 4% 1,173 9% 1,148 8%
Turkey 497 4% 1,127 8% 1,098 8%
Surinam 467 3% 1,717 13% 1,728 13%
Antilles/Aruba 141 1% 215 2% 199 1%
Somalia 65 - 63 - 64 -
Pakistan 59 - 170 1% 147 1%
China/Hong K. 57 - 156 1% 157 1%
Indonesia 51 - 324 2% 357 3%
Iran 48 - 50 - 54 -
Afghanistan 47 - 48 - 48 -
Irag 37 - 438 - 45 -
Colombia 36 - 24 - 40 -
Great Britain 32 - 61 - 50 -
Germany 30 - 58 - 65 -
Ghana 29 - 33 - 35 -
India 26 - 58 - 40 -
Portugal 21 - 44 - 38 -
Belgium 20 - 17 - 32 -
Philippines 18 - 15 - 29 -
USA 17 - 18 - 16 -
Bosnia 16 - 17 - 13 -
Zaire 16 - 17 - 20 -
Other countries 397 3% 602 2% 602 2%
Unknown 74 1% 217 1% 133 -
Total 13,703 100% 13,703 100% 13,703 100%

Table9.6 Distribution of birth countries of secondary school pupils, mothers and fathers
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Similar trends emergein Table 9.6, compared to Table 9.5. However, in Table 9.6
it isclear that the percentage of secondary school pupilsborninthe Netherlandsis
lower than that of the primary school population born in this country. At the same
time, the percentage of parents of secondary school pupils bornin the Netherlands
is higher than the percentage of parents of primary school children born in this
country. Most of the primary and secondary school pupils were born in the same
countries abroad.

The self-reportsof pupilsin response to the question on homelanguage use can
be divided into different categories, i.e., referencesto languages and/or countries,
and other or unknown references. Table 9.7 gives an outline of these categoriesin
terms of the total number of types and tokens per category.

Reference categories N types % N tokens %

1 Referencesto languages or 88 74% 23,435 97%
languages/countries

2 Referencesto countries only 13 11% 788 3%

3 Other/unknown references 17 14% 24 0%

Totd 118 100% 24,247 100%

Table9.7 References made by pupilsin terms of types and tokens

Thetypesrefer to the total number of different references, whereasthetokensrefer
tothetotal number of al references. Table 9.7 showsthat the resol ution of the lan-
guage question is very high. Most of the references were made to languages or
languages/countries (88). Nevertheless, 11% of the pupilsreferred to the names of
the countries (13) where they or their parents came from as their home languages
(e.g., ‘Belgian’ or ‘Moroccan’). In the same vein, some pupils made referencesto
unknown types (14%). In any case, relatively few tokens (3%) consisted of ref-
erences that could not be traced back to languages. Given the age span of our
research sample, the proportion of self-references to countries and unknown
references can be considered low. Most of the pupils were conscious of the
languages spoken at home. Some of the key findings were the following:
» 49% of al primary school pupils reported that one or more other languages
were used in their homes apart from or instead of Dutch;
» the same holds for 42% of all secondary school pupils;
» 88 home languages other than Dutch could be traced in the total population of
41,600 pupils;



200

Urban Multilingualismin Europe

» the 21 most frequently reported languages (N > 100) accounted for 96% of the
total number of references to other home languages than Dutch, while 18 lan-
guages were referred to by one pupil only.

Table 9.8 shows the languages or languages/countries referred to in decreasing

order of frequency.

Nr Language Frequency | Nr Language Freguency
1 Turkish 4,798 46 Amharic 9
2 Hind(ustan)i 3,620 47 Bulgarian 9
3 Berber 2,769 48 Maltese 9
4 Arabic 2,740 49 Czech 9
5 English 2,170 50 Norwegian 8
6 Sranan Tongo 1,085 51 Swahili 8
7 Papiamentu 893 52 Swedish 8
8 Kurdish 678 53 Bengdi 6
9 Spanish 588 54 Catalan 6
10 Urdu/* Pakistani’ 547 55 Finnish 6
11 French 535 56 Azeri 5
12 Chinese 419 57 Gujarati 5
13 German 402 58 lIrish 4
14 Somali 288 59 Georgian 3
15 Javanese 262 60 Guyanese (Creole) 3
16 Portuguese 199 61 Korean 3
17 Itdian 166 62 Latvian 3
18 Akan/Twi/‘Ghanese' 152 63 Luxemburgian 3
19 Fars 131 64 lcelandic 2
20 Moluccan/Maay 130 65 Krio 2
21 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 116 66 Morisyen (Mauritius) 2
22 Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ 83 67 Ukrainian 2
23 Punjabi 60 68 Scottish 2
24 Bahasa/lndonesian 55 69 Turoyo/* Syrian’ 2
25 Russian 53 70 Wolof/* Singhalese’ 2
26 Polish 42 71 Balinese 1
27 Tagaog/Filipino 30 72 Bulu (Cameroon) 1
28 Hebrew 27 73 Dinka 1
29 Greek 26 74 Hutu 1
30 Cape Verdean 21 75 lvatan 1
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Nr Language Frequency | Nr Language Freguency
31 Tha 21 76 Khmer/Cambodian 1
32 Viethamese 21 77 Laz 1
33 Afrikaans 19 78 Lithuanian 1
34 Armenian 17 79 Madenike/Malinke 1
35 Lingaa 17 80 Mina 1
36 Danish 16 81 Mongolian 1
37 Hungarian 16 82 Nepaese 1
38 Zaza 15 83 Slovakian 1
39 Albanian 12 84 Sulawes 1
40 Macedonian 12 85 Czech 1
41 Romani/Sinte 12 86 Tshiluba 1
42 Roumanian 12 87 Welsh 1
43 Tigrigna/* Eritrean’ 11 88 Zulu 1
44 Japanese 10

45 Tamil 10

Tota tokens 23,435

Table9.8 Ranking list of references made to languages

It is remarkable that some pupils reported birth countries in the place of home
languages, evenin caseswherethequestionnaire had provided language references,
such as

* ‘Moroccan’ instead of Arabic or Berber;

e ‘Surinamese’ instead of Hind(ustan)i or Sranan Tongo.

Considering the effects of metalinguistic awareness, it isinteresting to see whether
ol der pupilsreferred lessfrequently than younger childrento country namesinstead
of home language names. Our assumption was that older children would be more
conscious of the language(s) spoken at home and thus would give more accurate
responses. In order to demonstrate our findings regarding the effect of age on
answer categories, Table 9.9 shows the results for *Moroccan’ versus Arabic and
Berber.
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Age Total Moroccan Arabic Berber

4/5 763 25 3% 420 55% 318 42%
6/7 852 29 3% 477 56% 346 41%
8/9 933 22 2% 447 48% 464 50%
10/11 1,015 21 2% 469 46% 525 52%
12/13 635 8 1% 277 44% 350 55%
14/15 718 8 1% 326 45% 384 54%
16/17 464 2 - 206 44% 256 55%
Total 5,380 115 2,622 2,643

Table9.9 Age-specific self-references to ‘Moroccan’, Arabic and Berber

Asisclear from Table 9.9, irrespective of the age group, most of the pupils gave
either Arabic or Berber astheir home languages; self-referenceto’ Moroccan’ was
rather low. The 4- to 7-year-olds referred more to Arabic than to Berber, but 8- to
17-year-olds referred more to Berber than to Arabic. The proportion of references
to‘Moroccan’ dropped from 3.3% (4-to 7-year-olds) t0 0.4% (16- to 17-year-olds),
asthechildren got older. It should be pointed out that self-referenceto ‘ Moroccan’
as ahome language is much more common in the Netherlands than in Morocco. In
Morocco, a stronger metalinguistic awareness of the diversity of Moroccan
languages exists and not only Arabic and Berber are commonly specified but
particular varieties of Arabic and Berber are also mentioned (Boumans 2001).
Table9.10givesacrosslinguistic overview of thelanguagevitality per language
group and per language dimension, as specified in Chapter 6.8. The cumulative
language vitality index (LV1) per language group is presented in decreasing order.
Turkish emerged asthe most vital language. Its status was matched only by Somali
and Farsi, in spite of the fact that Turkish has alonger intergenerational status as
alanguage of immigration and minorisation in the Netherlands. Another remark-
ablefinding wasthe higher vitality of Berber compared to Arabic; both languages
occur and/or co-occur as home languages of the Moroccan community in the
Netherlands. A relatively low vitality wasfound for thoselanguagesthat have been
in contact with Dutch abroad as a language of colonisation, in particular
Hind(ustan)i (in Surinam), Moluccan Malay (in Indonesia), Sranan Tongo (in
Surinam), and Javanese (in Indonesia). Papiamentu (spoken on the Netherlands
Antilles) diverged, however, from this general colonia picture. Relatively low
vitality indexesemerged for English, French, German, and Italian; in particul ar, the
three former languages have a higher vitality at school than at home in the
Netherlands, due to their status of obligatory or optional school subjects.
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Total | Language Language Language Language
Language group pupils |proficiency choice dominance preference LVI
Turkish 4,789 96 86 56 50 72
Somali 288 92 88 57 53 72
Fars 131 92 84 54 53 71
Chinese 419 %4 82 52 48 68
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 547 94 80 46 51 68
Berber 2,769 %4 83 43 42 66
Serb./Croat./Bosn. 116 84 62 43 52 62
Papiamentu 893 87 58 40 46 58
Arabic 2,740 89 60 38 42 57
Akan/Twi/ Ghanese 152 89 69 37 33 57
Portuguese 199 82 58 28 41 53
Kurdish 678 85 58 31 31 51
Spanish 588 84 53 25 36 51
Hind(ustan)i 3,620 89 40 18 30 44
English 2,170 83 29 21 37 42
Moluccan/Maay 130 74 39 14 30 42
French 535 68 32 19 25 37
Italian 166 67 30 14 26 37
Sranan Tongo 1,085 82 28 15 34 37
German 402 77 24 14 20 35
Javanese 262 73 23 6 16 28

Table9.10 Language vitality per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in
cumulative %)

9.3 OALT and ONST in primary and secondary schools

In this section, a descriptive analysis of instruction in IM languages in Dutch
primary and secondary school sispresented. Since 1998, suchinstructioninprimary
schools has been labelled OALT (Onderwijs in Allochtone Levende Talen =
education in non-indigenous living languages). OALT was made possible in
primary schools from 1974-2004 under the previous acronym OETC (Onderwijs
in Eigen Taal en Cultuur = education in own language and culture), later on
renamed as OET (without the C). In secondary schoals, the teaching of IM lan-
guages as optional subjects does not have a long history. Here, the teaching of
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languages which do not belong to the traditional foreign language teaching cur-
riculum (English, German, and French), is referred to as ONST (Onderwijs in
Nieuwe Schooltalen = education in new school languages). In this chapter, the
acronyms OALT and ONST are used to refer to these two types of education,
respectively.

It should be noted that, in the spirit of recent timesin the Netherlands, the first
Balkenende cabinet already proposed abolishing OALT in primary schools, in spite
of its recent legidlation in 1998, because OALT was held to be “in contradiction
with the policy of integration of immigrant children” and al efforts should be
focused on Dutch only. This conception of monolingualism for multicultural
schools has been taken over by the second Balkenende cabinet, installed in May
2003, and has not met with substantial resistance in the newly elected parliament,
nor in Dutch society at large. The Ministry of Education announced the abolition
of OALT at the start of the 2004/2005 primary school year and the dismissal of
more than 1,400 OALT teachers. The affirmative budget for promoting ONST in
secondary schools is also cut, although ONST will remain alega option in the
future. Against this background, our descriptive analysisin this section should be
regarded as areport of the status of OALT in 2003/2004. In terms of nine different
parameters, specified in Chapter 6.9, we focus on national conditions, if relevant
supplemented by information onlocal conditionsinthe municipality of TheHague.
For an extensive overview of the history and status of OALT and ONST in the
Netherlands, we refer to Extra et al. (2002).

(1) Target groups

Asstatedinthe OALT law (1998), thetarget group for OALT consisted of primary
school children who speak a language other than Dutch at home. In principle,
OALT couldbeofferedtoall potential target groups, dependent on parental interest
and, more importantly, municipal budget constraints.

For ONST, according to legidation, al secondary school pupils are eligible,
regardless of their ethnolinguistic background. In practice, the most commonly
offered languagesfor ONST are Turkish and Arabic, and theselanguagesare opted
for most commonly by Turkish and Moroccan pupils, respectively. Native Dutch-
speaking pupils rarely participate in these lessons, and no precise data on thisdis-
tinction are available. In contrast, Spanish is commonly offered, if at all, to pupils
from different (mostly non-Spanish) backgrounds, and native Dutch-speaking
pupils often participate in these lessons.
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(2) Arguments
Table 9.11 gives an outline of the goals and status of OALT in different stages of
primary schooling, according to the OALT law (1998).

Stage Grades 1-4 Grades 1-8
Goads Auxiliary: Intrinsic:

in support of learning Dutch enlargement of home language skills
Status Part of curriculum At extra-curricular hours

Table9.11  Stages, goas, and status of OALT, according to OALT legislation (1998)

OALT has been ambivalent in its rationale as a distinction was made between
auxiliary and intrinsic goals. The first type of goal derived from a compensatory
perspective, and for thisreason wassituated within the curriculum. The second type
of goal derived from an acknowledgement of the value of multilingualism in a
multicultura society, but in spite of this rhetoric was situated at extra-curricular
hours. The pressurein favour of auxiliary goal swastop-down, and such goalswere
commonly supported by national and local educational authorities, and by school
boards and school directors (Turkenburg 2002). The pressurein favour of intrinsic
goals was bottom-up, and such goas were commonly supported by minority
organisations and parents. OALT teachers were confronted with the dilemmathat
they were oftenin favour of intrinsic goal's, but had abetter labour contract position
at schoolsin the context of auxiliary goals. Given the obvious differencesin status
between auxiliary and intrinsic OALT goals, most of the allocated municipal
funding went to auxiliary OALT, and for thistype of OALT, teacher qualifications
were also strict in terms of skillsin Dutch (as a second language), not in terms of
skillsin the children’ s home languages (see also 9 below). Moreover, it should be
mentioned that there is an increasing variation in the degree of minority and
maj ority language proficiency between and within different groupsof IM children;
this makes a distinction between auxiliary and intrinsic OALT goals for different
target groups highly problematic.

Arguments for offering ONST in secondary schools are based on promoting
skillsin languages other than Dutch and in thisway promoting cultural pluralism.
In contrast to OALT at primary schools, there is no deficit perspective on ONST,
and ONST is commonly part of the regular school curriculum.
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(3) Objectives
There have never been clearly specified objectivesfor OALT, neither with respect
toauxiliary goals nor with respect to intrinsic goals. In spite of astrong educational
tradition in the Netherlands of specifying the skills and knowledge to be achieved
at the end of primary schooling for awide variety of subjects (including Dutch and
Frisian), such skills and knowledge have never been established for, e.g., Turkish.
Thebasic objectives of ONST are similar to those of modern foreign languages
like English, French, and German. There are well-specified objectivesfor Turkish
and Arabic in terms of speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills to be
achieved by the end of secondary school, in all cases differentiated for lower and
higher levels of secondary schooling.

(4) Evaluation

Given the lack of aobjectives (see 3) for OALT, progress in language skills as a
result of OALT hasnever been measured. Ontheir reports, primary school children
aregiven gradesfor ‘language’ . In practice, thisconcept refersto Dutch. No report
figures have been given for home language skills as aresult of OALT.

ONST achievements are evaluated through both local school exams and
centrally developed and implemented national exams. The outcomes are reported
on school reports and diplomas. Nationwide standardised exams are prepared by
the Central Ingtitutefor Test Development (CITO) for Turkish, Arabic, and Spanish
at vocational level (VMBO) and at higher levels (HAV O and VWO) of secondary
schooling. For Russian and Italian, there are national examsat thelevelsof HAVO
and VWO only. There are no national exams for such languages as Portuguese,
Greek, Chinese, Hindi, or Papiamentu, although one or moreof theselanguagesare
taught at some secondary schools. Hindi is tested by means of a nationwide
examination developed by the Hindi Parishad Netherlands Foundation, but this
examination is not officially recognised.

(5 Enrolment
There have been no minimal enrolment requirementsfor OALT. It was offered on
parental request, but municipalities decided for which languages classes were
offered, depending ontheavailablebudget. OALT hasneither been compul sory nor
aright. No nationwide data on OET(C)/OALT enrolment have been gathered and
published since 1993.

The most recent dataon OET/OALT enrolment in primary school hoursin The
Hague stem from 1997/1998, and those on enrolment outside school hours from
2002/2003. Table 9.12 gives an overview of enrolment figuresin The Hague.
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OET/OALT enrolment Pupils School</locations
Within school hours (1997/1998)
Turkish 3.500 43
Arabic 2.900 41
Outside school hours (2002/2003)
Chinese (mostly Cantonese) 424 3
Hindi (but see below) 269 7
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 116 4
Spanish 34 1
Portuguese 60 1

Table9.12 OET/OALT enrolment in The Hague within and outside school hours (sources:
Gemeente Den Haag, 1999: ASEVO, 2002)

Ouitside school hours, classes were originally set up in The Hague by different
community organisations, but from January 2001, these classes have been offered
by the ASEV O (Algemene Stichting Educatie, Vorming en Ontwikkelingswerk =
General Foundation for Education, Formation, and Development). When these
enrolment figures are compared with the outcomes of the HLS amongst primary
school pupilsin The Hague (cf. Extra et al. 2001a), it becomes clear that alarge
part of pupilswith a Chinese background followed Chineselessons. Lessthan half
of the pupilswith aHind(ustan)i background received instruction in Hindi outside
school hours, but other pupils attended special Hindi schools with instruction in
Hindi during school hours. Theproportion of pupilswith an Urdu/* Pakistani’ back-
ground is relatively small, but increased in 2002 by 66%.

Secondary schools only receive funding for ONST if at least four pupils enrol
andif at least two hoursof instructioninaparticular language are offered per week.
Nationwide enrolment and examination figures are made available yearly by the
Ministry of Education. Table 9.13 givesalongitudinal and nationwide overview of
the number of exam candidates for ONST in lower secondary schools (LSS =
VMBO/VBO/MAVO) and higher secondary schools (HSS = HAVO/VWO),
according to Broekhof & Hoogbergen (2001).
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Languages 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Arabic:. LSS 97 96 78 87 88 89
HSS - - - - 3 9
Russian: LSS - - - - - -
HSS 62 22 32 23 25 83
Spanish: LSS 172 74 69 83 111 645
HSS 191 214 131 259 188 1,051
Turkish: LSS 177 107 152 217 311 299
HSS - - - - 14 10

Table9.13  Longitudina overview of exam candidates for ONST in lower and higher types
of secondary schooling (source: Broekhof & Hoogbergen 2001)

As Table 9.13 shows, Arabic and Turkish were taught mainly at lower secondary
schools, and had only recently emerged at higher secondary schools. Russian was
represented in higher secondary education only, and Spanish was taught widely in
both types of secondary schooling.

In the municipality of The Hague, ONST was offered for the following
languages in all school types but at few schools for 2-3 hours per week, in the
period 2000/2002: Turkish (280 pupils a 3 schools), Arabic (120 pupils at
3schooals), Spanish (50 pupilsat 2 schools), and Hindi (20 pupilsat 1 school). Most
pupils in Turkish, Arabic, and Hindi classes came from homes where Turkish,
Arabic or Berber, and Hind(ustan)i were spoken, respectively. In contrast, most
pupilsin Spanish classes were native speakers of Dutch. For adetailed analysis of
ONST in the municipality of The Hague, we refer to Aarts (2002).

(6) Curricular status

OALT was offered at curricular or extra-curricular hours, depending on whether
its goals were auxiliary or intrinsic (see Table 9.3). Most OALT was offered for
grade 1-4 children with auxiliary goals and at curricular hours. This priority wasa
direct effect of municipal budget allocation (see 7). In the municipality of The
Hague, Turkish and Arabic weretaught with auxiliary goalsin grades 1-4, and with
intrinsic goals in grades 5-8. All other languages were taught with intrinsic goals
only as extra-curricular options.

In secondary schools, ONST is part of the regular school curriculum as an
optional subject. Arabic, Spanish, and Turkish may be chosen instead of French or
German, in both vocational and higher-level schools. The same appliesto Russian
and Italian in higher-level schools, but not in vocational schools. Languages like
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Chinese, Greek, Hindi, Papiamentu, and Portuguese do not have an official curric-
ulum status.

(7) Funding

Funding for OALT has been allocated by the Ministry of Education to municipal-
ities on the basis of their numbers of allochtoon pupils (see Section 9.1). In turn,
municipalitieswerefreeto allocatethe money to parti cular languagesand particul ar
OALT goals. Moreover, they were free to supplement the nationally allocated
OALT funding with their own municipal budget resources. Themunicipality of The
Hague allocated 60% of the state funding to auxiliary OALT and 40% to intrinsic
OALT. The city aso alocated municipal funding to enlarge the number of lan-
guages offered and to take over responsibility for the Chinese, Hindi, Portuguese,
Spanish, and Urdu/* Pakistani’ 1essons from community organisations. These lan-
guages were offered by an independent local foundation (ASEVO).

Funding for ONST isdirectly allocated by the Ministry of Education to schools
which apply for the funding and which satisfy the enrolment conditions. In 1987,
aprovision was added to the law on Secondary Education (Article 12) stating that
school s with pupils from non-Dutch-speaking backgrounds can receive additional
funding for ONST if at least four pupils attend lessons in a given language for at
least two hours per week (see aso 5). In practice, almost all funds go to the
teaching of Arabic and Turkish. Languages|ike Chinese, Hindi, or Papiamentu are
excluded from the alocated facilities. Additiona state funding is only available
during the first two years of offering a new school language. Afterwards, schools
need to cover the costs from their regular school budget. Secondary schools can
make use of aspecial regulation for IM pupils. This provision enablesthese pupils
to receive additiona instruction in Dutch as a second language and in their home
languages. Secondary schools that are willing to begin classes in new school
languages, can a so do so by using this provision. Secondary schoolsin The Hague
make use of both these funding provisions to offer Turkish and Arabic.

(8) Teaching materials

Asdocumented in Extraet al. (2001b), many OALT teaching materials have been
developed in the Netherlands for EU languages like Spanish and Portuguese. For
non-EU languages, the availability of teaching materials was strikingly less. In
many classes, materials originated from the source countries, such as India,
Pakistan, or China for the teaching of Hindi, Urdu/* Pakistani’, and Chinese, re-
spectively. Turkish and Moluccan/Malay can be considered exceptions, as sub-
stantial teaching materials for these languages have been made available, mostly
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developedintheNetherlands. In general, therehave been more OALT materialsfor
the lower grades than for the upper grades of primary schooling.

Atthelevel of secondary schooling, theMinistry of Education hasgiven support
for the development of ONST materials since the 1990s. As a result, there are
various well-established teaching materials for Turkish and Arabic. Ministerial
support hasrecently been given to thedevel opment of ONST materialsfor Chinese,
Hindi, Italian, and Spanish. For other languages, materials often originate from
abroad.

(99 Teacher qualifications

At the level of primary schooling, the earlier-mentioned distinction between
auxiliary and intrinsic OALT goals had remarkable consequences for teacher
gualifications (see Table 9.3). For auxiliary OALT, thefocuswason skillsin Dutch
asasecond language. Numerousin-service programmeswere set up toimprovethe
teachers skillsin L2 Dutch. Thisisin sharp contrast withthe requirementsinterms
of the children’s home language skills. Such skills have never been specified for
either intrinsic or auxiliary OALT, nor have any training programmes been set up
inthisdomain. Until recently, policy aimed at recruiting new OALT teacherswho
received their training in the Netherlands. A special OALT teacher training pro-
gramme has been set up at the Higher Education School in Breda.

A Dutch certificate of adequate teaching qualification is needed to teach at
secondary schools in the Netherlands. For a number of languages, teaching
diplomasareissued from educational institutions. In the Dutch educational system,
there are two types of teaching qualifications for secondary schools, referred to as
‘first-" and ‘ second-degree’ qualifications. A teacher who possesses afirst-degree
teaching qualification can teach al classesin all school types. A teacher who has
a second-degree teaching qualification can teach all classes except the highest
grades in higher-level education (HAVO and VWO). There is a second-grade
teacher training programme for Arabic at the Higher Education School in
Amsterdam, and for Turkish at the Higher Education School in Rotterdam.
Faculties of Artsat universities can also issue first-degree teaching qualifications.
For new school languages like Hindi, Chinese, or Papiamentu, there are still no
educational programmesavailablefor issuing an appropriateteaching qualification.

9.4 Parental needsfor language instruction in primary schools

Asaresult of stipulationsinthe OALT law (1998) and of the outcomes of theHLS
at primary school outlined in Section 9.3, local educational authoritiesin the muni-
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cipality of The Hague wanted to find out more about parental needs for OALT,
provided either at school during or outside school hours, or by organisations other
than schools outside school hours. For this reason, a needs survey was carried out
among the parentsof children bel onging to thefoll owing language groups:. Turkish,
Hind(ustan)i, Berber, Arabic, Sranan Tongo, Papiamentu, Kurdish, Spanish, Urdu/
‘Pakistani’, Chinese, Somali, Javanese, Portuguese, Italian, and Akan/Twi/
‘Ghanese’ . Ascan be seen from Table 9.8, these 15 languages bel ong to the top-18
home languages other than Dutch in The Hague. English, French, and German are
part of thistop-18 list aswell. Since these languages are taught as modern foreign
languagesin secondary schools, thelocal educational authoritiesdid not want these
languages to be included in the needs analysis survey. For an extensive overview
of the method and outcomes of the parental needs survey carried out in 2000, we
refer to Van der Avoird et al. (2000) and Extra et al. (20014).

Method

The primary schoolsthat took part in the HLSin The Hague were al so approached
for the parental needs survey. In co-operation with the municipality of The Hague,
we developed a survey instrument for data collection. A pilot version of the
questionnaire was first written in Dutch. One hundred copies of the questionnaire
were then printed for piloting in Dutch as a second language classes for adults at
aregional education centre (Regional Onderwijs Centrum — ROC). The teachers
of threedifferent Dutch classesdistributed the questionnairesamong their students,
and asked them to read carefully through the questionnaire and to underline or
encircle the words or phrases that they did not understand. Around 70 question-
naires were returned by the ROC. After athorough examination of the comments
made by the respondents, the phrasing and style of the questionnaire were adapted.
The possihility that there could be parents whose command of Dutch would not be
sufficient enough to complete the questionnaire made the piloting of the question-
naire necessary. The questionnaire was then translated into Arabic and Turkish
versions, because these are the languages of the two largest IM groups in the
Netherlands. It was decided to transl ate the questionnaire al so into Somali because
members of this group had arrived in the Netherlands recently and most of the
Somali parentsmight not have enough proficiency in Dutch. Inaddition, an English
version was opted for because of its lingua franca value in the international
context.

In a brief introduction to the questionnaire, the purpose of the survey was
explained to parents. It was clearly stated that the municipality of The Hague might
organise language classes on the basis of the outcomes of this survey. It was also
indicated that only if enough parents wanted the provision of instruction in a
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particular languagefor their children, could these lessons be organised. Depending
on demand and in accordance with legislation, these lessons could be organised
either outside or during school hours, or by organisations other than the school
(such as community organisations, educational centres, and so on). In theinstruc-
tions, it was also made clear that one questionnaire should be filled out for each
child.

In order to make the questionnaire understandable and to keep it as simple as
possible, three basic questions were asked. In the first question, parents or guard-
ians were asked to indicate whether they wanted their child to take classesin one
of the 15 languages mentioned earlier, and if so, in which one. In the second
guestion, it was asked in which grade (1-8) the child was. In the third question,
parents were asked how they would want these classes to be organised, with the
following options:

» at school, during school hours (yes or no);

» at school, outside school hours (yes or no);

» by an organisation other than the school, outside school hours (yes or no).
According to OALT legidation (1998), children in grades 1-4 could receive
instruction in agiven language at school during school hours; however, childrenin
grades 5-8 could only receiveinstruction outside school hours. In spite of thisclear
differentiation in legislation, wewanted to ask parents about their own preferences
regarding time and place of instruction so that parental wishes could betaken into
consideration. It is known that parentsin some communities are reluctant to have
their child participate if instruction is offered by an organisation other than the
school (e.g., Turkish parents), whereas parents in other communities prefer lan-
guage instruction to be offered by an outside organisation (e.g., Chinese parents).
The third question was asked, in order to take that factor into consideration.

The questionnaires were printed in five languages (Arabic, Dutch, English,
Somali, and Turkish) and sent out to the schools. The directors and teachersin the
schools made sure that each child took home one questionnairein the most suitable
language. The questionnaires had to befilled out by aparent or guardian, and then
to be brought back to school. The completed questionnaires were collected by the
classroom teachers and submitted to the school directors. The school directors
mailed the questionnaires to Tilburg University for data processing and data
analysis.

Thequestionnaires (in 5languages) were adapted for automati c data processing
using the Teleform software. The questionnaires were processed with the help of
a scanner and stored in a database (see also Chapter 6.5). Having carried out data
evaluation and verification, data were analysed using SPSS. A total of 6,500
returned gquestionnaires were processed.
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Results

Table 9.14 gives an overview of the total number of primary school children who
reported using one of the 15 languages under consideration asahomelanguage and
the total number of parents who requested instruction for their children in one or
more of these languages. It should be noted that the reported home language data
are asubset of the total database presented in Table 9.14 (Extraet al. 2001a:20).

Home language Educational needs

reported by children reported by parents
Arabic 1,941 1,969
Turkish 3,666 1,895
Hind(ustan)i 2,339 1,015
Spanish 381 732
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 390 257
Berber 1,830 223
Italian 120 193
Kurdish 399 186
Papiamentu 682 141
Sranan Tongo 514 131
Somali 224 127
Chinese 245 108
Portuguese 127 74
Akan/Twi 134 62
Javanese 111 33
Totad 13,121 7,146

Table9.14 Reported home languages and educational needs

When we examine the results closely, some interesting outcomes emerge. First of
all, the response rate of the parents was clearly lower (7,146) than that of the
children (13,121). Different explanations for this phenomenon are possible. Some
parents may not have received the questionnaire, which was indirectly given to
them by the teachers through the children. Other parents may have received the
questionnaire, but may not havefilled it out for somereason. The comparability of
the data presented in the two columns of Table 9.14 is also reduced by the lack of
a one-to-one relation between children and parents. Having said that, we never-
theless consider the following findings relevant:
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» Arabic, Turkish, and Hind(ustan)i belong to the top-3 in both columns. Arabic
was mentioned even more often by parents than by children. Arabic may also
have been mentioned by parents who speak Berber, Somali, Turkish, or
Urdu/* Pakistani’, and who may prefer Arabic due to its status as the language
of the Koran.

» Thelow parental need for instruction of Berber comparedtoitsstatusasahome
language supports this hypothesis. On the other hand, the parental referenceto
Berber isremarkable, givenitsrelatively low status as alanguage of education
inMorocco and the Netherlands, and givenitslack of codification and standard-
isation.

» Spanish and Italian were referred to much more often by parents than by
children. It appears that these two languages are preferred not as home lan-
guages but as modern foreign languages. Moreover, Spanish and Italian were
relatively often mentioned by parents in addition to another language (see
Table 9.15 for such dual references).

» Therelatively low parental need for Papiamentu, Sranan Tongo, and Javanese
may be an effect of the high and previously exclusive colonial status of Dutch
in Antillean and Surinamese primary schools, respectively. This status may
affect the attitudes of Antillean and Surinamese parents towards bilingual
education for their children in the Netherlands.

» Hind(ustan)i, mostly spoken by former Surinamese parents, departs from this
colonial stereotyping. Hindi plays an important role in the Hindustani com-
munity in the Netherlands, due to its symbolic value in Hinduism and in
affiliationswith India(cf. Van der Avoird 2001). The symbolic value of Hindi
for Hindus in the Netherlands calls to mind the symbolic value of Arabic for
Muslimsinthe Netherlands, al so in those caseswhere the communi cative value
of these two languages as home languages is relatively low.

Though parents were instructed to choose only one language from the list of
15 languages given in the questionnaire, it was found that a considerable number
of parents expressed aneed for instruction in languages other than Dutch for their
childrenin dual rather than single references. Table 9.15 gives an overview of the
5 languages most often referred to in combination with one of the 14 other lan-

guages.
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Language Spanish Italian Arabic Turkish Chinese
Arabic 55 18 - 24 6
Turkish 36 12 24 - 5
Hund(ustan)i 41 9 10 2 3
Spanish - 72 55 36 5
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 4 2 38 -
Berber 5 2 145 1 2
Italian 72 - 18 12 4
Kurdish 3 1 17 53 1
Papiamentu 33 10 5 6 1
Sranan Tongo 18 10 9 2 4
Somali 6 5 24 2 -
Chinese 5 4 6 5 -
Portuguese 17 14 1 1 2
Akan/Twi 7 1 3 - 1
Javanese 5 2 3 1 2
Total 307 162 358 150 36

Table9.15  Dual referencesto languages by parents

Table 9.15 shows that 55 parents expressed a need for instruction in Arabic plus
Spanish, 18 parents for instruction in Arabic plus Italian, and so on. The com-
binationsmost often referred to were Berber plus Arabic (145), Italian plus Spanish
(72), Arabic plus Spanish (55), and Kurdish plus Turkish (53). These outcomes do
not come as a surprise given the co-existence of most of these languages in the
parents source countries. This holds in particular for Arabic plus Berber and
Arabic plus Spanish in Morocco, and for Turkish plus Kurdish in Turkey. Dual
references were also the result of interethnic marriages, leading to more than one
language being spoken at home. Thismay hold in particul ar for Italian and Spanish,
both being Romance languages. Multilingualism, brought to the Netherlandsfrom
plurilingual countries and/or families, is clear bottom-up evidence of an increas-
ingly multicultural and multilingual society.

Thefinal questioninthe needs survey waswhether parentswould prefer OALT
to be organised at school during or outside school hours, or by an organisation
other than the school outside school hours. The outcomes of the survey show a
consistent pattern in parental preferences. Within all 15 language groups, most
parentswerein favour of OALT at school within schooltime and the least number
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of parentswereinfavour of OALT being organised by out-of-school organisations.
Thispattern of parental preferencesemerged for OALT in both thelower (1-4) and
higher (5-8) grades. Only for Chinese in the lower grades were most parents in
favour of OALT at outside school hours. The consistency in parental preferences
acrosslanguage groupsand across gradesisin sharp contrast with the complex and
ambivalent OALT legidation outlined in Table 9.11.

9.5 Conclusionsand discussion

The distinction between autochtoon and allochtoon, referring to the indigenous
Dutch and to those who come from abroad, respectively, is widely accepted in
Dutch public discourse, both in the mass media and in social, educational, and
political institutions. Thisacceptance goestogether with alimited awareness of the
idiosycratic character of thedistinction. Theconceptsof autochtoon and allochtoon
are not common from an international perspective. In spite of the conceptional
‘othering’ of allochtoon people in public discourse, they are in the process of
becoming majoritiesinthelarger cities of the Netherlands. Thisholdsin particular
for younger generations.

The demographic distinction between autochtoon and allochtoon is based on
birth country, or more precisely, on the combined birth-country criterium. A person
is referred to as allochtoon, if he/she was born abroad and/or if at least one of
his’her parents was born abroad. Moreover, a distinction is commonly made be-
tween ‘Western’ and ‘ non-Western' allochtoon, which makes things even more
complicated and disputable. In Section 9.1 we discussed the intricacies of the
demographic statistics utilised by the municipality of The Hague. In spite of these
intricacies, itisclear that The Hagueisbecoming anincreasingly multicultural city.
Section 9.2 gave an overview of the major outcomes of the HL S, carried out in The
Hague amongst more than 40,000 primary school children and almost 20,000
secondary school pupils. Some of the key findings were the following:

» 49% of all primary school pupils reported that one or more other languages
were used in their homes apart from or instead of Dutch;

 the same holds for 42% of al secondary school pupils;

» 88 home languages other than Dutch could be traced in the total population of

41,600 pupils;

» the 21 most frequently reported languages (N > 100) accounted for 96% of the
total number of references to home languages other than Dutch, while 18 lan-
guages were referred to by one pupil only.
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When we took a closer look at the 21 home languages other than Dutch most
frequently reported, Turkish emerged as the most vital language. Its status was
matched only by Somali and Farsi, in spite of the fact that Turkish has alonger
intergenerational status as a language of immigration and minorisation in the
Netherlands. From the data presented across the language groups, it can be
concluded that Turkish functionsto arelatively strong degree asacorevalue of the
Turkish community in The Hague and in a wider national context (Extra et al.
2002).

Instructionin IM languages in Dutch primary and secondary schools has been
referred to as Onderwijs in Allochtone Levende Talen (OALT) and Onderwijsin
Nieuwe Schooltalen (ONST), respectively. Learning more than one language (in
casu Dutch) is a widely accepted practice in secondary schools but much less
common in primary schools, apart from English in the two highest grades of
primary schooling. Dueto thismonolingual habitus(cf. Gogolin 1994), OALT had
alower educational statusin primary schoolsthan ONST hasin secondary schools.
Inthelatter, however, ONST hasto competewith the established educational status
of German and French.

Section 9.3 offered comparative perspectivesonthestatusof OALT (until 2004)
and ONST aong the nine dimensions al so discussed in earlier chapters. Thetarget
groups for ONST in secondary schools are more broadly defined than were the
target groupsfor OALT in primary schools. Whereas, for example, Turkish could
only belearnt at primary schools when thislanguage is spoken at home, thereisno
such restriction for the learning of Turkish in secondary schools. In practice,
however, many more pupilsattended OALT lessonsin primary schoolsthan attend
ONST lessonsin secondary schools. Theargumentsfor OALT wereambivalentin
their focuson auxiliary versusintrinsic goals. In practice, compensatory arguments
in terms of support for learning Dutch became the mgjor rationale for OALT. The
arguments for ONST are less ambivaent, at least at the rhetorica level, and
concern the promotion of multilingualism and cultural pluralism. Objectives of
OALT intermsof language skillsor meta-skillsto be reached by the end of primary
schooling have never been spelled out, due to the compensatory arguments for
OALT. In contrast with this, the objectives of ONST in secondary schooling have
been clearly specified, and are even considered role modelsfor evaluating skillsin
high-prestige languages as English, French, or German. End-of-school examshave
been centrally developed and implemented for Arabic, Italian, Russian, Spanish,
and Turkish. Inthe same vein, minimal enrolment regquirementswere not specified
for OALT, while they are clearly and rather generously specified for ONST (i.e.,
4 pupils should take part for at least 2 hours per week). Related to the ambivalent
argumentsfor and goalsof OALT wasthe ambivalent curriculumstatus of OALT;
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auxiliary goals were handled during school hours, intrinsic goals outside school
hoursin primary schooling. In secondary schools, ONST has aways been part of
the regular school curriculum. Funding for OALT cameindirectly from the minis-
terial budget through municipa allocation, and it was up to the municipality to
decide what type of OALT support to provide for what type and number of lan-
guages. Funding for ONST goes directly from the ministerial budget to secondary
schools, if enrolment requirements are met. Teaching materialsfor OALT origin-
ated from the Netherlands and, if not available, from abroad; for ONST, materials
aremostly devel opedinthe Netherlands. Teaching qualificationsfor OALT related
to skillsin Dutch, and for ONST, relate to skillsin, e.g., Turkish or Arabic. Other
educational qualificationsfor ONST are more clearly specified, more demanding,
and more ingtitutionalised in teacher training programmes than in the case of
OALT. In sum, it can be concluded that, along all nine dimensions reported here,
the status of OALT in primary schools was lower than the status of ONST in
secondary schools, although the actual enrolment figures for OALT were much
higher than those for ONST.

Section 9.4 presented the outcomes of an OALT needs survey in The Hague
amongst 6,500 parents belonging to 15 different language groups. As such, the
needs survey amongst parents had the same unprecedented scopein the Netherlands
as had the HL'S amongst pupils discussed above. More than twenty years ago,
Lewis (1981:262) pointed out that

any policy for language, especialy in the system of education, has to take
account of the attitudes of those likely to be affected. In the long run, no
policy will succeed which does not do one of three things. conform to the
expressed attitudes of those involved; persuade those who express negative
attitudes about the rightness of the policy; or seek to remove the causes of
the disagreement. In any case, knowledge about attitudes is fundamental to
the formulation of a policy as well as to successin itsimplementation.

Thisstatement isasvalid today asit wasin 1981. The OALT needs survey carried
out amongst parents in The Hague clearly shows that the demand for OALT is
much larger and more widespread than has been the actual OALT offer. Moreover,
the survey shows that parents are more consistent in their curricular preferences
than the OALT legidation. Within all 15 language groups, most parents were in
favour of OALT organised by primary schools during school hours, and certainly
not in favour of OALT organised by out-of-school organisations outside school
hours. The recent governmental decision to remove OALT from primary schools
and to return to a Dutch-only policy isin strong contrast with these outcomes.
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Although many parents from abroad who are living in the Netherlands speak a
language at home other than Dutch and have a positive attitude towards OALT for
their children, it is a common conception amongst many Dutch people that such
parents should give up both. Where this widespread attitude stems fromisan in-
triguing question. A mirrorlikeanswer to thisquestion may be sought in the attitude
of Dutch emigrants abroad towards their own language. Successive censusdatain
Australiaand Canada have shown that the Dutch in each of these countries are on
top of the home language shift towards English (see Chapter 3 in this Volume,
Tables3.7,3.8and 3.10). A similar attitudewasfound towardsinstructionin Dutch
for their children. Thisisillustrated by dataon enrolment in Languages Other Than
English (LOTE) in Melbourne/Victoria, presented in Chapter 5, Table 5.2, of this
V olume. Although the Dutch belong to asubstantial IM community in Melbourne,
enrolment figures for instruction in Dutch are lower than for any other LOTE. At
least in the context of these dominantly English-speaking countriesof immigration,
the language of origin is apparently not regarded by many Dutch people as a core
value of their cultural identity (cf. Clyne 1991; Smolicz 1980, 1992).

It is not an unfounded claim that the observed attitude of Dutch people abroad
towardstransmitting their language of origin at homeor at school ismirroredinthe
attitude of Dutch people at home towards the languages of IM groups in the
Netherlands.
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10 Multilingualism in Brussels

MARC VERLOT & KAAT DELRUE!

In common with most citiesin Europe, following thearrival of differentimmigrant
groupsover thelast four decades, Brussel shas been confronted with theemergence
of ‘new’ languages. A stheseat of the European Union (henceforward EU), NATO,
and several multinationals, Brussels seems the ideal place for the recognition of
these ‘new’ languages as a means to build a fair multicultural society. However,
leading agents in Belgian society have largely ignored or even refused to
acknowledge the existence of these languages. In order to get a better under-
standing of therelations‘ on the ground’, we present and discussin this chapter the
outcomes of a survey of home languagesin Brussels' Dutch-speaking schools.

Secondly, we draw attention to the question of how the emergence of these
‘new’ languages relates to existing political and cultural relationships in multi-
cultural societies. The theoretical point we want to develop is that taking into
account the complexities and ambiguities of the local context means dispensing
with the common misconception of any kind of linear universal language evolution
and universal linguistic minority rights. The Brussels case highlights the need for
a culturally more sensitive and comprehensive approach, demonstrating the un-
predictable nature of language evolution, with surprising results regarding which
languages flourish and which waver in this particular multicultural urban context.
In this case, the question of applying minority rightsis not politically neutral; the
granting of minority statusto new languagesisread as abolster to the Flemish case
inthe context of the ongoing dispute with the French-speaking majority. Although
particular because of itslinguistic and political complexity, Brusselsisby no means
exceptional. It confronts uswith the divergent realitiesall major cities haveto ded
with in a context of increasing globalisation and cultural differentiation.

Section 10.1 consists of adepiction of the peculiarities of the Brussels context.
Itispointed out how the Flemish- and French-speaking inhabitants of the city have
constructed asystem of checksand balancesto coexist peacefully, notwithstanding
their linguistic and cultural antagonisms. In that context, we address how the

1 wewould liketo thank Caroline Oliver for her critical commentson an earlier version of this

chapter.
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Flemish utilised the education system as a means of securing their own status
within the city, in particular attracting minorities to Flemish schools to boost their
own political and cultural presenceinthelargely French-speaking environment. In
Section 10.2, we explore how these Dutch-speaking schools have evolved, in
particular with regard to the presence and status of ‘emerging’ new languages.
Drawing on survey data, we highlight the different processes of language glob-
alisation, maintenance, and erosion. In Section 10.3, we take a closer ook at how
the Flemish deal with these emergent languages in relation to the status of Dutch
at Flemish schoolsin Brussels. Finaly, in Section 10.4, we address the need for a
more situational approach to minority rights in the context of globalisation and
multiculturalisation, and suggest some waysto reformul ate educational policiesin
that vein.

Although it may seem confusing, in this chapter, we use the terms Flemish and
Dutch-speaking as distinct terms. Dutch-speaking refers to the language spoken,
while Flemish refers to the cultural identity of a group that shares a language (a
regional variant of Dutch) and acommon history. As such, not all Dutch-speakers
are considered Flemish. Finally, we use the term Flanders to refer to the territory
of the Flemish in Belgium.

10.1 The paliticisation of languagein Brussels

In order to understand the position of emergent ‘new’ languages, it is necessary to
explore the particular context of Brusselsand its history of language politicisation.
Even in mundane daily life in Brussels, constant attention is paid to the various
considerations of language choice and usage. Citizens of Brussels must constantly
decide which national language (French or Dutch) they will use for such simple
tasks as buying bread, drinking coffee in one of the many cafes, or smply saying
hello to their neighbours. The choice, however, is not without effect; it is
considered fundamental in determining on€e’s association and affiliation with the
Flemish- or with the French-speaking majority. Thisamost obsessive attention to
language and the associated identity choiceisalso reflected at the official level in
the overregulated use of the nationa languages by officia ingtitutions. In this
section, weillustrate the Brussels context, highlighting the underlying cultural and
political tensions that underpin the official compromise between French and
Flemish in the public sphere. Finally, we focus on how the Flemish minority has
triedto surviveinalargely French-speaking environment, asthe backdrop towhich
we need to understand the status and position of emergent ‘new’ languages.



Multilingualismin Brussels 223

Cultural and linguistic differentiation in Brussels

Like many cities in North-Western Europe, by the end of the 1950s and the
beginning of the 1960s Brussels had become amulticultural city. From the end of
the 1950s the influx of Italian, Spanish, and Greek guest-labour immigrants
changed the face of what some saw as a provincial copy of Paris. By the mid-
1960s, these immigrants were followed by even larger numbers of Turkish and
Moroccan guest-labourers. Mainly single men, the expectation that they would
returntotheir countriesof originwasill founded. AsWeiner pointsout in reference
to Martin’ s international review of guest worker palicies, “there is nothing more
permanent than temporary workers’ (Weiner 1999:7, Martin 1999:76-80). Rather,
following the closure of the EU (then EEC) borders in 1974 to low-skilled
immigrants, the vast majority of guest-workers stayed in Belgium and were joined
by their wives and children, settling in the less attractive centre and south-eastern
part of the city.

In the same period, Brussel s became the seat of the European Commission and
the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO). The somewhat sleepy and dusty
capital of Belgium of the past was now often compared with Washington D.C.,
largely because of the growing international administrative and political function
of the city (Shore 2000, Baeten 2001). The embassies, representations, |obby-
bureaux, and semi-official study-centres changed the physical appearance of the
city drasticaly. Concurrently, the number of high-ranking officials and business-
men rose considerably, followed by even higher numbersof interpreters, secretarial
staff, and advisors from different parts of Europe and beyond. With their arrival,
there was an increase of the number of restaurants, shops, sporting facilities, and
cafes, changing theimage of Brusselsinto one of adaring city that wantsto apped
to the well-versed, multilingual, and highly educated European. The Washington-
isation of Brussels, however, also had down sides. In the weekends, for example,
when the Eurocrats and expats try to relax after along work week, prices double
on the flea-market in the popular Marollen neighbourhood. If their presence has
such an impact on the price of a second-hand plate or coffee table, thisis al the
more true for basic goods and services. The prices for renting or buying houses,
apartments, and villashaverisen sharply over thelast 10 years. Consequently, some
parts of the city and its green belt are no longer within the reach of average
inhabitants of Brussels.

All these changes have drastically altered the physical, human, and socio-
lingui stic appearance of thecity. Today, Brusselscountsover 1 million inhabitants,
many of different cultural and linguistic origin. Almost 30% of its popul ation does
not hold Belgian citizenship, which makesit one of the most multicultura citiesin
Europe (De Schutter 2001). This diversity is heightened by the fact that Brussels
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isacity of migrants. Janssens (2001a:17) points out that half of Brussels adults
were born outside the city-region. However, it is perhaps more interesting to note
that, for acapital city, thelargest group isthe born and bred inhabitants of Brussels.
Many of their parents originate from the Dutch-speaking Flemish region or the
French-speaking Wallonian region. The second-largest groupisthecitizensof other
EU member-states, including the Eurocrats and the descendants of the guest-
labourers from within the EU who have kept their original nationalities. The same
holdsfor the group of immigrantsfrom Morocco or Turkey, although anincreasing
number has acquired Belgian citizenship. They form the most important group of
non-EU citizens, followed by a much smaller group of Black Africans who have
an affinity with Belgium because of its colonial past (Congo, Rwanda, Burundi),
and most of whom entered the country as asylum seekers. Finaly, thereisthe hard-
to-calculate but not-to-be-neglected number of people from Central and Eastern
Europe (especialy Poland) who hold temporary visas and mostly work in the
shadow economy (Siewiera 1994). Table 10.1 gives an overview of the most im-
portant groups of foreign inhabitants according to nationality in Brusselsin 1999.

Proportion of Brussels
Nationality Number population (in %)
1 Morocco 63,809 6.7
2 France 33,362 35
3 ltay 29,223 31
4 Spain 22,003 31
5 Turkey 18,678 2.0
6 Portugal 15,852 17
7 Greece 9,814 1.0

Table10.1  Foreign inhabitantsin the Brussels Region in 1999 (Janssens 2001a:18)

Inshort, Brusselsholdsaspecial positionamong Belgian cities. Not popular among
Belgians (only 10% of Belgianslivein the capital), it houses one third of all non-
Belgians and 40% of all people from outside the EU on Belgian territory. In other
words, Brussels is a multicultural city with an outspoken multilingual character
(Janssens 20014a).

A system of checks and balances

The above picture portrays Brussels as similar to most capitalsin Europe, which
have been confronted with the development of business districts, the influx of
immigrants, globalisation, and gentrification. What sets Brussels apart is the way
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Belgianshave dealt with cultural and linguistic diversity. In general, policy makers
have largely ignored this diversity as they concentrated on easing the tensions
between the Dutch-speaking Femish minority and the French-speaking majority
in the city-region.

In Belgium, the FHlemish are demographically stronger (6/10) and economically
more prosperous than the French-speakers (4/10), who are confronted with
economicdecline. Althoughthe Flemish hold astrong positionin Belgium, they are
extremely sensitiveto anything that might be associated with theformer rule by the
French-speakers, a period perceived as oppressive and humiliating. The antagon-
isms between the two majority groups can be traced back to the 19th century, when
romanticist Flemish individuals fought for the recognition of their language and
cultureagainst the rei gning French-speaking nobility and bourgeoisie. Theongoing
struggle led to the drawing of alanguage border in 1961, dividing the country into
an officially Dutch-speaking part in the North, called Flanders, and a French-
speaking part inthe South, called Wallonia (Witteet al. 1995). The principle of one
region - one language is strongly rooted in the romanticist nationalist thought
historically propagated by the Flemish cultural elite (Witte& VanVelthoven 1998;
see also Chapter 2 in this Volume).

Asaresult, only some municipalities on thelanguage border and Brusselswere
recognised asofficialy bilingual. In these areas, public services are supposed to be
delivered in the two official languages. In a particular mixture of a liberal free-
choice principle and the imposed romanticist nationalist model of the Flemish,
people in these areas are supposed to choose between the two languages. That
choiceformsthe basisof their official classification as Dutch- or French-speaking.
Inthe same vein, they can send their children to Dutch-medium or French-medium
schools. Although historically a Flemish city, Brusselsis nowadays a dominantly
French-speaking city, with approximately 20% Dutch-speakers.

A majority in the country, aminority in the city

In return for guaranteed power sharing in the Brussels city-region, Flemish
politicians agreed to govern the country on a fifty-fifty basis with the French-
speakers. Despite their demographically weaker position in Brussels, the Flemish
elite chose the capital as the centre of the Flemish Community. The choice of
Brusselswasimportant for anumber of reasons. Not only doesit mark asymboalic
claim on the capital, but also the location of Brusselsis strategically important as
a gateway to the international community. There is an underlying fear among the
Flemish elite that, without Brussels, Flanders would be marginalised and isolated
from the rest of Europe and the world. This fear has been heightened due to the
increasing success of the extreme right and xenophobic Vlaams Blok (Flemish
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Block), a political party which promotes an inward-looking and ultra-nationalist
stance. The Vlaams Blok has succeeded in gathering an average of 15% of Flemish
votes, running up to 33% in Antwerp, itsmajor base. In an attempt to cast away the
image of a nationalist parvenu region, all democratic parties agreed to keep the
Vlaams Blok away from power at all levels of governance.

Hoping to remove the breeding ground for separatism, Flemish mainstream
politicians strive to strengthen the autonomy of Flanders within a Belgian federa
framework. At the same time, they fend off claims for investment by the French-
speakerswhowishto revitalisethe declining Wallonian economy. French-speaking
politicians, for their part, strive to consolidate their majority in Brussels, thus
hoping to force the Flemish into a lesser position so that the financial and social
needs of the French-speakers can be addressed with less resistance.

Clearly, Brussels is the arena in which both symbolic and real struggles for
power between the two mgjoritiestake place. Inthisbattle, cultural provisionstake
acentral place. Recently, for example, politicians of the two Communities entered
apublic bidding war to buy arenovated cinemain the centre of the city in order to
turn it into a Flemish- or a French-speaking cultural centre. Of relevance to this
discussion is the fact that the ‘new’ minorities are caught up in such fights, their
opinions and choices in relation to services such as childcare centres, community
centres, and school s dictating an adherenceto either the Flemish or the French side.
Assuch, the‘new’ minorities have becomethetarget of the two majoritiesin their
efforts to strengthen their respective positions.

One of the major waysto engage in this cultural battle is education. Schoolsin
Brussels are divided along language-lines and parents can choose to send their
children to a Dutch-medium or a French-medium school. On both sides, it was
expected that socialisation in ‘their’ language would secure adherence to the
French-speaking or Flemish side. Thiswasespecially the casefor the Hlemish, who
hoped that schools would take away the odium of them as a culturally inferior
group in contrast with the internationally more appreciated French culture. In the
early 1970s, the Flemish policy elite decided to invest in a network of pre-school
facilitiesand thisrai sed the number of Dutch-speaking schoolsconsiderably. Asthe
number of Dutch home-language speakers steadily declined, policy-makers were
forced to revise their strategy. In the 1980s they no longer focused solely on the
recuperation of childrenin mixed French-Dutch families (who werebeing ‘lost’ to
French schools), but instead redirected their attention to attracting the children of
immigrant minority (henceforward IM) groups. By opening Flemish schools to
these new minorities, the Flemish hoped to tip the balance and defy through force
of number the claim of French hegemony.
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The campaigns to attract IM children to Flemish schools have been very
successful. Over the last 20 years, the number of pupilsin early childhood edu-
cation and primary schools doubled. Although only 10% of the inhabitants of
Brussels speak Dutch as their sole mother tongue (Janssens 2001a:34), Flemish
schoolson averageattract almost 17% of thetotal school-attending population. The
strategic use of schools for the purposes of politics has clearly been effective.
Janssens (2001b:51) reports that Dutch is spoken more and more by non-mother-
tongue speakers, especialy by members of IM groups. However, the opening up
of Flemish schools to non-Dutch mother-tongue speakers had some unexpected
effects. Together with the IM children, a surprising number of Belgian French-
speaking pupils were also attracted. The distribution of the different groups is
shown in Table 10.2.

Homogeneous Mixed Homogeneous Other

Type of family Dutch Dutch-French French languages
Nursery school

1979/1980 71.9 17.8 5.8 4.5

2000/2001 14.2 234 349 275
Primary school

1980/1981 85.1 10.5 24 2.0

2000/2001 221 294 27.0 21.6
Secondary school

1991/1992 76.5 17.2 3.7 2.6

2000/2001 55.8 24.0 11.3 89

Table10.2 Changesof homelanguageusein Dutch nursery, primary, and secondary schools
in Brussels (in %; source: VGC)

The result of the opening up of Flemish schools has been so successful that it has
in some ways undermined the policy-makers own intentions to strengthen the
Flemish presence in the city. The magjority of pupils (non-Flemish mother-tongue
speakers) in Flemish primary schoolsin Brusselsdo not speak Dutch at home. This
unexpected development has triggered different reactions. In some schooals,
programs have been set up to accommodate the languages and cultural identities of
IM children. However, there has been a strong defensive reaction in the mgjority
of schoolsto protect their Flemish identity.

Infocusing on the defence of the Flemish character in theframework of French-
Flemish antagonisms, policy-makers neglected the devel opments ‘ on the ground’.
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People adherelesstoinstitutionalised linguistic divisionsthan politicians presume,
with agreater degree of blurring and multiple usage than envisaged by politicians.
This can clearly be seen in the case of the French-speaking families referred to
previously, who send their children to Dutch-medium schools. Recent official
figures also point out that 15% of Flemish parents send their children to French-
medium schools. Janssens (2001a:75) comes to similar conclusions in terms of
voting behaviour. Here again, Flemish- as well as French-speakers increasingly
cross the political and cultural boundaries and sometimes explicitly refuse to
identify with theinstitutionally boundedidentities. Anincreasing divideisapparent
between the linguistically segregated institutional landscape and the multifarious
ways in which people actually deal with linguistic and cultura diversity. While
interesting in itself, thisfocus (governed by afixation on the longstanding rivalry)
has a number of practical effects, not least of which a number of blind spotsin
knowledge. A concern with education as the sphere for a cultural war between the
two majorities has resulted in alack of awareness of the increasing use of other
languages at home and in schools. Pursuing information on which languages are
used, what proportion of pupils speak them, or how vital these languages are, one
is left floundering. With the results of a language survey of al Dutch-medium
schools in Brussels, we aim to fill this gap. The outcomes of this survey are pre-
sented in the next section.

10.2 Homelanguage survey in Brussels

To explore the multifaceted realities of multilingual Brussels, asurvey was carried
out to map the use of ‘new’ languages. In this section, the objectives and main
results of the survey are presented. We consider in more detail the evolution of
three languages as exemplary of wider socio-cultural developments. For an
extensive report of the home language survey in Brussels, werefer to Verlot et al.
(2003).

General description and outcomes of the survey

The aim of the survey wasto get as broad a picture as possible of the status of IM
languages used by primary school pupils at home. Initially, the objective was to
includeall primary schoolsinthe BrusselsRegion. Thepolitical and cultural divide
between the Flemish- and the French-speakers proved too deep, however, to allow
Femish researchersinto French-speaking schools. After several attempts, we had
to accept that the survey would be limited to the Dutch-speaking Flemish schools
(which make up 16% of the total school population). The number of participating
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schools, on the other hand, was extremely high. In total, 10,294 pupils were
reached, which was 90% of the total population of Dutch primary schools in
Brussels. Table 10.3 gives the overal figures.

Primary education Total Sample Proportion
Schools 110 103 94%
Locations 117 110 94%
Pupils 11,439 10,294 90%

Table10.3  Theresearch population

The sample revealed that the pupils had very diverse origins. Asked for their
countries of birth, the pupils documented over 30 countries. However, most pupils
(90%) were born in Belgium. More than half of the mothers (56%) and nearly two
thirds of the fathers (62%) were born in Belgium as well.

Table 10.4 gives the overall figures and reveals that most IM pupils belong to
the second generation. Only those from Afghanistan and Ecuador had entered the
country recently. As such, the birth-country criterion does not reflect the actual
diversity of the population. A more relevant criterion isthe diversity of languages
used at home. Pupils were asked what languages were used at home next to or
instead of Dutch (being the official school language). They reported a total of
54 different home languages. More surprising, however, was that over 82% of the
pupils reported the use of other language(s) next to or instead of Dutch at home.

Table 10.5 gives the distribution of the different languages.
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Birth country Pupil Mother Father
Belgium 9,285 90% 5,710 56% 6,388 62%
Morocco 188 2% 1,607 16% 1,187 12%
Netherlands 0 1% 143 1% 153 2%
Turkey 85 1% 531 5% 456 4%
Italy 41 - 274 3% 204 2%
France 36 - 149 1% 132 1%
Kosovo 29 - 438 1% 45 -
Congo 27 - 190 2% 157 2%
Spain 26 - 128 1% 131 1%
Armenia 26 - 31 - 33 -
Panama 19 - 22 - 20 -
Greece 16 - 67 1% 34 -
Germany 14 - 36 - 50 1%
Afghanistan 13 - 13 - 13 -
Albany 13 - 53 1% 38 -
Colombia 12 - 17 - 20 -
Philippines 12 - 11 - 21 -
Pakistan 11 - 36 - 29 -
Poland 11 - 15 - 27 -
USA 11 - 21 - 15 -
Ecuador 9 - 8 - 10 -
Great Britain 6 - 21 - 16 -
Vietham 6 - 10 - 15 -
Rwanda 6 - 7 - 12 -
Mongolia 6 - 8 - 5 -
Portugal 5 - 33 - 35 -
Africa 5 - 31 - 26 -
Croatia 5 - 10 - 9 -
Macedonia 5 - 13 - 11 -
Thailand 5 - 1 - 9 -
Other countries * 106 1% 399 4% 345 3%
Unknown 165 2% 653 6% 648 6%
Tota 10,294 100% 10,294 100% 10,294 100%

Table10.4 Distribution of birth countries of the pupils and their parents (* N pupils < 5)
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Nr Language Frequency | Nr Language Freguency
1 French 7,720 31 Aramean/Assyrian 6
2 Arabic 1,714 32 Thai 5
3 English 719 33 Slovakian 5
4 Turkish 656 34 Turoyo/ Syrian’ 4
5 Spanish 413 35 Bulgarian 3
6 ltaian 397 36 Catalan 3
7 Berber 239 37 Akan/Twi/' Ghanese' 3
8 German 133 38 Swedish 3
9 Albanian 116 39 Khmer/Cambodian 2
10 Greek 85 40 Danish 2
11 Portuguese 80 41 Esperanto 2
12 Armenian 57 42 Frisian 2
13 Russian 42 43 Hind(ustan)i 2
14 Polish 38 44 Icelandic 2
15 Urdu/* Pakistani’ 37 45 Lithuanian 2
16 Swahili 35 46 Czech 2
17 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 34 47 Macedonian 2
18 Chinese 23 48 Wolof/* Singhalese’ 2
19 Lingala 15 49 Japanese 1
20 Vietnamese 15 50 Korean 1
21 Tagalog/Filipino 14 51 Latvian 1
22 Kurdish 13 52 Norwegian 1
23 Afrikaans 12 53 Uzbek 1
24 Hungarian 12 54 Tshiluba 1
25 Roumanian 11
26 Dari/Pashtu/' Afghan’ 10
27 Bahasa/lndonesian 9
28 Romani/Sinte 9
29 Fars 9
30 Hebrew/lvrit 9
Total of tokens 12,737

Table10.5 Ranking list of references made to languages
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The most frequently mentioned home language was French. Here, we are con-
fronted with aparticular problem. It isextremely difficult to distinguish technically
between pupils whose mother tongue is French and the pupils from IM families
who use French as one of the home languages. A subset of pupils on the basis of
thecriterion* birth country’ (of the pupil/mother/father = Belgium) and thecriterion
‘other language’ (= only French) is not sufficient to separate non-indigenous from
indigenous French-speaking pupils. Even the term ‘indigenous’ is dubious, asis
demonstrated in the survey by the many Moroccan children of the third generation
in whose homes only French was used.

The evolution of new languages
The proliferation of languages in Brussels schools and public life is far from
unique. Most European cities are confronted with similar developments, as the
other chapterstestify. Below, wetake acloser look at some of these devel opments.
In our study, we relate the evol ution of the emergent languages to wider social and
cultural processes like globalisation, identity maintenance, and identity loss by
using aLanguage Vitality Index (LV1). Theindex isbased on the mean value of the
presented scores for four language dimensions: language proficiency, language
choice, language dominance, and language preference (see Chapter 6).
Table10.6 givesacrosslinguistic overview of thelanguagevitality per language
group and per language dimension. The resulting cumulative LVI per language
group is presented in decreasing order. Turkish emerged as the language with the
highest vitality, closely followed by French, Armenian, and Urdu/* Pakistani’. The
highest vitality of Turkish came asasurprise, given thelonger history of immigra-
tion of TurkishinBelgiumthan Armenianand Urdu/* Pakistani’, and giventhehigh
status of French as one of the national languages of Belgium. Relatively low
language vitality scores were obtained by German and English; for most of the
pupils, these languages have a higher status at school than at home. An interesting
case is Polish; Poles have a recent history of immigration in Belgium, but the
language showslow vitality. In considering the figures presented, one should keep
in mind that we are dealing with very different numbers as regards language
groups. French is the largest language spoken, Turkish and English are relatively
large language groups, and Polish is a small language group in Dutch-medium
schools. For all four languages, the number of pupils who reported having a good
language proficiency was high, but for the other dimensions, the mean values
decreased. Only for English was the reported language preference higher than the
reported language choi ce and language dominance. All other languages scored low
on preference. Below, we take a closer look at the status of these ‘new’ languages
in Belgium and the processes they reflect.
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Total | Language Language Language Language
Language group pupils |proficiency choice dominance preference LVI
Turkish 659 97 81 62 52 73
French 7,720 96 72 61 55 71
Armenian 57 %4 85 60 45 71
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 37 96 87 51 49 71
Russian 42 89 70 42 58 65
Albanese 116 93 71 46 46 64
Spanish 413 85 81 30 50 62
Greek 85 96 49 40 50 59
Polish 38 79 57 45 40 55
Arabic 1,714 91 54 28 36 52
Italian 397 86 33 29 46 49
Portuguese 80 81 43 25 39 47
Berber 239 84 48 21 29 46
German 133 82 31 12 31 39
English 719 77 22 15 39 38

Table10.6 Language vitality per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in
cumulative %)

Globalisation and the M cDonaldisation of English

An unexpected outcome of the survey was that a large number of pupils (719)
reported the use of English at home next to or instead of Dutch. As most of those
pupilswere bornin Belgium (87%), aswas asignificant proportion of their parents
(66% of the mothers and 59% of the fathers), we could not trace those pupilsin
order to identify who they were and why they reported using English instead of
French or Dutch. Although a large humber of pupils reported having high
proficiency in and preference for English, the vitality index score was quite low.
Examining the profiles more carefully, we noticed two inconsistencies. The first
concerns actua language skills. Overall, pupils reported being quite good in
English, but not as good as the pupils who spoke French or Turkish. The reported
oral skills (understanding/speaking) in English were generally high: 71-83% of the
pupilsreported that they understood English and 56-75% reported that they spoke
it. However, what is striking is that the number of older pupils skilled in English
was lower than the number of younger pupils. The percentage of pupilswith liter-
acy skillsin English (reading/writing) was 54/35% for 10- to 11-year-olds but fell
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to 35/26% for 12- to 13-year-olds. In other words, the older pupils, the fewer
reported that their literacy skillsin English were good.

The second inconsistency relates to the actual use of English. Given their re-
ported language choice, the pupils seemed to use English rarely ininteraction with
others. Of the 719 pupils, only 17-28% reported using English with their mothers
and 16-27% with their fathers. With younger brothersand sistersthe use of English
waseven morerare; 0-9%. With older brothersand sisters, usagewasalittle higher
(10-26%) as was also the case for interaction with best friends (0-18%). In
conclusion, pupils reported having knowledge of English, but they hardly used it
in interaction. Combined with the fact that the number of older skilled pupils was
lower than the number of younger ones, thisled usto conclude that in fact most of
these pupils could not be considered (active) English-speakers.

The reason for this distortion in the figures seems to be of a cultural nature.
From the survey, it becomesclear that many pupilswho reported the use of English
did not use it at home, nor was it their mother tongue. The reported use of English
can be explained by the status of English asalingua francain aglobalising world,
used ubiquitously in business, media, and popular culture (Mamadouh et al. 2000).
Englishisthelanguageof all ‘great’ thingsinlife: music, TV, mobiles, computers,
the internet, and ... of course, McDonad’s. In other words, English is ‘cool’.
Children *want’ to identify with English-speakers because they want to be part of
those things they consider to be ‘ cool’, despite the fact that they actually use other
languages at home.

Language survival: the case of Turkish

Our inquiry into the use of Turkish reveals a different picture. Turkish, being a
language brought to Belgium through migration, is potentially subject to the
pressures of language erosion and efforts at maintenance. While, in general, itis
accepted that low-status languages erode over time (Glenn & De Jong 1996), some
languages seem to survive when they have a strong symbolic meaning for the
speakers concerned. Thisis clearly the case with Turkishin Brussels. It shows an
extremely high vitality, as high as that of recent immigrant languages such as
Urdu/* Pakistani’ and Armenian, notwithstanding the fact that most Turkish-
speakersarrivedin Belgiumin the 1960s and 1970s. Although the majority of their
parents were born in Turkey (63% of the mothers, 72% of thefathers), most of the
pupils belonging to the Turkish language group in the survey were born and
educated in Belgium (84%). The survey showsthat, apart from Turkish, 61% of the
pupils spoke also French at home; only 4% al so spoke English, 3% Arabic, and 2%
Kurdish. Most of the pupils used Turkish in interaction with their mothers
(78-88%) and also with their fathers (78-90%). With younger brothers and sisters,
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they used Turkish less (51-73%); with older brothers and sisters, this number was
even lower (46-52%), and asimilar pattern was found for the interaction with best
friends.

Although there seemed to be a declining use of Turkish with peers, the number
of pupils who reported being fluent in Turkish was high. 98% of the 6-year-olds
and 96% of the 7-year-olds said they understood and spoke Turkish and the
percentage roseto 100% and 98% for the 12- to 13-year-olds. The number of pupils
with literacy skills was low in the youngest age group (6-7), and increased from
44% to 92% for reading skills and from 33% to 88% for writing skills for 12- to
13-year-olds. The high percentages indicate a general mastery of Turkish, which
might also indicate that many pupils followed Turkish courses at or after school.

The importance of Turkish at home was central in the ethnographic study of
Turkish young women in Belgium by Timmerman (1999). She found that
‘Turkishness' is strongly related to the Turkish language. In other words, the
Turkishlanguageisacoreethnic marker of the Turkishidentity, asexpressedinthe
saying Ne mutlu Turkim diyene (‘ How fortunate is the person who can say, | am
Turkish’). Timmerman'’s insights complement the survey findings of Phalet et al.
(1999), who describe the way adults of Turkish origin in Brussels perceive their
identity in relation to the mainstream society. Overall, Turkish adults choose to
combine cultural maintenance with cultural contact. The highly devel oped aware-
ness of the Turkish identity and the central place of Turkish seem to go hand in
hand with an open orientation towards Belgian society.

Language erosion: the case of Polish
ThePolish examplegivesacompl etely contrasting picture. Although Polishimmig-
ration only started at the beginning of the 1980s, with a peak just after the fall of
the Berlin Wall, two thirds of the pupils and one third of their parents have been
born in Belgium. Polish families are also multilingual: 68% of the pupils reported
the use of French at home in addition to Polish, while 21% reported the use of
English, 8% Spanish, 5% German, 5% Italian, and 5% Turkish. Importantly, this
tendency towards bi- or multilingualism results in a loss of Polish as the home
language. Pupils' language skills in Polish decrease as they get older. 78% of the
youngest group reported speaking Polish very well, whereas of the 10- to
11-year-olds, only 56% reported the same. Also, the ability to write in Polish was
found to diminish as pupils grow older: only 11% of the 10- to 11-year-olds re-
ported an ability to write in Polish.

The same pattern was repeated when language choice was taken into consid-
eration: the choice of Polish asthe basisfor interaction with the mother decreased
to 44% as pupilsgot older. Theuse of Polishininteraction with thefather waseven
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lower (11-33%); 10- to 11-year-oldsreported never using Polishininteraction with
their best friends. Rather, it was found that, asthey grow older, the pupils' prefer-
ence for Dutch increased. At the same time, Polish was found to fade in a context
characterised by the prevalence of other dominant languages.

This development was rather unexpected. Polishisafairly recent IM language
in Belgium, and as such, one would expect a higher degree of language vitality.
Moreover, Polish immigration is also unstable as most immigrants have no legal
residence and must return to Poland to renew their visas every six months. Inthese
circumstances, one would expect that Polish immigrants would maintain their
language as a means of reintegration in Poland. What is more, there are plenty of
social possibilities to maintain the language. In her study of undocumented Polish
immigrants in Brussels, Siewiera (1994) points out that there is an elaborate net-
work of supportive organisations. The Polish consulate as well as the Catholic
Church organisevarious socia, cultural and leisureactivitiesin Polish on aregular
basis and these are well attended, making the Polish presence visible in Brussels.
The Belgian authorities do not seem overly concerned with the high numbers of
illegal immigrants. Thisislargely because of the probability of Poland joining the
EU in2006. Overdl, Siewiera sstudy confirmstheimageintheliterature of awell-
marked and pronounced national Polish identity and the central role that is given
to the Polish language as the main marker of ‘ Polishness’ by migrants.

In trying to explain this inconsistency, the question arises how far these
structural considerationsimpinge on the daily reality of the undocumented Polish
immigrants in Brussels. In particular, the fact that the Brussels police do not
systematically pursue them as a group does not necessarily take away the indi-
vidual’ sfeelings of insecurity and vulnerability. Thus, to protect themselves, they
need to beableto *blendin’, whilelearning the mainstream languagesis necessary
in order to respond to the labour market on which they depend. Further explanation
liesinthecultural characteristicsof Polish society, aquintessentia ‘ gentilesociety’
with alarge popular class of farmers and industrial labourers, avery small middle
class, and a proportionally large upper class of impoverished nobility (Orla-
Bukowska, forthcoming). For the Polish, French culture and in extension * Euro-
peanness’ isgenerally seen asthemarker of civilisationandiscollectively pursued.
Brussels, the political centre of the EU with French as its vernacular language,
provides a context in which the vulnerable undocumented Polish migrant actively
strives for assimilation through language use.

Brussdls, a new Babylon?
In conclusion, two notable observations are made as aresult of our study. First, to
construct adequate policy, there needs to be a fundamental recognition of the
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diversity and growth of other languages. Generally, there is awareness amongst
decision-makers that a capital city like Brussels, with an increasing number of
(more or less settling) migrants, is becoming a multilingual space. Nevertheless,
only when confronted with the actual numbers (more than 50 languages spoken by
people from more than 30 countries) isthere arealisation of the magnitude of this
process. Thisisoften cited asareason to retreat into reactive monocultural policies,
stating that it would be impossible to take all these *new’ languages into account.
Y et, the survey provesthisto be anill-founded argument. Out of the 54 languages
spoken by respondentsto the survey, only 14 were spoken by more than 35 people
and only 8 by more than 100 people. Apart from the insights this offers for future
policy development in terms of multilingualism, the results of the survey indicate
that the differencesin status and evol ution between these languages are as diverse
asthelanguages spoken. Assuch, theterm*multilingual city’ glossesover thevery
different mannersof evolution of theselanguagesin the same space and at the same
time.

Second, most language evolutions fly in the face of common sense and socio-
linguistic assumptions about language evolution in general. English, the global
language, is desired, but hardly fluently spoken or written. Turkish, in contrast, is
a vibrant language, despite the fact that most of the migrants settled in Belgium
more than 30 years ago and the Turkish community hasalow social status. Polish,
on the other hand, would be expected to be a much-used language, not least be-
cause Polishimmigrationisfairly recent. Furthermore, with Polandjoining the EU,
the status of Polish asa*European’ language, in contrast to Turkish, supportsthis
presumption. However, the survey reveals a rapid loss of Polish as a home lan-
guage. In all the aforementioned cases, the context, circumstances, and cultural
significance prove indispensable to understanding the evolution of any specific
language. At the same time, when context and meaning change, the evolution of
languages will probably change too.

Theunpredictability of language evolution and significanceisillustrated by one
apt example highlighting the shifting place and meaning of Aramean in Brussels
(Ghesquiére 2000). Aramean is alanguage spoken by Christian Turksliving onthe
eastern border of Turkey. Pursued by the Turkish- speaking Turksaswell asby the
Kurdish Turks, groups of Arameans migrated to Brusselsin the second half of the
1980s and the beginning of the 1990s. Before migration, religion was the main
identity marker for the Aramean. Once they had migrated to Belgium, the
Arameans wished to assert a specific identity, but found it increasingly difficult to
rely onreligion asadistinct ethnic marker due to the widespread usage of Christian
symbolsin Belgium. In this process, arapid shift materialised in which language
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superseded religion as the main ethnic marker, despite the fact that there were
strong regional and sociolinguistic differences within the Aramean language.

What this example and the survey outcomes at large show is that speaking of
Brusselsasamultilingual city blursvery different developmentswhich occur at the
same time and in the same place. The overwhelming Western orientation to the
principles of one language, one culture, one nation (the so-called monolingual
habitus, Gogolin 1994) has for a long time resulted in the approach to language
evolution as an abstract process, which neglects specific elements of the context in
which language evolution occurs. The ‘thingification’ of language has reduced
place, time, and meaning to mere ‘local’ variables of a universal evolution. The
results of the survey reveal that such an abstract approach isinadequate. Coming
to grips with the evolution of languages in Brussels implies gaining a better
understanding of what is happening to the people who use those languages ‘ on the
ground’. We need to consider context if we are to say anything meaningful about
language evolution.

10.3 Homelanguageinstruction in primary schools

A contextual approach to minority languages does not entail focusing solely on IM
groups in isolation from the magjority population, as was too often implicitly pre-
sumed in previous studies. Rather, attention needsto be paid to the often neglected
outlook of the majorities and the different relationships between mgjorities and
minorities (Verlot 2001:13). In this section, we look more closely at how the
Flemish policy dlite in Brussels has dealt with the presence of a growing number
of non-Dutch-speaking pupilsin Flemish schools. As mentioned in the Introduc-
tion, their reaction has been defensive and even hostile, especially towards French-
speaking Belgian pupils. This attitude is strongly related to the minority status of
the Flemish, who fear multilingualism as a threat to the survival of the Flemish
language (i.e., Dutch) and political power in Brussels. Thisdefensive monolingual
orientation puts teachersin adifficult position asthey are expected to force Dutch
upon pupils, while on the other hand, they have to take children’s needs as the
starting-point for learning in the classroom. There has, however, been a growing
awareness amongst Flemish policy-makersthat the monolingual orientation of the
school curriculum is unjust to the pupils and that it puts teachers in an untenable
position. Programs have been set up to take the homelanguagesof IM childreninto
account. We deal with these programsin more detail below.

From ahistorical point of view, the Flemish policy €lite has been the watchdog
of the Belgian language laws. Theselaws stipul ate that education can only begiven
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in the official language of the region, thereby rendering bilingual or multilingual
instructionillegal. Neverthel ess, the Flemish policy elitereacted positively and pro-
actively to the EU Directive of 1977 and set up pilot projects to provide home
languageinstruction (henceforward HLI) for IM children at school (for an explana-
tion of this paradox, see Verlot 2001). In 1976, a limited number of Flemish
schoolsstarted experimentingwith integrated HL 1 intheregular school curriculum.
From 1982, all schools could take part in the project. Most of the participating
schools opted for the minimal model in which 2-4 hours of HLI was offered.
Brussels played amgjor rolein the development of an aternative model of home
language integration. In 1981, the bicultural education project was implemented,
using the home languages of IM pupils as part-time languages of instruction.
Originally, 50% of all teaching in early education was given in one of the IM
languages. This percentage gradually dropped until it reached 10% by the end of
primary school. At its height, the project included 12 schools offering instruction
in Arabic, Aramean, Italian, Spanish, and Turkish (Byram & Leman 1990).

Legally however, the home language project remained problematic. To over-
come the inconsistency between law and practice, the Flemish government
exploited aloopholein the language legislation in which ateacher isallowed three
years to prove his competence in Dutch. Policy-makers deduced anal ogically that
it should be possible that —with approval of government - teachersteach for three
yearsinanother languagethan Dutch. Not surprisingly, asV erstegen (1997-1998:3)
pointed out, this hypercreative use of legidation isillegal. That consideration has
not stopped the Flemish government, asit has sole authority to control and enforce
the application of the language laws in Dutch-medium schools. The fact that they
were on shaky legal grounds made it impossible, however, to turn the temporary
project intoamoreregular provision. Asaconsequence, the number of cooperating
schools dropped considerably over time and HLI became increasingly marginal.
Still divein primary education, there area most no secondary schoolsleft that offer
HLI. Below, we describe the status quo and future development of HLI in terms of
nine parameters.

(1) Target groups

Initially, HLI focused solely on the children of immigrant labourers. In 1991, the
target group was widened to all non-indigenous minorities. As a result, other
languages like Aramean and Hebrew were provided, on top of the already existing
instruction in Arabic, Greek, Italian, Spanish, and Turkish. The broad description
of thetarget group enabled discussion on who was allowed HLI to be avoided. The
Flemish government was preoccupied with preventing French-speaking Belgians
from using HLI to reintroduce French as the first language in Flemish schoals,
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hence the emphasis on non-indigenous minorities. Thetarget languages, however,
were atopic of debate. Following the advice of the Commission on the Education
of Migrants (Commissie Onderwijs Migranten), the government decided in 1991
toreserve HLI for official languages only. Consequently, it excluded dialectslike
Moroccan-Arabic and non-standardised languages like Berber and Kurdish. The
underlying reasoning wasthat official languageswerethought to have more chance
of survival because of their higher status.

Recently, the debate on target groups reopened, following a series of articles
edited by Leman (1999). A number of authors, of whom Snytsers (1999) isthe most
influential, argue the case for HLI as a means to strengthen the ethnic identity of
IM children. Others, such as Delrue & Hillewaere (1999), suggest the opening up
of HLI to all pupils, not just the IM children who speak the languages at home. The
last option entails aparadigm shift in which HLI isreformul ated as the teaching of
‘new’ languages and is no longer solely oriented towards the speakers of these
languages as home languages. The debate started in Brussels, as this is the most
multilingual region in Belgium. The continuing presence of the bicultural project
for 25 years makes this discussion more tangible. Dutch- as well as French-
speaking parentsincreasingly ask that their children be allowed to take partin HLI
classes. It should be added that theserequestsonly arisein schoolsthat offer Italian
and Spanish and rarely in schools that offer non-European languages. Following
this discussion, academics like Van De Craen (2001) publicly asked that Dutch-
medium schools in Brussels become multilingual.

(2) Argumentation

Until 1991, HLI was offered for very different reasons. In an attempt to clarify the
options, the (Flemish) Commission on the Education of Migrants drew up a
document in 1990 in which it identified seven functions of HLI. These functions
included HLI as a vehicle directed towards the acquisition of Dutch, attaining
general learning targets, facilitating the reception of children who do not speak
Dutch, developing ethnic identities, furthering communication within ethnic
groups, contributing to the culturally specific attributions of meaning and inter-
pretations of a multicultural world, and, finally, developing the linguistic compet-
ence of IM children. In 1991, the general reform of educational provisionsfor IM
children led to a reformulation of the overall policy objectives. Two major ob-
jectiveswere set out: the prevention of educational failure and the enhancement of
integration as ameans of building the multicultural society. HLI, according to this
agenda, was perceived as a means of enhancing integration. The new policy
towards HLI was elaborated in an internal document of the Department of
Education (1993, Verlot 2001:142), clearly stating that the home languages of IM
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children are a valid means of communication — in schools as well as el sewhere.
Despitetheofficial reformulation, most schoolsadhereto theview that HLI should
be used as a means of facilitating the acquisition of Dutch and thereby preventing
school failure.

Recently, Leman (1999), Van de Craen (2001), Verlot et al. (2003), and others
launched a challenge to the monolingual orientation of Dutch schoolsin Brussels.
Their arguments for multilingual schools are similar, referring to the growing
impact of globalisation, the demands of an increasingly European labour market,
and therealitiesof themulticultural society. Differencesbetween theargumentslie
mainly in the way these reasons are wei ghted and the strategic choices that follow.
For example, Van De Craen (2001) limits multilingual education to the national
languages of EU member-states because of abelief in theimportance of the Euro-
pean labour market, whereas Verlot et al. (2003) explicitly include the languages
of non-EU minorities as target languages in growing recognition of the multi-
cultural future of societies.

(3) Objectives

As mentioned before, the general objective of HLI was that IM pupils should be
given the meansto devel op their specific cultural identitiesthrough the use of their
home languages. Schools were given two options to choose from. In early child-
hood and primary education, schools could choose either the minimal model, in
which HLI comprised 2 to 4 hours of the weekly curriculum, or the bicultural
model, in which up to 50% of the curriculum was comprised of HLI. Secondary
schools also had two possihilities. They could simply offer their pupils language
lessons or they could offer instruction in subjects (geography, history, etc.) in one
of the home languages. Exploring these two options, it becomes clear that, in
practice, the apparently opposite objectives of either developing ethnic identities
through HLI or using HLI to enhance school successisnot as clear-cut asit seems.
Offering subject instruction in another language, in fact, combines the two ob-
jectives. Inthe daily practice of teaching, both objectives can hardly be separated.
HLI remainsmarginal asit lacks officia statusand there are no official goalsto be
reached by pupils.

Meanwhile, the question was rai sed asto whether, in the face of growing glob-
alisation, it is still salient to pursue HLI as a means of strengthening the cultural
identitiesof IM pupils. Within minority communities, thereisacontinuing process
of diversification, which fundamentally questions the notion of people possessing
one culturally specific identity. Similar processes within the majority population
result in urban youngsters adopting features of minorities (Leman 1987, Back
1995). Theconsequenceisthat youngstersfrom different ethnic backgroundsoften
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have more in common with each other than with older generations from the same
backgrounds. Following thistrend, Delrue & Hillewaere (1999) arguethat schools
should make HLI more interculturally oriented and no longer linked to the
maintenance of the language and culture of one specific minority.

(4) Evaluation
The evaluation of HLI remains problematic. Due to the language laws, pupils are
only tested for their knowledge of Dutch, French, and the other recognised foreign
languagesin secondary education. Asaconsequence, HLI should not bementioned
in pupils reports. In practice, however, some schools have apolicy of inserting an
extraleaf inthe reports, thus enabling pupils and parentsto judge pupils’ progress.
Turning to the evaluation of HLI in general, Glenn’s comparison of minority
languagepoliciesin 12 OECD countries(Glenn & DeJong 1996) documented how
scientific and policy discussion and evaluation are based less on an objective
weighing of different arguments than on subjective persona conviction. This
transpires also in the different evaluation reports of the EU pilot-projects of
minority languages, which were disguised pleasfor multilingualism that neglected
an assessment of pupils' results. Only for the assessmentsin primary education of
the bicultural project (Byram & Leman 1990) and for parts of the evaluation of the
pilot-proj ect in secondary education (Teunissen 1996) wasacoherent methodol ogy
used. The project leaders themselves commissioned and even edited the evalu-
ations. The only independent evaluation reports were those by Verlot (1990) and
Sierens (1994), but even these studies were based on secondary data and contain
no conclusionson pupils' results. They focused on the structural conditions of HLI
and werecritical of theway government implemented HL I, leaving schoolsto their
own devices without any serious support or financing. Clearly, there is a serious
deficit of valid evaluation studiesin this area.

(5) Enrolment

Until 1991, HLI was largely left in the hands of head teachers. When, in 1991, a
new genera policy on the education of IM pupilswasintroduced, the government
introduced aminimal threshold of pupilsfor HLI, with the mandate that there must
beat least 20 pupilstojustify the provision of instruction. Using minimal enrolment
as a means of centralising and strengthening the potential success of the project
meant that further dispersion of home language classes over schools was dis-
couraged. At the same time, policy makers were aware of the fact that, for some
groups, like Spanish and Greek pupils, these numbers were simply not attainable,
and exemptionswereallowed. Theintroduction of thethreshold did, however, lead
to the introduction of a system of registration, allowing for the first time a partial
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indication of the numbers of schools and participants. HLI, however, remained a
service offered by the school and by no means aright of the parents.

The low status of the home language project resulted in adiminishing number
of schools willing to offer HLI. In 1998/1999, only 47 schools offered HLI, of
which only four were secondary schools. Table 10.7 showsthe numbers of schools
involved per language group; the figures are only partialy reliable as registration
isvoluntary.

1992/19931993/1994| 1994/1995| 1995/1996|1996/1997| 1997/1998| 1998/1999
PE SE PE SE PE SE PE SE PE SE PE SE PE SE

Armenian 1 - 1 -1 - - - = = = = = -
Greek 4 - 4 - 4 -1 - 1 -1 - 1 -
Hebrew - - - = 2 2 - - 1r - 2 -
Italian 18 4 15 114 5 1 10 1 8 1 4 1
Arabic 20 5| 14 ? 15 6 1 9 1 9 1 8 1
Spanish 2 -1 -1 - 1 -1 - 3 - 3 -

Turkish 45 8 40 5 4 ?'29 3|3 33 3 25 2

Table10.7  Schools offering HLI per language group (PE = primary education; SE =
secondary education) (source: Ministry of the Flemish Community, Department
of Education 1998, Verlot 2001:144)

(6) Curricular status

Although some school s have been offering homelanguagesin the curriculumsince
1976, the status of HL1 islow dueto its paradoxical lack of legal recognition. HLI
isaprovision that is still outside the law and is only possible because the govern-
ment has willingly bent existing language lawsto the extreme. Thelack of officia
recognition of HLI has several negative consequences, especially in terms of the
quality of teaching. In 1997, the education minister, questioned in the Flemish
parliament by the extremeright-wing Vliaams Bl ok, had to admit that school reports
using another language next to Dutch are illegal. Only an explanatory note in
another language in a separate document added to the school report is admitted.

(7) Funding

The extra-legal status of home language provision prevents the government from
allocating public fundsto HLI. Schools are, therefore, dependent on teachers sent
from and paid by the countries of origin, which has important consequences in
terms of the curriculum, teaching quality, and co-operation between regular
teachers and minority language teachers. The only exception is the bicultural



244 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

project in Brussels through which the government, albeit indirectly through an
NGO, finances alimited number of home language teachers. In addition, the local
authority of Gent has funded four home language instructors since 1978 to sustain
schools with high numbers of IM children.

Onthebasisof the European directive of 1977, the countriesof origin of former
migrants within the EU (such as Italy, Spain, Greece, and Portugal) receive EU
funding to send teachersto Belgium for HLI. During the Belgian presidency of the
EU in 1993, the Flemish Department of Education suggested a redirecting of this
funding to the schools that organised HLI. This change of funding would also
create a precedent for the government to fund non-EU HLI. The proposition was
never seriously put on the agenda because civil servantsfrom the French-speaking
Ministry of Education did not want HLI to become astatutory provision aslong as
it excluded French-speaking Belgians in Flemish schools.

(8) Teaching materials

Thedependenceof schoolsregarding HLI also extendsto the devel opment, editing,
and distribution of teaching materials. Homelanguage teachers mostly use manuals
and curriculawhich are prescribed by the Ministries of Education in the countries
of origin. In the European pilot-projects in the 1980s, mixed devel opment groups
were established in which Flemish and foreign teachers developed curricula and
manuals together. However, these products remained unofficial and were not
recognised by the different authorities. Civil servantsfrom the Flemish Department
of Education werewell aware of the fact that there was a problem of complement-
arity between the general curriculum and the different home language curricula.
Furthermore, there was some mistrust of countries like Turkey and Morocco that
were suspected of using HLI for purposes of political propaganda and control.
From 1990, therefore, the Flemish government tried to overcome the curriculum
gap viabilateral agreementswith the countries of origin. Working groups were set
up in the FHlemish Educational Council (Vlaamse Onderwijsraad) to develop a
global curriculumand different sub-curriculafor thedifferent languages. Although
these curriculawere completed in 1999, there is a strong tradition of pedagogical
freedom in Belgium, and it remains unclear in how far these curricula are actually
used in schools. An action research project was set up in 1994 to develop severa
models of good practice. The research report suggested different ways to enhance
school practices (Delrue et al. 1997, Delrue & Ramaut 1998). Due to the lack of
aconsistent policy, the report was not distributed, nor were its recommendations
implemented.
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(99 Teacher qualifications

Teacher qualifications are still determined by the various countries of origin. In
most countries, teachers are selected using a national exam, while in other
countries, the procedure is unclear. Teachers are often replaced after a period of
five to seven years. To enhance collaboration in schools, the Flemish government
has insisted since 1991 that home language teachers have a basic knowledge of
Dutch before arriving in Belgium. In the early 1990s summer courses were
organised in the countries of origin and follow-up courses were provided in situ.
Dueto alack of sustained follow-up, these initiatives have died out.

10.4 Conclusionsand discussion

The different challenges and dilemmas that spring from the context of language
teaching in Brussel surge amorethorough reflection onthetopic of minority rights,
especially with regard to the use of IM languages in schools. The importance of
recognising minority rights has been on the international agenda since the 1960s.
The debate resulted in the institution of the right to speak and teach one’s own
language by means of different international agreements (De Varennes 1997; see
Chapter 4 for an overview). Thispluralistic stance gave way to the EU’ sinsistence
that new member-statesensureregional minoritiesarenot discriminated against and
can develop their languages in schools and public life (see, for example, the
position of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe since 1991).
The cultural pluralistic approach to regional minority (henceforward RM) lan-
guages, however, strongly contrastswith the assimilationist policieswithinthe EU,
wheremost member-states hardly allow IM groupsany rightsto usetheir languages
beyond the private spheres of their homes (Glenn & De Jong 1996). A growing
number of academics and social activists plead for the enlargement of regional
minoritiesto immigrant minorities asameans of constructing afairer multicultural
society (see the Declaration of Oegstgeest in Extra& Gorter 2001).

Webelievethat IM groupsareentitled to the samerightsas so-called ‘ regional’
minorities, including the right to teach and to be taught in their home languages.
However, asis clear from the situation in Brussels, alinear extension of minority
rights to IM groups ignores differences in status and position between regional
minoritiesand IM groups, and the many difficulties these differences bring about.
We propose that the notion of minority rights and its application to IM groups
should be fundamentally rethought. Below, welook at the underlying assumptions
of minority rightsin general, make some suggestions for an aternative approach,
and discuss how IM languages can be taught in schools.



246 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

The concept of RM rights relies on the basic assumption that minorities are
groupsthat have acertain culture and languagein common that has devel oped over
along time span in a given territory. Although many anthropol ogists like Boas,
Benedict, and White have actively helped to create the concept of an essential and
bounded culture, the natural link between place and culture has been critically
reviewed in the last two decades. Several leading authors like Hannerz (1992)
pointed out that depicting cultures as rooted in certain territories ignores the fact
that most societies, even the most remote ones, have at one time or another been
influenced by ‘others'. This has resulted in aview of culture as less essential and
constructed as a result of a mixture of internal and external influences. More
recently, it wasrecognised that cultural groupsare much lessfixed than wasearlier
presumed, and migration isnot exceptional but often the norm (Rapport & Dawson
1998). The consequenceisthat theideaof an autonomous cultural devel opment of
agiven ‘people’ or ‘culture’ isnothing morethan afiction, constructed by Western
scholars to keep the ‘other’ in place (Appadurai 1988). Following these critical
insights, theideaof cultural devel opment hasbeen thoroughly revised, stressing the
fluidity and contingency of cultural identities over time and place. If this statement
holdsfor so-called * settled’ groups, it isthe more true for IM groups. The conclu-
sion thenisthat the fundamental assumptions underpinning theideaof minorities
rights are flawed. The way minority rights have been conceptualised enhances the
ideaof anatural, autonomous, and territorially bounded development of culture. In
the same vein, it isthought that, in order to protect the devel opment of minorities
cultures they have to be separated from the majority. Such an approach sets
minorities apart from mainstream society and imprisons them in afixed cultural
framework.

Apart from its epistemological shortcomings, the concept of minority rights
ignores the fact that members of minority groups actualy live in cities that are
culturally very diverse. Seeking a modus vivendi in multicultural cities, policy
makersoftenimplicitly refer to the popular Ottoman millet model asablueprint for
managing cultura diversity. Inthat model, ethnic groupsaresupposedto‘ naturally’
form cultural * communities with their own serviceslike shops, places of worship,
and schools. These* communities’ aresupposed to developtheir identitiesalongthe
lines of their ‘inherent’ cultural logic. Although having a very different appreci-
ation, this model is supported by what Turner (1993) calls difference multi-
culturalism as well as 19th century romantic nationalism. Crossing cultural and
linguistic boundaries is seen accordingly as choosing to celebrate the richness of
diversity, at worst as aform of cultural degeneration that produces ‘hybrids' in a
cultural no man’ sland. In both conceptions, culturesof ethnic groups are supposed
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to occupy different and separate spaces where each group can live according to its
culture.

This segregationist model isnot only flawed, it isalso no longer relevant as M
groups are not territorially bound, nor do they limit their participation to alimited
number of spheres of life. On the contrary, members of IM groupsinteract daily in
al spheres of life with cultural and linguistic others. Even in Brussels, where
antagonisms between Dutch- and French-speaking Belgians continued for so long
that cultural competition came to form the institutional basis of society, people
crossthe cultural border daily and do so increasingly (Janssens 20014). In relation
tominorities, the challengeisno longer solely to guarantee that cultural minorities
can maintain their identities and languages, but to provide these groups with the
means of participating on an equal footing in culturally diverse contexts. These
means are not developed in a cultural vacuum, but in daily interaction, where
majority members as well as minority members of society require the cultural
competenciesto deal with diversity. Assuch, webelievethat minority rightsshould
be reformulated to enable all members of minority groups to interact in daily life
with al inhabitants of the multicultural city, and to simultaneously secure the
cultural development of minority groups in amulticultural context.

Using a non-fixed and non-territorialised approach to culture and minorities
impliesthat we take amore interactive approach to minority rights. Thefirst thing
we need to do is to take into account the context in which minority rights are
applied, because “local concerns continue to shape how universal categories of
rights are implemented, resisted and transformed” (Cowan et al. 2001:1). Looking
at local concernsisthe more necessary because universal perspectives, as Wilson
(1997:8) points out, “provide little or no framework for studying rights ‘on the
ground’.” Universal conceptions of human rights, including minority rights, have
been very absolute in their application, ignoring the complexity of existing social
relationships. Wilson, an ethnographer of human rights, is extremely sharp when
he states that “practical reason is swept away by aformalistic analysis of a priori
synthetic principles, and human actionsare continually related to absolute maxims
and ‘natural’ law” (ibidem). Keeping this criticism in mind, we argue that the
concept of minority rights remains valid but that it needs to be limited in order to
formulate the principle orientations. Asto application, we need amore situational
outlook, whereby the context and concerns of the majority are taken into account.
In other words, minority rights should not simply juxtapose or transpose the
existing cultural arrangements set by themajorities, but complement these (with the
exception of those rulings that discriminate against IM groups). Such fine-tuning
of minority rights implies a thorough understanding of local sensitivities and
complexities and thewaysin which people deal with cultural diversity indaily life.
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The need to develop cultural interaction in respect of minority language rights
impliesthe need for minoritiesto acquire athorough understanding of the majority
language(s) as well as to assert the right to learn their home languages. This two-
track concept is not new. It was applied in the European directive of 1977 on
language teaching for IM children. The European Commission, however, decided
for political reasons to no longer enforce the directive in member-states and,
consequently, it became superfluous. The fundamental ideas behind the directive
remain valid. Reformulated in terms of contemporary multicultural societies, all
schoolsshould, inour view, provide amultilingual curriculum, geared to members
of the so-called magjority, as well as to cultural minorities. To keep instruction
effective and manageable, schools can limit the number of minority languages
taught to oneor afew per school aslong asthe most-spoken minority languagesare
provided over a number of schools in the immediate region. In the context of
doublemajoritiesin cultural competition, likein Brussels, school sshould not strive
to become culturally neutral, an impossibility anyway. Rather, they should choose
one of the majority languages as the vernacular language while creating spacein
the curriculumfor the other mgj ority language and aminority language, which may
function as the subject and/or medium of instruction.

These propositions might seem utopian or idealistic, but asthe case of Brussels
shows, they are closer to reality than policy makers dare to assume. Their realisa-
tion, however, dependsentirely onthewillingnessto seeand engagewith the* new’
realities in European cities. Academics need to reconsider existing concepts and
practices, especially those concerning cultural rights. Cowan et al. (2001:1) make
a plea for “a forum in which theoretical explorations of rights, citizenship and
related concepts can engagewith empirical, contextual studiesof rights processes.”
We consider it necessary to add to this forum the concepts and practices of
managing diversity and their relatedness to minority rights. Only by doing thiscan
European cities become more than areflection of the old colonia world, in which
the *other’ was kept apart and in his’her cultural/linguistic place, or stripped of
his/her cultural identity and language.
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11  Multilingualism in Lyon

MEHMET-ALI AKINCI & JAN JAAPDE RUITER

In this chapter, we present the outcomes of the Multilingual Cities Project (MCP)
on the home language use and practices of primary school childrenin Lyonandits
environs. For an extensive overview, werefer to Akinci et al. (2004). Section 11.1
deals with the status of immigrant minority ( henceforward IM) groups and their
languagesin France. In Section 11.2, information is given on the teaching of lan-
guages other than French and on French language policy, with relevant statisticson
homelanguageinstruction (henceforward HLI). In Section 11.3, thefindings of the
home language survey (henceforward HLS) amongst primary school children in
Lyon are presented. In Section 11.4, nine parameters that are relevant to HLI at
primary and secondary schoolsin France are presented. Section 11.5 contains con-
clusions and a discussion of the outcomes of this study.

11.1 Immigrant minority groups and their languagesin France

In spite of increasingly strict immigration policiesin most European Union (hence-
forward EU) countries, the numbers of IM populations continueto increase, duein
particular to the rising numbers of political refugees, the freedom of movement of
people inside the borders of the EU, and political and economic developmentsin
Central and East Europe. It has been estimated that, in the year 2000, at |east one
third of the population aged less than 35 years in the urban zones of Western
Europe had an IM background (Extra & Gorter 2001).

For variousreasons, it isdifficult to obtain reliable demographicinformation on
IM groupsin EU countries. For some groups and communities, no recent informa:
tion is available. In addition, official statistics only reflect the presence of IM
groups which have a legal status. Another element of disparity relates to the
diversity of the systems of data collection. At the same time, as there is a steady
growth in the number of naturaisations and as new IM children are born in EU
countries, thecriteriamostly used for statistics, i.e., nationality and country of birth,
become more and more unreliable. Finally, it should not beforgotten, in particular
inthe case of France, that the majority of migrantsfrom theformer coloniesalready
had the nationality of the host country, i.e., France, before their migration.
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Complementary or aternativecriteriafor theidentification of IM groups have been
used in non-European countries with alonger history of immigration. In English-
dominant immigration countries, such as the USA, Canada, and Australia, the
guestion of identification was established in terms of self-categorisation and home
language use (Broeder & Extra 1998).

In France, French nationality isacquired by ancestry, right of blood, birth, ‘ right
of soil’, or acquisition. Theright of blood impliesthat any child is French, who has
at least one French parent. By birth, any child who isbornin Franceis Frenchiif at
least one of itsparentswasborn in France. Inthelast case, it is necessary to add the
following requirements. Any child born in France before January 1, 1994, of a
parent bornin aformer Frenchterritory overseasbeforeitsacquisition of independ-
ence, is fully French. This aso holds for a child born in France after January 1,
1963, of aparent born in Algeria before July 3, 1962.

French nationality can be obtained in four different ways. First, important here
because of its relevance to the pupils who participated in our survey, is the
acquisition of French nationality on the basis of birth and residence in France. A
French law of March 16, 1998, states that any person born in France of foreign
parents acquires French nationality if, on this date, he/sheresided in France and if
his/her usual residence had beenin Francefor acontinuousor discontinuous period
of at least five years since he/she reached the age of eleven years. The acquisition
of French nationality can also be obtained by naturalisation. One of the conditions
of naturalisation is to have had a residence permit in France during the five years
that precede the application. Double nationality isin theory impossible for French
nationals.

It is necessary to explain the French definition of the concepts of foreigner and
immigrant: “Any person who does not have French nationality is foreign. An
immigrant is a person born abroad but who lives in France. A foreigner is not
necessarily an immigrant, and an immigrant is not inevitably a foreigner.”
Table 11.1 presents a historical overview of the numbers of foreigners living in
France, based on their countries of origin during the period 1930-1990. Over time,
a(strong) increase can be seen in the numbers of people originating from Maghreb
countries, Portugal, Africa, Asia, and Turkey. At the sametime, a(strong) decrease
is visible in the numbers of people originating from European countries such as
Italy, Spain, Germany, and Poland. After 1994, there was a significant fall in the
entries of foreigners, related to the legal changes in 1993 which regulate the
conditions for entry of foreigners to France (Obin & Obin-Coulon 1999).
Table 11.2 presents the numbers of foreigners in France according to the most
recent censuses, those of 1990 and 1999.
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Countries or regions 1931 1954 1968 1975 1982 1990
Maghreb countries 3.2 12.9 23.6 32.3 38.8 38.7
Portugal 18 11 11.3 22.0 20.7 18.1
Italy 29.8 28.7 21.8 134 9.2 7.0
Africa 0.7 0.1 12 2.3 4.2 6.7
Asia 1.9 20 14 15 45 6.3
Spain 13.0 16.4 232 14.5 8.8 6.0
Turkey 13 0.3 0.3 15 3.3 55
USA 12 2.8 11 12 14 20
Belgium 9.3 6.1 25 16 14 16
Germany 2.6 30 1.7 13 12 15
Poland 18.7 15.2 5.0 2.7 17 13
Overseas idands 12 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Table11.1  Foreigners in France according to their countries of origin in the period
1930-1990 (in %) (source: INSEE 1994)

1990 1999
Nationality N % N %
Tota population 56,651,955 58,520,688
Tota foreigners 3,598,602 100.0 3,263,186 100.0
Tota nationalities from Europe 1,459,113 40.6 1,334,412 40.9
of which: EU (15) 1,321,529 36.7 1,195,498 36.6
Germans (ex - FRG) 52,723 15 78,381 2.4
Belgians 56,129 16 66,666 20
Spaniards 216,047 6.0 161,762 5.0
Italians 252,759 7.0 201,670 6.2
Poles 47,127 13 33,758 1.0
Portuguese 649,714 18.1 553,663 17.0
(former) Yugoslavs 52,453 15 50,543 15
Other European nationalities 132,161 37 187,969 5.8
(except ex-USSR)
Ex-USSR 4,661 0.1 17,249 0.5
Total nationalities from Africa 1,633,142 454 1,419,758 43.5
Algerians 614,207 17.1 477,482 14.6
Moroccans 572,652 15.9 504,096 15.4
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1990 1999

Nationality N % N %
Tunisians 206,336 5.7 154,356 4.7
Other nationalities from Africa 239,947 6.7 283,824 8.7
Tota nationalities from America 72,758 2.0 81,293 25
Tota nationalitiesfrom Asia 424,668 11.8 407,450 125
Turks 197,712 55 208,049 6.4
Other nationalities 226,950 6.3 199,401 6.1
Nationalities from Oceania and 2,260 0.1 3,024 0.1
not specified

Tablel11.2 Foreigners in France according to the censuses of 1990 and 1999 (source:
INSEE)

The differences between the statistics for foreigners and immigrants are obviousiif
the total numbers of immigrantsin Table 11.3 are taken into account.

Country of birth N Country of birth N
Algeria 575,740 Poland 98,566
Portugal 570,243 Belgium 93,395
Morocco 251,059  (former) Yugosavia 75,144
Italy 380,798 | Great Britain 74,683
Spain 316,544 Vietnam 72,318
Tunisia 201,700 | Senega 53,859
Turkey 175,987 Kampuchea 50,526
Germany 125,227

Table11.3  Distribution of immigrantsin 1999, based on country of birth (source: INSEE)

In 1999, there were approximately 3,260,000 foreigners in France, of whom
510,000 were born in France and 2,750,000 abroad. In addition, 4,310,000 people
were qualified asimmigrants; 1,560,000 of these were born abroad but had French
nationality by acquisition and 2,750,000 were born abroad (these are the same
2,750,000 asin thefirst group). Members of the last group can thus be labelled as
both immigrants and foreigners.

Berthoz-Proux (1973) and Gardin (1976) provide highly relevant historical
studies on the use of IM languages in France. Heredia-Deprez (1976) comple-
mented thisearlier work. Berthoz-Proux (1973) observed anincreasing discrepancy
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between school successin the French school system and proficiency in the mother
tongue: pupils who were so-caled ‘integrated’ into the French school system
acknowledged that they were unable to interact in their mother tongues. In similar
cases, Heredia-Deprez (1976) affirmed that many children of Arabic origindid not
speak in their mother tongue with their parents. Reporting on an investigation
carried out inthe Paris area, Heredia-Deprez stated that Spanish children had more
success in the French school system and interacted better in their mother tongue
than Arabic-speaking children. She explained this variation by the status of the
languages involved: a standardised language written in Latin characters was
considered moreeffectiveand prestigious. In many other comparative studiesof the
relationship between dominated mother tongues and dominant mainstream lan-
guages, it was concluded that those children who speak French with their peer
group and the home language with their parents may reach a high level of bilin-
gualism. From alanguage survey among 300 children, carried out in the Parisarea
by Deprez (1994), the following conclusions can be derived:

French has penetrated the domestic domain of IM children; yet, three quarters

of the children in the sample stated that they till understood and spoke the

languages of their parents;

¢ the home language of the parents is relatively dominant in intergenerational
family communication in the case of Arabic-, Kabyle-Berber-, and Portuguese-
speaking children;

e immigrant mothers, and especially mothers from the Maghreb countries, use
their mother tongues more with their children than immigrant fathers.

In the same study, Deprez (1994) showed that, out of 532 bilingual childrenin the

final grade of primary school in Paris, morethan 70 different homelanguages could

be identified.

The*Family investigation’ census on language practicesin French, carried out
at the same time as the national censusin 1999, included 380,000 people selected
independently of their ethnic or national originsin areaslike Flanders, Brittany, and
Corsicainorder to gather dataon theregional languages of France. Tothequestion
inwhich languages, dialects, or patoistheir fathers and their mothersusually spoke
to them before they were 5 years old, 26% of the adults remembered a language
other than French. Six times out of ten, these languages were transmitted at the
sametimeas French; in 50% of the cases, theselanguageswereregional languages,
and in the other half of the cases, they were IM languages like Arabic. In this
investigation, nearly 400 languages other than French wereidentified (Héran et al.
2002). However, if the intergenerational transmission of languages is taken into
account, a retreat of amost al regional and foreign or IM languages can be
observed from one generation to the next. In this study, 20% of the adults said that
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they sometimes spokewith closefriendsin languages other than French; 2,725,000
people mentioned English, which is much more than the 938,000 people who
mentioned Arabic.

Other research projects carried out in Grenoble (Dabéne et al. 1988, Merabti
1991, LIDIL 1990) provide more detailed insight into how majority and minority
languages were used by Spanish- and Arabic-speaking people. Merabti (1991)
distinguished three categories, i.e., activebilingual s, semi-active ones, and inactive
ones. In Grenoble, second-generation Algerian immigrants most commonly spoke
French and/or a mix of Arabic and French with their family members as well as
with neighbours. They rarely used Arabic only in communication with family
members.

11.2 Theteaching of languages other than French

Theteaching of languages other than Frenchin French primary educationiscarried
outintwo forms. Thefirst formiscalled Education deLangueet Cultured' Origine
(ELCO), and is given by ateacher who is sent to France for a period of 4-5 years
by the country of origin. The second form isthe so-called early language teaching
(Enseignement precoce des langues or ELT) and is carried out under the super-
vision of the French educational authorities. These two types of language teaching
co-exist at the national level.

ELCO

Like in most other Western European countries, immigration to France started on
a temporary basis, and eventually became permanent. As a result of French
legidation allowing family repatriation, many of the immigrant workers spouses
and children came to France as well. This reunion of families led to the necessity
to school these children. Intheearly 1970s, the children were given the opportunity
to learn their languages and cultures of origin, which happened also at the request
of the countries of origin. To establish such classes, bilateral agreements were
concluded between France and, in chronological order, Portugal (1973), Italy
(1974), Tunisia(1974), Morocco (1975), Spain (1975), Yugoslavia(1977), Turkey
(1978), and Algeria (1982). Table 11.4 gives the total number of pupils parti-
cipating in ELCO during the 1999/2000 school year. The table is split up into
numbers of pupilsin primary and secondary education, according to data provided
by educational authorities in France and the respective source countries.
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Primary education Secondary education
Country French data SC data French data SC data
Algeria 8,600 11,700 - -
Spain 1,327 1,327 - -
Morocco 27,279 31,596 3,665 3,359
Portugal 10,625 10,625 - -
Tunisia 5,457 11,120* 739 *
Turkey 12,883 12,883 3,665 -

Table11.4  Distribution of pupilsfollowing ELCO in 1999/2000, based on source-country
and French data (* not split up for primary and secondary education) (source:
Relevement des Conclusions 2000)

Table11.4 showsinconsi stences between French and source-country datafor pupils
from Algeria and Morocco; in both cases, the latter present higher numbers for
primary education. Moreover, instruction in Arabic and Turkish in secondary
schools was only provided by source countriesin the cases of Morocco, Tunisia,
and Turkey. It isinteresting to comparethese numbersfromalongitudinal perspect-
ive (Masthoff 1998:45-46). Table 11.5 showsthat the total number of EL CO parti-
cipants in primary schools strongly decreased over time.

Country 1984/1985  1990/1991  1997/1998  1999/2000  2000/2001
Algeria 36,345 12,000 9,421 8,600 7,948
Morocco 10,427 28,000 28,451 27,279 23,514
Tunisia 8,471 9,100 5,831 5,457 5,110
Spain 8,364 3,200 1,366 1,327 1,072
Italy 14,398 12,700 10,173 11,322 8,102
Portugal 41,419 22,000 10,105 10,625 9,371
Turkey 14,783 16,500 13,934 12,883 11,464
(former) Yugosl. 3,325 1,650 188 - 30
Total 137,532 105,150 79,469 77,493 66,611

Tablel1l.5 Distribution of pupilsfollowing ELCOin primary educationin France (Ministére
de |’ Education Nationale 20014)



258 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

Foreign languages at primary schools

In Bulletin 89-065 of March 6, 1989, the Ministry of National Education
announced the setting up of a controlled experiment on the teaching of foreign
languages at primary schools at the national level. This provision wasin principle
limited to the last year of primary schooling (second year of Cours Moyenne;
CM?2). The appendix to the mentioned bulletin, under the title Teaching objectives
and priorities, starts with the negative statement that the early teaching of non-
mother tonguelanguages cannot be atop priority inthe early education of bilingual
children. The text continues as follows: teaching over two school years (CM 1 and
CM2) with a weekly schedule of maximally three hours has other goals than
linguistic, psychological, and cultural goas, and the goal of learning and practising
a language. This early teaching should serve the later learning of a foreign lan-
guage. At the sametime, it should contributeto general learning in primary school,
i.e., promote school success. Such teaching should allow children to enrich their
capacitiesin hearing and articul ation; to become aware of the differences between
aforeign language and the mother tongue; and to be able to handle basic structures
and use a simple vocabulary. The purpose should also beto create and develop in
children atastefor aforeign language, which should be perceived asanother means
of communication and expression, and to open themindsof childrentotheredlities
of aforeign world that children should learn to like and know better.

An Official Bulletin of 7 January 1999 with respect to the 1999/2000 school
year announced the extension of foreign language teaching (henceforward FLT) to
all five levels of primary schooling (Ministere de I’ Education Nationale 2001b).
Below, we present the numbers of pupilsin primary education per language group
(Table 11.6) and grade (Table 11.7) for the 1998/1999 school year. Only 0.3% of
the total number of pupils received instruction in Arabic, 0.2% in Portuguese, and
3.3% in Spanish. The mgjority of the pupils took English lessons, i.e., 1,086,509
pupils (75.4%). During the 1994/1995 school year, the proportion of primary
school pupilslearning aforeignlanguagewas 10.2%inthe public sector and 11.9%
in the private sector (CNFP 2000). In general, a considerable increase in parti-
cipation can be observed between the 1994/1995 and 1998/1999 school years.
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Public primary education | Private primary education

Language Total % Total %
German 262,735 18.2 33,315 8.5
English 1,086,509 75.4 346,500 88.4
Arabic 4,042 0.3 66 -
Spanish 48,196 33 4721 1.2
Italian 26,941 19 971 0.2
Portuguese 3,461 0.2 112 —
Other languages 9,315 0.6 6,206 1.6
Total 1,441,380 100.0 391,891 100.0

Table11.6 Distribution of pupils in public and private primary education per language
group in 1998/1999 (source: CNFP 2000:160)

Public primary education | Private primary education

Grade Total % Total %

Pre-elementary year 21,026 1.0 23,953 8.0
1st year (CP) 30,721 4.6 21,385 19.8
2nd year (CE1) 274,451 39.9 71,175 63.6
3rd year (CE2) 288,607 441 77,471 68.7
4th year (CM1) 337,275 51.9 92,016 79.3
5th year (CM2) 486,950 74.9 105,148 86.3
Other 2,350 4.3 643 14.1
Total 1,441,380 391,891

Tota % learning aforeign language 26.4 447

Table11.7 Distribution of pupils in public and private primary education per gradein
1998/1999 (source: CNFP 2000:160)

With respect to the teaching of regional languages, Marty (2002) presents the
following figures for the 2000/2001 school year.
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Language Number of pupils
Occitan 71,912
Corsican 27,875
Breton 20,697
Basgque 8,969
Catalan 8,907
Alsatian 7,453
Diaects of LaMoselle Dept. 5,823

Table11.8 Distribution of pupilsparticipatinginthelearning of regiona minority languages
in the 2000/2001 school year (source: Marty 2002)

When Tables 11.6 and 11.8 are compared, the primacy of English as a foreign
language becomes clear, followed by German. Apart from these languages, only
Occitan, Spanish, Corsican, Italian, and Breton were represented by more than
20,000 pupils.

L anguage teaching in secondary schools

In the 2000/2001 school year, more than 99% of pupilsin France and in the over-
seas departments (DOM; Departements d Outre Mer) learned one foreign lan-
guage, which is compulsory in France in almost all forms of secondary education.
Slightly over 75% of the pupilslearned asecond foreign language (see Table 11.9).
Non-European languages like Arabic, Turkish, and Chinese were learned by only
0.2% of the total number of pupils as first foreign languages and by 0.86% as
second foreign languages.

Language Asfirst foreign language As second foreign language
German 491,519 520,652
English 4,913,086 331,839
Spanish 42,412 1,841,690
Italian - 163,257
Other languages 12,679 24,713
Total 5,459,696 2,882,151

Table11.9 Distribution of pupils (except pupilsin EREA or Regional Centres of Adapted
Teaching) learning a first and a second foreign language in 2000/2001 in
secondary education (Ministére de I’ Education Nationale 2001c:117)
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In France, itisalso possibleto take an examin an el ective language without having
had formal instruction at school in this language. Today, there are more than 30
such examination programmes, which are primarily in the languages of former
colonies of France, such as Peulh, spoken in West Africa; Kampuchea, spokenin
Cambodia; dialectal Arabic, spoken in North Africa and the Middle East; and
Berber, spoken in North Africa. In the 1998/1999 school year, more than 12,000
pupils took such exams. Among the languages chosen, dialectal Arabic holds a
prime position with 75% of the candidates.

11.3 Homelanguage survey in Lyon

The HLSin Lyon was carried out with the collaboration of the School Inspection
Department of Lyon. Around 60,000 questionnaires were sent to primary schools
inLyonanditssurroundings. Unfortunately, out of 173 schools, only 42 cooperated
and returned 11,647 completed questionnaires. This constituted a low number
compared to the objective laid down at the beginning of the project. Two reasons
for this outcome can be mentioned. On the one hand, the investigation took place
at a time when the directors of primary schools were on strike and, therefore,
refused to open mail from the School Inspection. On the other hand, dueto alack
of financial means, there was an insufficient number of research-assistants for a
more extensive realisation of the survey. To put the results of the Lyon survey into
perspective, Table 11.10 gives the distribution of population groupsin the Rhéne
area, of which Lyon isthe capital.

Population groups National Rhone
French 52,903,200 1,259,832
Foreigners 4,323,008 170,676
European Union countries  Spanish 213,518 7,939
Italian 303,543 12,625
Portuguese 778,256 22,647
Maghreb countries Algerian 777,332 59,313
Moroccan 663,731 10,512
Tunisian 224,096 20,696
Turkey 262,652 11,556

Table11.10 Distribution of population groupsin Franceandin the Rhéne area(INSEE 1999)
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According to Table 11.10, the proportion of the foreign population in the Rhéne
areain 1999 was 13.5%, whereas at the national level thiswas 3.14%. The Rhéne
area has, thus, a relatively high percentage of inhabitants coming from abroad.
Among the IM communities listed in the department, two groups are most
prominent, i.e., people from Maghreb countries and from Portugal.

Concerning thedistribution of pupilsacrossagegroups, Table11.11 showsthat
most pupils who participated in the survey were aged between 6 and 11 years.

Age group Total Proportion
4and5 62 -
6 1,634 14%
7 1,735 15%
8 2,074 18%
9 2,483 21%
10 2,562 22%
11 666 6%
12 and 13 71 -
Unknown 370 3%
Total 11,647 100%

Table11.11 Distribution of pupils across age groupsin the survey

Birth country Pupil Mother Father

France 10,184 87% 6,148 53% 5,490 47%
Algeria 355 3% 1,511 13% 1,629 13%
Tunisia 107 1% 595 5% 684 6%
Turkey 92 1% 399 3% 414 4%
Morocco 83 - 408 4% 423 4%
Bahamas 39 - 49 - 40 -
Portugal 39 - 236 2% 260 2%
Spain 26 - 91 1% 124 1%
Eg. Guinea 22 - 65 1% 93 1%
(former) Yugosdl. 22 - 38 - 40 -
Albania 20 - 29 - 36 -
Cameroon 19 - 47 - 37 -
Irag 18 - 20 - 21 -
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Birth country Pupil Mother Father

St. Vincent 18 - 96 1% 83 1%
Senegal 17 - 74 1% 81 1%
Cambodia 15 - 108 1% 107 1%
Guinea 14 - 36 - 40 -
Kosovo 14 - 16 - 17 -
Somali 14 - 19 - 18 -
Vietnam 14 - 76 1% 81 1%
Italy 13 - 105 1% 140 1%
Brazil 12 - 8 - 5 -
Comoros 11 - 43 - 38 -
Other 186 2% 516 4% 590 5%
Unknown 293 3% 914 8% 1,156 10%
Tota 11,647 100% 11,647 100% 11,647 100%

Table11.12 Distribution of pupils and their parents across birth countries

AsTable 11.12 shows, most pupilswere born in France (87%). These percentages
weremuch lower for their parents: 47% of the fathersand 53% of the motherswere
born in France. In descending order, the other most important birth countries of
pupils were Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco, and Turkey. It should be noted that a
number of pupils did not mention the country of birth of their parents. Especially
the very young children did not know the answers to these questions. Among the
11,647 pupils who filled out the questionnaire, 53.5% reported that one or more
languages other than or next to French were used at home. In Table 11.13, alist of
the 66 reported home languages is presented in descending order.

Nr Language Frequency Nr Language Frequency
1 Arabic 2,914 36 Sango 6
2 Turkish 480 37 Akan/Twi/ Ghanese' 5
3 English 435 38 Romani/Sinte 5
4 Spanish 365 39 Soninke 5
5 Portuguese 273 40 Thai 5
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Nr Language Frequency 'Nr Language Freguency
6 Creole 268 41 Rwanda 4
7 ltdian 265 42 Turoyo 4
8 Berber 149 43 Hungarian 3
9 Cambodian 118 44 Polish 3
10 German 94 45 Czech 2
11 Vietnamese 93 46 Douda 2
12 Albanian 65 47 Ewe 2
13 Somali 53 48 Fulani/Peulh 2
14 Laotian 51 49 Macedonian 2
15 Comorian 48 50 Mina 2
16 Armenian 41 51 Roumanian 2
17 Kurdish 41 52 Tahitian 2
18 Chinese 38 53 Azeri 1
19 Wolof/* Singhalese’ 36 54 Bangui 1
20 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 27 55 Bulgarian 1
21 Maagasy 20 56 Chaldean 1
22 Lingaa 16 57 Danish 1
23 Maori 16 58 Georgian 1
24 Bambara 15 59 I(g)bo 1
25 Bulu 15 60 Saami 1
26 Tamil 14 61 Sardinian 1
27 Afrikaans 13 62 Swahili 1
28 Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ 12 63 Swedish 1
29 Russian/Belorussian 12 64 Tshiluba 1
30 lvrit 11 65 Urdu 1
31 Farsi 8 66 Yoruba 1
32 Greek 8
33 Japanese 8
34 Maay 8
35 Hmong 6
Total of tokens 6,106

Table11.13 Ranking list of references made to languages
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Only 14 languages were reported by more than 50 pupils, while 22 languages were
reported by only one or two pupils. The top-19 languages, which are discussed in
more detail below, were mentioned by 93.5% of the participating pupils.
Table 11.14 containsreferencesto countries or areas of acountry (like Kosovo and
Corsica) of which only four could be identified as languages.

Reference to country/region Language N
1 Congolese Unknown 35
2 Guinean Guyanian/Guyanian Creole 27
3 Kosovar Albanian 11
4 Gabonais Unknown 10
5 Indian Unknown 10
6 Mayotte Comore 8
7 Béninois Unknown 5
8 Togo Unknown 5
9 Céted'lvoire Unknown 4
10 Moroccan Unknown 4
11 Maian Unknown 3
12 Reunion Creole 2
13 Caledonian Unknown 1
14 Corsica Corse 1
15 Canadian Unknown 1
16 Nigerian Unknown 1
17 Tchadian Unknown 1
18 SierralLeone Unknown 1
Total tokens 130

Table11.14 Ranked references to countries and regions with their possible derivations

A surprising outcome is the large number of pupils who referred to the use of
English at home. When the birth countries of these pupils are examined, it appears
that 87% of them were born in France, as were 60% of their mothers and 57% of
their fathers. According to the list of other languages used at home in addition to
English, 70 pupilsmentioned Arabic, 64 Spanish, 44 Italian, and 27 German. These
families may consist partly of couples of different origins. English was reported
frequently as a home language in other cities too (see other chapters in this
Volume).
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Inthelist of languages most often mentioned, wefind two languages whose use
in France could be attributed to recent immigration, i.e., Arabic and Turkish, with
46.5% and 7.5% of the total number of pupils, respectively. In fourth and fifth
positions are two languages whose use results from earlier immigration, i.e.,
Spanish and Portuguese. These two languages, formerly labelled as immigrant
languages, currently enjoy ahigher statusin French FLT, in particular since Spain
and Portugal became part of the EU. The status of Italian, which occupies the
seventh position in the list of languages, was improved in asimilar way.

Itisremarkableto find Creolein the sixth position among the listed languages.
The term ‘Creole’ is a common denominator for a variety of spoken Creole
languages. It is essentia to distinguish between French, English, and Portuguese
Creoles. When we look at the birth countries of the pupils who mentioned this
language, we note that 79% of them were born in France. The countries of birth of
their parents provide more information on the various Creoles spoken by these
pupils, i.e., Equatorial Guinea (Portuguese-based Creole), Saint Vincent and the
Bahamas (English-based Creole€), and thelsland of Reunion (French-based Creole).

Lastly, in the list of the languages mentioned by at least 100 pupils, we find
Berber in eight position and Cambodian in ninth position. Lyon, like Nice, aso
accommodates a large Vietnamese community.

Our analyses a so provided alanguage vitality index for the top-19 languages
mentioned by the pupils. For information on how we calculated this language
vitality index (henceforward LVI), we refer to Chapter 6 in this Volume.
Table 11.15 presents the vitality indices for the top-19 languages in descending
order. In Lyon, Turkish was found to be the most vital language, followed by
Cambodian, Vietnamese, and Armenian. German and Somali were the languages
with the lowest indices. According to assumptions on ethnolinguistic vitality,
mother tongues which have a high ethnolinguistic vitality tend to be maintained,
whereas those which have a weak vitality tend to be replaced by the mainstream
language of the particular country. In certain studies, however, it was established
that thelarger the typological difference between languagesin contact is, the more
the minority language is maintained (Kipp et al. 1995). Based on thislast finding,
one could argue that Turkish, Cambodian, Vietnamese, and Armenian are lan-
guages that have more chances of intergenerational survival than languages that
show acloser resemblanceto French. Concerningthehighvitality of Turkishinthis
survey, an important factor may be the strong sense of solidarity among Turkish
immigrants in France (Tribalat 1998), which enables them to practice their
language in everyday life without having true contact with speakers of French
(Akinci & Yagmur 2003).
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Total Language Language Language Language
Language group pupils |proficiency choice dominance preference LVI
Turkish 480 95 82 38 47 65
Cambodian 118 92 69 20 42 56
Vietnamese 93 84 66 18 43 53
Armenian 41 77 51 42 43 53
Arabic 2,914 84 45 22 55 52
Laotian 51 90 46 20 46 50
Creole 268 87 35 24 53 50
Portuguese 273 86 30 19 58 48
Albanian 65 62 51 34 37 46
Berber 149 76 40 19 41 44
Comorian 48 82 30 14 33 40
Kurdish 41 65 32 26 25 37
Spanish 365 66 16 11 46 35
Wolof 36 65 24 8 37 33
Italian 265 61 14 10 47 33
Chinese 38 65 18 10 32 31
English 435 61 18 7 35 30
German 94 41 13 5 27 22
Somali 53 21 16 11 15 16

Table11.15 LVI per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in cumulative %)

11.4 Homelanguageinstruction in primary and secondary schools

In this section, we focus on nine parameters of HLI at primary schools. Where
relevant, reference is made to language teaching in secondary schools as well.

(1) Target groups

As mentioned earlier, there is a distinction between HLI and ETL. In secondary
education, one speaksof FLT. Fromalegal perspective, all children between 6 and
16 yearsold living in France have the right and the obligation to go to school. HLI
isoffered to IM children originating from source countries like Morocco, Tunisia,
and Turkey. The languages currently offered in this programme are standard
Arabic, Portuguese, Spanish, and Turkish. In accordance with the bilateral agree-
ments between France and the countries of origin, HLI is offered only to children
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originating from these countries. Children who do not have these nationalities or
who do not originate from these countries have no accessto HLI. For participation
in HLI, it is necessary that the child has developed some proficiency in the home
language. The reason for thisis that HLI begins when the child is in the second
grade of primary school. To establish HLI classesin any public school, aminimum
of 12 participating pupils is required. Another factor that plays a role is the
availability of teachers, as their weekly teaching times are limited. These classes,
which cannot be more than three hours per week, are given in the periods after
regular classes, on Wednesday afternoons or Saturdays, or early in the morning.
Recently, ETL was introduced in al primary schools after the third grade. The
dominant foreign language chosen by the children is English in 97% of cases.

FLT is offered to pupils from the first grade of secondary school on and
continuesto the end of secondary school. FLT isobligatory for pupilsin secondary
education. Pupils commonly continue to take lessonsin the foreign languages that
they had already chosen in primary school. For children who have recently come
to France, there are special classes, named CLIN (Classes d’initiation) in primary
schools and CLAD (Classes d' adaptation) in secondary schools. In these classes,
intensive French instruction is provided so that recently arrived pupils can be
placed in the grade appropriate to their age in the shortest possible time.

(2) Arguments
The history of minority language teaching in France and the motivation to provide
it is interesting. The beginnings of minority language teaching date back to the
early 1950swhen regional languageteaching (henceforward RLT) achievedaform
of recognition, having earlier been marginally tolerated. However, it was only in
1982 that the French government started to organise RLT on avoluntary basis. In
1996/1997, nearly 100,000 pupils received RLT in primary schools. In the same
school year, 155,000 pupilsreceived RLT in secondary schools (Poignant 1998).
Regional languagesare defined asthelanguages of culture of the Republic other
than French. The qualification ‘regiona’ differentiates them from the so-called
‘foreign living languages’ which are not ‘territorialised’ languages. These arelan-
guages used by foreigners (see Section 11.1) or French citizens of foreign origin.
RLT has alonger history and tradition than the teaching of IM languages. It was
only at the beginning of the 1970s that the Ministry of National Education showed
serious concern about languages and cultures of foreign origin in France (LIDIL
1990). Until then, only migrant associations and consulates of various countries
occupied themselveswith theseissues. Theinterest of the French governmentinthe
languages and cultures of IM groupsled not only to the establishment of CLIN and
CLAD classes (see above) but also to theinstallation of classesfor HLI, which are
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theresponsibility of the countriesof origin but controlled by the French educational
authorities.

Originally, the arguments for HLI were that it would help foreign pupils
integrate into the French educational system, while enabling them to maintain
bondswith the languages and cultures of their countriesof originin preparation for
apossible return to these countries. Asit was recognised in France that the return
of immigrants and their familiesisamyth, the present argumentsfor HLI focus on
overcoming the possible marginalisation of new-coming children, and to alesser
extent second or third generation children, while at the same time enabling them to
acquire the basics of their languages and cultures of origin.

(3) Objectives

Objectives have been spelled out only for the teaching of regional languages, both
at thelevel of primary and secondary education. No such objectives have ever been
formulated for the teaching of IM languages.

(4) Evaluation

In the French school system, the formal evaluation of pupils begins in the first
grade of primary school. Every trimester, parents are informed about their child’s
performanceand progress. Through thesereports, teachersinform parentsabout the
child’s position at school, both academically, with grades for each subject, and
socialy. At the beginning of the third grade, al pupils take part in a nationwide
written examination in French and mathematics. A similar evaluation takes place
inthefirst year of secondary education. IM children who have participated in HLI
receive amark for HLI on their report every trimester. This evaluation, however,
playsnorolefor later studies, and French teachers usually do not ask HLI teachers
about their evaluation. Thisisdueto thefact that thereislittle contact, and in some
schools no contact at al, between HLI teachers and the French teaching staff. In
thisrespect, thereisaclear watershed in the French school system: the HLI teacher
is dways a foreigner, and, therefore, he or she is rarely invited to school staff
meetings or pedagogic programmes.

In some secondary schools, where a French teacher does FLT, the HLI marks
obtained areincluded in thereport asa‘regular’ subject and are asimportant asthe
marksfor other core subjects. Inthelast year of secondary school (grade 9), pupils
conclude their studies with an examination in all subjects. The first foreign lan-
guage is evaluated in this examination as well. Actually, the marks given by the
foreign language teachersin secondary school s have the same status asthose given
in primary school, that is, they have no consequences for admission to the next
level in the educational system.
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(5 Enrolment

The minimum enrolment rate in HLI classes in France as agreed between France
and anumber of source countriesis 12 (see above). Thiscausesarea problem for
the teaching of those languages for which speakers are scarce in certain areas. In
those cases, the minimum condition of 12 pupils cannot be met. On the other hand,
the required number of 12 children can easily be reached in most areas by placing
children from different grades and/or schoolsin one HLI class.

The languages taught in the second degree are offered in the form of one
optional hour for all pupils. Moreover, athree hours option is offered to pupilsin
the 3rd and 4th degree. In secondary school classes 1 and 2, pupils can choosethese
languages as obligatory or optional lessons. There are no minimum enrolment
requirements, and the existence of aforeign language classdependson such factors
as teacher availability and demand from pupils.

(6) Curricular status

Since the bilateral agreements were made, no changes have occurred for HLI
classes. In all cases, instruction is given for a maximum of three hours per week.
However, this is most commonly one and a half hours because of the limited
availability of teachers. HLI is usually offered outside school hours in the same
school building, in the majority of casesin the late afternoon, between 16:30 and
18:00, on Wednesday afternoonsand on Saturdays. HLI may a so beoffered during
school hours, whichisreferred to as‘integrated courses' . Thisisrarely done, how-
ever, becauseit often resultsin children missing regular classes. The disadvantage
of classes outside school hoursisthat both teachers and pupils are isolated. There
is no communication with ‘regular’ teachers about what the children are working
onin HLI, which confirmsthat HLI is an isolated activity that does not belong to
the core programme. Integrated courses offer the double advantage of close co-
operation between HLI teachers and regular teachers in the schools, and the
participation of agreater number of pupils. Unfortunately, classes outside school
hours are most common all over France.

In secondary schools, it isbecoming moreand more accepted that IM languages
such as Arabic or Turkish can be chosen as a second or third foreign language. It
is interesting to note that the former French minister for National Education
proposed the creation of a new language-teaching system in primary education
whereby the languages taught in HLI would be given the same status as the
languagesin ELT. At the present time, pupilsfollow, starting from thefirst year of
secondary schooling, lessons in a foreign language. They can choose among the
twelve following languages: English, German, modern Arabic, Chinese, Spanish,
modern Hebrew, Italian, Japanese, Dutch, Polish, Portuguese, and Russian. In the
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third year of secondary schooling, pupils can choose a second language as oblig-
atory or optional. To these twelve languages, Turkish and regional languages are
added.

(7) Funding

The countries of origin finance HLI, that is, the teachers’ salaries, the renting of
classrooms, and al relevant costs. EL T isorganised and financed compl etely by the
French state.

(8) Teaching materials
Originally, nearly al teaching materials for HLI originated from the source
countries. These materials soon proved i nappropriate asthey wereintended for use
in the teaching of these languages as mainstream languages and, of course, the
contents did not at al reflect the cultural experiences of the children in the new
country, France. This led, though only minimally, to the development of new
teaching materials in France. According to official rhetorics, HLI teachers are
invited to practice an open intercultural pedagogy, to take an active part in the
various cultures of the pupils, and, if necessary, to play the role of intercultural
mediator in case of difficulties in communication between parents/teachers and
pupils/teachers. Each country definesits HLI programme on the basis of various
bilateral principles. For example, the Moroccan programme aims at giving the
children “through Arabic language teaching and Isdamic education [...] the
possibility of reading and writing the Arabic language”, whereas the Tunisian
programme aims at encouraging the child “to express himself/herself with easein
functional Arabic.” Nevertheless, the organisation of HLI raisesanumber of issues
which have consequences for the whole school community:

e alHLI programmesare prepared without takinginto consideration the‘ regular’
programme of French schools and without dialogue with French teachers;

e HLI privilegesthe mainstream language of the country of origin without taking
into account other home language varieties or linguistic practices specific to
immigrant families,

e at the cultural level, the contents of the lessons commonly refer to the country
of origin and, therefore, ignore the cultural transformations which individuals
and whole social groups undergo in a context of migration;

¢ though considerable efforts may be made, HLI teachers, often not French-
speaking foreigners, hardly cooperate with the local teaching staff.
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(99 Teacher qualifications

HLI teachers are full-time teachers in primary and secondary education, who have
been trained in their countries of origin. Often, they are sent to in France for four
or five years, or even seven years in the case of Algerians. As a result of a
ministerial circular of 1983, HLI teacher qualificationsaretheresponsibility of both
a French Academy inspector and an inspector from the country of origin.

11.5 Conclusionsand discussion

The multilingual character of primary schools in Lyon is a well-known phe-
nomenon, but in our sociolinguistic investigation we documented the extent of
multilingualism in Lyon in much more detail. On severa dimensions, our results
are similar to those of earlier studies of language practices of immigrant families
inFrance (Akinci 1996, 2003, Billiez 1990, Deprez 1994, Leconte 1998, V éronique
1998). Our study revealed, in addition, new data on the distribution, classification,
and vitality of the languages spoken at homes by IM pupils.

Itisimportant to notethat many childrenfrom Arabic, Chinese, Creole, Turkish,
and Vietnamese backgrounds want to learn their home languages. All of these
languages, with the exception of Chinese, show high vitality, and they are also the
languages of recent immigrants. Therefore, it is especially these languages that
should appear inthe ELT at primary school. When reinforced at school, ELT could
opposetheloss of thelanguages of IM pupilsborn and growing up in France. With
the ongoing integration of the EU, we arein need of individuals with bicultural as
well as bilingual competences. Based on a study of the teaching of French and
Arabicto primary school children of Maghreb originin Grenoble, Billiez (1990:45)
concluded that the simultaneous teaching of two languages constitutes an en-
richment for the child, at least when a number of institutional and administrative
prerequisites are met. In such a way, a true pedagogy of bilingualism would be
promoted instead of the simple addition of afew erratic language teaching hours.
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12 Multilingualism in Madrid

PETER BROEDER & LAURA MIJARES

Since the 1990s, Spain has become a host country for immigrants, and Spanish
schoolshavereceived anincreasing number of pupilsof foreignorigin, inparticular
from non-European countries. The presence and increase in the number of these
new pupils has created new issuesin the educational debate and has contributed to
the implementation of distinct measures by schools in order to facilitate their
integration into the school system.

This chapter focuses on the Community of Madrid, and includes both the
metropolitan and extra-metropolitan zones. V arious perspectivesare offered on the
languages used at home and at school by Madrid childrenfrom 6to 12 yearsof age.
Section 12.1 contains an overview of educational policy and datain Spainand in
Madrid with respect to immigrant minority (henceforward IM) children. In
Section 12.2, the aims and outcomes of alanguage survey among school children
in Madrid are presented (see Broeder & Mijares 2003 for a detailed description).
The goals and methods of the study are explained and the distribution of home
languages among the school childrenis shown. A crosslinguistic comparison was
made for the eight most frequently reported home languages, which focused on
language proficiency, choice, dominance, and preference. These four variables
were combined to calculate alanguage vitality index (henceforward LV 1) for each
of the eight languages. Section 12.3 deals with the teaching of IM languages at
school. Inthissection, thefocusison Moroccan and Portuguese EL CO (Ensefianza
deLenguay Cultura de Origin). Section 12.4 contains conclusionsand discussion.

121 Immigrant minority children in Spain and Madrid

In accordance with the law on the rights and liberties of foreignersin Spain and
their social integration, all foreign minors under the age of 18 years have both the
right and duty of education under the same conditions as Spanish pupils; a right
whichincludesaccessto free compul sory education, to the corresponding academic
degrees, and to the public system of scholarships and aids (Statutory Law 8/2000).
The law does not establish any difference between those who reside legally in
Spain and those who do not; the state has to guarantee education for all minors of
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nationalities different from the Spanish nationality, irrespective of the legal status
of their parents.

Chapter V of the Law on Special Education (LOGSE) is dedicated to pupils
with specia educational needs. Schools must have the necessary means to allow
these pupilsto reach similar objectives as other pupils, with compensatory policies
against inequalitiesin educational provisions. Thelaw specifiesthat the policies of
compensatory educati on should opposetheinequalitiescaused by social, economic,
cultural, geographic, ethnic, or other factors (Art. 63,2). The law also alows the
adaptation of educational centres to the specific needs of pupils (Art. 65,3) and it
allowsindependent communitieswith educational competencesto devel op specific
programmes in relation to this matter (Art. 67,1).

In addition, the law prescribes the implementation of measures for a balanced
distribution of pupilswith special educational needs, for transport services, and for
school dining rooms. New formulas should alow specia attention to be given to
individual pupils or small groups in order to facilitate the fulfilment of specific
objectives. Theseformulasare operationalised in the organi sation of compensatory
classes, different from mainstream classes, with special teachers to reinforce the
basic subjects of the Spanish language and mathematics. Children who do not
understand Spanish well enough as the mainstream language of the school or who
have other educational problems participate in these classes. These children leave
the mainstream group for a determined number of hours per week, which varies
according to educational centres.

Table 12.1 shows a significant increase in foreign pupils from 1992-2002,
visible in the given percentages of foreign pupils per 1,000 registered pupils.

School year Foreign pupils Foreign pupils (in %)
1992/1993 46,111 54
1993/1994 50,076 6.3
1994/1995 53,213 6.8
1995/1996 57,406 75
1996/1997 62,707 8.3
1997/1998 72,363 9.9
1998/1999 80,687 11.0
1999/2000 107,301 145
2000/2001 141,434 195
2001/2002 201,518 28.7

Tablel12.1 Foreign pupilsin Spanish compul sory education (% per 1,000 pupils)
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Until 1999/2000, European countries, in particular EU countries, were the major
source of origin of foreign pupils. During the 2000/2001 school year, however,
most foreign pupils came from Hispano-American countries. In Table 12.2, the
increase in the number of foreign pupils by continent is shown from 1992-2002.

School year Europe Africa Hispano-America
1992/1993 19,965 8,211 11,860
1993/1994 21,554 10,568 11,489
1994/1995 22,965 11,559 11,996
1995/1996 19,897 14,628 12,060
1996/1997 23,987 17,076 14,122
1997/1998 25,891 21,458 16,467
1998/1999 28,091 24,280 19,394
1999/2000 36,253 31,899 27,798
2000/2001 40,605 37,460 43,772
2001/2002 50,918 48,239 85,560

Table12.2  Foreign pupils by continent

In the 2000/2001 school year, IM children from Africa represented 28% (37,460)
of the total number of foreign pupils, while pupils from European countries
represented 30.3% (40,605). Pupils from Hispano-America represented 32.7%
(43,772) of thetotal number of foreign pupilsin that school year, and their number
almost doubled in 2001/2002. The number of pupils from Africa also shows a
spectacular increase; their number in 2001/2002 was close to the number of pupils
from Europe. Actualy, the proportion of European pupils decreased from
1992-2002.

As far as the countries of origin are concerned, Moroccan pupils were most
numerous and their number increased significantly during the last years, in
correspondence with the general guidelines for Moroccan migration to Spain.
Pupilsoriginating fromtwo EU countriesfollowed Moroccan pupil s (25,199) inthe
year 1999/2000, i.e., Germany (6,827) and Great Britain (6,486).

In Table 12.3, theincreasein the numbers of pupilsfrom thefivelargest source
countriesispresented, with the exception of Portugal. Since Portugal hasmigration
guidelines similar to those of non-European countries and since Spain offers a
programme of education in the Portuguese Language and Culture, pupils of
Portuguese nationality are not included in thistable.
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School year Morocco Ecuador Colombia | Great Britain = Argentina
1992/1993 6,286 - - 3,798 4,058
1994/1995 8,576 - 925 3,972 2,972
1996/1997 13,003 475 1,337 3,900 2,874
1998/1999 19,236 1,426 2,510 4,972 3,063
2000/2001 X X X X X
2001/2002 38,233 26,722 23,540 8,130 7,415

Table12.3  Foreign pupils by specific countries (x = unknown)

Table 12.3 shows that the number of Moroccan pupils increased from 6,286 in
1992/1993 to 38,233 in 2001/2002. Moroccan pupils formed the most numerous
group. The most significant growth was registered for Colombian and Ecuadorian
pupils. Table 12.4 presents longitudinal data on the top-15 of nationalities.

1995/1996 2001/2002
Nationality Total % Total % Increase (in %)
Moroccan 10,881 20.3 38,233 18.9 251
Ecuadorian 338 0.6 26,722 13.2 8
Colombian 1,058 19 23,540 11.6 2
USA 3,231 6.0 8,130 4.0 151
Argentinian 2,732 51 7,415 3.6 171
German 3,362 6.3 6,969 34 107
Dominican 1,507 2.8 6,126 3.0 306
Roumanian 241 0.4 5,388 2.6 2
Peruvian 2,171 4.0 5,356 2.6 146
Chinese 1,191 22 5,003 24 320
French 2,778 5.2 4,299 21 54
Venezuelan 1,179 22 3,842 19 225
Brazilian 747 13 2,978 14 298
Bulgarian 194 0.3 2,975 14 1
Itaian 1,073 20 2,802 13 161
Other 20,679 38.7 51,740 25.6 150
Tota 53,362 100.0 201,518 100.0 277
Table12.4  Top-15 of foreign pupilsin Spain between 1995 and 2001
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In the 2001/2002 school year, the top-15 of foreign pupils represented 71% of the
total number of foreign pupils. It should be emphasised that of these 15 nation-
dlities, eight are Hispano-American, and seven of these (except Brazil) refer to
countries where Spanish is the official language. In addition, five European
countries are represented in this list.

In Madrid, a resolution of 4 September 2000 of the Main Directorate of
Educational Promotion regulates the educational facilities of educational centres
provided with the public funds of the Community of Madrid. Thisnew law, which
no longer refers to pupils with specia educational needs, but to pupils requiring
educational compensation, specifies the activities to be carried out in the edu-
cationa centres, ranging from the provision of a support teacher in mainstream
classes to the establishment of specia classes consisting exclusively of pupils
requiring educational compensation. Table 12.5 shows the increase in the total
number of foreign pupilsin compulsory education in the Community of Madrid.

School year Foreign pupils
1992/1993 10,028
1993/1994 11,421
1994/1995 12,907
1995/1996 14,113
1996/1997 15,831
1997/1998 18,812
1998/1999 22,370
1999/2000 30,518
2000/2001 38,391

Table12.5  Foreign pupilsin the Community of Madrid

In the 2000/2001 school year, Madrid was the community with the most foreign
pupilsin Spain, i.e., 28.7% (38,391) of the total number of pupils. Catalonia had
the second-largest number of foreign pupilswith 17.5% (23,493). Table 12.6 shows
the most represented nationalities in the schools of the Community of Madrid
during the 1999/2000 and 2000/2001 school years.
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1999/2000 2000/2001
Nationality Tota % Tota % Change (in %)
Moroccan 5,542 194 6,472 16.8 16.7
Ecuadorian 2,335 8.1 5,395 14.0 131.0
Colombian 1,932 6.7 4,149 10.8 114.7
Dominican 2,023 7.0 2,620 6.8 295
Peruvian 2,095 7.3 2,605 6.7 24.3
Roumanian 773 2.7 1,262 3.2 63.2
Polish 983 34 1,177 30 19.7
Chinese 997 34 1,105 2.8 10.8
Portuguese 686 24 841 21 225
French 935 32 834 21 -10.8
Argentinian 731 25 812 21 11.0
Eqg. Guinea 630 22 733 19 16.3
Philippine 574 20 701 18 221
Other 8,257 28.9 9,685 252 17.2
Total 28,793 100.0 38,391 100.0 34.7

Table12.6  Foreign pupilsin the Community of Madrid (1999/2000 and 2000/2001)

An increase can be observed for all nationalities, except French pupils. Most
foreign pupilsin Madrid originatefromMorocco. A comparisonof Tables12.5and
12.6 showsthat, in Madrid, Moroccanswerestill themost numerousand that pupils
of European nationalities had relatively less weight than in the rest of Spain.
However, if we take into account the relative increase in the number of foreign
pupils, we see that, although the number of Moroccan pupils continued to be high,
pupils of other nationalities showed a greater increase.

The number of Ecuadorian pupils, already very high, especially in Madrid,
increased even more during the last years. According to data of the Municipal
Register of Inhabitants, in January 2002, in the capital Madrid only, i.e., excluding
the metropolitan and extra-metropolitan zones, therewere 92,690 Ecuadorians, and
18,616 Moroccans. Colombian pupils have aso shown a significant increase. As
in the case of Ecuadorians, thisincrease corresponds to the growth of immigrants
from Colombiain Madrid, whose number was 38,710 in January 2002, according
to the data of the same Register and in the same area. In fact, during the 2002/2003
school year the numbers of Ecuadorian and Colombian pupilswere superior to the
number of Moroccan pupilsin the schools of Madrid.
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12.2 Homelanguage survey in Madrid

The home language survey in Madrid was carried out in the 2001/2002 school year
with the support of the Ministry of Education (see Broeder & Mijares 2003 for
detailed information). The research sample consisted of 24,429 primary school
children ranging in age from 4-13 years. Included in the sample were schoolswith
arelatively high proportion of foreign children, spread across the various districts
of Madrid and across two different school types. Table 12.7 gives an overview of
the distribution of primary school children ranging in age from 4-13 years across
school typesin Madrid at large and in the sample.

School types Madrid Sample Coverage
Public schools 201,848 21,206 11%
Subsidised private schools 98,798 3,120 3%
Unknown - 103 -
Tota 300,646 24,429 8%

Table12.7 Distribution of primary school children across school typesinthecity andin the
sample

Table 12.8 shows the distribution of pupils across grades and age groups. Most of
the children were in grades 1-6 and ranging in age from 6-12 years.

Grade Frequency Proportion | Age group Frequency Proportion
1 3,584 15% 6 2,498 10%
2 3,937 16% 7 3,743 15%
3 4,104 17% 8 3,901 16%
4 4,196 17% 9 3,981 16%
5 3,995 16% 10 4,013 16%
6 4,475 18% 11 4,127 17%
7 5 - 12 1,794 7%
8 20 - 13 237 1%
Unknown 113 1% Unknown 135 1%
Total 24,429 100% Total 24,429 100%

Table12.8 Distribution of pupils across grades and age groups
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Examination of the reported countriesof origin of the pupilsshowsarich variation.
Almost 100 different countrieswere mentioned as birth countries: 8 countriesmore
than 100 times, 15 countries more than 50 times, and 29 countries more than
10 times. Table 12.9 shows the distribution of the pupils and their parents across
the 20 most frequently mentioned countries.

Birth country Pupil Mother Father

Spain 20,279 83% 18,687 7% 18,586 76%
Ecuador 1,182 5% 1,171 5% 1,183 5%
Colombia 650 3% 670 3% 698 3%
Morocco 493 2% 835 4% 806 4%
Dominican Rep. 317 1% 350 2% 420 2%
Scotland 223 1% 327 1% 336 2%
Roumania 121 1% 133 1% 130 1%
China/Hong K. 115 1% 212 1% 203 1%
Argentina 70 - 132 1% 122 1%
Guinea 67 - 107 - 121 1%
Poland 64 - 93 - 101 1%
Cuba 55 - 72 - 75 -
Brazil 54 - 63 - 85 -
Portugal 53 - 156 1% 206 1%
Boalivia 52 - 60 - 60 -
Venezuela 44 - 35 - 43 -
Philippines 43 - 142 1% 164 1%
France 41 - 124 1% 136 -
Bulgaria 36 - 37 - 36 -
Chile 34 - 55 - 55 -
Totd 24,329 100% 23,991 100% 24,070 100%

Table12.9 Distribution of birth countries of pupils, mothers and fathers

Most pupils (83%) were born in Spain. Although to a lesser degree, most parents
were also born in Spain, i.e., 77% of the mothers and 76% of the fathers. The
rankings of the birth countries of the children and their parents are highly
comparable. Nevertheless, a proportionally higher number of parents not born in
Spain originated from the following countries. Morocco, China/lHong Kong,
Portugal, Venezuel a, and the Philippines. The number of children and parentsfrom
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countries in which Spanish is the official language was remarkably high. There
were 1,182 children from Ecuador, 650 children from Colombia, 317 childrenfrom
the Dominican Republic, 70 children from Argentina, 52 children from Boalivia,
44 children from Venezuela, and 34 children from Chile. The 2,349 children from
these seven Spanish-speaking countries in Latin America constituted 10% of the
total research sample.

From the total sample of 24,329 children, 2,370 children (10%) indicated that
another language was used at home in addition to or instead of Spanish.
Table 12.10 contains an inventory of the home languages mentioned and the
number of times that a particular language was reported by a child (including
referencesto countries that can reasonably be traced back to languages). ‘ Chinese’
was used as a cover term for Cantonese, Haka, Taiwanese, and Mandarin. In the
survey, 56 different languages could be traced as home languages used in addition
to or instead of Spanish. A small humber of languages was frequently referred to
and alarge number of languages rather infrequently; 8 languages were referred to
more than 100 times, and 12 languages only once. Out of the 8 most frequently
mentioned home languages (N > 100), 5 languages have the status of national
languages of European countries, and 3 languages originate from other continents.

The top-8 of reported home languages provided the basis for the analyses
presented. For all eight language groups, acumulative LV 1 was constructed on the
basisof four analysed language dimensions (language proficiency, language choice,
language dominance, and language preference; see Chapter 6 in this VVolume for
further details). Table 12.11 gives a crosslinguistic overview of the LVI of each
language group on the basis of these four language dimensions (in %).
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Nr Language Frequency 'Nr Language Freguency
1 Arabic 783 31 CapeVerdean 4
2 English 405 32 Hindi 4
3 Portuguese 227 33 Jamaican 4
4 Chinese 216 34 Bengdi 3
5 French 174 35 Greek 3
6 Roumanian 125 36 Turkish 3
7 Tagalog/Filipino 109 37 Urdu 3
8 Polish 106 38 Danish 2
9 German 47 39 Gorani 2
10 Itdian 47 40 Lucano 2
11 Berber 46 41 Norwegian 2
12 Russian 42 42 Quechua 2
13 Bulgarian 37 43 Romani/Sinte 2
14 Gdlician 33 44 Turoyo 2
15 Catdan 24 45 Armenian 1
16 Creole/Pidgin 22 46 Aymara 1
17 Bubi 20 47 Bulu 1
18 Fars 17 48 Czech 1
19 Dutch 13 49 Finnish 1
20 Guyanese 12 50 Georgian 1
21 Lingaa 11 51 Lithuanian 1
22 Korean 9 52 Malinka 1
23 Ukrainian 7 53 Moldavian 1
24 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 7 54 Swahili 1
25 Hungarian 6 55 Swedish 1
26 Ilocano 6 56 Tshiluba 1
27 Kurdish 5
28 Slovakian 5
29 Albanese 4
30 Basque 4

Total of tokens 2,619

Table12.10 Ranking list of references made to languages
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Total | Language Language Language Language
Language group pupils proficiency choice dominance preference LVI
Chinese 216 53 51 37 28 43
Roumanian 125 55 52 33 21 40
Arabic 783 53 49 29 30 40
Polish 106 55 49 24 27 39
Portuguese 227 51 36 19 30 34
Taga og/Filipino 109 52 34 10 19 29
English 405 35 18 9 20 21
French 174 36 22 8 20 21

Table12.11 Language vitality per language group and language dimension (in %, LVI in
cumulative %)

The highest values for language vitality emerged for Chinese, Roumanian, and
Arabic. It did not come as a surprise that the lowest LV I’ swere found for English
and French. These two languages have a higher status in the context of education
and use abroad than in the context of the children’s homes.

12.3 Moroccan and Portuguese ELCO in primary and secondary schools

Intercultural education hasbecomethe new framework for managing theincreasing
presence of IM pupilsin schools, and the European Union (henceforward EU) has
recommended the application of intercultural educational principlesinschools. One
of these principlesistheintroduction of education in the languages and cultures of
origin (ELCO) of IM children (European Commission 1995). As aresult of these
recommendations and the cultural cooperation agreements signed so far with the
governmentsof Portugal and Morocco, in Spain, two programmesexist whichwere
designed to devel op education in Portuguese and Arabic, targeting especialy IM
children from these countries. At the moment, the lessons within this framework
are offered mainly in public primary schools, while they are hardly known in
private schools with a state subsidy and in secondary education.

In addition to the lessons organised within the framework of the cultural co-
operation agreements with Portugal and Morocco, other ELCO programmes are
managed mainly by non-governmental organi sations. Some organisationsacting as
EL CO providersreceive subsidiesfrom educational authoritiesin order to organise
classes, usualy in public centres and outside school hours. In the case of education
in Arabic, the classes offered by the A ssociation of Moroccan Immigrant Workers
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in Spain (ATIME) and by the Federacion Andalucia Acoge are significant,
although other privateinitiativeshave similar aims(Damen & Franzé€ 1998). Inthis
section, wediscussthe programmes of M oroccan and Portuguese EL CO within the
framework of the agreements signed by the Moroccan and Portuguese govern-
ments.

Moroccan ELCO

Asaresult of the Cultural Co-operation Agreement between Spain and Morocco,
signed in 1980, the Spanish-Moroccan Mixed Commission of Cultural and Edu-
cational Co-operation, which met in 1992, defined, among other things, the lines
of collaboration on ELCO. In July 1994, a second meeting took place involving
groupsof Spanish-Moroccan experts, during which the curriculumto be devel oped
in Spanish school s with respect to the Arabic language and Moroccan culture was
determined. As specified in the document produced during this meeting, the EU
proposal of applying themodel of intercultural education was supportedin the case
of ELCO. Theprogrammewas officialy initiated in Spainin the 1994/1995 school
year, although a number of experimental classes had been carried out already in
some educational centres of the Community of Madridin previousyears (Ministry
of Education and Science 1994). For details on Moroccan ELCO, we refer to
Franzé & Mijares (1999) and Lopez & Mijares (2001a/b).

(1) Target groups

The children of Moroccan origin attending public primary schoolsand compul sory
secondary schools are aged between 6 and 16 years. Although ELCO is a pro-
gramme managed by the Moroccan government and directed towards children of
Moroccan origin, classes are open to al children who wish to learn Arabic,
irrespective of their nationality. Although the authorities responsible for the pro-
gramme have not taken into account the nationalities of the pupils attending these
classes, it was explained to us by the inspector of the programme at the Moroccan
Embassy that most of the children are Moroccan. There are some Spanish children
and children from other Arab countries, though these form a minority.

(2) Arguments

The educational foundations of the programme are in accordance with the inter-
cultural philosophy of introducing to the culture and the language of IM children
to alow for better education and integration. As specified in legislation, ELCO
allows for a number of factors to be taken into account, i.e., to build on previous
learning experiences, to improve self-esteem, and to avoid ethnic prejudice or
negative attitudes.
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(3) Objectives

The objectives of the programme are specified in linguistic, cultural, and inter-
cultural terms. Thelinguistic objective, to acquire oral and written skillsin Arabic,
should enable children to relate to their fellow Moroccan citizens. The cultura
objective, to acquire knowledge of the salient characteristics of Moroccan society
and the Arab and European worlds, should facilitate the adjustment of the children
to the culture of the host country aswell as contribute to their school success. The
intercultural objective, tolearnabout their cultural identity and their languagewhile
incorporating other values, should allow a harmonious integration of Moroccan
children in the host society.

(4) Evaluation

Accordingto bilateral M oroccan-Spani sh agreements, one of thetasksof the mixed
commission in charge of ELCO development is the evaluation of the results.
Nevertheless, up to now, it is unclear whether such evaluation has taken place. In
an interview, the Moroccan Inspector of ELCO in Spain commented that the only
available evaluation instruments are individual examinations, that is, when the
teachers examine the children’ s knowledge of Arabic. These examinations should
confirm whether the children attending these classes learn Arabic and satisfy the
objectives specified in the programme. However, thereis no joint form of evalu-
ation, which would alow insights into, e.g., the children’s appreciation of these
classes, their degree of proficiency in Arabic, the degree of satisfaction of the
parents, or the degree of implementation and integration of aprogrammewith these
characteristicsin educational centres. Individual evaluations made by teachersare
not available and thus cannot be consulted. No evaluation of ELCO has been
carried out by the Spanish Ministry of Education either. In the annua reports
published by the Ministry on the state of the educational system, mention is made
only of the number of pupilswho benefit from the programme, without any further
analysis or comment.

(5 Enrolment

Although the minimum enrolment of pupils in ELCO is not specified in any
document, it is said that the programme may operate in any school with a
‘sufficient’ number of pupils of Moroccan origin. According to the data available
— provided by the Moroccan Embassy in Spain — the schools in which Arabic
classes were offered during 2001/2002 varied significantly in their numbers of
pupils, ranging from 3 pupilsin a school of primary education in the Community
of Madrid to 123 pupilsin school s of primary education in the province of Céceres.
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Table12.12 givesanationwideoverview of Moroccan ELCO in primary education
in 2001/2002.

Consular office City N schools N pupils N teachers
Madrid Madrid 20 319 7
Céceres 1 123 1
Barcelona Barcelona 6 127 2
Gerona 4 125 2
Tarragona 2 53 1
Burgos Burgos 3 32 1
Guipuzcoa 1 28 -
Vizcaya 1 17 1
Algeciras Méaga 2 35 1
Islas Canarias Las Pamas 5 170 1
Tenerife 2 59 1
Total 47 1,088 18

Table12.12 Moroccan ELCO in primary education (2001/2002)

According to these data, atotal of 47 educational centres, comprising schools of
primary education, associations, the Embassy, and the Consul ate, offered classes
attended by 1,088 pupils and taught by 18 Moroccan teachers. In some cases, the
teachers had to carry out their tasks in several schools at the same time. Compared
to the total number of Moroccan pupils in primary schools, the number of
Moroccan pupils participating in ELCO programmes was limited.

(6) Curricular status

The programme can be carried out according to two model s of implementation that
are not conceived of as alternatives, but as responding to different contexts.
Modality A isthe mode in which classes in the Arabic language and Moroccan
cultureare provided outsi de the school curriculum. Inthismodality, the programme
consists of two weekly sessions of one hour or 1.5 hours, so that teachers can offer
such classes at more than one school. The activities are referred to in the Annual
Genera Programme as well as the Educational Project of the educational centres.
In modality B, the teaching of the Arabic language and the Moroccan culture is
integrated into the school curriculum. In this case, the Moroccan teacher fulfils a
school work load equivalent to that of a Spanish teacher. The programme must be
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approved by the Service of Technical Inspection of Education and can be
incorporated in the Annual General Programme of the school. In thismodality, the
Moroccan teacher, in cooperation with the body of teachers of compensatory
education and with the tutorial teachers, takes care of the integration of the
Moroccan pupils. As is specified in the main document on the programme, the
objective isto ensure that modality B is carried out in al schools. In neither case
doesthe evaluation of the programme involve devel oping academic profiles of the
pupils. This shows that ELCO has an extracurricular status and its status in the
school curriculum isthat of an optional subject with curricular value. Table 12.13
gives an overview of the above-mentioned distribution of modalities A and B
across the 11 provinces of Spain in 2001/2002.

Provinces Modality A Modality B Total of schools
Madrid 2 18 20
Céceres - 1 1
Barcelona 6 - 6
Gerona 4 - 4
Tarragona 2 - 2
Burgos 3 - 3
Guipuzcoa 1 - -
Vizcaya - 1 1
Malaga 2 - -
Las Palmas 4 1 5
Tenerife 2 - 2
Total 26 21 44

Table12.13 Modalities of Moroccan ELCO in primary education (2001/2002)

In 2001/2002, the EL CO programme was especially part of the school curriculum
in the province of Madrid. In other provinces, extra-curricular modality A
prevailed. As specified by the principles of the programme, the development of
EL COisthought toinclude the passagefrom modality A to modality B. Upto now,
this has not been the casein most of the educational centres. The case of Barcelona
is revedling; in spite of being the city with the highest number of Moroccan
children in Spain, there is no incorporation of ELCO in the schools at all.
According to data provided by the Ministry of Education on the 2001/2002 school
year, 11,974 pupils in Catalonia had Moroccan nationality, as opposed to 8,581
pupilsin Madrid. Neverthel ess, morethan twice asmany pupilsin Madrid received
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ELCO inthat year. In Barcel ona, with the exception of one school, all classeswere
given by associations and not in schools. This situation prevents the programme
from being developed in a school context.

In compulsory secondary education, ELCO programmes are much less
represented than in primary education. Table 12.14 gives a nationwide overview
for 2001/2002.

Consular office City N schools N pupils N teachers
Madrid Madrid 1 22 1
Céceres 1 87 1
Barcelona Barcelona 1 27 1
Gerona 1 25 1
Islas Canarias Las Palmas 2 37 1
Total 6 198 5

Table12.14 Moroccan ELCO in secondary education (2001/2002)

These classes were taught by five teachers, al of whom also taught ELCO in
primary schools. Two secondary school soffered classesin Arabic withintheschool
curriculum according to modality B, while four schools operated within the limits
of modality A, outside the school curriculum. Only in Madrid and Céceres were
ELCO classes given according to modality B, within the school curriculum; in
Barcelona, Gerona, and Las Palmas, classes were offered outside the school cur-
riculum. By comparing the number of pupils who received ELCO classesin both
primary and secondary education with the total number of Moroccan pupils
registered in Spain, we were able to judge the scope of the programme. In the
2001/2002 schooal year, therewere 38,233 pupilsof Moroccan nationality, of whom
1,286 attended classesin Arabic, i.e., only 3.3% of the pupils.

(7) Funding

The Moroccan government isin charge of the recruitment of teachers, all of whom
are Moroccan nationals, their remuneration, and the elaboration of teaching
materialsto be used in ELCO classes. The Spanish government is responsible for
facilitating the implementation of the programme in schools with a sufficient
number of Moroccan pupils, as well as for the annual organisation of training
sessions for new teachers and for those who have already gained some experience
in Spanish schools. The teacher training programme is generaly developed in
Rabat and organised by the Ministry of Moroccan National Education and the
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Council of Education of the Spanish Embassy in Morocco, in cooperation with
experts of the Spanish Ministry of Education.

(8) Teaching materials

Two reading and writing books aswell asan Atlas of Morocco were developed by
theMoroccan Ministry of National Education, especially for the ELCO programme
in Europe. At the moment, these are the only teaching materials available, and the
corresponding instruction levelsarenot specified. In additiontothese materias, the
writing of a new instruction book for the Moroccan teachers of the ELCO pro-
gramme in Spain is underway in Morocco.

(9) Teacher qualifications

Moroccan teachers must fulfil the following requirements. a good knowledge of
Spanish, which should facilitate their incorporation in the schools; a diploma
equivalent to that of Spanish teachers, which should qualify them for the work; a
minimum of 5 years experience in education; and knowledge of the educational
systems in both countries. In addition to these requirements, knowledge of the
languages of origin of Moroccan pupilsin the schoolsis also considered an asset.
Although the degree of teacher involvement in the school depends on whether the
teacher is present or not during school time, the principles of ELCO include the
requirement that the M oroccan teachers, besidesteaching the Arabic language and
Moroccan culture, carry out other tasks in the schools. Some of these tasks are
closely related to intercultural communication. The tasksinclude the devel opment
of projects to help other teachers take into account the presence of the Moroccan
culture in the school, to facilitate contact between Moroccan families and the
school, to facilitate Moroccan families' access to socia services, and to assist
Spani shteachersin devel oping an understanding of cultural habitsor traditionsthat
can affect school behaviour. Other tasks involve the organisation of follow-up
activitiesand the support of al Moroccan children in the school and include, when
necessary, collaboration with the tutors of these pupils or their personal presence
in activities aimed at the learning of Spanish.

Portuguese ELCO

Since the 1987/1988 school year, the programme of Portuguese ELCO has been
implemented in Spain within the framework of the Co-operation Agreement on
Educational Matters between Spain and Portugal.
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(1) Target groups

The programme for education in the Portuguese language and culture has greater
numbers of participating pupilsthan the ELCO programmefor Moroccan children,
although less children of Portuguese origin are schooled in Spain. It wasexplained
to us by the Inspector of the ELCO programme in the Moroccan Embassy in Spain
that, while most children served by the Portuguese ELCO do not have Portuguese
nationality, Moroccan ELCO dealsalmost exclusively with Moroccan pupils. The
programme for Portuguese ELCO has been developed in two complementary
domains. On the one hand, it targets the group of children schooled in public and
subsidised private schools of infant education, primary education, and compul sory
secondary education. On the other hand, it is directed to the specific needs of
Portuguese (-speaking) pupils.

(2) Arguments

The Portuguese programme operates in Spain as a response to the directives and
recommendations of the EU in relation to the education of children of working
migrants. This programme is concerned with mainstream education in the host
country and with education in the language and culture of the country of origin.
These recommendations were reiterated in Directive 77/486 of the Council of the
European Communities (1977), and were later complemented by the European
Commission’ sreport on the education of the children of migrantsinthe EU (1995).
They are based on the principles of intercultural education. Thisform of education
enhances the recognition and support of the right of minority groups to maintain
and express their own languages and cultures. An objective of intercultural edu-
cation isto enable al pupilsto learn about and to appreciate the different cultures
existing in the school.

(3) Objectives

Based on theintercultural education model, the programme’ s objectivesare aimed
at the knowledge and positive evaluation of different cultures, at the construction
of anindividual cultural identity, and at the devel opment of collective coexistence.
The principles of the programme mention four specific objectives:. (a) to promote
theintegration of Portuguese (-speaking) pupilsin the Spanish educational system,
(b) to maintain and devel op the linguistic and cultural self-references of the pupils
of Portuguese origin, and to present these references to other pupils and the
educational community in general; (c) to promote respect and esteem for cultural
differenceswith theaim of producing free and responsiblecitizenswho arewilling
to participate in a multicultural society; and (d) to collaborate with the aim of
improving theintegration of Portuguese (-speaking) pupilsin their local commun-
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ities. These objectivesreflect thebilingual character of theeducational programme;
the learning of Portuguese concerns not only language as a subject of study, but
also language as an instrument for the learning of other subjects within the
curriculum.

(4) Evaluation

According to the programme’s principles, among the responsibilities of the
Portuguese teaching staff isthe eval uation of the pupils' knowledge of Portuguese.
According to the established bilateral agreements between Portugal and Spain, the
Education Office of the Portuguese Embassy in Spain participates in the annual
follow-up plan of the programme. To our knowledge, no eval uative study has been
carried out by any of the organisations involved.

(5) Enrolment

Although aminimum number of pupilsnecessary for ELCO isnot specifiedin any
document, the principles of the programme stipul ate that the programme should be
developed in schools of infant and primary education with asignificant number of
Portuguese (-speaking) pupils. It can aso be implemented in institutes of com-
pulsory secondary education, with an experimental character, giving Portuguese
(-speaking) pupils the opportunity to follow the programme after primary edu-
cation. Although the number of pupils of Portuguese nationality is not high in the
Spanish educational system, the total number of pupils attending classes in the
Portuguese language and cultureis very high.

Table 12.15 gives the relevant data for 2001/2002. Unlike Moroccan ELCO,
most pupils who attend classes in Portuguese within the framework of ELCO do
not have Portuguese nationality. Of thetotal number of pupilswho attended classes
in 2000/2001, 68% had Spanish nationality, and only 22% were Portuguese
nationals.

Theprogrammefor secondary educationinthe Portugueselanguageand culture
has an experimental character, as the number of pupils who receive this type of
education is much lower than the number of those attending primary schools. As
is mentioned in the principles of the programme, the Portuguese Educational
Administration sends Portugueseteaching staff to the schools. In 2000/2001, atotal
of 488 pupils attended classesin Portuguesein 31 secondary schoolsin 9 Spanish
cities. These classes were taught by 27 teachers. Table 12.16 gives the relevant
data.
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Consular office City N schools N pupils N teachers
Barcelona Zaragoza 3 149 2
Bilbao Burgos 5 264 4
Cantabria 1 9 1
Guipuzcoa 1 79 1
Navarra 4 259 3
Vizcaya 1 184 1
Madrid Badajoz 11 1,855 9
Céceres 6 604 3
Ledn 38 1,562 19
Madrid 7 900 5
Oviedo 11 253 5
Salamanca 10 686 4
Vigo Orense 9 559
Tota 107 7,363 65
Table12.15 Portuguese ELCO in primary education (2000/2001)
Consular office City N schools N pupils N teachers
Barcelona Zaragoza 1 14 1
Bilbao Burgos 2 18 2
Guipuzcoa 1 20 1
Navarra 1 19 1
Madrid Badgjoz 4 162 4
Ledn 11 172 10
Madrid 4 14 3
Oviedo 2 22 2
Salamanca 5 47 3
Totd 31 438 27

Table12.16  Portuguese ELCO in secondary education (2000/2001)

Although Spanish pupilsremain in the mgjority, the numerical difference between
these and Portuguese (-speaking) pupils is not as great as in the case of primary
education. Of the 488 pupilsin 2000/2001, 36% had Portuguese nationality, which
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was dightly more than in primary education. Taking into account the fact that the
number of Portuguese (-speaking) pupilsin Spanish schools has not varied much
during the last years, we conclude that, unlike Moroccan pupils, almost half of the
Portuguese (-speaking) pupils benefit annually from the programme. On the other
hand, and again unlike the case of Moroccan ELCO, Portuguese ELCO is offered
to amagjority of non-Portuguese (-speaking) pupils.

(6) Curricular status

The classesin Portuguese EL CO at the infant and primary education levels can be
carried out through two modalities of intervention: integrated and parallel classes.
In the integrated classes, the Portuguese teacher and the tutor develop joint forms
of teaching activities in the same classroom. The teachers start by using the same
didactic programme, combining it with the objectives, contents, methodol ogy, and
evaluation criteriadesigned for Portuguese EL CO. Each teacher uses hislanguage
and relevant didactic materials. The Portuguese teacher preferably takes care of the
Portuguese (-speaking) pupils. In the parallel classes, the didactic activities are
carried out at the same time, but in two different groups. In this modality, the
programme is implemented in ajoint form involving both the teachers/tutors and
the Portuguese teachers. Thismodel presupposes a separation between the pupils
who participate in the programme and those who do not. In both modalities, the
areas of the curriculum especially designed for implementation of the programme
include verbal communication and social skills in infant education and Spanish
language and social skillsin primary education.

In compulsory secondary education, the objective of ELCO isthe continuation
of thelearning processfor those pupilswho have participated at the previouslevels
of the programme. At this stage, the organisation of instructionin asecond foreign
language within the time allowed for an optional subject is envisaged, and thisis
often done by Spanish teachers.

(7) Funding

The teachers of Portuguese ELCO form an integral part of the network of
Portuguese education abroad and depend on the Educati on Office of the Portuguese
Embassy in Spain. The schools in which the programme is carried out receive
additional financial support for the expenses of teaching activitiesaswell asfor the
necessary teaching materials.

(8) Teaching materials
The materials used for Portuguese ELCO were developed by the General Sub-
division of Special Education and Attention to Diversity of the Spanish Ministry
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of Education, in cooperation with the Portuguese Embassy in Spain, and with the
Project Bureau/CED inthe Netherlands. The materialsconsist of several text books
for thefirst cycle of primary education.

(99 Teaching qualifications

In the principles of the programme, it is not specified what qudifications
Portuguese ELCO teachers should have. It is only stated that, in order to be
included in the category of teachers, they must fulfil the same workload as the
Spanish teaching staff, with a two-hour reduction that must be dedicated to the
coordination of the programme. Moreover, it is stated that in no circumstances
should the Portuguese ELCO teacher have tutoria or coordinating tasks.

12.4 Conclusionsand discussion

The home language survey carried out in Madrid amongst 24,329 primary school
children showed that many IM children/parents originate from countrieswherethe
mainstream language (in casu Spanish) issimilar to the mainstream language of the
country of immigration (in casu Spanish). Asaresult, the outcomes of the study in
Madrid are different from thosein all other citiesin the Multilingual CitiesProject
(Chapters 7-11 of thisVolume). The homelanguage survey did, however, uncover
56 reported home languages other than Spanish amongst primary school children.
Theonly two languagesthat aretaught at school inthe context of ELCO are Arabic
and Portuguese, targeted at M oroccan and Portuguese (-speaking) children, respect-
ively. Most participantsin Arabic EL CO have M oroccan nationality, whereas most
participants in Portuguese ELCO have Spanish nationality. Portuguese is aso
taught on awider scalethan Arabic. In the 2000/2001 school year, Portuguese was
taught at 107 primary schoolsby 65 teachersto 7,363 children, whereas Arabic was
taught at 47 primary schools by 18 teachersto 1,088 children. Another difference
is the method of implementation. There is a possibility to instruct pupils in
Portuguese plus Spani shin the same classroom, whereas such apossibility doesnot
exist for Arabic plus Spanish. Asyet, no empirical data are available on the status
of Moroccan Arabic or Berber in Spanish schools, and mismatches between the
home language (Moroccan Arabic or Berber) and the school language (modern
standard Arabic) have not been taken into account. In general, the awareness of
these issuesis low, amongst both teachers and educational authorities.

The guidelines of the EU with respect to the education of IM children focuson
the possibility for these children to reach active bilingualism as a high priority
objective (European Commission 1995). Recent studies on intercultural education
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have demonstrated that the inclusion in the curriculum of the mother tongue of IM
children helps them to perceive that their knowledge is recognised and supported.
This in turn facilitates better integration in the school environment (Lopez &
Mijares 2001b). In addition, the value of multilingualismin an increasingly multi-
cultural society should not be forgotten. The more languages pupils know, the
better their opportunities will be later on the job market.

Thekey issueisto determine which languages should be taught next to Spanish
in the schools. Although we do not have the ultimate answer to this question, one
thing is sure. An ample number of minority languages already forms part of our
multicultura capital and cannot be discarded by educational authoritiesin estab-
lishing the curricula at different school levels. The programmes of ELCO in Spain
aremanaged and financed compl etely by the governments of the countriesof origin
without any real involvement on the part of Spanish educational authorities. When
these programmeswereimplemented in the 1970s, their main objectivewasthat the
pupils would acquire a good knowledge of the languages of their parents, which
would enablethem to integrate better should they returnto their countriesof origin.
Nowadays, this situation has completely changed and IM groups are becoming an
increasing part of Spanish society. The languages of IM children are also increas-
ingly becoming part of the Spanish school world. Given these facts, the Spanish
government should assume, like the governments of other European countries, the
management of an educational programme adapted to this new context.
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13 Crossnational perspectives on language groups

InPart I of thisV olume, we presented data collected in the homelanguage surveys
(henceforward HLS) in each of the six participating municipalities in the Multi-
lingual CitiesProject. Thelocal language surveysamongst primary school children
have delivered awedlth of hidden evidence on the distribution and vitality of non-
national languages at home. Apart from Madrid, late-comer amongst our focal
citiesinrespect of immigration, the proportion of primary school childreninwhose
homes other languages were used next to or instead of the mainstream language
ranged per city between one third and more than a half. The total number of traced
other languages ranged per city between 50 and 90; the common pattern was that
few languages were referred to often by the children and that many languageswere
referred to only afew times.

The outcomes of the local surveys were aggregated in one crossnational HLS
database. In this chapter, we give a crossnational outline of the language profiles
of 20 languages used in these six cities. Table 13.01 gives an overview of the rep-
resentation and ranking of the top-20 languages reported by children in each of
these cities.

City codes GO Ha tH Br Ly Ma Coverage
N references > x 70 100 60 15 25 10 N cities
Arabic 2 8 3 2 1 1 6
Chinese 9 20 12 18 18 4 6
English 1 4 5 3 3 2 6
Portuguese 16 11 16 11 5 3 6
French 13 14 11 1 - 5 5
German 12 - 14 8 10 10 5
Itaian - 18 17 6 7 9 5
Spanish 6 9 10 5 4 - 5
Turkish 5 1 1 4 2 - 5
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City codes Go Ha tH Br Ly Ma Coverage
N references > x 70 100 60 15 25 10 N cities

Albanian 10 10 — 9 12 —
Berber - - 4 7 8 11
Kurdish 4 17 8 - 17 -
Polish 11 2 — 14 — 8
Russian 17 3 — 13 — 12
Serbian/Croat./Bosn. 3 7 - 17 20 -
Vietnamese 19 19 — 20 11 -

Farsi - 6 19 - - 18
Somali 8 - 13 - 13 -
Urdu/* Pakistani’ - 15 9 15 - -
Akan/Twi/* Ghanese' - 13 15 - - -
Armenian - - - 12 16 -
Creole - - - - 6 16
Greek - 12 - 10 - -

Bubi - - - - - 17
Bulgarian - - - - - 13
Cataan - - - - - 15
Comorian - - - - 15 -
Danish 20 - - - - -
Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’ - 5 - - - -
Dutch - - - - - 19
Finnish 7 - - - - -
Gdlician - - - - - 14
Guyanese - - - - - 20
Hind(ustan)i - - 2 - - -
Javanese - - 18 - - -
Khmer/Cambodian - - - - 9 -
Lao - - - - 14 -
Lingaa - - - 19 - -
Macedonian 14 - - - - -
Moluccan/Malay - - 20 - - -
Norwegian 15 - - - - -
Papiamentu - - 6 - - -

S
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City codes Go Ha tH Br Ly Ma Coverage
N references > x 70 100 60 15 25 10 N cities
Romani/Sinte - 16 - - - - 1
Roumanian - - - - - 6 1
Sranan Tongo - - 7 - - - 1
Swahili - - - 16 - - 1
Tagal og/Filipino - - - - - 7 1
Tigrigna/* Eritrean’ 18 - - - - - 1
Wolof/* Singhalese’ - - - - 19 - 1
Unique references 5 2 5 2 4 8 -

Table13.01 Representation and ranking of top-20 languages per city

Table 13.01 shows that Madrid had the largest number of unique referencesin the
local top-20 of languages, and Hamburg and Brussels had the least. In this sense,
Hamburg and Brussel are the most *prototypical’ cities in terms of reported lan-
guage diversity. Out of the 49 languages reported, 19 languages are represented in
3-6 citiesand 30 languagesin only 1-2 cities. Unique referencesin the top-20 per
city were made to the following languages.

o Goteborg:  Danish, Finnish, Macedonian, Norwegian, Tigrigna/* Eritrean’;

* Hamburg: Dari/Pashtu/* Afghan’, Romani/Sinte;

» TheHague: Hind(ustan)i, Javanese, Moluccan/Malay, Papiamentu, Sranan

Tongo;

* Brussels. Lingaa, Swahili;

e Lyon: Comorian, Khmer/Cambodian, Lao, Wolof/* Singhalese’;

* Madrid: Bubi, Bulgarian, Catalan, Dutch, Galician, Guyanese, Roumanian,
Tagalog/Filipino.

Most of these languages are languages of neighbouring countries, languages of
former colonies, or regional languages.

Two criteriawere used to select 20 languages from thislist of 49 languages for
crossnational analyses: each language should be represented in Table 13.01 by at
least 3 cities, and each city should berepresented in the crossnational HL S database
by at least 30 pupilsin the age range of 6-11 years. Our focuson thisagerangewas
motivated by comparability considerations:. this range is represented in the local
HLS databases of al participating cities. Table 13.02 gives an overview of the
pupils in this age range per reported language and per city. Out of these 20 lan-
guages, 10 languages are of European origin and 10 languages stem from abroad.
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Reported languages . G0 Ha tH Br Ly Ma Coverage
English 1,039 1,077 950 676 426 359 6
Arabic 768 464 1,391 1608 2,789 662 6
Portuguese 88 360 88 77 259 202 6
Italian 51 192 92 361 255 43 6
Turkish 385 4,948 2,535 606 468 1 5
Spanish 328 431 288 389 353 - 5
German 148 - 156 119 91 45 5
French 118 17 185 7,327 - 157 5
Chinese 184 7 180 22 37 160 4
Kurdish 468 197 273 11 36 4 4
Albanian 186 410 5 107 62 3 4
Polish 163 1,729 16 33 3 100 4
Russian 70 1,652 14 32 11 37 4
Berber 4 - 1334 214 145 37 4
Serb./Croat./Bosn. 795 460 46 29 26 6 3
Vietnamese 55 153 14 14 91 - 3
Somali 315 - 135 - 49 - 3
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 27 238 294 32 1 3 3
Armenian 8 82 5 47 41 1 3
Romani/Sinte 51 219 6 8 3 1 2

Table13.02 Overview of the numbers of pupils (6-11 years) per reported language and city

Table 13.02 shows that 8 languages were mentioned by at least 30 pupilsin 5-6
cities, and that 11 languages were mentioned by at least 30 pupils in 3-4 cities.
Romani/Sinte was mentioned in only two cities. Romani/Sinte wasincluded inthe
crossnational analyses because of its special statusin our list of 20 languages asa
language without territorial status. Table 13.02 also shows that a number of lan-
guages are common in some cities, and rarein other cities. Thisholdsin particular
for Turkish, which is common in Hamburg and The Hague but rare in Madrid;
Chinese, common in Goéteborg and The Hague but rare in Hamburg; Kurdish,
common in Goéteborg but rarein Madrid; Polish and Russian, commonin Hamburg
but rare in Lyon; and Berber, common in The Hague but rare in Hamburg. Such
contrasts originate from different migration flows across Europe. In this sense,
Madrid emerges in Table 13.02 again as the least ‘ prototypica’ city in terms of
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reported language diversity, dueto thefact that Spain hasonly recently turned from
a country of emigration to a country of immigration. Two languages have an
exceptional status. English‘invaded’ thelocal HLS sasalanguage of international
prestige, as mentioned repeatedly in the local reportsin Part |1 of thisVolume, and
Romani/Sinte is solidly represented in Hamburg and Géteborg only.

Inthe next 20 sections, we present language profilesfor the 20 language groups
referred to in Table 13.02. The concept of language group is based on the pupils
answers to the HLS question of which, if any, other languages are used at home
next to or instead of the mainstream language. Onthebasisof their answer patterns,
pupils may belong to more than one language group. For each language group, the
language profile is based on standardised and interpreted information in four
figures and one table. The pseudolongitudinal figures refer to four calculated
language dimensions: reported language proficiency, language choice, language
dominance, and language preference; the tables refer to a calculated language
vitality index per age group and per generation. For a discussion of the opera-
tionalisation of language dimensions and language vitality, we refer to Chapter
6.7-6.8. For each language group, the presented table onlanguage vitality specifies
the numbers of children per age group and per generation on the basis of which
language vitality indices are calculated. In al cases, three age groups and three
generationsare distinguished. The age groupsconsist of children aged 6/7, 8/9, and
10/11 years old. The three generations are operationalised as follows:

* G1: pupil + father + mother born abroad;

»  G2: pupil bornin country of residence, father and/or mother born abroad;

*  G3: pupil + father + mother born in country of residence.

On the basis of this categorisation, intergenerational shiftisglobally estimated. As
becomes clear in the next 20 sections, the total population of age groupsis aways
larger than the total population of generations. This discrepancy is the result of a
predictably larger number of missing values (i.e., non-responses) for generation
than for age. Intheformer case, references have to be madeto the countries of birth
of the pupil, the father, and the mother; in the latter case, reference hasto be made
only to the age of the pupil. Language vitality indicesfor generation are cal cul ated
only if at least 5 children are represented in a particular generation. Given the
possible non-responses of children to any of the questions represented in figures
and tables, al figures and tables are presented and interpreted in proportiona
values. For al 20 language groups, we present calculated information on other
languages reported as home languages next to or instead of the mainstream
language. The 20 language groups are treated in aphabetica order. For a
typological description of the languages concerned, we refer to Appendix 3.
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13.1 Albanian language group
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—e— Mother
—e— Father

—aA— Younger siblings
—a— Older siblings
—e— Best friends

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure13.1b Language choice for Albanian

—oe— Albanian
—e— Mainstream
—a— Alb./Mainstr.

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure13.1c Language dominance of Albanian and/or mainstream language
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Figure13.1d Language preference for Albanian and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 40 79 67 186 70 57 63 63
Hamburg 128 181 101 410 66 62 61 63
Brussels 49 35 23 107 58 69 60 62
Lyon 20 24 18 62 58 34 47 46

Total / Mean 237 319 209 765 63 56 58 59

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 62 107 5 174 69 61 5 45
Hamburg 150 199 13 362 68 61 50 60
Brussels 26 54 9 89 73 60 47 60
Lyon 25 21 4 50 7 21 - -

Total / Mean 263 381 31 675 72 51 34 55

Table13.1  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.14). For all age groups, reported understanding and
speaking skillsin Albanian arequite high (86-95%). Reading (22-47%) and writing
(21-42%) skills are much lower, but there is a gradua increase as children get
older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.1b). At home, 74-78% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Albanian with their mothers, 66-77% with their fathers, 32-43%
withtheir younger siblings, 29-32% with their older siblings, and 15-18%withtheir
best friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.1c). The reported dominance of Albanian declines
as children get older (from 38% when they are 6/7 to 24% when they are 10/11
years old), whereas the reported dominance of the mainstream language increases
asthey get older (from 41%to 58%). Balanced bilingualismwasreported to be low
for al age groups (4-9%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.1d). Similar to language dominance, the reported
preference for Albanian decreases as children get older (from 34% when they are
6/7 to 32% when they are 10/11 years old). Children decreasingly reported pref-
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erence for the mainstream language with increasing age (from 47% to 39%). No
preference was reported by an increasing 4-12% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.1). Albanian is
spoken in the houses of 765 children across the age groups in 4 cities. Most
Albanian-speaking pupils were traced in Hamburg, followed by Goteborg. As
expected, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest language
vitality (72%), followed by second- and third-generation children (51% and 34%,
respectively). Thereisastrong intergenerational dropinthevitality of Albanianin
Goteborg, although the number of informants was low.

Languages other than Albanian. Next to Albanian, a number of other languages
were reported as home languages by some children. French (80), Arabic (30),
English (20), Turkish (17), and Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian (13) were the major
home languages reported.
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13.2 Arabiclanguage group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Total 6/7 8/9 10/11  Mean

Goteborg 220 273 275 768 66 60 62 63
Hamburg 133 213 118 464 57 59 56 57
The Hague 477 447 467 1,391 64 54 49 56
Brussels 646 564 398 1,608 53 52 52 52
Lyon 784 1,120 885 2,789 44 54 57 52
Madrid 210 197 255 662 67 69 72 69

Total / Mean 2470 2814 2398 7,682 59 58 58 58

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 170 529 8 707 65 62 22 50
Hamburg 79 263 21 363 59 57 54 57
The Hague 271 992 28 1,291 61 55 27 48
Brussels 146 1,155 150 1451 59 52 48 53
Lyon 436 1,885 219 2540 64 53 37 51
Madrid 352 280 18 650 76 64 24 55

Total / Mean 1,454 5,104 444 7,002 64 57 35 52

Table13.2  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.2a). For al age groups, reported understanding
(87-88%) and speaking skills (81-88%) in Arabic are much higher than reading
(20-45%) and writing skills (19-46%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.2b). At home, 55-60% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Arabicwiththeir mothers, 57-59% with their fathers, 24-26% with
their younger siblings, 22-25% with their older siblings, and 14-18% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig.13.2c). The reported dominance of Arabic gradually
declines as children get older (from 25% when they are 6/7 to 19% when they are
10/11 years old), whereas the reported dominance of the mainstream language
increasesasthey get older (from 52% to 55%). Balanced bilingualismwasreported
by an increasing 6-11% of all children.
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Language preference (Fig. 13.2d). Similar to language dominance, the reported
preference for Arabic gradually decreases as children get older (from 40% when
they are 6/7 to 38% when they are 10/11 years old). Interestingly, children de-
creasingly reported preference for the mainstream language with increasing age
(from 40% to 34%). No preference was reported by an increasing 6-11% of all
children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.2). Arabic is
spoken in the homes of 7,682 children across the age groups in 6 cities. Most
Arabic-speaking pupilsweretracedin Lyon, followed by Brusselsand The Hague.
There are also large numbers of Arabic-speaking children in Goteborg, Hamburg,
and Madrid. Arabic isthe only immigrant language that is well represented in all
6 cities. As expected, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest
language vitality, followed by second- and third-generation children. There is a
strong intergenerational drop in the vitality of Arabic in most cities, except in
Hamburg. Being a recent language of immigration in Madrid, Arabic has the
highest vitality (69%) for all age groups here.

Languages other than Arabic. Next to Arabic, a number of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. French (1,532), Berber (605),
English (229), Turkish (96), Spanish (90), and Kurdish (63) were the major home
languages reported.
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13.3 Armenian language group
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Figure13.3d Language preference for Armenian and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Hamburg 24 37 21 82 63 58 70 64
Brussels 18 16 13 47 63 73 77 71
Lyon 11 16 14 41 66 45 48 53
Total / Mean 53 69 48 170 64 59 65 63
Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Hamburg 40 33 3 76 67 56 - -
Brussels 17 23 2 42 75 66 - -
Lyon 18 9 8 35 64 44 31 46
Total / Mean 75 65 13 153 69 55 - -

Table13.3  Numbers of pupilsand LV per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.38). For al age groups, reported understanding
(91-85%) and speaking skills (89-85%) in Armenian are much higher than reading
(23-48%) and writing skills (23-38%), but there isagradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.3b). At home, 72-75% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Armenian with their mothers, 75-65% with their fathers, 38-33%
withtheir younger siblings, 36-46% withtheir older siblings, and 15-21% withtheir
best friends.

Language dominance (Fig.13.3c). The reported dominance of Armenian declines
dlightly as children get older (from 43% when they are 6/7 to 34% when they are
8/9yearsold, and to 42% when they are 10/11 yearsold). Intriguingly, the reported
dominance of the mainstream language al so drops as they get older (from 40% to
33%). Balanced bilingualism was reported by an increasing 8-17% of all children.
Language preference (Fig. 13.3d). Similar to language dominance, the reported
preference for Armenian decreases dightly as children get older (from 30% when
they are 6/7 to 25% when they are 10/11 yearsold). Children reported astable pref-
erence for the mainstream language (from 45% to 42%). No preference was
reported by an increasing 9-19% of all children.
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Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.3). Armenian is
spoken in the homes of 170 children across the age groups in 3 cities. Most
Armenian-speaking pupils were traced in Hamburg, followed by Brussels and
Lyon. Armenian is used by asmall language group represented in only 3 cities. In
terms of intergenerational differences, first-generation children born abroad
reported the highest language vitality (69%), followed by second-generation
children (55%). Armenian has the highest language vitality in Brussels (71%) for
all age groups, and the average vitality of Armenian for al citiesin the given age
groupsis 63%.

Languages other than Armenian. Next to Armenian, anumber of other languages
were reported as home languages by some children. French (28), Russian (18),
Arabic (9), Turkish (7), and German (6) were the major home languages reported.
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13.4 Berber language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
The Hague 346 464 524 1,334 68 61 61 63
Brussels 38 102 74 214 45 46 47 46
Lyon 33 46 66 145 36 49 47 44
Madrid 8 11 18 37 56 59 49 55

Total / Mean 425 623 682 1,730 51 54 51 52

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
The Hague 249 1,018 12 1,279 69 62 50 60
Brussels 20 177 5 202 53 45 50 49
Lyon 31 93 14 138 59 44 36 46
Madrid 29 7 1 37 55 50 - -

Total / Mean 329 1,295 32 1,656 59 50 45 51

Table13.4  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.44). For al age groups, reported understanding
(91-93%) and speaking skills (87-86%) in Berber are much higher than reading
(15-30%) and writing skills (11-26%), but there is some increase in the latter as
children get older. It should be noted that Berber isanon-codified language without
atradition of literacy.

Language choice (Fig. 13.4b). At home, 74-72% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Berber with their mothers, 71-65% with their fathers, 34-25% with
their younger siblings, 30-25% with their older siblings, and 22-18% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.4c). The reported dominance of Berber declines
considerably as children get older (from 35% when they are 6/7 to 25% when they
are 8/9 years old, and to 16% when they are 10/11 years old). The reported dom-
inance of the mainstream language increases asthey get older (from 44% to 59%).
Balanced bilingualism was reported by an increasing 8-14% of all children.
Language preference (Fig. 13.4d). Similar to language dominance, the reported
preference for Berber decreases as children get older (from 42% when they are 6/7
to 26% when they are 10/11 years old). Y et, children reported an increasing pref-
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erence for the mainstream language with increasing age (from 35% to 44%). No
preference was reported by an increasing 5-11% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.4). Berber is
spoken in the homes of 1,730 children across the age groups in 4 cities. Most
Berber-speaking pupilsweretraced in TheHague, followed by Brussels, Lyon, and
Madrid. Berber is used by a considerably large language group represented in
4 cities. In terms of intergenerational differences, first-generation children born
abroad reported the highest languagevitality (59%), followed by second-generation
children (50%). For the third generation, there is a dlight drop in the vitality of
Berber in The Hague (50%) and Brussel s (50%), and agreater dropin Lyon (36%).
Berber has the highest vitality (and number of speakers) in The Hague (63%) for
al age groups, and the average vitality of Berber for al cities in the given age
groupsis 52%.

Languages other than Berber. Next to Berber, a number of other languages were
reported ashomelanguages by some children. Arabic (604), French (209), English
(34), Turkish (13), and Spanish (11) were the mgjor languages reported. Also,
10 children reported that * Moroccan’ was used at home next to Berber, by which
they might mean Moroccan Arabic.
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13.5 Chineselanguage group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 45 60 79 184 68 63 68 66
The Hague 52 69 59 180 64 61 63 63
Lyon 9 20 8 37 22 41 31 31
Madrid 37 57 66 160 69 66 78 71

Total / Mean 143 206 212 561 56 58 60 58

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 20 151 4 175 70 67 - -
The Hague 22 139 5 166 64 63 25 51
Lyon 1 21 4 26 - 39 - -
Madrid 74 76 6 156 82 66 13 54

Total / Mean 117 387 19 523 72 59 - -

Table13.5  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.548). For al age groups, reported understanding
(91-93%) and speaking skills (90-89%) in Chinese are much higher than reading
(38-61%) and writing skills (41-66%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.5b). At home, 76-84% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Chinese with their mothers, 77-80% with their fathers, 28-40%
withtheir younger siblings, 34-37% withtheir older siblings, and 26-28% withtheir
best friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.5¢). Thereported dominance of Chinesedeclinesas
children get older (from 43% when they are 6/7 to 31% when they are 8/9 years
old, and to 35% when they are 10/11 yearsold). Y et, the reported dominance of the
mainstream language remains even across age groups (48%, 49%, and 47%,
respectively). Balanced bilingualism was reported by an increasing 5-13% of al
children.

Language preference (Fig. 13.5d). The reported preference for Chinese decreases
as children get older (from 34% when they are 6/7 to 31% when they are 10/11
years old). In the same vein, a declining preference for the mainstream language
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with increasing age was reported by children (from 53% to 43%). No preference
was reported by an increasing 8-15% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.5). Chinese is
spoken in the homes of 561 children across the age groups in 4 cities. Most
Chinese-speaking pupils were traced in Géteborg and The Hague, followed by
Madrid and Lyon. In terms of intergenerational differences, first-generation
children born abroad reported the highest language vitality (72%), followed by
second-generation children (59%). For the third generation, thereis a strong drop
inthevitality of Chinesein The Hagueand Madrid. Chinese hasthe highest vitality
inMadrid (71%) for al age groups, and the average vitality of Chinesefor al cities
in the given age groups is 58%.

Languagesother than Chinese. Next to Chinese, anumber of other languageswere
reported as home languages by some children. English (38), Arabic (12), Italian
(11), German (11), and Vietnamese (10) were the mgjor languages reported.
French, Spanish, and Turkish were also reported by some children.
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13.6 English language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 242 348 449 1,039 40 31 42 38
Hamburg 263 574 240 1,077 35 29 31 32
The Hague 234 327 389 950 38 41 44 41
Brussels 101 248 327 676 40 34 41 38
Lyon 84 190 152 426 24 29 37 30
Madrid a4 147 168 359 47 35 36 39

Total / Mean 968 1,834 1,725 4,527 37 33 39 36

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 134 388 432 954 49 44 29 41
Hamburg 138 444 341 923 33 36 20 30
The Hague 197 439 211 847 51 42 33 42
Brussels 63 247 318 628 52 41 32 42
Lyon 31 119 197 347 29 26 31 29
Madrid 100 78 168 346 44 58 24 42

Total / Mean 663 1,715 1,667 4,045 43 41 28 38

Table13.6  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.6a). For al age groups, reported understanding
(72-75%) and speaking skills (65-68%) in English are higher than reading
(23-59%) and writing skills (16-50%), but there is a gradual convergence as
children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.6b). At home, 28-26% of the children reported com-
monly speaking English with their mothers, 29-24% with their fathers, 9-10% with
their younger siblings, 9-17% with their older siblings, and 10-16% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.6¢c). Unlike the findings for other language groups,
the reported dominance of English isvery low among all age groups (12% to 7%),
whereasthe reported dominance of the mainstream languageis much higher across
all age groups (66%, 59%, and 59%, respectively). Balanced bilingualism was
reported by an increasing 4-10% of all children.
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Language preference (Fig. 13.6d). The reported preference for English fluctuates
between 23% and 30% across the age groups. A declining preference for the
mainstream language with increasing age was reported by children (from 44% to
30%). No preference was reported by an increasing 5-11% of all children.
Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.6). English is
spoken in the homes of 4,527 children across the age groups in 6 cities. Most
English-speaking pupilsweretracedin Hamburg, Géteborg, and TheHague. There
arenolargedifferencesbetweenthegenerations. Y et, first-generation children born
abroad reported the highest language vitality (43%), followed by second-generation
children (41%). For the third generation, there is a considerable but even drop in
the vitality of English in all cities. English has the highest vitality in The Hague
(41%) for al age groups, and it has an average vitality of 36% for all citiesin the
given age groups.

Languages other than English. Next to English, anumber of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. French (702), Spanish (230), Arabic
(229), German (187), and Italian (151) were the major languages reported. Akan/
Twi/* Ghanese', Turkish, and Hind(ustan)i were aso reported by a number of
children. Use of English apparently indicates a multi-ethnic background. Itsinter-
national status also plays a mgjor role in the reporting of English as their home
language by children.
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13.7 French language group
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Figure13.7d Language preference for French and/or mainstream language



Crossnational perspectives on language groups 325

Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 18 44 56 118 35 23 32 30
The Hague 46 67 72 185 42 35 29 35
Brussels 2,642 2456 2,229 7,327 69 71 73 71
Madrid 25 57 75 157 40 31 40 37

Total / Mean 2,731 2624 2432 7,787 47 40 44 55

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 22 43 44 109 57 34 11 34
The Hague 45 92 33 170 51 35 14 33
Brussels 393 2968 3,296 6,657 60 69 74 68
Madrid 56 55 43 154 50 34 20 35

Total / Mean 516 3,158 3,416 7,090 55 43 30 43

Table13.7  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.7a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(95-94%) and speaking skills (93-92%) in French are noticeably higher than
reading (29-87%) and writing skills (20-77%), but thereisagradual increaseinthe
latter aschildren get older. Thefact that many childrenin Brusselsreported French
astheir homelanguage playsasignificant rolein these high figuresfor reading and
writing skills.

Language choice (Fig. 13.7b). At home, 71-68% of the children reported com-
monly speaking French with their mothers, 68-67% with their fathers, 42-45% with
their younger siblings, 44-47% with their older siblings, and 64-68% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.7c). The reported dominance of French dightly
declines as children get older (from 47% when they are 6/7 to 39% when they are
8/9 yearsold, and to 35% when they are 10/11 yearsold). The reported dominance
of the other” language remains almost even across the age groups (48%, 49%, and

* In the case of Brussels, Dutch isthe ‘ other’ language rather than the * mainstream’ language.
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47%, respectively). Balanced bilingualism was reported by an increasing 5-13% of
all children.

Language preference (Fig. 13.7d). The reported preference for French fluctuates
as children get older (from 47% when they are 6/7 to 39% when they are 8/9 years
old, and to 44% when they are 10/11 years old). A decreasing preference for the
other” language was reported by children with increasing age (from 32% to 21%).
No preference was reported by an increasing 11-20% of al children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.7). French is
spoken in the homes of 7,787 children across the age groups in 4 cities. Most
French-speaking pupils were, obviously, traced in Brussels (7,327), followed by
The Hague, Goteborg, and Madrid. Intermsof intergenerational differences, there
isagradual dropinthevitality of Frenchin 3 cities, namely, The Hague, Géteborg,
and Madrid. As expected, there is an increase in Brussels, where the third
generation has the highest language vitality (74%). French has the highest vitality
in Brussels(71%) for al age groups, and the average vitality of French for al cities
in the given age groups is 55%.

Languages other than French. Next to French, a number of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. Arabic (1,531), English (699),
Turkish (381), Italian (353), and Spanish (349) were the mgj or languages reported.
Berber and German were a so reported by a number of children.
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13.8 German language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 26 52 70 148 38 38 35 37
The Hague 30 63 63 156 31 33 33 32
Brussels 24 44 51 119 45 34 39 39
Lyon 15 29 47 91 23 21 21 22
Madrid 11 18 16 45 39 31 31 34

Total / Mean 106 206 247 559 35 31 32 33

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Total Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 30 56 52 138 58 39 23 40
The Hague 34 77 35 146 36 40 16 31
Brussels 12 54 44 110 52 43 29 41
Lyon 2 18 47 67 - 11 19 -
Madrid 12 21 12 45 25 42 25 31
Total / Mean 90 226 190 506 43 35 22 33

Table13.8  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.8a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(72-67%) and speaking skills (64-58%) in German are much higher than reading
(22-42%) and writing skills (17-33%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.8b). At home, 37-27% of the children reported com-
monly speaking German with their mothers, 22-20% with their fathers, 8-9% with
their younger siblings, 11-12% with their older siblings, and 5-9% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.8¢). Thereported dominance of Germanisvery low
(5% for al age groups), whereas the reported dominance of the mainstream
language remains high across al age groups (74%, 55%, and 69%, respectively).
Balanced hilingualism was reported by a small and even proportion of children
across the age groups (6-5%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.8d). The reported preference for German remains
low, even aschildren get older (18% when they are 6/7 and 8/9 yearsold, and 17%
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when they are 10/11 years old). A declining preference for the mainstream
language with increasing age was reported by children (from 53% to 41%). No
preference was reported by an increasing 5-8% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.8). German is
spoken in the homes of 559 children across the age groups in 5 cities. Most
German-speaking pupils were traced in The Hague and Goéteborg, followed by
Brussels, Lyon, and Madrid. In terms of intergenerationa differences, first-
generation children born abroad reported the highest language vitality (43%),
followed by second-generation children (35%). For the third generation, thereisa
further drop in the vitality of German in all cities (the average vitality is 22%).
German has the highest vitality in Brussels (39%) for all age groups, and the
average vitality of German for al citiesin the given age groups is 33%.
Languagesother than German. Next to German, anumber of other languageswere
reported as home languages by some children. English (187), French (124), Italian
(36), and Arabic (31) werethemajor languagesreported. Turkish and Spanishwere
also reported by a number of children.
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13.9 Italian language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 8 21 22 51 44 40 32 39
Hamburg 55 105 32 192 51 54 48 51
The Hague 24 32 36 92 31 22 30 28
Brussels 99 148 114 361 46 53 46 48
Lyon 35 123 97 255 26 34 40 33
Madrid 5 13 25 43 35 38 36 36

Total / Mean 226 442 326 994 39 40 39 39

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 5 27 16 48 50 44 20 38
Hamburg 24 130 18 172 67 54 29 50
The Hague 20 48 15 83 31 30 18 26
Brussels 29 226 82 337 55 55 35 48
Lyon 12 106 115 233 54 34 33 40
Madrid 20 10 13 43 36 38 37 37

Total / Mean 110 547 259 916 49 43 29 40

Table13.9  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.9a). For al age groups, reported understanding
(80-73%) and speaking skills(73-65%) in Italian are noticeably higher than reading
(31-45%) and writing skills (24-37%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.9b). At home, 30-27% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Italian with their mothers, 31-37% with their fathers, 9-13% with
their younger siblings, 8-10% with their older siblings, and 8-10%with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.9c). The reported dominance of Italian declines
dlightly as children get older (from 16% when they are 6/7 to 13% when they are
10/11 years old), whereas the reported dominance of the mainstream language
showsasdlight increase acrossthe age groups (from 55% to 57%, and 60%, respect-
ively). Balanced bilingualism was reported by asmall number of children (5-6%).
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Language preference (Fig. 13.9d). The reported preference for Italian increases
dlightly as children get older (from 35% when they are 6/7 to 39% when they are
10/11 years old). A decreasing preference for the mainstream language with
increasing age was reported by children (from 35% to 26%). No preference was
reported by asmall proportion of the children (11-20%).

Languagevitality acrossagegroupsand generations(Table 13.9). Italianisspoken
in the homes of 994 children across the age groups in 6 cities. Most Italian-
speaking pupils were traced in Brussels (361) and Lyon, followed by Hamburg,
The Hague, Goéteborg, and Madrid. In terms of intergenerational differences in
language vitality, there is a gradual but steady drop in al cities. Italian has the
highest vitality in Hamburg (51%), followed by Brussels (48%) for all age groups,
and the average vitality of Italian for all citiesin the given age groupsis 39%. The
fact that Italian isan old immigrant language in some of these citiesisreflected in
the decreasing vitality indicators.

Languages other than Italian. Next to Italian, a number of other languages were
reported ashomelanguagesby somechildren. French (353), English (151), Spanish
(81), Arahic (55), and German (36) werethe mgjor languagesreported. Portuguese
and Turkish were also reported by a number of children.
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13.10 Kurdish language group
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Figure 13.10d Language preference for Kurdish and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 131 165 172 468 71 67 68 69
Hamburg 35 98 64 197 55 48 50 51
The Hague 69 79 125 273 46 45 47 46
Lyon 4 11 21 36 44 27 40 37

Total / Mean 239 353 382 974 54 47 51 51

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 250 189 - 439 74 63 - -
Hamburg 66 100 5 171 58 41 40 46
The Hague 126 126 4 256 56 36 - -
Lyon 7 22 5 34 57 33 25 38

Total / Mean 449 437 14 900 61 43 33 -

Table13.10 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.10a). For al age groups, reported understanding
(90-84%) and speaking skills (84-77%) in Kurdish are much higher than reading
(20-36%) and writing skills (18-32%), but there is some increase in the latter as
children get older. The fact that there are different uncodified dialects of Kurdish
has an effect on the relatively low reading and writing skills reported.

Language choice (Fig. 13.10b). At home, 76-66% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Kurdish with their mothers, 71-59% with their fathers, 44-35%
withtheir younger siblings, 35-34% withtheir older siblings, and 27-22% with their
best friends. As children get older, there isa drop in the use of Kurdish for com-
munication with al interlocutors.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.10c). The reported dominance of Kurdish declines
as children get older (from 39% when they are 6/7 to 28% when they are 8/9 years
old, and to 25% when they are 10/11 years old). Dominance of the mainstream
language was reported increasingly across the age groups (39%, 47%, and 50%,
respectively). A dight increase in balanced bilingualism was reported across the
age groups (5-9%).
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Language preference (Fig. 13.10d). Thereported preferencefor Kurdishincreases
dlightly as children get older (from 26% when they are 6/7 to 30% when they are
10/11 yearsold). A dightly declining preference for the mainstream language with
increasing age was reported by children (from 47% to 40%). No preference was
reported by an increasing 7-10% of all children. The rates for preference seemto
contradict the reported language choice and dominance, which may be due to the
status of Kurdish as a second or third home language.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.10). Kurdish is
spoken in the homes of 974 children across the age groups in 4 cities. Most
Kurdish-speaking pupils were traced in Goéteborg and The Hague, followed by
Hamburg and Lyon. In terms of intergenerational differences, first-generation
children born abroad reported the highest language vitality (61%), followed by
second-generation children (43%). For the third generation, thereis afurther drop
in the vitality of Kurdish in Lyon (25%). Kurdish has the highest vitality in
Goteborg (69%) for all age groups. The average vitality of Kurdish for all citiesin
thegiven agegroupsis51%. Thefact that Kurdish enjoysconsiderableinstitutional
support in Sweden isreflected in its vitality in Géteborg.

Languages other than Kurdish. Next to Kurdish, anumber of other languageswere
reported as home languages by some children. Turkish (366), Arabic (61), English
(24), and Spanish (8) werethemajor languagesreported. German and Russianwere
also reported by anumber of children. Turkish and Arabic seem to be the second-
most used homelanguages of Kurdish children. Thefact that most Kurdish children
originate from Turkey makes Turkish another home language for this group.
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13.11 Poalish language group
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Figure 13.11d Language preference for Polish and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 49 50 64 163 54 60 57 57
Hamburg 423 890 416 1,729 57 57 59 58
Brussels 9 15 9 33 61 60 44 55

Total / Mean 481 955 489 1,925 57 59 53 57

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 19 129 5 153 63 57 35 52
Hamburg 232 1,362 61 1,655 67 57 48 57
Brussdls 9 12 8 29 89 63 9 54

Total / Mean 260 1,503 74 1,837 73 59 31 54

Table13.11 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.114). For all age groups, reported understanding
(94-97%) and speaking skills (89-90%) in Polish are much higher than reading
(30-57%) and writing skills (23-40%), but there isagradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.11b). At home, 67-72% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Polish with their mothers, 54-58% with their fathers, 16-19% with
their younger siblings, 14-18% with their older siblings, and 15-16% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.11c). Thereported dominance of Polish declinesas
children get older (from 22% when they are 6/7 to 14% when they are 8/9 years
old, and to 13% when they are 10/11 years old). Dominance of the mainstream
language was reported increasingly across the age groups (65%, 69%, and 71%,
respectively). A dight increase in balanced bilingualism was also reported across
the age groups (9-13%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.11d). The reported preference for Polish shows
similar patterns across the age groups (from 28% when they are 6/7 to 29% when
they are 8/9 years old, and to 25% when they are 10/11 years old). In contrast, a
higher but somewhat declining preference for the mainstream language was
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reported across the age groups (from 56% to 54%). No preference was reported by
an increasing 9-15% of al children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.11). Polish is
spoken in the homes of 1,925 children across the age groupsin 3 cities. The great
majority of Polish-speaking pupilswas traced in Hamburg, followed by Goteborg
and Brussels. In terms of intergenerationa differences, first-generation children
born abroad reported the highest language vitality (73%), followed by second-
generation children (59%). For the third generation, there is a some drop in the
vitality of Polish in Géteborg and Hamburg but the decrease in Brussels is the
greatest (although there were few informants). Polish has the highest vitality (and
concentration) in Hamburg (58%) for al age groups, and the average vitality of
Polishfor al citiesin the given age groupsis 57%. The differences among the age
groups are not great, but the variation between the generations is considerable.
Languages other than Polish. Next to Polish, a number of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. English (39), French (24), Turkish
(11), Russian (11), Arabic (8), Spanish (8), and Farsi (7) werethe major languages
reported. Italian and Greek were a so reported by some children.
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13.12 Portuguese language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Total 6/7 8/9 10/11  Mean

Goteborg 23 29 36 88 52 59 65 59
Hamburg 95 191 74 360 55 54 67 59
The Hague 27 31 30 88 55 46 46 49
Brussels 20 31 26 77 51 48 42 47
Lyon 69 118 72 259 44 52 49 48
Meadrid 28 86 88 202 65 63 53 60

Total / Mean 262 486 326 1,074 54 54 54 54

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 10 69 2 81 65 60 - -
Hamburg 104 213 13 330 69 52 40 54
The Hague 22 57 6 85 49 50 29 43
Brussels 13 48 11 72 60 48 20 43
Lyon 38 174 28 240 69 47 35 50
Madrid 81 98 17 196 68 54 41 54

Total / Mean 268 659 77 1,004 63 52 33 49

Table13.12 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.12a). For al age groups, reported understanding
(86-89%) and speaking skills(78-82%) in Portuguese are much higher thanreading
(34-56%) and writing skills (29-50%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.12b). At home, 50-56% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Portuguese with their mothers, 44-45% with their fathers, 15-19%
with their younger siblings, 13-19% with their older siblings, and 9-14% with their
best friends. As children get older, there is a dight increase in the use of
Portuguese.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.12c). The reported dominance of Portuguese
increases dightly from 16-19% as children get older, but remains noticeably low.
Dominance in the mainstream language was reported decreasingly across the age
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groups (68-60%). A dight increase in balanced bilingualism was reported across
the age groups (9-11%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.12d). The reported preference for Portuguese
remains even across the age groups (37/38%). A higher but somewhat declining
preference for the mainstream language was reported across the age groups (from
46% to 35%). No preference was reported by 9-11% of the children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.12). Portugueseis
spoken in the homes of 1,074 children across the age groupsin 6 cities. The great
majority of Portuguese-speaking pupilswastraced in Hamburg, Lyon, and Madrid.
First-generation children born abroad reported the highest language vitality (63%),
followed by second-generation children (52%). For the third generation, thereisa
further drop in the vitality of Portuguesein all cities, but the decrease in Brussels
and The Hague is the greatest (43%). Portuguese has the highest language vitality
in Madrid (60%) for al age groups. This is not surprising, as Portuguese and
Spanish are linguistically close languages, and Portugua and Spain are neigh-
bouring countries.

Languages other than Portuguese. Next to Portuguese, French (94), English (57),
Spanish (54), Italian (25), Arabic (12), and Turkish (12) were the magjor home
languages reported.
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13.13 Romani/Sinte language group
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Figure 13.13d Language preference for Romani/Sinte and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 12 19 20 51 77 70 61 69
Hamburg 55 102 62 219 74 72 66 71
Total / Mean 67 121 82 270 76 71 64 70
Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 29 11 6 46 75 61 63 66
Hamburg 53 84 438 185 76 70 67 71
Total / Mean 82 95 54 231 76 66 65 69

Table13.13  Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.13a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(94-99%) and speaking skills (88-95%) in Romani/Sinte are much higher than
reading (13-43%) and writing skills (15-35%), but thereisagradual increasein the
latter as children get older. The gap between reported oral and written skills,
however, remains strong.

Language choice (Fig. 13.13b). At home, 77-88% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Romani/Sinte with their mothers, 77-83% with their fathers,
47-61% with their younger siblings, 41-50% with their older siblings, and 20-31%
with their best friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.13c). The reported dominance of Romani/Sinte
declines dightly as children get older (from 52% when they are 6/7 to 55% when
they are 8/9 years old, and to 43% when they are 10/11 years old). Dominance of
the mainstream language was reported increasingly across the age groups (31%,
33%, and 39%, respectively). A dight increase in balanced bilingualism was
reported across the age groups (4-7%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.13d). The reported preference for Romani/Sinte
shows a decrease across the age groups (from 46% when children are 6/7 to 54%
when they are 8/9 years old, and to 27% when they are 10/11 years old). A steady
increasein preference for the mainstream language was reported by children (from
33% to 46%). No preference was reported by anincreasing 7-10% of all children.
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Languagevitality acrossage groups and generations (Table 13.13). Romani/Sinte
is spoken in the homes of 270 children across the age groupsin 2 cities. Most
Romani/Sinte-speaking pupils were traced in Hamburg. In terms of inter-
generational differences, unlike in the other language groups, in this language
group, there are very few intergenerational differences in both cities. Still, first-
generation children born abroad reported the highest language vitality (76%),
followed by second-generation children (66%). For the third generation, thereis
only a dlight drop in the vitality of Romani/Sinte, to 65%. Romani/Sinte has a
dlightly higher vitality in Hamburg (71%) for all age groups, and the average
vitality of Romani/Sinte for the 2 cities in the given age groups is 70%. The
differences among the language vitality indices are significant neither between the
generations nor between the age groups, which makesthislanguage group different
from all other language groups.

Languages other than Romani/Sinte. Next to Romani/Sinte, a number of other
languages were reported as home languages by some children. Serbian/Croatian/
Bosnian (27), Russian (11), Turkish (7), and English (5) were the major languages
reported.
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13.14 Russian language group
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 16 33 21 70 72 64 49 62
Hamburg 403 716 533 1,652 57 58 61 59
Brussels 8 17 7 32 69 65 61 65
Madrid 10 13 14 37 65 46 55 55

Total / Mean 437 779 575 1,791 66 58 57 60

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 37 26 3 66 66 63 - -
Hamburg 1,232 221 38 1,491 62 43 46 50
Brussels 23 3 3 29 68 - - -
Madrid 24 2 4 30 59 - - -

Total / Mean 1,316 252 48 1,616 64 - - -

Table13.14 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.144). For all age groups, reported understanding
(94-95%) and speaking skills (89-92%) in Russian are much higher than reading
(24-46%) and writing skills (21-38%), but there is agradual increase in the latter
as children get older. The use of a different alphabet in Russian than in the host
societies might have adamping effect on the reported reading and writing skillsin
Russian.

Language choice (Fig. 13.14b). At home, 69-74% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Russian with their mothers, 60-65% with their fathers, 18-19%
withtheir younger siblings, 20-24% with their older siblings, and 18-22% with their
best friends. As children get older, there is aslight increase in the use of Russian
for communication with the given interlocutors.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.14c). The reported dominance of Russian varies
between 20-25% across the age groups. Dominance of the mainstream language
was aso reported rather evenly across the age groups (63%, 63%, and 60%,
respectively). A dlight increase in balanced bilingualism was reported across age
groups (6-9%).
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Language preference (Fig. 13.14d). Thereported preferencefor Russian decreases
as children get older (from 30% when they are 6/7 to 22% when they are 10/11
years old). A dlightly increasing preference for the mainstream language with
increasing age was reported by children (from 54% to 58%). No preference was
reported by an increasing 9-14% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.14). Russian is
spoken in the homes of 1,791 children across the age groups in 4 cities. A great
majority of Russian-speaking pupils was traced in Hamburg, followed at a large
distance by Géteborg, Madrid, and Brussels. In terms of intergenerational dif-
ferences, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest language
vitality in Brussels (68%). For the second/third generation in Hamburg, thereisa
drop in language vitality. Russian has the highest vitality in Brussels (65%) for all
age groups, and the averagevitality of Russian for al citiesin the given age groups
is 60%.

Languages other than Russian. Next to Russian, anumber of other languageswere
reported ashomelanguages by some children. English (54), French (22), Armenian
(17), Turkish (16), Farsi (14), and Polish (11) were the mgjor languages reported.
German and Arabic were also reported by some children.
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13.15 Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian language group
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Figure 13.15b Language choice for Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian

—6—SCB
—e— Mainstream
—a— SCB/Mainstr.

6/7 8/9 10111

Figure13.15¢ Language dominance of Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian and/or mainstream language
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Figure13.15d Language preferencefor Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 216 215 255 686 66 64 67 66
Hamburg 113 219 130 462 56 53 57 55
The Hague 18 22 10 50 65 58 70 64
Brussels 12 22 17 51 56 64 66 62
Lyon 9 13 14 36 58 50 36 48

Total / Mean 368 491 426 1,285 60 58 59 59

Cities Generations
Population Vitality

Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 256 372 21 649 74 62 40 59
Hamburg 134 261 21 416 62 53 42 52
The Hague 21 22 2 45 80 50 - -
Brussels 23 25 - 48 74 53 - -
Lyon 18 12 3 33 63 33 - -

Total / Mean 452 692 47 1191 71 50 - -

Table13.15 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.154). For all age groups, reported understanding
(91-93%) and speaking skills (89-90%) in S/C/B are much higher than reading
(29-67%) and writing skills (27-64%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.15b). At home, 66-75% of the children reported com-
monly speaking S/C/B with their mothers, 66-71% with their fathers, 30-35% with
their younger siblings, 23-30% with their older siblings, and 22-30% with their best
friends. As children get older, there is a dlight increase in the use of S/C/B for
communication with most given interlocutors.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.15c). The reported dominance of S/C/B showsonly
dlight variation across the age groups (28%, 21%, and 26%, respectively). The
same holds for the reported dominance of the mainstream language across the age
groups (56%, 61%, and 58%, respectively). A slight increase in balanced hilin-
gualism was reported across the age groups (8-11%).



350 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

Language preference (Fig. 13.15d). The reported preference for S/C/B decreases
dlightly as children get older (from 38% when they are 6/7 to 34% when they are
10/11 years old). Like dominance, the reported preference for the mainstream
language shows only slight variation across the age groups (from 39% to 44%). No
preference was reported by an increasing 10-15% of al children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.15). S/IC/B is
spoken in the homes of 1,285 children across the age groupsin 5 cities. A great
majority of the S/C/B-speaking pupils was traced in Géteborg and Hamburg,
followed by Brussels, The Hague, and Lyon. In terms of intergenerational dif-
ferences, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest language
vitality (71%), followed by second-generation children (50%). A further drop in
language vitality for third generation children was observed in Goteborg and
Hamburg. S/C/B hasthe highest vitality in Goteborg (66%) for al age groups, and
the average vitality of S/C/B for al five citiesin the given age groups is 59%.
Languages other than S/C/B. Next to S/C/B, a number of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. English (43), French (33), Romani/
Sinte (27), Albanian (17), Turkish (16), and Macedonian (15) were the mgor
languages reported.
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13.16 Somali language group
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Figure 13.16c Language dominance of Somali and/or mainstream language
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Figure 13.16d Language preference for Somali and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 150 102 63 315 79 77 80 79
The Hague 53 41 41 135 71 66 74 70
Lyon 16 24 9 49 23 18 6 16

Total / Mean 219 167 113 499 58 54 53 55

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 76 215 1 292 83 78 - -
The Hague 91 30 2 123 73 63 - -
Lyon 10 21 18 49 55 10 6 24

Total / Mean 177 266 21 464 70 50 - -

Table13.16  Numbers of pupilsand LV per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.164). For all age groups, reported understanding
(85-92%) and speaking skills (84-88%) in Somali are much higher than reading
(22-61%) and writing skills (19-54%), but there isagradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.16b). At home, 83-89% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Somali with their mothers, 73-82% with their fathers, 52-60% with
their younger siblings, 45-53% with their older siblings, and 30-42% with their best
friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.16c¢). Thereported dominance of Somali declinesas
children get older (49%, 36%, and 35%, respectively). The reported dominance of
the mainstream language remains almost even across the age groups (35%, 37%,
and 36%, respectively). A considerable increase in balanced bilingualism was
reported across the age groups (8-19%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.16d). The reported preference for Somali is uneven
acrosstheage groups (47%, 37%, and 47%, respectively). The reported preference
for the mainstream language decreases acrossthe age groups (33%, 34%, and 24%,
respectively). No preference was reported by an increasing 7-13% of all children.
Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.16). Somali is
spoken in the homes of 499 children across the age groups in 3 cities. A great
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majority of the Somali-speaking pupils was traced in Goteborg, followed by The
Hagueand Lyon. Intermsof intergenerational differences, first-generation children
born abroad reported the highest language vitality (70%), followed by second-
generation children (50%). For the third generation, there is a further drop in the
vitality of Somali in Lyon (6%). Somali hasthe highest vitality in Goteborg (79%)
and avery low onein Lyon (16%) for al age groups.

Languages other than Somali. Next to Somali, a number of other languages were
reported as home languages by some children. Arabic (38), English (36), Italian (8)
Portuguese (6), and Turkish (5) were the major languages reported.
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13.17 Spanish language group
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Figure 13.17d Language preference for Spanish and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 96 102 130 328 53 51 53 52
Hamburg 127 204 100 431 51 49 49 50
The Hague 85 103 100 288 46 53 47 49
Brussels 102 151 136 389 51 56 49 52
Lyon 68 145 140 353 32 34 39 35

Total / Mean 478 705 606 1,789 47 49 47 48

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 33 222 37 292 62 57 20 46
Hamburg 79 216 65 360 67 48 28 48
The Hague 88 136 22 246 61 47 26 45
Brussels 57 229 75 361 72 49 42 54
Lyon 23 154 134 311 54 35 32 40

Total / Mean 280 957 333 1,570 63 47 30 47

Table13.17 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.17a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(81-84%) and speaking skills (73-78%) in Spanish are much higher than reading
(27-51%) and writing skills (21-42%), but there is a gradual increase in the latter
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.17b). At home, 42-45% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Spanish with their mothers, 32-40% with their fathers, 12-17%
withtheir younger siblings, 14-19% withtheir older siblings, and 10-16% withtheir
best friends. Across all age groups, the use of Spanish for communication remains
low.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.17c). The reported dominance of Spanish remains
low and even acrossall age groups (17%, 15%, and 12%, respectively). In contrast,
the reported dominance of the mainstream language remains high and even across
all age groups (61%, 60%, and 59%, respectively). A dlight increase in balanced
bilingualism was reported across the age groups (6-11%).
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Language preference (Fig. 13.17d). The reported preference for Spanish remains
low and even across the age groups (32%, 37%, and 32%, respectively). Intri-
guingly, adecreasing preference for the mainstream language was reported across
the age groups (42%, 34%, and 32%, respectively). No preference wasreported by
an increasing 7-12% of al children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.17). Spanish is
spoken in the homes of 1,789 children across the age groups in 5 cities. A great
majority of the Spanish-speaking pupils was traced in Hamburg and Brussels,
followed by Lyon, Géteborg, and The Hague. In terms of intergenerational dif-
ferences, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest language
vitality (63%), followed by second-generation children (47%). For the third
generation, there is a considerable drop in the vitality of Spanish in 3 out of the
5 cities (the average vitality is 30%). Spanish has the highest vitaity in Goteborg
and Brussels (52%) for all age groups, and the average vitality of Spanish for all
cities in the given age groups is 48%. Spanish has the lowest vitality across age
groups and across generations in Lyon, athough Spanish is spoken in a neigh-
bouring country.

Languages other than Spanish. Next to Spanish, anumber of other languageswere
reported ashomelanguages by some children. French (352), English (229), Arabic
(98), Italian (79), Portuguese (43), and Papiamentu (39) were the major languages
reported. German and Turkish were also reported by a number of children.
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13.18 Turkish language group

—e—Understand
—e— Speak
—— Read

—&— Write

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure 13.18a Language proficiency in Turkish

—6— Mother
—e— Father

—aA— Younger b/s
—a—Older b/s
—e— Best friends

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure 13.18b Language choice for Turkish

—e—Turkish
—e— Mainstream
—a— Tur./Mainstr.

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure 13.18c Language dominance of Turkish and/or mainstream language

—e—Turkish
—e— Mainstream
—aA—Tur./Mainstr.

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure 13.18d Language preference for Turkish and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean

Goteborg 124 115 146 385 69 67 66 67
Hamburg 1384 2381 1,183 4,948 66 62 65 64
The Hague 833 853 849 2535 75 68 65 69
Brussels 225 213 168 606 73 75 71 73
Lyon 146 176 146 468 65 63 68 65

Total / Mean 2,712 3,738 2492 8,942 70 67 67 68

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean

Goteborg 51 308 10 369 67 68 43 59
Hamburg 627 3,676 205 4,508 69 64 49 61
The Hague 539 1,842 46 2,427 73 68 62 68
Brussels 75 417 42 534 74 74 70 73
Lyon 78 308 24 410 70 64 65 66

Total / Mean 1,370 6,551 327 8,248 71 68 58 65

Table13.18 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.18a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(96-97%) and speaking skills (94%) in Turkish are higher than reading (38-80%)
and writing skills (33-73%), but the differences narrow as children get older.
Language choice (Fig. 13.18b). At home, 77-82% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Turkish with their mothers, 70-76% with their fathers, 38-43%
withtheir younger siblings, 27-36% with their older siblings, and 30-36% withtheir
best friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.18c). The reported dominance of Turkish decreases
as children get ol der (44%, 33%, and 31%, respectively). The reported dominance
of the mainstream language increases across the age groups (45%, 54%, and 53%,
respectively). A dight increase in balanced bilingualism was reported across the
age groups (6-11%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.18d). Similar to dominance, the reported preference
for Turkish decreases as children get older (43%, 35%, and 30%, respectively). In
acomplementary pattern, anincreasing preferencefor themainstream languagewas
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reported across the age groups (44%, 50%, and 50%, respectively). No preference
was reported by an increasing 7-12% of all children.

Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.18). The Turkish
language group isthe largest group in the overall research population (apart from
Madrid). Turkish is spoken in the homes of 8,942 children across the age groups
in5cities. A great majority of the Turkish-speaking pupilswas traced in Hamburg
and The Hague, followed by Brussels, Lyon, and Goteborg. In terms of inter-
generational differences, first-generation children born abroad reported the highest
language vitality (71%), followed by second-generation children (68%). Unlikein
most other language groups, in the Turkish language group, there is only a minor
drop inthelanguage vitality among third-generation childrenin al cities (58%). In
Brussels, thereis almost no difference between the 3 generations. Turkish has the
highest vitality in Brussels (73%) for al age groups, and the average vitality of
Turkish for al citiesin the given age groups is 68%.

Languages other than Turkish. Next to Turkish, anumber of other languageswere
reported ashomelanguagesby somechildren. French (381), Kurdish (375), English
(133), Arahic (96), German (29), Albanian (17), and Spanish (17) were the major
languages reported. Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian and Russian were also reported by
anumber of children.
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13.19 Urdu/*Pakistani’ language group
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Figure 13.19d Language preference for Urdu/* Pakistani’ and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Hamburg 62 107 69 238 65 68 68 67
The Hague 91 98 105 294 66 70 62 66
Brussels 9 12 11 32 64 71 77 71

Total / Mean 162 217 185 564 65 70 69 68

Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Hamburg 60 153 6 219 65 68 63 65
The Hague 64 214 5 283 75 63 75 71
Brussdls 12 17 3 32 69 71 - -

Total / Mean 136 384 14 534 70 67 - -

Table13.19 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.19a). For all age groups, reported understanding
(94-96%) and speaking skills (88-91%) in Urdu/* Pakistani’ are much higher than
reading (23-50%) and writing skills (14-39%), but the differences become smaller
as children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.19b). At home, 78-83% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Urdu/* Pakistani’ with their mothers, 74-79% with their fathers,
32-44% with their younger siblings, 25-35% with their older siblings, and 14-23%
withtheir best friends. Acrossthe agegroups, children mostly use Urdu/* Pakistani’
in communication with their parents, which contributes to |anguage maintenance.
Language dominance (Fig. 13.19c). The reported dominance of Urdu/* Pakistani’
remains even across the age groups (32%, 35%, and 34%, respectively). The
reported dominance of the mainstream language dlightly drops (52%, 49%, and
45%, respectively). A dight increasein balanced bilingualism was reported across
the age groups (7-14%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.19d). The reported preference for Urdu/* Pakistani’
decreases dlightly as children get older (38%, 41%, and 32%, respectively). An
even preference for the mainstream language was reported across the age groups
(45%, 39%, and 42%, respectively). No preference was reported by 8-10% of al
children.
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Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.19). Urdu/
‘Pakistani’ isspoken in the homes of 564 children acrossthe age groupsin 3 cities.
A great mgjority of the Urdu/* Pakistani’ -speaking pupils wastraced in The Hague
and Hamburg. There were no large differences in language vitality between the
generations, although there were few informants in the third generation. Urdu/
‘Pakistani’ has the highest vitality in Brussels (71%) for al age groups. The
average vitality of Urdu/* Pakistani’ for all citiesin the given age groupsis 68%.
Languages other than Urdu/* Pakistani’. Next to Urdu/ Pakistani’, a number of
other languages were reported as home languages by some children. English (50),
Hind(ustan)i (24), French (20), Sikh (12), Turkish (7), and Arabic (6) were the
major languages reported.
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13.20 Vietnamese language group
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Figure 13.20a Language proficiency in Vietnamese

—6— Mother
—e— Father

—aA— Younger b/s
—a—Older b/s
—e— Best friends

6/7 8/9 10/11

Figure 13.20b Language choice for Vietnamese
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Figure 13.20c Language dominance of Vietnamese and/or mainstream language

—e— Vietnamese
—e— Mainstream
—aA— Vie./Mainstr.
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Figure 13.20d Language preference for Vietnamese and/or mainstream language
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Cities Age groups
Population Vitality
6/7 8/9 10/11  Totd 6/7 8/9 10/11 Mean
Goteborg 15 27 13 55 65 64 69 66
Hamburg 47 78 28 153 52 58 57 56
Lyon 28 38 25 91 54 57 47 53
Total / Mean 0 143 66 299 57 60 58 58
Cities Generations
Population Vitality
Gl G2 G3 Tota Gl G2 G3 Mean
Goteborg 8 40 - 48 72 62 - -
Hamburg 14 120 5 139 61 56 50 56
Lyon 10 69 4 83 48 54 - -
Total / Mean 32 229 9 270 60 57 - -

Table13.20 Numbers of pupilsand LVI per age group and generation

Language proficiency (Fig. 13.20d). For all age groups, reported understanding
(89-91%) and speaking skills (80-89%) in Vietnamese are higher than reading
(12-38%) and writing skills (11-33%), but the differences become smaller as
children get older.

Language choice (Fig. 13.20b). At home, 69-77% of the children reported com-
monly speaking Vietnamese with their mothers, 59-68% with their fathers, 18-27%
with their younger siblings, 15-20% with their ol der siblings, and 9-12% with their
best friends.

Language dominance (Fig. 13.20c). The reported dominance of Vietnamese
decreases slightly across the age groups (23%, 22%, and 17%, respectively). The
reported dominance of the mainstream language remains almost even (69%, 64%,
and 67%, respectively). A dlight increase in balanced hilingualism was reported
across the age groups (4-9%).

Language preference (Fig. 13.20d). The reported preference for Viethamese
decreases as children get older (28%, 27%, and 18%, respectively). An uneven
preference for the mainstream language was reported by children across the age
groups (61%, 52%, and 58%, respectively). No preference was reported by an
increasing 4-12% of children in the 3 age groups.
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Language vitality across age groups and generations (Table 13.20). Vietnamese
is spoken in the homes of 299 children across the age groupsin 3 cities. A great
majority of the Vietnamese-speaking pupils was traced in Hamburg, followed by
Lyon and Goéteborg. First-generation children born abroad reported the highest
language vitality (60%), followed by second-generation children (57%). Thereis
only aminor drop in the language vitality of third-generation childrenin Hamburg
(50%). Vietnamese has the highest vitality in Géteborg, where no third generation
is present. The average vitality of Vietnamesefor al citiesin the given age groups
is 58%.

Languages other than Vietnamese. Next to Vietnamese, a number of other lan-
guages were reported as home languages by only some children. Chinese (9) was
the mgjor language reported.






14 Crosdlinguistic per spectives on language groups

In this chapter, we offer crosslinguistic perspectives on the same 20 language
groups for which language profiles were specified in Chapter 13 from a cross-
national point of view. Our focus is on the same age groups (6/7, 8/9, 9/10) and
generations (G1, G2, G3) as are presented in Chapter 13.

In Section 14.1, we present an overview of the crosslinguistic database under
consideration in terms of age groups and generations. Here, we also present data
on the representation of particular language/age groups in particular cities. In
Section 14.2 we present crosslinguistic perspectives on the four dimensions of
language proficiency, language choice, language dominance, and language
preference. For thisanalysis, these four language dimensions were operationalised
in correspondence with our measurement of language vitality described in
Chapter 6.8:

» language proficiency: the extent to which the home language under con-
sideration is understood;

 language choice: the extent towhich thislanguageiscommonly spoken at home
with the mother;

» language dominance: the extent to which this home language is spoken best;

» language preference: the extent to which this home language is preferably
spoken.

In Section 14.3, we present crosslinguistic perspectives on language vitality,

derived from the four language dimensions outlined above. In this section, our

focusisonthelanguagevitality acrossdifferent age groups, and on the distribution

and language vitality across different generations.

14.1 Overview of the crosdinguistic database

In Table 14.1, we give an overview of the crosslinguistic database under con-
sideration, interms of age groups (6/7 + 8/9 + 10/11 years) and generations (G1 +
G2+ G3). The20language groupsare presented in aranked (i.e., decreasing) order
of age groups. The last two columns show which cities have the strongest repres-
entation (in %) of the language groups under consideration in terms of age groups.
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Strongest representation
of age groups

Language groups Age groups Generations | City Proportion
Turkish 8,942 8,248 Hamburg 55%
French 7,787 7,090 Brussels 94%
Arabic 7,682 7,002 Lyon 36%
English 4,527 4,045 Hamburg 24%
Polish 1,925 1,837 Hamburg 90%
Russian 1,791 1,616 Hamburg 92%
Spanish 1,789 1,570 Hamburg 24%
Berber 1,730 1,656 The Hague T7%
Serbian/Croatian/Bosn. 1,285 1,191 Goteborg 53%
Portuguese 1,074 1,004 Hamburg 34%
Italian 994 916 Brussels 36%
Kurdish 974 900 Goteborg 48%
Albanian 765 675 Hamburg 54%
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 564 534 The Hague 52%
Chinese 561 523 Goteborg 33%
German 559 506 The Hague 28%
Somali 499 464 Goteborg 63%
Viethamese 299 270 Hamburg 51%
Romani/Sinte 270 231 Hamburg 81%
Armenian 170 153 Hamburg 48%

Table14.1 Distribution of language groups across age groups, generations, and cities

Within thetotal database, 4 language groups were represented by more than 4,000
pupils, 6 language groups by 1,000-2,000 pupils, and 10 language groups by
170-1,000 pupils. The differencesin size between the databases with regard to age
groups and generations derive from the predicted effect of having more missing
values for generation than for age (see a so the Introduction to Chapter 13). With
respect to the representation of language groupsin different cities, it should be kept
in mind that there was considerable variation in the databases per city (see
Table6.2in Chapter 6). Within our total database, however, many language groups
were most strongly represented in Hamburg and least strongly in Madrid (see also
Chapter 13, Table 13.01), although the proportions of representation of language
groups varied considerably. It does not come as a surprise that French was most
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strongly represented in Brussels, next to or instead of Dutch. The same holds for
the strong representation of Polish, Russian, and Romani/Sintein Hamburg, for the
strong representation of Somali, Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian, and Kurdish in
Goteborg, andfor Berber in TheHague. Goteborg and Sweden have accepted many
refugees, and The Hague and the Netherlands have received many Moroccans
originating from Berber-speaking areas.

In Table 14.2, we give acomparative overview of the municipal distribution of
two pairsof languageswhich are oftenin competitionintheir source countries, i.e.,
Turkish and Kurdish in Turkey, and Arabic and Berber in Northern African
countries (in particular, Morocco).

Cities Turkish Kurdish Arabic Berber
Goteborg 385 468 768 *
Hamburg 4,948 197 464 *
The Hague 2,535 273 1,391 1,334
Brussels 606 * 1,608 214
Lyon 468 36 2,789 145
Madrid * * 662 37
Total 8,942 974 7,682 1,730

Table14.2  Distribution of four language groups per city (* less than 30 pupils)

Only in Goteborg was Kurdish more strongly represented than Turkish, and only
in The Hague were Berber and Arabic represented in balance. In our database,
Kurdish was almost non-existent in Brussels and Madrid. The same holds for
Berber in Goteborg and Hamburg.

14.2 Crosdinguistic per spectives on language dimensions

In Table 14.3, we present a crosslinguistic and pseudol ongitudinal overview of the
first language dimension, i.e., the extent to which children reported that they could
understand the language under consideration. The data presented are proportional
SCores.
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Language group 6/7 years 8/9 years 10/11 years Average
Turkish 97 96 97 97
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 96 96 94 95
Romani/Sinte 99 93 94 95
Polish 94 94 97 95
Russian 95 94 95 95
French 95 93 94 94
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 93 91 92 92
Berber 91 91 93 92
Albanian 95 87 89 90
Vietnamese 91 90 89 90
Chinese 91 85 93 90
Somali 92 85 88 88
Kurdish Q0 89 84 88
Armenian 91 87 85 88
Arabic 87 88 88 88
Portuguese 89 87 86 87
Spanish 84 82 81 82
Italian 80 75 73 76
English 72 64 75 70
German 72 62 67 67

Table14.3 Proficiency inlanguage understanding, per language group and agegroup (in %)

On average, al languages were understood well to very well, with Turkish in the
top position, and English and German in the lowest positions. As was shown in
Chapter 13, thelatter two languageswerelessused in daily interaction at home, but
they had a relatively high international status and/or school status. When the
average scores of the youngest and ol dest age groups were compared, 13 language
groups showed the highest scores for the former and 5 language groups for the
latter. The largest intervals between the scores emerged for Romani/Sinte (-5),
Albanian (-6), Kurdish (-6), Armenian (-6), Italian (-7), and German (-5).

Table 14.4 contains a crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal overview of the
second language dimension, i.e., the extent to which children reported that they
commonly spoke the language under consideration with their mothers.
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Language group 6/7 years 8/9 years 10/11 years Average
Somali 89 83 86 86
Romani/Sinte 88 77 78 81
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 80 83 78 80
Turkish 81 77 82 80
Chinese 76 75 84 78
Albanian 78 74 7 76
Vietnamese 69 76 77 74
Armenian 72 75 75 74
Berber 74 69 72 72
Russian 69 72 74 72
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 70 66 75 70
Polish 67 70 72 70
French 71 70 68 70
Kurdish 76 65 66 69
Arabic 55 58 60 58
Portuguese 50 53 56 53
Spanish 45 45 42 44
German 37 27 27 30
Italian 30 33 27 30
English 28 23 26 26

Table14.4 Language choice in interaction with the mother, per language group and age
group (in %)

The patterns of language choice presented in Table 14.4 are much more differ-
entiated than the patterns of language understanding presented in Table 14.3. On
average, Somali emerged in the top position, and again German and English (plus
Italian) obtained the lowest positions. Also, theintervals between the scores of the
youngest and oldest age groups showed much greater variationin Table 14.4 than
in Table 14.3; 11 language groups showed the highest scores for the former and
9 language groupsfor the latter. Thelargest interval s between the scores emerged
for Romani/Sinte (-10), Chinese (+8), Vietnamese (+8), Kurdish (-10), and German
(-10).

In Table 14.5, we present a crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal overview of
the third language dimension, i.e., the extent to which children reported that the
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language under consideration was spoken better than the mainstream language or
as good as the mainstream language.

Language group 6/7 years 8/9 years 10/11 years Average
Romani/Sinte 52 55 43 50
French 47 40 39 42
Somali 49 36 35 40
Armenian 43 30 42 38
Chinese 43 31 35 36
Turkish 44 33 31 36
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 32 35 34 34
Albanian 38 32 24 31
Kurdish 39 28 25 31
Berber 35 25 16 25
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 28 21 26 25
Russian 25 22 25 24
Arabic 25 21 19 22
Vietnamese 23 22 17 21
Portuguese 16 16 19 17
Polish 22 14 13 16
Italian 16 16 13 15
Spanish 17 15 12 15
English 12 7 7 9
German 5 5 5 5

Table14.5 Language dominance per language group and age group (in %)

The scoresin Table 14.5 are much lower than the scoresin Tables 14.3 and 14.4.
On average, Romani/Sinte obtained the top position, whereas English and German
wereagaininthelowest positions. Theinterval sbetween the scores of the youngest
and oldest age groups showed even a greater variation in Table 14.5 than in
Table 14.4; 16 language groups showed the highest scores for the former and only
2 language groupsfor the latter. Thelargest interval s between the scores emerged
for Somali (-14), Turkish (-13), Albanian (-14), Kurdish (-14), and Berber (-19).

Table 14.6 contains a crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal overview of the
fourth language dimension, i.e., the extent to which the children reported that they
preferred to speak the language under consideration.
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Language group 6/7 years 8/9 years 10/11 years Average
Somali 47 37 47 44
Romani/Sinte 46 54 27 42
French 40 39 a4 41
Arabic 40 40 38 39
Italian 35 40 39 38
Portuguese 38 38 37 38
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 38 41 32 37
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 38 36 34 36
Turkish 43 35 30 36
Spanish 32 37 32 34
Albanian 34 34 32 33
Chinese 34 32 31 32
Berber 42 27 26 32
Armenian 30 32 25 29
Kurdish 26 27 30 28
Polish 28 29 25 27
English 28 23 30 27
Russian 30 27 22 26
Vietnamese 28 27 18 24
German 18 18 17 18

Table 14.6 Language preference per language group and age group (in %)

On average, again Somali obtained the top position (see also Table 14.4) and
German (not English) the bottom position. Again, there was a great variation
between the scores of the youngest and oldest age groups; 14 language groups
showed the highest scores for the former and only 4 language groupsfor the latter.
Thelargest intervals between the scores emerged for Romani/Sinte (-19), Turkish

(-13), and Berber (-16).

In Table 14.7 we compare the reported patterns for language preference and
language dominance. We sel ected those children who reported different languages
for the survey questions on language preference and language dominance.
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Prefers Prefers home
mainstream language,
language, dominant in
Total | dominant in home mainstream
Language group pupils language language Total mismatches
Portuguese 1,074 123 11% 372 35% 495 46%
Turkish 8,942 | 1,850 21% | 2,000 22% | 3,850 43%
Chinese 561 125 22% 114 20% 239 43%
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 564 106 19% 134 24% 240 43%
Serbian/Croat./Bosn. 709 97 14% 203 29% 300 42%
Russian 1,791 312 17% 412 23% 724 40%
French 7,787 1,452 19% 1,690 22% 3,142 40%
Armenian 170 40 24% 28 16% 68 40%
Somali 499 88 18% 11 22% 199 40%
Vietnamese 299 50 17% 69 23% 119 40%
Polish 1,925 240 12% 521 27% 761 40%
Arabic 7,682 823 11% | 2,199 29% | 3,022 39%
Romani/Sinte 270 57 21% 47 17% 104 39%
Albanian 765 119 16% 156 20% 275 36%
Spanish 1,789 131 7% 506 28% 637 36%
Berber 1,730 256 15% 351 20% 607 35%
Italian 994 50 5% 288 29% 338 34%
Kurdish 974 154 16% 169 17% 323 33%
English 4527 246 5% 1,239 27% 1,485 33%
German 559 28 5% 113 20% 141 25%

Table14.7  Thelanguage dominance versus the preference of pupils for whom dominance
was different from preference

Thetotal number and proportion of mismatchesin Table 14.7 show that therewere
many children in al 20 language groups for whom the preferred language was not
the dominant language, with Portuguese in the top position and German in the
bottom position. Most mismatches in al 20 language groups resulted from
dominance in the mainstream language and preference for the home language; the
reverse occurred only for Chinese, Armenian, and Romani/Sinte. The strongest
mismatches between the proportional scoresfor preferred and dominant languages
emerged for Portuguese (24), Arabic (18), Spanish (21), Italian (24), and English
(22).
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14.3 Crosdinguistic perspectives on language vitality

Inthis section, we describe the construction of acumul ative language vitality index
(LVI) for al 20 language groups on the basis of the four analysed language
dimensions described in Section 14.1, i.e., the obtained proportional scores for
language proficiency (understanding), language choice (with mother), language
dominance, and language preference. The LV | was based on the mean value of the
obtained scores for each of the four language dimensions referred to (see
Chapter 6.8 for further details). Table 14.8 gives a crosslinguistic and pseudo-
longitudinal overview of the LVI per language group and age group.

Language group 6/7 years 8/9 years 10/11 years Average
Romani/Sinte 76 71 64 70
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 65 70 69 68
Turkish 70 67 67 68
Armenian 64 59 65 63
Russian 66 58 57 60
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 60 58 59 59
Albanian 63 56 58 59
Vietnamese 57 60 58 58
Chinese 56 58 60 58
Arabic 59 58 58 58
Polish 57 59 53 56
Somali 58 54 53 55
Portuguese 54 54 54 54
Berber 51 54 51 52
Kurdish 54 47 51 51
Spanish 47 49 a7 48
French 47 40 44 44
Italian 39 40 39 39
English 37 33 39 36
German 35 31 32 33

Table14.8 Languagevitality per language group and agegroup (in %, LV in cumul ative %)

Considering the data presented in Section 14.2, it is nhot surprising that Romani/
Sintewasfound to have the highest language vitality, and that English and German
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ended up in bottom position. When the average scores of the youngest and oldest
age groups were compared, 11 language groups showed the highest scores for the
former and 5 language groupsfor thelatter. Thelargest interval between the scores
emerged for Romani/Sinte. Strong maintenance of language vitality across the
youngest and oldest age groups, with intervals of -1/0/+1 only, emerged for 8 out
of the 20 language groups.

A different crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal perspective is offered in
Table 14.9, in terms of generations.

Intergenerational Intergenerational
Total distribution language vitality
Language group pupils Gl G2 G3 Gl G2 G3
Albanian 675 39 56 5 72 51 34
Arabic 7,002 21 73 6 64 57 35
Armenian 153 49 42 9 69 55 -
Berber 1,656 20 78 2 59 50 45
Chinese 523 22 74 4 72 59 -
English 4,045 16 42 41 43 41 28
French 7,090 7 45 48 55 43 30
German 506 18 45 38 43 35 22
Italian 916 12 60 28 49 43 29
Kurdish 900 50 49 2 61 43 33
Polish 1,837 14 82 4 73 59 31
Portuguese 1,004 27 66 8 63 52 33
Romani/Sinte 231 35 41 23 76 66 65
Russian 1,616 81 16 3 64 - -
Serbian/Croat./Bosn. | 1,191 38 58 4 71 50 -
Somali 464 38 58 5 70 50 -
Spanish 1,570 18 61 21 63 47 30
Turkish 8,248 17 79 4 71 68 58
Urdu/* Pakistani’ 534 25 72 3 70 67 -
Vietnamese 270 12 85 3 60 57 -

Table14.9 Intergenerational distribution (in%) andintergenerational languagevitality (LVI
in cumulative %) per language group
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As was outlined in the Introduction to Chapter 13, the three generations under
consideration were operationalised as follows:

* G1: pupil + father + mother born abroad;

* G2: pupil born in the country of residence, father and/or mother born abroad;
* G3: pupil + father + mother born in the country of residence.

Included in the analysis were data on all children in the three generations. As de-
scribedin Chapter 13, languagevitality indicesbased on generation were cal cul ated
only if at least 5 children were represented in a particular generation.

Table 14.9 makes clear that there were strong differences between language
groupsin the distribution of pupils across different generations. In most language
groups, second-generation pupilswerebest represented and third-generation pupils
least. Remarkabl e exceptionsto thisrulewere Armenian and in particular Russian,
with mainly first-generation pupils. Third-generation pupils were relatively well
represented (> 20%) for English, French, German, Italian, Romani/Sinte, and
Spanish. As mentioned in Section 14.2 , some of these languages had a higher
status abroad than at home.

As expected, Table 14.9 shows a stronger decrease of language vitality across
generationsthan Table 14.8 shows across age groups. All language groups showed
a more or less decreasing language vitality across generations. The strongest
intergenerational shift between G1 and G3 emerged for Polish (42%), Albanian
(38%), Spanish (33%), and Portuguese (30%), whereas the strongest intergenera-
tional maintenance of language vitality occurred for Romani/Sinte and Turkish.

The top position for language vitality of Romani/Sinte across age groups in
Table 14.8, and itsrelatively strong maintenance across generationsin Table 14.9,
were also observed in earlier and similar research in the Netherlands (Broeder &
Extra 1998:70). The high vitality of Romani/Sinte was also confirmed by other
studies on this language community (Acton & Mundy 1999, Kyuchukov 2002).
Onereason why language vitality isacorevaluefor the Romaacross Europeisthe
absence of source country references asalternative markersof identity —in contrast
to amost al other language groups presented in Tables 14.8 and 14.9.
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15 Crossnational perspectives on community language
teaching

In this chapter, we present the major outcomes of a comparative study on the
teaching of the languages of immigrant minority (IM) groupsin the six European
Union (henceforward EU) citiesand countriesdiscussed in Part |1 of thisVolume.
Being aware of crossnational differencesin denotation (see Chapter 2, Table 2.1),
we use the notion of community language teaching (henceforward CLT) when
referring to this type of education in these countries. Our rationale for using the
concept of CLT rather than the concepts of mother tongue teaching or home
languageinstructionistheinclusion of abroad spectrum of potential target groups.
First of al, the status of an IM language as a ‘native’ or ‘home’ language can
changethroughintergenerational processesof language shift. Moreover, in second-
ary education, both minority and majority pupilsare often dejure (although seldom
de facto) admitted to CLT (in the Netherlands, e.g., Turkish isasecondary school
subject referred to as ‘ Turkish’ rather than “ home language instruction’; compare
also the concepts of Enseignement des Langues et Cultures d' Origine and
Enseignement des Langues Vivantes in French primary and secondary schools,
respectively).

In Section 15.1, we focus on the status of CLT in primary and secondary
schoolsinal participating citiesand countries. Section 15.2 contains reported data
on CLT participation and needs, derived fromthelanguage survey amongst primary
school children carried out in all six cities.

15.1 Community language teachingin primary and secondary education

Inall countriesinvolved in this study, there has been an increase in the number of
IM pupilswho speak alanguage at home other than or in addition to the dominant
school language in primary and secondary education. Schools have responded to
this home-school language mismatch by paying more attention to the learning and
teaching of the mainstream language as a second language. A great deal of energy
and money is being spent on developing curricula, teaching materials, and teacher
training for second-language education. CLT stands in stark contrast to this, as it
ismuch more susceptibleto anideological debate about itslegitimacy. Whilethere
is consensus about the necessity of investing in second-language education for IM



380 Urban Multilingualismin Europe

pupils, thereisalack of support for CLT. IM languages are commonly considered

sources of problems and deficiencies, and they are rarely seen as sources of

knowledge and enrichment. Policy makers, local educational authorities, head-
masters, and teachers of ‘regular’ subjects often have reservations or negative
attitudestowards CLT. On the other hand, parentsof IM pupils, CLT teachers, and

IM organisations often make a case for including IM languages in the school

curriculum. These differences in top-down and bottom-up attitudes were found in

all the cities and countries investigated.

From ahistorical point of view, most of the countriesdescribed in Part 11 of this
V olumeshow asimilar chronol ogical developmentintheir argumentationinfavour
of CLT. CLT was generadly introduced into primary education with a view to
family remigration. This objective was a so clearly expressed in Directive 77/486
of the European Community, on 25 July 1977. The Directive focused on the edu-
cation of the children of ‘migrant workers' with the aim ‘principally to facilitate
their possible reintegration into the Member State of origin’. Asisclear from this
formulation, the Directive excluded all IM children originating from non-EU
countries, although these children formed thelarge part of IM childrenin European
primary schools. At that time, Sweden was not a member of the European Com-
munity, and CLT policies for IM children in Sweden were not directed towards
remigration but modelled according to bilingual education policies for the large
minority of Finnish-speaking children in Sweden (see Chapter 7).

During the 1970s, the above argumentation for CLT was increasingly aban-
doned. Demographic developments showed no substantia signs of families re-
migrating to their source countries. Instead, a process of family reunion and mi-
norisation came about in the target countries. This development resulted in a
conceptual shift, and CLT became primarily aimed at combatting disadvantages.
CLT had to bridge the gap between the home and the school environment, and to
encourage school achievement in ‘regular’ subjects. Because such an approach
tended to underestimate the importance of cultural dimensions, a number of
countriesbegan to emphasisetheintrinsicimportanceof CLT fromacultural, legal,
Or economic perspective:

» fromacultural perspective, CLT can contribute to maintaining and advancing
apluriform society;

» fromalegal perspective, CLT can meet the internationally recognised right to
language development and language maintenance, in correspondence with the
fact that many IM groups consider their own language as a core value of their
cultural identity (see aso Chapter 4);

» from an economic perspective, CLT canlead to an important pool of profitable
knowledge in societies which are increasingly internationally oriented.
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The historical development of arguments for CLT in terms of remigration,
combatting deficiencies, and multicultural policy isparticularly evidentin Germany
(see Chapter 5.1 on North Rhine-Westphalia and Chapter 8 on Hamburg). In most
other countriesin our study, cultural policy istiedinwith the mainstream language
to such an extent that CLT istolerated only in the margins. Cultural motives have
played arather important role in Sweden. It should, however, be noted that multi-
cultural arguments for CLT have not led to an educational policy in which the
status of IM languages has been substantially advanced in any of the countries
involved in our study.

Based on the information presented in Part 11 of this Volume we give a cross-
national overview of the nine parameters of CLT in primary and secondary edu-
cation that were taken into account in Chapters 7-12. As mentioned in Chapter 9,
CLT for primary school children cameto an abrupt end in the Netherlandsin 2004,
and the information presented is therefore in retrospect.

(1) Target groups

Thetarget groupsfor CLT in primary schools are commonly IM children, defined
as such in a narrow or broad sense. Narrow definitions commonly relate to the
range of languages taught and/or to children’ s proficiency in these languages. The
most restrictive set of languages is taught in Spain, i.e., Arabic and Portuguese
only, for Moroccan and Portuguese (-speaking) children, respectively. A wide
range of languages is taught in Sweden and Germany. The Netherlands, Belgium,
and France take an intermediate position. Sweden and France demand from the
target groups an active use of the languages at home and a basic proficiency in
these languages. Specia target groups in Sweden are adopted children; in
Germany, ethnic German children from abroad; and in France, speakers of recog-
nised regional minority (henceforward RM) languages. Sweden has the most
explicit policy for accessto CLT intermsof ‘home language’ (nowadays, back to
‘mother tongue’) instead of socio-economic status. The target groupsfor CLT in
secondary schoolsarecommonly thosewho participated in CLT in primary schools.
Deiure, al pupils are allowed to CLT in the Netherlands, independent of ethno-
linguistic background; de facto, most commonly, a subset of IM pupils takes part.
CLT for secondary school pupilsisamost non-existent in Belgium, and limited to
Arabic and Portuguese in afew secondary schoolsin Spain.

(2) Arguments

Theargumentsfor CLT areformulated in termsof astruggle against deficitsand/or
intermsof multicultural policy. Whereastheformer typeof argument predominates
in primary education, the latter type predominates in secondary education. The
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vague concept of ‘integration’ utilised in all countries under discussion may relate
to any of these arguments. Deficit arguments may be phrased in terms of bridging
the home/school gap, promoting mainstream language | earning, promoting school
successin other (‘regular’) subjects, preventing educational failure, or overcoming
marginalisation. Multicultural arguments may be phrased in terms of promoting
cultural identity and self-esteem, promoting cultural pluralism, promoting multi-
lingualisminamulticultural and globalising society, and avoiding ethnic prejudice.
Whereas in the Netherlands and Belgium deficit arguments dominate(d), multi-
cultural arguments tend to play a greater role in the other countries. Deficit argu-
mentsfor CLT arealmost absent in secondary schools, and multicultural arguments
are commonly favoured in al countries.

(3) Objectives

Theobjectivesof CLT in primary schoolsarerarely specified in termsof language
skills to be acquired. ‘Active bilingualism’ has been a common objective in
Sweden, whereas in Germany