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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1

Introduction

When there is more than one language in a family, it is often a point of discussion what
language to use. These discussions increase in frequency when a child is born, as most
families are eager to bring up their children bilingually (Tuominen, 1999). Central to
this dissertation is the case where the language of the parents is different from the
language of the society they live in. Starting from this perspective, and in order to
understand the nature of such families’ linguistic experiences, several questions need
to be answered on both the level of the individual family and the level of the immigrant
group to which they belong.
Why are minority languages in some communities maintained while others are not?
How do immigrants and minorities socialize themselves and their children in the
mainstream society? Why do some children achieve better proficiency in their minority
language or in the majority language than others? We come across news, events and
opinions regarding the language practices of minorities every day, sometimes in a
positive and sometimes in a negative way, but our knowledge is often limited to an
outsider view, informed by what is represented in the media, on the street, or in books.
Unless we are part of the minority, we do not know much about what is actually
happening behind the doors regarding language socialization efforts, or about how
families manage with language variation in- and outside the family.
Previous research shows that minorities like to maintain their language, but they
also need to keep up with the expectations of society. In order to navigate these
contradictions, implicitly or explicitly, families build their own language policies.
Through these policies, families aim to bring up successful bi-/multilingual children.
Depending on the characteristics of each family, group or community, as well as
depending on the conditions in which they live, families might have different language
policies. For instance, in a family where the first language of the mother and the father
are different, each parent might choose to speak his/her own language with his/her
children, in a pattern known as the one parent – one language (OPOL) strategy (e.g.
Palviainen & Boyd, 2013; Ronjat, 1913). Families that are part of an indigenous
minority might put extra efforts into preserving their language so that it does not get
lost under the pressure of the dominant language (e.g. Smith-Christmas, 2016).
Families in which both parents are from an immigrant community might be extra
cautious about their selection of home language in order to achieve intergenerational
language transmission while trying not to jeopardize their children’s skills in the
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mainstream language (e.g. Connaughton-Crean & Pádraig, 2017; Schwartz, 2008).
Some families have internal support, e.g. from various family members, for maintaining a language or external support, e.g. institutional support for bilingual practices,
while some struggle on their own. Again, some families achieve success while others
cannot (Schwartz & Verschik, 2013). In order to further our understanding of this
diversity of circumstances and outcomes, in this dissertation, I aim to investigate how
the minority and majority languages are planned, practiced and managed in families
with an immigrant background, specifically the Turkish community in the Netherlands.
I will use the term ‘Family Language Policy’ (FLP henceforth) as the core concept of my
research, by exploring how FLP is related to parents’ ideologies, practices and management as well as the beliefs and practices of agents outside home, especially teachers,
and how FLP influences the first language attainment of children in the early years of
primary school.
FLP has developed into a separate field of research in the last decade although language planning and practices in bilingual families have been researched under various
theoretical frameworks such as language socialization (Luykx, 2005), bilingualism and
language acquisition (e.g. De Houwer, 2007, 2009), and language maintenance and
shift (e.g. Fishman, 1964; Pauwels, 2005). Spolsky (2004) asserts that one of the main
focuses of FLP is immigration, since immigration puts pressure on family members to
plan their language choices in order to adapt to the new immigrant situation as well as
to keep own linguistic habits. Indeed, Fishman (1966) explains this dynamic through
his model of three-generation language shift, which claims that first-generation starts
to pick up the mainstream language, second-generation brings it home as they acquire
proficiency, and third-generation switch completely to the mainstream language, unless
they keep their contact with the first-generation. Indeed, second-generation is the most
bilingual one of the three generations. They also play a critical role in FLP, since they
are the transition generation that determine whether the family maintains or loses the
bilingual orientations. How they deal with language issues at home determines the
future of that specific language as well as their children’s attitudes to and practices in
that language. At this point, as Fishman (1991) argues in his proposal of Reversing
Language Shift (RLS), efforts first in the family and then in the community to maintain
the home language prevent language loss. In order to achieve this, the family acts as a
unit that shields against outside pressures, in a sense it resists the power of the
dominant language. If, then, the minority group is willing to take action to preserve
their minority language, the language shift can be reversed.
In this dissertation, I delve into the issue of FLP in the context of second-generation
Turkish immigrant families in the Netherlands. As the largest immigrant group in the
country (CBS, 2017), maintaining Turkish to a great extent since their arrival in the
1960s (Backus, 2013), the Turkish community has been the focus of various sociolinguistic studies. Most of these have focused on the Dutch skills of immigrant children
by comparing them to native Dutch peers. There have been fewer studies of children’s
bilingual skills (e.g. Aarts & Verhoeven, 1999; Driessen & Merry, 2011; Leseman, 2000)
or their first language skills (e.g. Aarssen, 1996; Verhoeven, 1994). There have also
been a number of studies on language maintenance and shift (e.g. Yağmur, 2009) and
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code-switching and language change (e.g. Backus, 1996; Demirçay, 2017), as well as on
the home language environment and language proficiency profiles of children (Scheele,
Leseman & Mayo, 2010). There has been very limited attention to the acquisition of
Turkish in the home context (e.g. Aarts, Demir-Vegter, Kurvers & Henrichs, 2016). As
language practices cannot be divorced from the socio-cultural context in which they
occur, other factors such as community characteristics, but also crucially the family
language policies and practices need to be taken into consideration.

1.2

Turkish community in the Netherlands

A short section on the background of the Turkish migration to Western Europe may
help us understand the context of the study and the dynamics of the Turkish
community in the Netherlands. The shortage of labour after the Second World War led
Western European countries to look for a labour force in other countries. Beginning
from 1960s, bilateral labour agreements were signed between Turkey and other
countries, successively with West Germany in 1961, Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands in 1964, and France in 1965 (Akgündüz, 2007). The migration was well planned,
with a temporary nature, since the migrants were called ‘guest workers’, meaning they
would stay in the host country for a couple of years, and then go back. However,
increasing economic opportunities in the host country resulted in family reunion, and
caused a settlement of a big Turkish community in Western Europe. Currently, after
Germany and France, the Netherlands hosts the third largest Turkish group (Yağmur,
2015). The Turkish-origin population in the country is around 400.000 (CBS, 2017).
According to CBS, around 193.000 people in this population are first-generation, and
205.000 second-generation (but of these, around 45.000 had only one parent who was
born abroad, while for 160.000 both parents were born abroad). There is also an
emerging third-generation (with both parents born in the Netherlands), but CBS has no
data on the size of this group. Besides, as Backus (2013) asserts, although there is a
settled second- and third-generation, the search for spouses in Turkey has until very
recently brought about a continuous second-generation.
As for the sociolinguistic characteristics of the Turkish group, the first-generation
generally lacked sufficient Dutch skills. Their social and linguistic contact was mainly
within their own Turkish group (Smets & Kreuk, 2008). In addition to living in Turkishdominant neighbourhoods, they generally worked together with other Turkish immigrants. Their education was mainly primary school or less (Crul & Doomernik, 2003),
which limited their access to Dutch classes. Besides, as the nature of immigration was
initially considered to be temporary, they did not put much emphasis on Dutch
education for their children (Akgündüz, 2007; Yılmaz & Schmid, 2015). Secondgeneration children were mostly from low socio-economic backgrounds with a lack of
rich and elaborate linguistic input from their parents (Leseman & Van den Boom,
1999). Similarly, until the late 1990s, the Dutch government did not emphasise their
linguistic integration. Among other reasons, the disregard for immigrant children in
mainstream education resulted in low levels of placement in higher secondary
education over the years. Given these factors, they tended to fall behind their peers in
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education (Aarts & Verhoeven 1999; Leseman, 2000; Verhallen & Schoonen, 1998).
Still, as second- and currently third-generation Turks grew up in the Netherlands, and
studied in Dutch schools, they have become fluent speakers of Dutch (Doğruöz, 2007).
In addition to their Dutch skills, the extent of Turkish maintenance is also quite high
(Backus, 2013; Extra & Yağmur, 2010). Besides being exposed to Turkish until they start
school (Leseman, 2000), children are also involved in Turkish activities through the
presence of Turkish media in the home, holidays in Turkey, a lot of social contact with
other Turks in the Netherlands. All of these factors contribute to continuing language
maintenance. As for schooling, Turkish was taught at Dutch mainstream primary and
secondary schools between 1974 and 2004 in order to support competence in the
home languages as well as the learning of Dutch. However, teaching of Turkish in
primary schools was abolished with the idea that it hindered the children’s integration
into Dutch society (Extra & Yağmur, 2006). Currently, Turkish teaching is limited mostly
to unqualified local organizations during extra-curricular hours.
In short, second-generation families, the target population of this dissertation,
constitute the group that generally could not get elaborate and rich input from their
parents regarding the conventions of Dutch society, and were slotted into the lowest
school tracks. They are also the group that did not receive institutional support for
maintaining Turkish language and culture. Yet, they manage to preserve Turkish due to
various bottom up factors. Considering the role of parents in their children’s bilingualism, and given that second-generation families are an under-researched group in
the Netherlands, the main question of this research addresses how second-generation
families, who grew up as bilinguals in a setting of monolingual parenting, shape their
home language interactions with their third-generation children. In this dissertation,
what I aim to present is how members of this generation plan their family language
activities for bilingual family language socialization (Family Language Policy), what
micro (within the family) and macro (outside the family) factors contribute to this, and
how their family language policy affects their children’s language skills.

1.3

Current research and methodology

Based on the issues referenced in the introduction above, I aim to answer the following
questions:
– What are the family language policies of second-generation Turkish families in the
Netherlands?
– How do factors within the family (micro) and beyond the family (macro) affect
these family language policies?
– How do family language policies affect children’s language skills?
In order to answer these questions, I worked with various stakeholders of family language policy, and used various qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques.
Basically, I worked with parents, children and teachers, by means of observations, interviews, language tasks, and a survey. Below I provide a short introduction to each
component.
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As the target population of my research was second-generation families in the
Netherlands, and there have not been any previous studies on family language policy in
this group, I first needed to obtain basic data and understand what family language
policies are generally followed. That is why I started my research with observations in
and interviews with twenty families living in the Noord-Brabant region, mostly in
Eindhoven. Adopting an ethnographic approach, I tried to obtain a general picture of
the families’ ideologies, practices and management, and of the micro and macro
factors that influence these practices. During a total of eight months of data collection,
by visiting each family a minimum of five times, I collected data through observations
of language practices and recordings of family interactions. I partially transcribed the
observations and wrote field notes after each observation session, which allowed me to
explore recurrent themes and ideas regarding family language policies. Towards the
end of the observation period, I started interviewing mothers and fathers separately on
their backgrounds, their own school experiences, their ideologies regarding Turkish and
Dutch, their language activities at home, and their expectations about their children’s
language development, as well as miscellaneous questions about relevant topics such
as contact with the homeland and the family’s future plans in the Netherlands.
Each family had at least one child in the early years of primary school, which are the
most crucial years for parents consciously planning home language activities, especially
if they aim for their children to learn both Dutch and Turkish well. In order to examine
the Turkish language skills of these children, I administered various tasks measuring
Turkish language skills, including word definition, word order repetition, grammaticality
judgment, cognitive concepts, semantic fluency and connectivity in narratives. I carried
out the same tasks with monolingual Turkish speaking children in Turkey, with the
same backgrounds regarding age, gender and parental level of education, to see where
there are differences and what aspects of language were similar. Ultimately, I tried to
explore what kind of FLP triggers better Turkish skills, and what kind of language
management should be promoted if one wants to enhance these skills.
One prominent theme during the family observations and interviews was the role of
primary school teachers. Parents’ ultimate aim was that their children would grow up
as well-educated individuals with better career prospects than they themselves had, and
they were more than ready to implement what teachers suggested they should do. On
the other hand, I visited the schools during some of my observations, and I realized
that despite their ambitions and wish for collaboration with teachers, Turkish parents
(as well as parents from other immigrant backgrounds) did not have close interactions
with the teachers. They were generally waiting for their children in their own groups in
the schoolyard, away from the entrance, and leaving school immediately after their
children came to them. Similarly, again during my personal interactions with primary
school teachers, I realized that they were not aware of how much the Turkish families
wanted the best educational practices for their children. Therefore, I decided to conduct
interviews with teachers in the next phase of my research, to gain a better understanding of their experiences. I had the opportunity to interview five of the teachers and
I asked them questions about their experiences with minority language speaking
children, the challenges they face regarding language and school achievement of these
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children, their experiences collaborating with parents, and suggestions they gave
parents regarding home language activities and home-school collaboration. The
answers allowed me to examine the influence of teachers’ beliefs and opinions on
Turkish parents’ family language policies.
In the final stage of data collection, I intended to get a more comprehensive view of
the patterns in second-generation families in the Netherlands. I designed a survey,
based on the findings of the observations and interviews as well as on related literature,
and administered the questionnaire to three hundred parents residing in different parts
of the Netherlands.

1.4

Outline of the book

In this dissertation, I explore FLP of second-generation Turkish families in the
Netherlands. I try to find answers to questions such as: what are the family language
ideologies, practices and management measures of second-generation Turkish
families; what kind of FLP promotes the development of Turkish language skills best;
what are the various micro and macro factors that influence family language policies;
and what are teachers’ beliefs about family language practices of Turkish families?
The next chapter presents an overview of the literature on Family Language Policy
and the sociolinguistic characteristics of the Turkish community in the Netherlands. It
provides a more elaborate background to Spolsky’s components of language policy,
documents the sociolinguistic profile of the Turkish community and immigrant
language policies in the Netherlands. Building on existing literature, it connects how
language policies and linguistic interactions among the Turkish population in the
Netherlands have led to a complex and multi-layered family language policy situation.
After that, I address the findings of the research through different perspectives in
three article-based chapters. In Chapter 3, I focus on the data derived from the observations and interviews in twenty families as well as from a survey with three hundred
parents in second-generation families. I elaborate on parents’ language ideologies; how
these ideologies are constructed; the role of context, interlocutors and actual language
preferences of family members in family language practices; and finally, the families’
internal and external language management for Turkish and Dutch.
In Chapter 4, building on the ethnographic work with the parents as presented in
the previous chapter, I investigate the role of teachers in FLP. The ethnographic part of
the study showed that teachers’ opinions and suggestions shape parents’ language
policy to a great extent. In this chapter, I present the opinions of teachers on the role of
the home language use of immigrant parents; on the relationship between first and
second language skills; on school achievement; on the socialization of immigrant
children; and on conflicting aspirations and expectations of teachers and parents
regarding parent involvement and home language practices.
Following this, in Chapter 5, I elaborate on the connection between FLP and the first
language skills of children who are in the early years of primary school. After an analysis
of various Turkish language tasks (cognitive concepts, productive vocabulary, word
definition, semantic fluency, word description, word order repetition, grammaticality
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judgment and connectivity in narratives), I focus on specific language management
activities conducted in the families of children with higher performances. This provides
insights into the dynamics of successful FLP.
Finally, in Chapter 6, after I provide a brief summary of the present study, I discuss
how immigrant communities can be supported with rich resources for successful FLP,
and how FLP can be enriched as a separate field of research.

Chapter 2

Theoretical framework

2.1

Overview of the chapter

The primary aim of this study is to uncover the FLP of second-generation Turkish
families in the Netherlands. In this chapter, I present an overview of FLP as a field of
research and the sociolinguistic conditions of the Turkish community in the
Netherlands. Regarding FLP, I concentrate mainly on the definition of FLP and the
various components it consists of. More detailed overviews of the various factors
related to FLP will be provided in the following three chapters, tailored to their specific
topics. Thus, in this chapter, in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, I provide a definition of FLP and
an overview of Spolsky’s model of language policy and its three components: language
ideology, language practice and language management. In Section 2.4, I introduce the
sociolinguistic profile of the Turkish community in the Netherlands, focusing on
studies on language maintenance and language use. Finally, in Section 2.5, I present
the immigrant language policies of the Netherlands.

2.2

Family language policy

Family language policy (FLP) is about implicit and explicit language planning in the
family (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). It involves family members’ linguistic ideologies,
practices and management in relation to language preferences and literacy practices
(Curdt-Christainsen, 2009; King, Fogle, Logan-Terry, 2008; Spolsky, 2004, 2007). Explicit
and covert practices are deliberate and observable efforts of family members, especially
parents, for intended linguistic practices, while implicit and covert practices are the
natural results of embedded language beliefs (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). FLP focuses
on how families value bi-/multilingualism and how they translate these values into
practices in their linguistic experiences in the families, and involves how a society
influences and contributes to language policy (Curdt-Christansen, 2013).
FLP research intersects with multiple academic disciplines, including child language
acquisition, language policy, language socialization and language ecology (CurdtChristiansen, 2018; King et al., 2008; Schwartz & Verschik, 2013). Besides all these, FLP
is frequently informed by Fishman’s Reversing Language Shift Model (Fishman, 1991),
since much of the FLP research examines the efforts of the families to maintain an
ethnic minority language in the family as well as in the wider community (Schwartz &
Verschik, 2013). As Fishman (1991) puts the linguistic interaction between mother and
child in the centre of language transmission, which takes place mostly within the family
environment, the influence of his model on FLP studies is undeniable. Keeping the
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contributions of the theories and models mentioned above in mind, I draw this
dissertation on the theoretical model of Spolsky (2004, 2007). Spolsky defines three
components of language policy: language ideologies, language practices and language
management. Curdt-Christiansen (2018) places the language components in the centre
of FLP.
Language ideologies are about beliefs regarding languages and language use.
Language practices are about what people choose and use among the varieties of their
linguistic repertoire. Language management is any kind of observable effort and
intervention to effect actual language practices. Being the cornerstone of FLP, these
components influence and are influenced by various intra-family and societal factors
(Chapter 3 provides a detailed overview of the micro and macro factors that shape
FLP). Language socialization and FLP are closely interrelated. Taking an immigrant
family as an example, family members have their own beliefs and practices for home
language use. These beliefs and practices are closely affected by their home environment, parents’ background and economic resources. However, although the family has
certain norms and background for language use, it is not an isolated unit from the
society. Children go to school, interact in another language; parents go to work, they
need to adapt themselves to socialize and to be competent in this outside world. This
process of language socialization brings the sociolinguistic, socioeconomic, sociocultural and socio-political environment in the home domain, having a powerful impact
on language ideologies, practices and management of a family.
Below I present how these language components are contextualized in FLP
research.

2.3

Components of language policy

2.3.1

Language ideologies

Spolsky (2004) states that language ideologies are the driving forces behind language
practices. These driving forces are influenced by various factors such as the power or
the value given to specific languages (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009), or practical reasons
such as communication with family members and friends in the country of origin.
Language ideologies are not necessarily explicit decisions or beliefs of a speech community or institutions. As Schiffman (2006) argues, they can also be a part of linguistic
culture, which supports specific language practices and ideologies covertly.
Families have certain beliefs about specific language use in the home domain.
These beliefs may seem as simple and straightforward as speaking X language at
home. However, these are the consequences of how one positions herself/himself
between her/his own identity and the expectations of the mainstream society. Understanding language ideologies of parents therefore reveals much more than only
language planning in the family: it provides us with rich data on family relationships,
their perceptions of their own group and the mainstream society, and on intergenerational language transmission.
Many immigrant families have strong language ideologies towards the maintenance
of their home language because they want to preserve the values that are brought to
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them through their immigrant roots (Kaveh, 2017; Kopeliovich, 2010; Pérez Báez, 2013;
Schwartz, 2008). Kopeliovich (2013) contends in her longitudinal research within her
own family after they moved to Israel from Russia that no matter how important it is to
be a part of the Israeli society, maintaining Russian at home was their obvious ideology,
for many reasons such as transmitting the richness of Russian literature and preserving
cultural standards. De Houwer’s (1999) explanation of ‘impact belief’ (the belief that
parents can exercise some control over their children’s linguistic practices) for
language maintenance is highly congruent with language ideologies. Stronger impact
beliefs result in better results in intended language practices as long as parents support
their beliefs with sufficient language practice and management.
On the other hand, parental language ideologies do not necessarily overlap with
intended language practices and language ideologies of other family members or state
language policies (Kopeliovich, 2010; Schwartz, 2010). Each family is a single unit, and
so is each family member. Each has his/her own beliefs regarding appropriate language
practices, which are formed by various factors such as the value he/she puts on a
specific language, how it is practiced in the society, its prestige, and practicality. For
example, in the Turkish immigrant context, although the Turkish community in Europe
maintains its language well, for several reasons (Backus, 2013), the mainstream state
ideologies push them to have a monolingual ideology. In line with this, Agirdag (2010)
revealed that Turkish children believe they should speak in only one language in order
to attain educational and occupational success. Consequently, children who do not
believe in the positive role of their home language in the society are likely to adopt the
mainstream language.
2.3.2

Language practices

Language practices are constituted by conscious and unconscious language
preferences (Spolsky, 2004). In the family context, these preferences turn into practices,
determining children’s bilingual development (Leung & Uchikoshi, 2012; Li, 1999).
Parental language ideologies are expected to determine the language practices in the
family. De Houwer (2007) asserts that language practices of parents are crucial
predictors of the language practices of the children. In that sense, transmission of a
language to the next generations largely depends on parental use of that language in
the family. However, as mentioned earlier, a family is not an isolated unit, and language
ideologies and practices in a family are highly influenced by external social contexts
(Spolsky, 2004), which often make it difficult to transmit the minority language to the
next generations (Tuominen, 1999). Schwartz (2008) found in her research with firstgeneration Russian parents and their second-generation Russian-Hebrew bilingual
children in Israel, that parents’ beliefs did not have an effect on Russian language skills
of their children. Instead, how children position themselves towards language maintenance influenced their actual performances.
The discrepancy between parental ideologies and children’s actual practices
becomes especially noticeable when children start socializing outside home and receive
input in the mainstream language. They adapt their language use according to the
expectations of the outside world in order to socialize and get accepted. As they get
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more actively involved in their environment, the dominance of the mainstream
language increases. They are not only the passive receivers anymore, as they can show
their own language preferences, resist the language practices at home, or even change
the ideology of parents regarding language practices in the family (Luykx, 2005).
Depending on various factors, such as the prestige of the home language or the social
network of the child, home language use might decrease. Younger generations
generally have a tendency to shift to the mainstream language. In a study conducted in
the US, Alba and his colleagues (Alba, Logan. Lutz & Stults, 2002) found that there is a
decrease in maintaining the home language in third-generation families, since new
generations mostly prefer speaking English to being bilingual.
Schwartz (2008, 2010) and Fogle and King (2013) focus on the need to consider
children as active agents in forming the language policy of the family. Palviainen and
Boyd (2013) found that even preschool children can act like a ‘language police’ who can
actually decide which language will be spoken by which parent at home. Many other
studies are in line with this. For instance, Tuominen (1999) revealed in her study with
eighteen multilingual families in the United States that no matter how strict parents are
about home language use, in reality it is the children who decide which language is
used, and this is mostly a shift towards using the mainstream language rather than
preserving the minority one. Gafaranga (2010) also obtained similar results in his
analysis of conversation patterns between parents and children in Belgium. Children
showed a tendency to shift to French (one of the mainstream languages) even though
their parents kept speaking Kinyarwanda (the heritage language) to them. Similarly,
Pillai and her colleagues’ study (Pillai, Soh & Kajita, 2014) on the FLP of Malacca
Portuguese Creole revealed that even though the old generation preserve their
language in their social environment, the new generation shifts dramatically to English.
Likewise, Caldas and Caron-Caldas (2002) collected data from their twin girls and their
elder brother for a period of over six years. The authors decided on a FLP that would
raise their children bilingually in French and English, which actually meant efforts to
maintain French in this family context. In spite of the parents’ efforts to maintain
French, children tended to shift to English and resist using French as of adolescence.
Overall, language practices are strong indicators of FLP. Although language ideologies do not always match the practices, children’s dominance patterns, motivation,
and language attitudes can still be managed by parental strategies (Bartram, 2006).
2.3.3

Language management

Language management is about the control over language use, such as working on the
pronunciation of a specific sound, attempts to preserve a specific language or a dialect
as well as any other effort to modify the language practices of another person (Spolsky,
2004). In the FLP context, it is about how parents involve themselves and invest in the
intended linguistic and literacy practices of the family members (Curdt-Christiansen,
2012), which is generally initiated by parents in order to control their children’s bi/multilingual practices. Parental decisions about which language to use at home in
their interaction with each other and especially with the children are the initial step for
language management (Schwartz, 2010).
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Schwartz (2010) differentiates the family language management as external control
and internal control. If parents use external control, it means that they look for language support from the environment. Internal control is about language management
within the home. Families develop and pursue different language management
depending on their familial circumstances. For instance, Schwartz, Moin and Leikin
(2011) investigated the language strategies of parents whose dominant language was
Russian but who also have Hebrew language skills. They revealed that parents make
use of external strategies, like school choice, and internal strategies such as the choice
of a dominant language at home and code-mixing practices.
Like language ideologies, language management can be explicit or implicit. Explicit
language management refers to deliberate attempts by the parents. For instance, both
parents may decide to purposefully speak only the minority language at home, each
parent may speak one language with children (known as one parent – one language
strategy – OPOL), or a specific language can be spoken in a certain context (see, for
example, De Houwer, 1990; Lanza, 2004; Palviainen & Boyd, 2013; Revis, 2017a).
Implicit language management is more laissez-faire. Families that provide their
children with language tools such as rich literacy resources, media, or games in the
minority language as well as expressing intimacy and emotions in a specific language
manage language practices implicitly (see, for example, Kopeliovich, 2010, 2013;
Pavlenko, 2004; Song, 2016). Various studies examined the use of implicit and explicit
language management depending on the circumstances (e.g. Kaveh, 2017; Kopeliovich,
2010; Revis, 2017a). Revis revealed in her study with Ethiopian and Colombian communities in New Zealand that Ethiopian families were involved in explicit language
management activities for various reasons. For instance, Amharic-only management
was made explicit in the families because it meant the transmission of identity, culture
and religion to the children. Similarly, some parents used only Amharic because they
wanted to maintain rapport with family members who did not have enough English
skills. Or some mothers stayed at home and took care of the children themselves
because they did not want to expose their children to English at an early age. On the
other hand, not all the Colombian parents had explicit language management for
Spanish maintenance, but Spanish was still a part of their family lives. In another recent
study with Iranian parents in the UK (Kaveh, 2017), explicit language management to
maintain Persian was mainly verbal, including Persian-only and OPOL at home
although half of the participants admitted they did not have an explicit language
management strategy.
To summarize, language ideologies, practices and management provide us with
broad perspectives on how language use is perceived, discussed and organised in the
family. I apply these components to provide an understanding of FLP in the Turkish
community in the following three chapters, including more discussions on micro and
macro factors influencing FLP and children’s language skills. First, however, in order to
enable understanding of the empirical context of the study, I provide an overview of the
linguistic conditions that hold in the Turkish community in the Netherlands in the
following section.
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Sociolinguistic profile of the Turkish community in the Netherlands

The Turkish community is the largest minority group in the Netherlands (CBS, 2017).
First-generation immigrants arrived in the early 1960s as guest workers, hoping to earn
enough to make a better living in Turkey. However, various reasons such as family
reunification and having children born in the Netherlands, resulted in a settled immigrant community (Backus, 2013). Recently, the Turkish population is estimated at
around 400.000 (CBS, 2017), and the country hosts a first, a second and an emerging
third-generation. However, it is not easy to make a clear-cut distinction between generations in the Turkish context because until recently most spouses came from Turkey
(Backus, 2013). The second-generation families who participated in this study, likewise,
include not only families in which both parents were born in the Netherlands, but also
families in which one parent moved to the Netherlands for marriage.
There has been no research on the FLP of second-generation Turkish families in the
Netherlands so far, yet there have been many studies that can help us understand their
language ideologies and practices. Turkish children in the Netherlands grow up in a
multilingual environment due to the considerable size of the immigrant population in
the country. Still, until school age, the language they are often exposed to the most is
Turkish (Leseman, 2000). Indeed, language maintenance and shift studies (e.g.
Doğruoz, 2007; Eversteijn, 2011; Yağmur, 2015, 2016) tend to show that the community is characterized by ideologies oriented on the maintenance of language and culture.
There are various factors that support this maintenance (Backus, 2013; Böcker,
1994; Eversteijn, 2011; Extra & Yağmur, 2010; Yağmur, 2015, 2016). The source of
marriage partners is one of the most important. As Yağmur (2016) indicates, even
though not everyone selects a partner in Turkey, most first- and second-generation
Turkish people marry someone from the same ethno-linguistic background, which
functions as a protection for Turkish ideologies and use in the families. Another ingroup factor is that Turkish society is known to have strong family relationships and
close bonds with other Turks, both in the Netherlands and in Turkey. Arends-Tóth and
Van de Vijver (2008) revealed that second-generation Turks show strong attachment to
traditional family values. Many Turks live in concentrated areas where they are in close
contact with their relatives, Turkish neighbours, coffee houses, Turkish markets, etc.
Such cultural and social connections result in the remarkable fact that even the thirdgeneration has a certain competence in Turkish (Extra & Yağmur, 2010; Yağmur, 2010).
In addition, Turkish is important for religious identity. The presence of mosques in
several cities and the appointments of imams by the Turkish government facilitates the
accessibility to religious practices and resources in Turkish. The availability of Turkish
mass media at home also influences language maintenance positively. Almost every
Turkish family has a satellite dish at home, and they watch Turkish TV programmes
very frequently and listen to Turkish music almost every day. Besides, Turkish people
are in close contact with Turkey. Generally, they have many close relatives in Turkey,
many have a house in their hometown or a summer house on the coast, and they visit
Turkey on average every two years.
In addition, there are efforts to teach Turkish to young children during extracurricular hours. Various foundations such as Turkish School Parents’ Association
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Veghel and Success in Rotterdam offer Turkish lessons to children from an early age.
Religious organisations also provide similar opportunities. Furthermore, the Presidency
of Turks Abroad and Related Communities, a governmental institution from Turkey,
has recently started initiating educational projects such as weekend schools and
support for bilingual education. All of these initiations are expected to have a positive
impact on language ideologies and practices in the community that benefit the
maintenance of Turkish.
There are various studies on intergenerational developments in language practices
of the Turkish community in the Netherlands. For example, Eversteijn (2011) shows
that the younger generation tends to prefer more Dutch when talking to each other
while they use Turkish to address their parents and the older generation in general.
Similarly, Yağmur’s (2016) data show that although the second-generation is more
proficient in Dutch than the first, using Turkish is quite common for both generations.
The second-generation uses Turkish more in the domestic domain and Dutch more in
the public domain. A study by Extra and Yağmur (2004) revealed that use of Turkish
was considered the most significant indicator of ethnic identity, and the second- and
even the third-generation show strong motivation to practice Turkish in their daily lives,
although Dutch often becomes the dominant language after several years at school.
Last but not least, Sevinç (2014, 2016) indicated that although the first-generation
participants in her study prefer Turkish, the second- and third-generation participants
can express themselves better in Dutch than in Turkish and use mainly Dutch except in
the domestic domain. All in all, regarding language practices, although the use of
Turkish in various domains of daily life is very common in the second- and thirdgenerations, younger generations have a preference for the majority language over
Turkish (Extra & Yağmur, 2010).

2.5

Immigrant language policy in the Netherlands

Integration policies for immigrants in the Netherlands have shifted significantly in the
last few decades (Yağmur, 2016). There have been new sets of rules and policies for the
integration of immigrants over the years (Scholten, 2011). As Poppelaars and Scholten
(2008) explain, in the past the Netherlands was known for its multicultural policies.
Also because of the expected temporary nature of immigration of ‘guest workers’, the
government addressed immigrants’ needs related to both their stay in the Netherlands
and their return to the country of origin. However, with the growing realization that
migration was becoming permanent, the government initiated more structured integration policies from the 1980s on. The Minorities Policy included a set of opportunities
for immigrants, such as appreciation of diversity and different cultures. In the 1990s,
though, the Integration Policy came into effect, which demanded that immigrants meet
their duties in the Dutch society while they were welcome to maintain their individual
language and culture. As Poppelaars and Scholten (2008) further explain, the consequence of this individualization was a neglect of immigrants as a group and therefore
a cut off from group facilities. Following this, beginning in the early 2000s, Integration
Policy New Style stated that integration is the responsibility of immigrants rather than a
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shared endeavour of majority and minorities alike. All these institutional changes show
that there has been a shift from a pluralistic approach to the assimilation of immigrants
in the Netherlands (Driessen & Merry, 2011; Extra & Yağmur, 2004; Vasta, 2007;
Yağmur, 2016).
Immigration policies have naturally had an effect on how immigrant languages are
supported in society. Home and heritage languages were taught at schools with the
aim of improving home language skills as well as supporting Dutch. This idea began in
1974 in primary schools under the name of Education in One’s Own Language and
Culture (OETC: Onderwijs in Eigen Taal and Cultuur), and then as Education in One’s
Own Language (OET: Onderwijs in Eigen Taal). In 1998, the name changed as
Education in Nonindigenous Living Languages (OALT: Onderwijs in Allochtone Levende
Talen). Finally, in 2004, these courses were abolished during the second Balkenende
administration, on the logic that the practice contradicted with the integration policy for
immigrant minority children (Extra & Yağmur, 2006). Recently, Turkish has been
offered as an elective course in secondary schools, but it does not have a place in
primary education (Yağmur, 2016). The government’s aim has been to increase proficiency in the majority language in order to solve the integration problems of
immigrants. This has led to the idea that if there is to be integration, it is the minorities’
duty to achieve it rather than majority’s duty to facilitate it (Driessen & Merry, 2011;
Vasta, 2007), because diversity in language and cultural practices was seen as a threat
to integration. Consequently, teachers tend to recommend that parents speak the
mainstream language in their daily lives (Stevens, 2008), so learning of the majority
language is valued much more than the minority language, following the idea that to be
successful in the society you do not need to know Turkish (Rijkschroeff, Ten Dam,
Duyvendak, Gruijter & Pels, 2005).
On the other hand, as Yağmur (2016) emphasizes, there have also been actions in
favour of immigrant languages. These include the availability of resources in Turkish in
secondary schools, the possibility of elective courses on Turkish as a foreign language
under the Programme of Education in the New School Languages (ONST: Onderwijs in
Nieuwe School Talen), and initiatives by the Ministry of Education for material development for the teaching and learning of Turkish. Besides, despite the mainstream idea
that this threatens immigrants’ motivation to learn Dutch, information on daily and
practical issues such as housing and health care in the minority languages including
Turkish, is provided by local authorities for public use (Kuiken & Van der Linden, 2013).
Overall, though mainstream policies expect immigrants to adopt Dutch language
ideologies and practices, and discourage efforts to achieve home language maintenance, Turkish is a part of everyday life for Turkish families in the Netherlands.
Language ideologies are mainly oriented towards maintenance, but younger generations tend to prefer Dutch to Turkish. A common pattern is to speak more Turkish at
home and more Dutch outside.

Chapter 3

Family language policy of second-generation Turkish
families in the Netherlands 1

3.1

Overview of the chapter

In this chapter, I present an overview of FLP in second-generation Turkish families in
the Netherlands. Using a mixed-methods approach, I explore their language ideologies,
practices, and management strategies as well as the extra linguistic factors that
influence them. In the first phase of the study, I collected data through observations of
and interviews with twenty families for around eight months. Data analysis involved
coding the partial transcriptions of the observations and verbatim transcriptions of the
interviews, in addition to carefully studying the memos of the observations. In the
second stage, I implemented a survey designed based on the findings of the qualitative
part as well as on related literature. I implemented the survey with three hundred
parents in second-generation families. The data show that maintenance of Turkish is a
very important part of the linguistic ideologies of the families. However, there is
considerable diversity and complexity in their language practices and management
strategies. Although their language ideologies are mostly shaped by factors such as the
wish to preserve Turkish identity and culture, actual language practices and management strategies are generally inclined to fulfilling the expectations of the society they
live in, and reflecting its realities. All the families focus their language planning
activities around the educational achievement of their children, and they are ready to
implement recommendations they receive from educational institutions.
In the remainder of this chapter, after providing a short introduction to the
research, I will briefly introduce FLP and its components, and then I will explain micro
and macro factors that influence FLP. Afterwards, I will present the methodology and
findings in two parts, based on the two subsequent phases of the study. Part 1 will
explain the qualitative part, including a description of the twenty families, implementtation of the observations and interviews as well as relevant findings. Part 2 presents
the quantitative part of the study. In this section, I will explain the design and
implementation of the survey with three hundred parents as well as the findings. I will
end the chapter with a discussion and conclusion combining the findings of the
qualitative and quantitative parts of the study.

1

The first part of this chapter is an adapted version of: Bezcioğlu-Göktolga, I. & Yağmur, K. (2018), Home
language policy of second-generation Turkish families in the Netherlands, Journal of Multilingual and
Multicultural Development, 39(1), 44-59.
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Introduction

In this chapter, I document the FLP of second-generation Turkish families in the
Netherlands. The central issue in this chapter is how parents construct their language
ideologies, practices and management strategies.
The language practices of the Turkish community in the Netherlands have been
studied extensively, mostly focusing on children’s Dutch language performances. There
has been only limited attention for Turkish acquisition and bilingual language interaction in the home context (i.e. Aarts et al. 2016). In order to gain a deeper understanding into FLP, it is also important to take sociocultural factors, such as community
characteristics and mainstream policies into consideration.
Especially given the absence of institutional support for immigrant language education, ethnic community organizations and families become crucial agents of language
maintenance. Families take responsibility for transmitting their heritage language to the
next generations (Fishman, 1991), otherwise it is bound to be lost (Fishman, 2001).
Earlier research shows that the Turkish community generally maintains the Turkish
language and culture (for an overview, see Backus, 2013). However, there is no
research on the prevalent language practices among second-generation families that
lead to that outcome. In this chapter, utilizing Spolsky’s (2004, 2007) language policy
model, comprising ideology, practices and management, I provide evidence regarding
the language preferences of second-generation Turkish families in their interactions
with their third-generation children.
In order to better contextualize the current research, I will first provide a short
overview of the components of FLP and of the macro and micro factors that affect FLP.
Adapting these macro and micro factors in the Turkish immigration context in the
Netherlands, I will propose an account of possible FLP practices of Turkish families.

3.3

Family language policy and its macro and micro dynamics

The primary focus of FLP studies is the language practices among family members in
the home context (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). There are various frameworks within
which to describe and understand these language practices. I base my study on the
language policy components of Spolsky (2004, 2007) so as to obtain a systematic
examination of the beliefs, practices and observable efforts in the families. According to
Spolsky (2004), language policy has three main components (see also Section 2.3):
ideology, practice, and management. Language ideology is composed of beliefs about
language, especially about the use of minority and majority languages in the immigration context. Language practices are the actions families undertake in accordance
with their ideologies, and language management involves deliberate efforts to influence
language practices. As Schwartz (2010) describes, these deliberate language management efforts might be external (support of a sociolinguistic environment for intended
language practices) or internal (control of the home language environment).
Although family is in the centre of FLP research, focusing only on the language
policies of family members would certainly narrow down the study. While each family is
unique and there are many aspects to explore within and outside the family, it is
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influenced, and it contributes to the wider community (i.e. the neighbourhood, the
school, mainstream organisations, etc.). It is therefore important to understand the
factors influencing FLP and discuss how it reflects on the Turkish community in the
Netherlands. Various macro (e.g. the political and sociocultural environment) and
micro factors (e.g. the home literacy environment, parents’ expectations) act as driving
forces in shaping FLP (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). Fishman (2001) associates the maintenance or shift of languages to these factors. As they can highly motivate language
policy in the family, they also have the power to change ideologies and belief systems of
family members.
Fishman (1991) describes the family as ‘the most common and inescapable basis
of mother tongue transmission’. How this transmission is realized and FLP is followed
in the home domain can be explained through various micro factors. These micro
factors are basically intra-family dynamics, including home literacy environment,
parents’ expectations, parents’ education and language experience, and parental knowledge of bilingualism. Micro dynamics within families are undeniable in forming the FLP
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2009, 2016). To begin with, parents’ perceptions and practices
play an important role in determining the attitudes of children towards the immigrant
language as well as their bilingual development (De Houwer, 2007; King & Fogle, 2006;
Leung & Uchikoshi, 2012; Li, 1999; Liu & Lin, 2018; Spolsky, 2012). In addition, Spolsky
(2004) argues that language practices are influenced by the speaker’s proficiency in a
specific language, own desire to benefit from the advantages of using his/her stronger
language, and own desire to fulfil the expectations of the audience. King and Fogle
(2006) found, in their research with families who pursue Spanish-English bilingual FLP,
that the parents’ own language learning experiences had an effect on how they shaped
their linguistic interactions with their children. Similarly, Liu and Lin (2018) revealed in
their autoethnographic study that their own language learning experiences impacted
their FLP. Namely, both parents being Chinese and the family living in China, they
decided to bring up their child bilingual in English and Chinese, and included English
as their home language because they themselves had difficulty in learning English, and
also they realized learning English at a later age was a big challenge for many Chinese
people.
De Houwer (2007) illustrated, in her research with 1899 families in Belgium, that
parents’ linguistic input determined whether or not their children became bilingual.
When children receive input in the minority language, they are expected to be better bi/multilingual speakers. Children receive input primarily by their parents, but they are
also highly influenced by other family members, relatives, neighbours and other people
they are in social interaction with. For example, Bangladeshi grandparents in London
provide their children with input through a variety of social activities in Bangla so that
their grandchildren can enjoy their own identity and culture while also maintaining their
minority language (Ruby, 2012). Older siblings are found to have a significant effect on
the language production of second-generation Latino children in the preschool years in
the US (Kibler, Palacios & Simpson Baird, 2014). Namely, when pre-schoolers have
older siblings, they are more inclined to speak only English with family members. How-
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ever, the study of Yates and Terraschke (2013) shows the opposite, as older children
have a positive influence on the minority language practices of their siblings.
Each family member has different language expectations, and their unique
ideologies and practices. In a study with a three-generation Gaelic family in Scotland,
Smith-Christmas (2016) reveals that each member in the family has her/his own beliefs
about the use of Gaelic. Children sometimes resist the use of it, while in some cases
they do not mind when they answer their grandmother in Gaelic. However, in general,
when their children start to socialize outside of the family, they bring the mainstream
language home and may resist the language practices of their parents (Caldas & CaronCaldas, 2002; Kayam & Hirsch, 2012; Kopeliovich, 2013; Luykx, 2005; Palviainen &
Boyd, 2013). Caldas and Caron-Caldas (2002) revealed in their research that children
tend to choose the language of the mainstream society as they grow up, despite their
parents’ efforts to foster bilingualism. In their research with Swedish-Finnish speaking
families in Finland, Palviainen and Boyd (2013) showed that even preschool children
can decide which parent should speak which language.
Mothers and fathers might have different roles, attitudes and practices for language
maintenance. Research shows that mothers come to the fore as key agents with their
considerable efforts for their children’s language practices (Li, 1999; Tuominen, 1999).
They are the main factors in language maintenance or shift, since they are the primary
caregivers who are responsible for children’s socialization (Tuominen, 1999). Kayam
and Hirsch (2012) acknowledged that mothers are the ones who carry out the home
language policy, and they generally preserve their mother tongue whereas fathers tend
to shift to the mainstream language. In another study, in her interviews with 28
families, Okita (2002) found that mothers have the biggest role in making their children
bilingual, but it is quite a demanding devotion because mothers need to adjust their
children to the school environment, the language of which is English, help them to
learn English but still maintain Japanese and make them bilinguals. That is why she
calls the role of models as ‘invisible work’. On the other hand, Aikio (1992) presents in
her study that although it is the immigrant men who dominates the language change
and adaptation to the majority language in the first-generation, women take the lead in
language planning beginning from the second-generation (Aikio, 1992; Aikio and
Lindgren, 1982 as cited in Aikio, 1992). She claims that women put more effort to adapt
to the mainstream society and its language because they open the doors to freedom in
the society.
In addition to individual differences in the family, Schwartz (2010) indicates that
acculturation of parents is one of the significant intra-family factors influencing FLP. In
this respect, parents who are acculturated better to the mainstream society have a
better proficiency in the mainstream language, which can be a factor in a quicker shift
to the majority language. However, acculturation does not necessarily mean a shift to
the mainstream language. Instead, it can also trigger a more bilingual oriented FLP,
since parents have better commands of both the minority and the majority languages
and cultures.
Different socio-economic status of parents has also an effect on their language
ideologies, use and management. Schwartz and her colleagues (Schwartz, Kozminsky
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& Leikin, 2009) asserted in their study that the socio-economic status of immigrant
families explain the language skills differences of their children more than their ethnic
background. In addition, parents who have higher socio-economic status are more
capable of maintaining the minority language at home, because they are able to reach
more language resources in addition to their knowledge of language (Tuominen, 1999).
The idea behind this might be that parents who have high socio-economic status are
keener on their children bilingual development compared to parents from a low socioeconomic background. Regarding the level of education, there are studies (e.g. King &
Fogle, 2006) that show that parents with higher education make more an attempt to
maintain their minority language and promote bilingualism, but there is also research
(e.g. Lambert & Taylor, 1996) showing that parents with higher education tend to shift
to the mainstream language more than parents with lower education.
Family dynamics are considered to be the centre of linguistic activities to raise
bilingual children. However, the outer world, or ‘macro forces’, are as significant as the
family. They are not necessarily related to any linguistic conditions. Macro factors that
shape the family language policy include political, sociocultural, economic factors and
sociolinguistic environment of the families.
Curdt-Christiansen (2009) describes the political factors as an influence on individual’s opportunities for education, civil activities as well as political decisions.
Economic factors are about the connection between languages, and economy, namely
how the economic power influences the practice of a specific language. Cultural factors
are about the representation of symbolic values through language. Finally, CurdtChristiansen (2009) explains the social factors about the power of a language for social
mobility.
Political decisions at macro-level regarding language policy, and especially decisions
regarding education policy, can have a profound impact on the ideologies formed and
decisions made by family members regarding their everyday language choices and
practice (Spolsky, 2004). For instance, Hu and Ren (2017) revealed in their research
with Chinese families in Singapore that bilingual state policy in Singapore, the
increasing economic power of China, thus the advantages of proficiency in Chinese for
career prospects resulted in more pro-Chinese policy in the studied families. On the
other hand, in her research with Chinese families in Singapore, Curdt-Christiansen
(2014) found that as the national policy values English at the educational and sociopolitical levels, Chinese parents were also inclined to accept the dominance of English
in their families. The findings of Curdt-Christiansen’s study (2009) with Chinese
parents in Canada are also in the same vein. While economic and political factors in
Canada drive forward English and French as prominent language use, the economic
power of China and the cultural factors cause parents to embrace pro-Chinese language
ideologies. In his study with Azerbaijani families, Mirvahedi (2017) stated that the
Farsi-dominant state ideology influences language practices in the family, reducing the
amount of Azerbaijani input for children through media channels. Similarly, Luykx
(2005) illustrated that school pressure on Quechua-speaking families in Bolivia to use
only Spanish resulted in adaptations in their FLP. A study with Albanian immigrant
parents in Greece present similar findings. Chatzidaki and Maligkoudi (2013) revealed
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that the dominance of Greek in the educational contexts and in the society in general
gave rise to a Greek-only ideology, so some parents abandoned Albanian in the family.
However, majority of the parents embrace a bilingual ideology because of their own
aspirations for Albanian culture and identity, so give their children as much input in
Albanian as possible. Last but not least, in a study with the Ethiopian community in
New Zealand, Revis (2017b) discussed the role of the bonds in the in-group society,
which comes through their strong commitment to the Orthodox Church. The parents
already have their own motivation to maintain Amharic, and they expect their children
to be proficient Amharic speakers. This micro factor prospers when it is related with the
influence of the church, where families visit with all of the family members, speak only
Amharic and build up their social network from the same community.
All these micro and macro dynamics create a challenging environment for minority
parents to decide on what is best for their children. They need to pay attention to the
expectations of the mainstream society as well as to their own language and culture
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2013).
Adapting the components of FLP and the micro and macro dynamics influencing
the construction of FLP to the situation of the Turkish community in the Netherlands,
the main relevant points are summarized below.
First, while the teaching of Turkish in primary and secondary schools between 1974
and 2004 made a positive effect on the maintenance of Turkish in the Netherlands, the
abolishment of these courses, based on the idea that they contradicted with the goals
of the integration policy for minority children (Extra & Yağmur, 2006), might be influential in devaluing Turkish, since the policy aims at integration as a one-sided
endeavour, which should be undertaken by the minorities (Driessen & Merry, 2011;
Vasta, 2007). As another influence on the families, teachers might be suggesting
parents to speak the mainstream language in their daily lives (see Chapter 4 for the
influence of teachers on FLP). On the other hand, the absence of such support from
above might also initiate bottom-up practices, in the form of efforts by minority groups
to keep the language alive. As a matter of fact, various Turkish teaching programmes
have been initiated by the Turkish community at the national and at local levels.
Currently, there are nationwide institutions such as the Yunus Emre Institute (founded
by the Republic of Turkey) and local initiatives such as extra-curricular Turkish classes
at the private foundations and mosques.
In addition, the sociocultural structure of the Turkish group in the Netherlands
seems to indicate that social and linguistic contact is mainly within the own group
(Smets & Kreuk, 2008), and the community is mostly language maintenance oriented
(e.g. Eversteijn, 2011; Extra & Yağmur, 2010). Turkish has a significant place in the
interaction of parents with their children in the home context. Factors such as easy
access to Turkish media, holidays in Turkey and choosing life partners from Turkey,
also predict that even third-generation children will have a certain command of Turkish,
as they promote the presence of Turkish in the families. The context provided above
calls out for a detailed study of family interactions, in order to obtain a richer picture of
the linguistic practices that are the everyday response to those circumstances, and that
shape the future circumstances. King and her colleagues (King et al., 2008) suggest
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that understanding the language interactions among family members, their beliefs and
their efforts regarding home language practices can be achieved through a detailed
study of the family. Indeed, Levin and Shohamy (2012) noted the importance of
understanding linguistic interactions and cultural characteristics of children in the
home context as they may effect a child’s school performance. Huss-Keeler (1997)
concluded that teachers were able to understand the immigrant parents’ perspectives
only after they saw what was actually going on in the families. In that sense, a study of
the FLP of the immigrant Turkish community in the Netherlands will increase the
understanding of such families’ interactions with their children by showing actual
ideologies and practices, while also offering new insights to provide better educational
opportunities for children.

3.4

The study

I examined the FLP of second-generation families in the Netherlands. With the aim of
obtaining an understanding of the linguistic dynamics and interactions in the families, I
addressed the following research questions:
1 What are the family language ideologies of second-generation Turkish families in
the Netherlands?
2 What factors shape their language ideologies?
3 How do these families put their family language ideologies into practice?
4 How do these families manage their family language practices?

3.5

Part 1: The qualitative study

3.5.1

Methodology

3.5.1.1 Participants
The target population for the study was second-generation Turkish families with
children who were in the early years of primary school. I used a purposive sampling
method (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006), selecting participants based on certain criteria. The
participants in the qualitative part were selected based on the following criteria: both
parents had to be Turkish, at least one parent had to have been born in or had moved
to the Netherlands before school age, and the families had to have at least one child in
the early years of primary school.
I started with the selection of participants by contacting schools, Turkish foundations in the Netherlands, private schools, teachers, prominent Turks in the area as well
as posts on various social media groups. For the qualitative part, I reached the first
batch of participants this way. For the second step, I approached potential participant
families by attending social activities and visiting schools with participants and their
acquaintances. In the end, twenty families took part in the research. Of these, five
families included parents who were both born in the Netherlands. In the remaining
fifteen families, one parent was either born in the Netherlands or had immigrated to
the Netherlands before school age. The spouses of these parents were first-generation
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immigrants, who came to the Netherlands through marriage. This may require further
explanation to clarify my definition of second-generation families. Firstly, in this study, I
classified participants who moved to the Netherlands before reaching school age as
second-generation because their parents had already lived in the Netherlands before
their children were born, and the mothers had simply delivered their babies in Turkey in
order to receive maternal support for child-rearing. Secondly, although technically both
parents should be the children of first-generation immigrants in order to be classified
as second-generation, it is quite a challenge to find such families as most Turkish
people in the Netherlands select their life partners from Turkey (Böcker, 1994; Lucassen
& Laarman, 2009; Yağmur, 2010), and this tradition continues among secondgeneration Turks (Yağmur, 2015).
Table 3.1 presents the basic data on age, level of education, occupation, generation,
and number of children in the qualitative part of the study.
3.5.1.2 Data collection procedures
I collected data through observations and semi-structured in-depth interviews. Each
observation took between one and three hours. Due to the after-school schedules of the
children, the frequency of the observations was variable, but I visited each family on
average once every three weeks and I made at least five visits to each family over the
span of fifteen weeks. I conducted visits to families for in- and out-of-home activities
such as birthday parties, swimming classes, school visits, and collected data focusing
on linguistic interactions between parents, children and relevant others.
I audio-recorded the interactions during the observation periods and partially transcribed the recordings. The length of the recordings varies between one and three
hours. I collected a total of 102 hours of recordings from the twenty families. For the
partial transcriptions I selected natural conversations, mostly between the child and
relevant others. I noted these moments during observations (checking the time) and
transcribed the relevant parts of the audio. In addition, I wrote memos (or field notes)
after each observation to keep track of recurrent themes and emergent ideas. These
memos helped me to collect detailed data during the following observations. I utilized
the recurrent themes and ideas to prepare the interview questions. After two experts
reviewed the interview protocol, I piloted the interview questions with three key informants, two of whom were not involved in the study but met the participant selection
criteria. The other was a participant mother who was actively involved in the research
process. After the interview protocol was finalized, at the end of the observation period,
I conducted interviews with the mothers and fathers separately. The interview process
included questions about the participants’ backgrounds, school lives and ideologies
regarding Turkish and Dutch, language activities at home and expectations regarding
their children’s language development, as well as miscellaneous questions about topics
such as contact with the homeland and the family’s future in the host country (see
Appendix 1 for the interview protocol). I conducted interviews with twenty mothers and
fifteen fathers, and carried out the analysis according to the grounded theory approach
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). If further explanation was needed, I arranged subsequent
visits with the participants to address any follow-up questions. The flexibility of strate-
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gies for collecting and analysing data in grounded theory (Charmaz, 2003) allowed me
to obtain a comprehensive and detailed picture.
Table 3.1

Age, generation, level of education and occupation distribution (qualitative part)

Education **

2nd

4

2

37

2nd

3

3

35

2nd

4

4

33

1st

2

5

36

2nd

2

6

32

1st

4

7

44

2nd

3

8

43

2nd

1

9

29

1st

1

10

34

2nd

4

11

37

1st

2

12

31

1st

13

36

1st

14

44

1st

1

15

38

2nd

4

16

30

1st

17

34

1st

18

34

2nd

2

19

34

2nd

1

20

38

1st

3

3

3

Pharmacy technician

2

4

Furniture store owner

2

2nd

2

Factory worker

2

35

1st

3

Cook

4

Nurse

44

2nd

2

Electrician

2

Housewife

45

2nd

2

Factory worker

3

Housewife

44

1st

1

Factory worker

4

Housewife

45

2nd

2

Factory worker

3

Housewife

35

2nd

3

Factory worker

2

Housewife

47

2nd

2

Recruitment agent

3

1

Housewife

40

2nd

1

Unemployed

1

1

Housewife

41

2nd

1

Gardener

3

Housewife

45

2nd

1

Unemployed

4

Housewife

35

1st

3

Factory worker

4

3

Nurse / DJ

33

2nd

3

Unemployed

2

1

Housewife

38

2nd

3

Unemployed

2

Housewife

38

2nd

2

Owner car gallery

1

Housewife

36

1st

3

Farmworker

2

Housewife

50

2nd

2

Unemployed

2

Generation *

Recruitment agent

Age

3

Occupation

N children

Generation *

38

Occupation

Age

1

Father
Education **

Family number

Mother

Housewife

40

2nd

Housewife

40

2nd

School principal

39

1st

Housewife

36

Housewife

*

Generation: 1st = first-generation – informants who moved to the Netherlands through
marriage; 2nd = second-generation – informants who were born in the Netherlands or moved
to the Netherlands before school age
** Level of education was coded according to International Standard Classification of Education
– ISCED 2011 (UIS, 2012): 1 = lower education; 2 = lower secondary education; 3 = higher
secondary education; 4 = higher education

3.5.1.3 Data analysis
Analysis of the data started at the very beginning of data collection (Charmaz, 2003). I
recorded the interactions during the observations. Then, as Charmaz (1990) suggests, I
partially transcribed them, wrote memos after each observation and noted the recurrent
themes arising during the observations in order to guide my next observations.
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The memos and transcriptions were carefully studied. The interviews were transcribed verbatim and coded according to the grounded theory approach (Charmaz,
1990, 2003). The coding process started with initial coding, meaning that each
utterance was given a code separating it into its smallest meaningful units. Then, the
main categories and subcategories emerged – such as the background of the informant, their opinions regarding language choices and the language management
strategies – and the initial codes were condensed under these categories. At the end,
the most frequent and relevant codes were selected and numbered in the SPSS package
programme.
To illustrate the data analysis with one example, one of the major topics during
observations and interviews was the maintenance of Turkish in the family. In talking
about the issue, parents mentioned a rich variety of personal experiences and opinions
concerning their reasons for language maintenance. For instance, one mother said
‘Maybe we will not stay here [in the Netherlands] but return back to our country
[Turkey]. Turkish should not be forgotten.’ I initially simply coded what was happening
in the data. The point that the informant made here was related to her language
ideology. In the next step, realizing that such activities were expressed by a few other
participants as well, I created the sub-category ‘reasons for language maintenance’. I
categorized this main category under ‘language ideology’, since the maintenance of
Turkish was a part of the language ideology of the participant. Finally, under ‘reasons
for language maintenance’, I distinguished four sub-categories reasons: 1) important
for the possibility of return migration; 2) important to maintain contact with people in
Turkey; 3) important for maintaining identity; and 4) important to learn Dutch and
other languages better. I numbered these codes in the SPSS package programme, in
order to compare how often different sub-categories were mentioned.
I conducted the interviews in Turkish, but I will present quotations in English in the
next section. I translated the responses as accurately as possible. I identified the
participants through pseudonyms and abbreviations (e.g. F1M stands for ‘Family One
Mother’, and F1F stands for ‘Family One Father’).
3.5.2

Findings

In this section, I present the findings on parental ideologies regarding language, the
individual and societal factors behind these ideologies, the actual language practices
that families implement, and their language management strategies.
3.5.2.1 Language ideologies of parents
Although all families share a similar emphasis on Turkish maintenance, they show a
diversity of patterns regarding their language ideologies and practices.
Reasons for language choices
The presence of Turkish language and culture in the families was recognized from the
outset. Turkish television channels, food from Turkish markets and Turkish ringtones
on mobile phones, along with cultural habits, such as mothers’ visits to one another’s
homes and fathers’ gatherings at coffee houses were very common in these families.
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The interviews align with these patterns. The parents agreed that Turkish is maintained
at home for several reasons (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2

The reasons for Turkish language maintenance of the parents in the families

The reasons for Turkish language maintenance
To preserve Turkish identity
To preserve mother tongue
To maintain contact with people in Turkey
The possibility of return migration
To learn Dutch and other languages better
To preserve Turkish culture
To contact the Turks in the Netherlands
To preserve religion

Total
N

F (in %)

20
18
13
11
10
7
6
3

57.1
51.4
37.1
31.4
28.5
20.0
17.1
8.5

Preserving the Turkish identity was the most frequently mentioned reason for the use of
Turkish in the home. As one mother stated: ‘We are Turkish. What does it mean to be
Turkish if the child does not speak a word of Turkish?’ (F14M). Similarly, another
mother (F12M) said that preserving the mother tongue is very important since ‘…
otherwise, he/she is like … not a complete individual.’ Most of the other participants
related language to their ethnic identification, as well. Similarly, contact with Turkey and
Turkish people in the Netherlands, the possibility of return migration, the importance
of knowing Turkish well for better learning of the Dutch language, and the general
preservation of the mother tongue, Turkish culture and religion were all presented as
important reasons.
Despite the language maintenance orientations of the parents in general, their
expectations for their children’s Turkish proficiency varied. Twenty-six parents agreed
that children should acquire Turkish before learning Dutch. However, only one parent
wished that her children’s Turkish skills would remain better than their Dutch when
they grow up. The majority of the parents (N=29) expected their children to possess
equal skills in both languages, and six parents (17%) expressed the need for better
Dutch skills in the future. There was one main reason for parents’ preference to also
use Dutch at home: their children’s education and welfare. Parents wished for their
children to become successful at school and have better career prospects. One mother
(F1M) explained this point as follows: ‘I want my children to be successful. I tell my
older son to speak Dutch, interact with Dutch friends, go out with them so that they
adapt to Dutch society and become successful in life.’ Another mother (F15M)
asserted: ‘My children are successful at school as we speak Dutch. Otherwise, they are
one step behind. I don’t want this. When they are successful at school, they can find
better jobs in the future.’ The opinion expressed here echoes the mainstream public
discourse in the Netherlands, which claims that immigrant parents should speak Dutch
with their children so that the children can be more successful at school. From the
parents’ perspective, while the reason for using Turkish was maintenance of the
culture, Dutch was used to promote their children’s school and career success.
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Construction of family language ideologies
The parents want to both maintain their own identity and help their children adapt to
Dutch society. Several individual and societal factors have an impact on their language
ideologies.
One important individual factor is language experiences the parents had had themselves. Observations and interviews yielded numerous stories about how parents’ own
experiences affected them to maintain or change the language use at home depending
on time and circumstances. How they raised their first child had the greatest impact on
current language ideologies. One mother (F17M), with a 15-year-old daughter and a
6-year-old son, mentioned that she spoke mostly Dutch to her daughter when she was
little, but now she has limited skills in Dutch and Turkish. She admitted ‘… I know
Gizem’s Turkish is very bad, but Akın is still learning [Turkish], so I told myself not to
make the same mistake, because if he has good Turkish, he can form better Dutch
sentences.’ Apparently, this informant had a ‘Dutch-only’ policy with her daughter, and
attributes the daughter’s very low skills in both Dutch and Turkish to this, and therefore
decided to change her language choice policy when her son was born. She currently
believes that having a good basis in Turkish would facilitate the acquisition of Dutch as
well. Likewise, parents mentioned their own language learning experiences as affecting
their ideology:
‘You learn from your own experiences. We all [siblings] neither went to day care nor
learnt a word of Dutch until we were four. But we learnt Turkish very well from our
parents until we were four. Then we could easily learn Dutch. I thought of this and
wanted to apply this to my children as well.’ (F3M)
Societal factors also have a great influence on family language ideologies. The participant families are primarily in contact with other Turkish people. During the school
visits, I observed that families mainly talk to other Turkish parents. For instance, when
mothers go to school to pick up their children, they gather with other Turkish mothers.
The only time they speak Dutch is when a teacher joins the conversation or when a
Dutch-speaking parent asks a question. It is like an unwritten rule among Turkish and
other minority parents at school to wait for their children in a separate part of the
schoolyard, away from Dutch parents. It is similar with social contacts with the Dutch
outside the schoolyard as well. One father (F2F) described the situation as follows:
‘Dutch? No, I have only colleagues from work. Sometimes one has a baby, or the
managers invite everyone for dinner, then we meet. But otherwise, I do not have any
Dutch friends.’ Another father (F8F) added: ‘I have contact only with Turkish people. I
see that it is the same for my son. He has friends from Iran, Somalia, but no native
Dutch.’ When asked about the reasons for this, neither fathers had a clear answer. For
them, it may seem natural due to cultural differences, or it has become their own
preference after several failed attempts to establish contact with Dutch natives.
The neighbourhood where the family lives also affects language choices. Families
living in smaller towns described the difference between the effects small towns and
cities have on their language preferences. One father (F10F) who lives in a town with a
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population of 12,000 expressed his disappointment that when they speak Turkish
outside, Dutch people just stare at them and they feel pressure to speak Dutch.
Another father (F5F), who lives in a city with a population of 37,500 explained:
‘People who live here are very different from people living in the larger cities and
they are a bit rude. When I pronounce a Dutch word incorrectly, they just ask again
although they understand what I say. Then I get embarrassed and turn red in the
face as I know they will laugh at me. Then I just do not prefer to speak Dutch at all.’
In this example, the societal pressure explicitly affects family members’ language use
and socialization inside and outside home. There are other extralinguistic factors that
are determinants in this sense. Schools are the main institutions which influence
parents when they are forming their language ideologies. One parent (F9F) said there
are schools that consider ‘children who do not speak Dutch as stupid, so they just
impose Dutch on children and families’. Children develop positive attitudes towards
the language that is recognized outside the home, which may result in undervaluing the
home language.
On the other hand, teachers’ recognition of the home language may reinforce
parents’ ideology regarding the maintenance of Turkish. A mother (F20M) explained
how they feel respected by teachers’ use of a few Turkish words:
‘We are mostly Turks at school. Our teachers, Mr. Johan and Mrs. Carola, learnt a
bit of Turkish to communicate with us. They say merhaba, inşallah [hello, hopefully]
and we really like it. This is respect for us, and we respect them more in return.’
Another mother (F9M), mentioning that the recognition of Turkish can actually be a
point of connection between children and the school, revealed:
‘My child has just started school and has limited Dutch. His classroom teacher
never lets him speak in Turkish in the class. But his teacher in the swimming
lessons speaks a few words of Turkish. My son feels privileged and he loves his
teacher. Similarly, last week, Sinterklaas [Santa Claus] came to the school, and he
said Merhaba [hello] to my son when he learnt we are Turkish. My son was so
excited and so happy to hear that.’
In addition, healthcare centres encourage the use of the mother tongue at home. One
father (F2F) recounted: ‘When our children were born, we went to the healthcare
centre, and there they told us to speak our own language first because the better
children acquire their own language, the better they learn a second language.’
The same pattern is noticed with speech therapists who make home visits to
children needing special assistance for language development. A mother (F16M)
described her experience with the speech therapist as follows:
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‘I was told at school by the teacher that I should speak Dutch while doing school
activities with my child. Then a speech therapist came home and we started to play
a game. My child was speaking Turkish and I was translating. Then the therapist
told me that I did not need to, but I should let him speak Turkish. She said speaking
the mother tongue would encourage him to finish the task.’
In this sense, parents’ language ideologies are impacted by various factors including
personal experiences, societal expectations and beliefs about the role of Turkish in
learning Dutch.
3.5.2.2 Language practices in the family
During the interviews, almost all of the families focus on the importance of maintaining
Turkish as well as their wish to make their children successful bilinguals. Basically,
some families are consistent using ‘only Turkish’ at home, some of them focus on
using both languages, and a few try to be consistent in using ‘only Dutch’. In that
sense, each family has its own language practice. On the other hand, the language
practices of Turkish families are often determined by the interlocutors, the context of
conversations, and the language preferences of individual family members.
Firstly, the overall impression is that parents speak Turkish to each other to a great
extent. However, when children get into the conversation, there is an inevitable shift to
Dutch. An example of such a conversation with one family (F5M; F5F) is presented
below:
Şevki şu balıklara bi akvaryum alalım. (Turkish)
[Şevki, we shall buy an aquarium for the fish.]
Father:
Benim zamanım mı var? (Turkish)
[Do I have time (for this)?]
Daughter: Ja, ik wil een aquarium. (Dutch)
[Yes, I want an aquarium.]
Mother:
Ja, canım! (Dutch and Turkish mixed)
[Yes, sweetie!]
Mother:

In this example, the child joining in the conversation changes the language of the
conversation from Turkish to Dutch, and the mother also switches (described as the
code-switching parental discourse strategy by Lanza, 2004). Despite their tendency to
speak Dutch, if the children realize an interlocutor does not speak Dutch, it is easy for
them to maintain the conversation in Turkish. In one of the observations (F1M), two
siblings (9- and 11-year-old boys) were playing a game on their tablet and speaking
Dutch. When their grandmother came in, the children just switched to Turkish
smoothly and explained the game to their grandmother. From then on, they spoke
Turkish until the grandmother left the room again.
Language practices also vary depending on the language preferences of the family
members. During the interviews, 21 participants (60%) reported that they prefer to
speak only or mostly Turkish within the family. However, there is a shift towards Dutch
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in children’s language preferences. Specifically, 26 of the participants (74%) agreed
that, although they can interact in Turkish, children mostly or exclusively prefer Dutch,
especially in interaction with their siblings. To illustrate, one mother (F5M) complained
about her 5-year-old daughter as: ‘She just doesn’t care. No matter how much we warn
her to “Speak Turkish”, no, she just uses the first word in Turkish and then continues in
Dutch.’ Another mother (F15M) mentioned that her children can understand and
speak Turkish, but they just do not prefer it, and answer their parents in Dutch: ‘Ik
spreek geen Turks [I don’t speak any Turkish].’
Similarly, the context of the conversation influences what language is used. A family
(F2) that can be characterized as ‘consistently Turkish’ speaking switches to Dutch to
draw their son’s attention to the school work. While working on an activity book, the
mother and the 6-year-old son interact as follows:
Son:

Mother:
Son:
Mother:

Ama anne bunu yapmak istemiyorum! Tablet oynamak istiyorum!
(Turkish)
[But, mom, I don’t want to do this! I want to play on the tablet!]
Kijkes! Welke kleur moet jij hier? (Dutch)
[Look! What colour do you have to choose here?]
Geel! (Dutch)
[Yellow!]
Ja! (Dutch) Sonra tablet oynayabilirsin. (Turkish)
[Yes! Later you can play games on the tablet.]

Likewise, a ‘consistently Dutch’ speaking family (F18) shifts to Turkish when the
conversation is about religious activities. While talking to her husband in Dutch on the
phone about when he would come home, the mother switches to Turkish and says ‘İyi
tamam ben de namazımı kılarım o arada’ [Ok, good! Then I will perform salaat meanwhile].
To summarize, the language preferences of individual family members, the context
of the conversation, and the interlocutors, account for the language practices within the
families.
3.5.2.3 Language management strategies
Contrary to language ideologies and practices, when it comes to language management
practices, there are differences between the first and second-generation, as well as
between parents with different levels of education. While higher-educated, secondgeneration parents are confident and equally involved in both Turkish and Dutch
management practices in the family, Dutch management activities are the primary
focus of first-generation parents, especially for mothers with a lower educational background. In addition, both groups prefer to receive external support for Dutch management activities (e.g. a reading tutor or extra Dutch lessons).
Except for one family, all of the families are involved in language management
activities. Turkish and Dutch management strategies are presented separately below.
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Turkish management activities
Parents mainly support the use of only Turkish until the children are four, the age at
which they start school. They consciously speak only Turkish to younger children, and
even correct themselves when they use a Dutch word in Turkish. Almost half of the
parents (N=17, 49%) expressed their efforts to speak only Turkish to their children
before school age, as in ‘We did our best to speak only Turkish in the beginning…’
(F19M), and ‘We tried to speak as much Turkish as possible until he started school’
(F17F).
In eleven families out of the twenty, parents employ various other language management activities in addition to the conscious use of only Turkish until school age.
Parents are involved in teaching their children how to read and write in Turkish (N=7,
20%), initiating the use of standard Turkish (N=6, 17%), admonishing their children
when they mix Dutch and Turkish (N=5, 14%), reading books in Turkish (N=4, 11%),
watching television programmes in Turkish (N=3, 8.5%), and sending their children to
extra Turkish lessons (N=2, 6%). Except for the Turkish lessons, all of these management activities are practised at home.
Two recurrent management activities were observed in the families. One regards
the correction of children when they mix Dutch words into Turkish conversations. The
conversation below was recorded in one of the families (F11M):
Daughter: Ben şimdi feestje’den geliyom. Orda eend vardı. (Turkish, italics in
Dutch)
[I am coming from a party now. There was a duck there.]
Mother:
Kızım Türkçe söylesene. Feestje ne? Eend ne? (Turkish, italics in Dutch)
[My daughter, say it in Turkish! What is feestje (party)? What is eend
(duck)?]
Daughter: Ne? (Turkish)
[What?]
Mother:
Doğum günü partisine gittin ya. Eend ördek demek! Türkçesini söyle
hadi! (Turkish, italics in Dutch)
[You went to a birthday party. Eend means duck! Say it in Turkish, come
on!]
Daughter: Hmm… Doğum günü partisine gittim. Ördek var orda! (Turkish)
[Uhm… I went to a birthday party. There is a duck there!]
Mother:
Aferin! (Turkish)
[Well done!]
The second strategy regards correcting pronunciation and directing children in the use
of standard Turkish forms. For instance, when her son says oynayak mı? [Shall we play?;
regional form], F12M repeatedly corrects this to oynayalım mı? [Shall we play?; standard
speech].
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Dutch management activities
Parents have also developed strategies for managing children’s exposure to Dutch.
These include watching television programmes in Dutch (N=9, 26%), sending their
children to after-school activities (N=8, 23%), reading Dutch books (N=7, 20%),
teaching basic Dutch words before the child reaches school age (N=6, 17%), and
providing extra Dutch lessons (N=5, 14%). One family (F6M; F6F) had the daily habit
of watching Jeugdjournaal (a news broadcast for children) every evening. During one of
the observations, as the programme started, the 6-year-old daughter called her brother
and parents, and they watched the news together. Then, they started to discuss the
news in Dutch. The father (F6) described this as follows: ‘Jeugdjournaal is a good habit
we have now. The children learn the news and practice Dutch at their level.’
Overall, on the basis of the observations and interviews, the majority of the Turkish
management activities for Turkish are implemented within the home context. For
Dutch, in addition to some activities at home, management activities are enhanced
through external actors.

3.6

Part 2: The quantitative study

The quantitative study was based on the findings of the qualitative study. In order to
achieve internal and external validity as well as making the study as representative as
possible, the evidence obtained through the observations and semi-structured interviews was used in designing the survey. The strict coding of the interview data made it
possible to make an inventory of the major issues as reported by the parents. Based on
the main and secondary themes regarding language ideology, management practices
and actual language use, survey items were constructed. In this way, the questionnaire
items were deeply anchored in the qualitative data, which ensures confirmability, face
validity and representativeness of the quantitative study. In the following sections,
information on the participants and the data collection instrument is provided.
3.6.1

Methodology

3.6.1.1 Participants
The criteria for selecting informants for the quantitative part were similar to those for
the qualitative part: the participants had to be parents, and they had to be a secondgeneration parent themselves or be married to one, and both the participant and the
spouse had to be Turkish.
Around four hundred informants filled in the online survey but after close checks of
the resulting database, some informants were excluded because either they had left the
survey incomplete or they did not match the criteria for inclusion in the study. In the
end, data from three hundred informants were included in the quantitative part. Among
the informants, 182 (60.7%) are female and 118 (39.3%) male. The gender, current
marital status and age of the participants are presented in Table 3.3.
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Gender, marital status and age

Characteristic

N

%

182
118

60.7
39.3

263
37

87.7
12.3

2
68
158
63
9

0.7
22.7
52.7
21.0
3.0

Gender
Female
Male
Marital status
Married
Single (parent)
Age (in years)
≤ 25
26-35
36-45
46-55
≥ 56

As for marital status, 37 of the respondents are currently single; however, they have
children from previous marriages with a Turkish spouse. Regarding the age groups, the
majority of the participants (N=158, 52.7%) were between 36 and 45 years old. The
mothers of all participants (N=300, 100%) and the fathers of 296 of them (98.7%) were
born in Turkey.
All of the participants are in second-generation families; however, almost 40% of
them moved to the Netherlands for their studies or for their marriage to a member of
the second-generation (Table 3.4).
The level of education of the participants was categorized based on ISCED (the
International Standard Classification of Education). Their place of accommodation was
based on the regions of the Netherlands. Almost half of the participants were from the
Noord-Brabant region. Although Noord-Brabant does not have the densest Turkish
population in the Netherlands, potential respondents in this region were most accessible to the researcher. Occupational classification was made using ISCO-08: the
International Standard Classification of Occupations. It should be noted that although
the Turkish community in the Netherlands is known to be overrepresented in the
lowest tracks of the education system and to generally work in the labour market, half
of the informants responding to the survey were university graduates, and 40.3% of
them were managers and professionals.
The first language of the majority of participants was Turkish. Similarly, most state
that their dominant language is also Turkish (Table 3.5).
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Generation, education, place of residence, occupation

Characteristic

N

%

184
116

61.3
38.7

10
28
111
151

3.3
9.3
37.0
50.3

137
71
30
28
12
10
3
1
1
7

45.7
23.7
10.0
9.3
4.0
3.3
1.0
0.3
0.3
2.3

121
99

40.3
33.0

26

8.7

54

18.0

N

%

292
5
3

97.3
1.7
1.0

213
76
9
2

71.0
25.3
3.0
0.7

Generation
Second-generation
First-generation
Education – ISCED
Primary
Lower secondary
Upper secondary
University and/or higher
Place of residence
Noord-Brabant
Zuid-Holland
Noord-Holland
Gelderland
Utrecht
Overijssel
Limburg
Flevoland
Groningen
Not specified
Occupation – ISCO-08
Managers, professionals
Technicians and associate professionals, clerical support
workers, service and sales workers
Skilled workers, craft related workers, motor vehicles,
elementary occupations
Other (student, housewife, retired, unemployed, not
specified)
Table 3.5

First language, dominant language

Characteristic
First Language
Turkish
Dutch
Other
Dominant Languages
Turkish
Dutch
Both equal
Other
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More than half of the participants (N=158, 52.7%) had two children, and the majority
of these (N=189, 63%) were in primary school (Table 3.6).
Table 3.6

Number of children, school level of children

Characteristic

N

%

43
158
77
11
4

14.3
52.7
25.7
3.7
1.3

189
85
19

63.0
28.3
6.3

Number of children
1
2
3
4
5
School level of children
At least child in primary school (4-12)
Children older than primary school age
Children younger than primary school age

Besides the personal characteristics presented above, participants were asked about
the frequency of their visits to Turkey. Participants are in close contact with Turkey.
More than half of the participants (N=172, 57.3%) stated that they visit Turkey every
year, 58 of them (19.3%) visited Turkey twice a year or more, 53 participants (17.7%)
once every two years, ten participants (3.3%) once every three years and only the
remaining seven participants (2.3%) paid a visit to Turkey once per three years or more.
3.6.1.2 Data collection procedures
I collected data through a survey that was designed based on the qualitative part of the
current research as well as the relevant literature. The participants (N=300) were
approached through posts on social media groups, contact with prominent Turks in
different regions of the Netherlands, and contact with several Turkish organisations
such as mosques and Turkish foundations. Respondents completed the questionnaire
through a hard copy or online (using Qualtrics software offered by Tilburg University).
It took approximately 15-20 minutes to fill out the questionnaire.
3.6.1.3 Instrument
The main resource for the design of the questionnaire was the qualitative part of this
research, namely the observations with twenty families and interviews with thirty-five
parents. However, existing data on FLP (see, for example, Shin, 2005) and the language
maintenance and acculturation patterns of Turkish immigrants (Yağmur, 2009, 2016)
as well as literature on family language policy were also used where necessary.
After the initial design was completed, two experts in the field checked the survey,
and then the questionnaire was piloted with potential respondents. The survey was
reviewed and revised again by intensive work with two professors in the field of
sociolinguistics. The questionnaire was first designed in English and implemented in
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Turkish or Dutch, based on the preference of the respondent. The English version of
the questionnaire was translated and back-translated into Turkish and Dutch.
The next sections present the individual sections of the questionnaire (see the
survey in Appendix 2).
Demographics
The survey began with a part on background information. Participants were requested
to provide information on their gender, age, marital status, place of residence, occupation, education, birth country of themselves, their parents and their partners, the length
of residence in the Netherlands, their dominant language, children’s age and gender,
and the frequency of visits to Turkey.
Language practices
Language practices in and outside the family were measured through questions using a
5-point Likert scale. First, participants were asked which language they generally use
with their parents, siblings, spouse, children, Turkish friends and relatives, on the
phone and in Turkish workplaces. This scale contained eleven items. In the second subsection, similar questions were asked about the language use of their children (six
items: language use with the respondent, the spouse, siblings, grandparents, relatives,
and Turkish friends). The third sub-section looked into the language use of children,
both before they started school and after they had started school.
The following two sub-sections of language practices measured the language
preferences of participants in various aspects of their daily lives. In one section,
comprising eight items, participants were asked which language they generally chose
for daily activities such as counting, texting and watching TV. The other section asked
more detailed questions about language choice on social media such as which
language participants use on the social media pages or groups they follow, and when
writing comments on posts.
Language ideology
Scales in the language ideology section were designed to measure participants’ beliefs
and attitudes towards the use of Turkish and Dutch within and outside of the family.
The initial sub-sections were developed to assess attitudes towards language use
among family members. The respondents stated their level of agreement on preformulated statements, such as which language they feel more comfortable to use and
in which language they prefer their children to speak to them, which language children
should use at home and which language parents should teach their children before they
start school. The next two sub-sections were about parents’ beliefs regarding successful
bilingualism and school achievement. Participants were requested to state to what
extent they agree with statements such as that children should have enough vocabulary
in both languages to be able to become successful and that it is important to teach
children Dutch very well before they start school to enhance school achievement.
In the sub-section on the value of languages, participants were asked which language they think is more important to fulfil various tasks in the Netherlands such as
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making friends, making money, living in the Netherlands, raising children, and to be
accepted by the Turkish community.
The next sub-section was about language maintenance. Participants were requested
to state their level of agreement with items stating how important it is to maintain
Turkish to maintain identity, culture, mother tongue, and religion, and to communicate
with people in Turkey and in the Netherlands.
In the final two sub-sections of the language ideology part, participants were asked
to state their level of agreement with claims on language ideology regarding language
practices at school and in Dutch society. The sub-scales included statements such as
that teachers appreciate the bilingualism of Turkish children and that Dutch government agencies appreciate the use of Turkish in the family.
Language management
In this section, participants were asked what kind of language management activities
they are involved in to improve the Turkish and Dutch skills of their children inside and
outside the home context. A 29-item sub-scale included statements such as ‘I read
Turkish/Dutch books with children’, ‘I teach my children how to read and write in
Turkish/Dutch’, and ‘I send my children to extra-curricular Turkish/Dutch classes’. In
another sub-section, in order to understand whether mothers or fathers are more
responsible for language management at home, participants were asked to state who
takes care of the various language management activities at home (for the complete
questionnaire, see Appendix 2).
3.6.1.4 Data analysis
The analysis of the survey was realized using an SPSS package programme. Before the
main analysis, each sub-scale was checked to ensure reliability. The internal consistencies of five sub-scales were above .90, nine of them were between .80 and .90, two
of them were between .70 and .80, and the remaining three of them were between .60
and .70. (Note that the internal consistency of the subscale on the school’s perceived
attitudes towards the use of Turkish was initially .58 for six items, but one item was
found to be problematic, so it was deleted. The reliability score for the remaining five
items was acceptable.)
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Table 3.7

Scale characteristics

Scale

N

Mean

Language choice of the participant
Language choice of the children
Language use before/after school
Language dominance
Social media language use
Beliefs about language preferences of family members
Beliefs about children’s use of Dutch
Beliefs about children’s use of Turkish
Beliefs about language use in the family
Beliefs about bilingualism
Beliefs about school achievement of children
Language importance
Reasons for language maintenance
School’s attitude towards Turkish
Society’s attitudes towards Turkish
Language management Turkish and Dutch
Language management (mother vs father)

11
6
2
8
5
6
5
4
4
5
7
12
6
5
6
29
10

3.95
3.25
3.49
3.46
3.39
3.39
2.81
3.24
2.73
3.93
2.57
2.31
4.04
3.21
2.50
3.28
2.52

3.6.2

39

SD

α

.62
.89
1.01
.82
.77
.78
1.08
.96
.73
.75
.52
.42
.84
.72
.80
.62
.78

.87
.86
.77
.90
.82
.86
.86
.74
.62
.81
.68
.82
.89
.64
.89
.91
.91

Findings

3.6.2.1 Language ideology
Parents have various language ideologies regarding the maintenance of Turkish, the
use of Dutch, and bilingualism. In this section, I will first provide a short description of
the participants’ beliefs on home language use, children’s language practices in the
family, and their beliefs on the language ideologies of school and the mainstream
society. Looking at the distribution of the frequency scores of the language ideology
subscales (see Appendix 3 for the descriptive statistics of the items in these subscales),
it appears that parents have equally positive attitudes towards the use of Turkish and
Dutch, which might be an indication of bilingual ideologies and a belief that the
presence of both Turkish and Dutch in the family is a good thing, yet first-generation
participants feel more comfortable speaking Turkish at home while the secondgeneration participants feel comfortable speaking both Turkish and Dutch to a similar
extent (Table 3.8).
Table 3.8 reveals that except for the language ideologies of participants regarding
language preferences of family members, there are no statistically significant differences between the first- and second-generation participants on their language
ideologies. For the first sub-scale, looking at the mean values (mean values closer to
1 indicate Dutch language use; mean values closer to 5 indicate Turkish language use),
we see that the first-generation participants are closer to ‘mostly Turkish’ language
ideologies compared to the second-generation. To provide more details on the rest of
the sub-scales, the table shows that participants from both generations believe neither
only Dutch use nor only Turkish use is common in the family. Indeed, looking at the
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mean values of their beliefs about children’s use of Dutch or Turkish at home, they
have more negative attitudes towards the use of only Dutch than only Turkish.
Furthermore, both groups have similar beliefs on the bilingual achievement of their
children. They agree that children need to acquire Turkish in a dominant manner before
school age, they should have sufficient interaction with speakers of both Turkish and
Dutch, and know a sufficient number of words in both languages.
Table 3.8

Language ideologies

Beliefs about language preferences of
family members
Beliefs about children’s use of Dutch
Beliefs about children’s use of Turkish
Beliefs about language use in the family
Beliefs on bilingualism
Beliefs on school achievement – reversed
Language importance
Reason for language maintenance
School’s attitude towards Turkish
Society’s attitude towards Turkish

N

Mean

SD

FG

116

3.59

.89

SG

184

3.26

.67

FG

116

2.86

1.16

SG

184

2.78

1.03

FG

116

3.29

1.08

SG

184

3.21

.87

FG

116

3.19

.79

SG

184

3.30

.68

FG

116

3.97

.76

SG

184

3.89

.75

FG

116

2.54

.57

SG

184

2.59

.49

FG

116

2.25

.38

SG

184

2.34

.44

FG

116

4.05

.92

SG

184

4.04

.78

FG

116

3.17

.79

SG

184

3.23

.67

FG

116

2.47

.81

SG

184

2.53

.80

t

p

3.64

.000*

0.73

.463

0.66

.504

-1.33

.184

0.89

.372

-0.88

.377

-1.84

.065

0.79

.937

-0.77

.437

-0.59

.554

Regarding the importance of languages, although the majority of the participants
believe that both Turkish and Dutch are equally important for making friends, raising
children, being accepted by the Turkish community, and speaking to Turkish friends,
they consider Dutch to be more important for other variables such as to have a say in
the mainstream society, to earn a living and to get a good education.
The highest mean values in the language ideologies scale are the items in the subscale on the reasons for language maintenance. Participants place higher values on
Turkish maintenance in order to preserve their Turkish identity, culture, and religion, to
protect the status of Turkish as a mother tongue, as well as for a better connection with
Turkey and with other Turkish people in the Netherlands.
In the ethnographic part of this research, we saw that school and mainstream
society exert influence on the construction of the language ideologies of the parents.
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The findings show that both first- and second-generation parents have similar
ideologies regarding the attitudes of schools and the mainstream society in general
towards Turkish. Around half of the participants state that children are not allowed to
speak Turkish among each other in the schoolyard, but parents are permitted to use
Turkish. Besides, participants are undecided about whether teachers value the bilingualism of Turkish children at school and whether they appreciate the role of
knowing Turkish in learning Dutch. On the other hand, participants believe that the
members of the mainstream society in general have negative attitudes towards the use
of Turkish. They do not agree with the statements that common public opinion
respects Turkish language and culture, and that Dutch authorities and media value and
support the maintenance and use of Turkish at home.
3.6.2.2 Language practices
Concerning the language choice of the participants with their parents, children, siblings
and spouses, both first- and second-generation participants are inclined to always use
Turkish with their mothers (FG: N=114, M=4.94, SD=.27; SG: N=184, M=4.71, SD=.62)
and fathers (FG: N=109, M=4.84, SD=.59; SG: N=180, M=4.66, SD=.61). However,
based on the descriptive statistics, it seems that the second-generation participants
more often choose both Turkish and Dutch in interaction with their siblings (N=182,
M=3.10, SD=1.03) and spouses (N=112, M=3.58, SD=1.17) than the first-generation
participants (siblings: N=108, M=4.74, SD=.57; spouses: N=106, M=4.11, SD=1.06).
They are both inclined to choose both Turkish and Dutch equally in interaction with
their oldest (FG: N=112, M=3.58, SD=1.17; SG: N=176, M=2.79, SD=.94) and youngest
children (FG: N=100, M=3.53, SD=1.20; SG: N=164, M=2.95, SD=1.04). Children, on
the other hand, have different language practices. The majority of the children of the
first-generation (N=105, M=4.57, SD=.79) and the second-generation (N=178, M=4.29,
SD=.91) speak only Turkish to their grandparents, but they prefer to speak mostly
Dutch with their siblings (FG: N=105, M=2.83, SD=1.30; SG: N=167, M=2.59,
SD=1.15). Besides, while the first- (N=113, M=4.23, SD=1.04) and the secondgeneration parents (N=177, M=375, SD=1.21) stated that their children always speak
Turkish to them before school age, children were more oriented to speaking Turkish
and Dutch after they started school (FG: N=110, M=3.30, SD=1.03; SG: N=176,
M=2.90, SD=1.05). Table 3.9 presents the findings on language practices in the
families.
As Table 3.9 indicates, there are statistically significant differences between the firstand second-generation parents regarding their own language use and the language
choices of their children. Although the language choice of the first-generation parents is
more towards the use of Turkish, bilingual language use is more common among the
second-generation. One other significant finding in this table concerns the language
preferences of children before and after school age. The table indicates that children
use more Turkish before school age; it also signifies that they are submerged more in
Dutch after starting school. This finding can give us significant insights regarding the
language management strategies at home.
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Language practices

Language choice of the parents
Language choice of the children
Language choice of the children
before/after school
Language dominance
Language use – social media

N

Mean

SD

FG

116

4.33

.53

SG

184

3.70

.55

FG

116

3.43

.93

SG

184

3.14

.84

FG

116

3.76

.94

SG

184

3.32

1.02

FG

116

3.93

.72

SG

184

3.16

.74

FG

116

3.83

.78

SG

184

3.11

.63

t

p

9.69

.000*

2.70

.007*

3.67

.000*

8.76

.000*

8.74

.000*

3.6.2.3 Language management
Parents are involved in various language management practices. The most frequently
involved language management strategies in Turkish are correcting children when they
mispronounce a word, listening to and singing songs in Turkish, and watching Turkish
films together. The most frequently used language management strategies in Dutch are
helping children with their Dutch homework, correcting them when they mispronounce
a Dutch word, and teaching them how to read and write in Dutch (see Appendix 3 for
the descriptives). In general, checking the mean values (the mean values closer to
1 indicate ‘never’ whereas the mean values closer to 5 indicate ‘always’), we see that
parents who were born in the Netherlands (M=3.21, SD=.59) are less frequently
involved in language management activities than participants who moved to the
Netherlands through marriage (M=3.41, SD=.67).
Table 3.10 Language management

Language management

N

Mean

SD

FG

116

3.41

.67

SG

184

3.21

.59

t

p

2.70

.007*

A separate analysis of the language management activities for Turkish and Dutch
reveals interesting findings. It seems that there is a statistically significant difference
between the first- and second-generation parents regarding their Turkish language
management practices, while we do not find such a difference for Dutch language
management activities. Second-generation parents are less frequently involved in
Turkish language management. Indeed, for Dutch language management as well, the
mean value indicates that the first-generation participants are involved more frequently
than the second-generation participants are.
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Table 3.11 Language management Turkish-Dutch

Turkish language management
Dutch language management

N

Mean

SD

FG

116

3.14

.88

SG

184

2.80

.78

FG

116

3.42

.83

SG

184

3.39

.70

t

p

3.52

.000*

3.90

.697

In the qualitative part of this study, it was obvious that mothers were actively engaged
in FLP compared to fathers. This is why there was another short section in the survey
that asks if mothers or fathers are involved more in language management in the
family. The survey reveals similar results. The mean values show that mothers are more
active in language management activities (mean values closer to 1 indicate mothers are
more involved; mean values closer to 5 indicate fathers are involved). The role of
mothers and fathers is similar for the parents of both generations.
Table 3.12 Language management – Gender roles in language management

Language management – gender

N

Mean

SD

FG

116

2.43

.79

SG

184

2.59

.77

t

p

-1.74

.083

Overall, similar to the findings of the qualitative part of the study, parents who took
part in the survey have maintenance-oriented language ideologies besides their
aspirations for bilingual development of their children. On the other hand, children
have a preference for Dutch especially after they start school. Parents make use of
various language management strategies for both Turkish and Dutch, but they are
more inclined to get involved in Dutch language management compared to Turkish. I
discuss the findings of the study in the following section.

3.7

Discussion and conclusion

On the basis of the findings of this study, the diversity and complexity of the factors
that play a role make it impossible to generalize to only one set of language policies
that would characterize all families. Nevertheless, similar patterns can be observed
regarding language ideology, practice and management. Firstly, Turkish maintenance is
important: independent of any other concerns regarding the children’s future or their
education, speaking the Turkish language means preserving their identities and values.
Secondly, the observed language practices vary according to the language preferences
of other family members and of interlocutors, and the context of the conversation.
Thirdly, parents have separate language management strategies for Turkish and Dutch.
Turkish management activities are mostly limited to the home environment while
parents often rely on external support for Dutch management. In addition, contrary to
the strong Turkish maintenance ideologies, not all of the families are explicitly involved
in management of Turkish. The major management strategy is the conscious use of
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Turkish until children are of school age and correcting mispronounced words. Still, the
maintenance of Turkish among third-generation children is reinforced by the general
factors contributing to language maintenance, such as easy access to Turkish media
and the fact that most spouses come from Turkey, factors also highlighted in the
literature regarding Turkish maintenance in the Netherlands (Backus, 2013; Eversteijn,
2011; Extra & Yağmur, 2010).
FLP is not only about the free will of the family members, but the result of various
push and pull factors. On the one hand, many families are in interaction with people
and organizations from the same ethnic background, and they are expected to use
Turkish there. On the other hand, there are the expectations of mainstream institutions. The integration ideology of these institutions and the language preferences of
immigrant parents at children’s schools in particular are always hot topics in the
families. They are confused because the media, schools, welfare organizations, politics
and other institutions have contradictory ideas regarding integration and mother
tongue use. That is why they generally hesitate to use their mother tongue freely
outside the home context for fear it opposes the societal ideology, which also creates a
psychological pressure on minorities. In her research with Thai mothers in Japan,
Nakamura (2016) also found that mothers feel pressure to use Japanese in interaction
with their children due to political, economic and sociocultural factors. When parents
observe that teachers at school value the use of Turkish as the home language, they feel
more secure and hold more positive beliefs regarding the language.
Further, ideologies and practices do not always match. Indeed, although the informants of both generations have similar language ideologies, their language practices
differ. The survey results show that first-generation informants choose to speak Turkish
more, compared to the second-generation. However, the findings show that both
generations’ language preferences shift towards bilingualism. Indeed, considering the
three-generation language shift of Fishman it would not be easy to argue whether what
we see is a shift towards Dutch or towards bilingualism; however, looking at the
findings of the language preferences of the children of the second-generation, whose
scores indicate the selection of both languages, it seems that they have bilingual
language practices. Although the third-generation children easily understand and use
Turkish, as also asserted by Eversteijn (2011), they tend to favour Dutch in their daily
interactions as long as the interlocutor understands Dutch. On the other hand, it
should also be noted that it is difficult to make any generalizations regarding generational differences, since due to marriages from Turkey, there is not a real thirdgeneration yet. Both linguistically and culturally, children get input about mainstream
society as they reach school age, and this influence gets more powerful as children get
older. This effect may cause them to support the mainstream ideology as valid and
necessary, and cause more distance to the home language.
In the current study, I worked with both first-generation and second-generation
parents with different levels of education. All parents hold similar ideologies regarding
Turkish maintenance and enact similar language practices, with parents more Turkishoriented and children shifting to Dutch. Interestingly, both in the qualitative and in the
quantitative part of the study, first-generation parents were more involved in language
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management. Particularly, as the qualitative part presents, it is the first-generation
mothers with the lower degrees of education who put the most effort into Dutch
language management activities. Mothers do their best to improve their children’s
Dutch skills, which, in their view, will lead to greater success at school and better career
prospects in the future. They constantly seek Dutch learning opportunities both inside
and outside the home. They try to find the best Dutch television programmes, look for
tutors to read in Dutch to their children, and learn more about how to support their
children by asking experts, such as teachers and relevant organizations.
Further, mothers were also more active than fathers in Turkish management
activities. This was primarily apparent through their struggle to foster the use of
standard Turkish forms by their children. Many Turkish children have regional accents
in their Turkish (Leseman, 2000). In general, people tend to associate accents with
foreignness (Eksner, 2006) and with lower status social groups, and this may cause
discrimination (Fuertes et al., 2012). As many Turkish people are constantly in touch
with the Turkish community in the Netherlands in daily life, and in Turkey during
holidays (Backus, 2013), the mothers’ efforts to stimulate proficiency in standard
Turkish might reflect the wish to avoid their children falling victim to stigmatization
among Turkish speakers.
In general, parents’ expectations for their children regarding their school life and
future career prospects are important factors in shaping their FLP (Curdt-Christiansen,
2009). In the immigration context, families value education and know that social
mobility is only possible through education (Ogbu, 1987). That is why third-generation
children’s educational achievement is the main topic of conversation in every family,
being a key factor in parental decisions. They have realistic expectations of living in
mainstream society with respect to their children’s language competence (Moin,
Schwartz & Leikin, 2013). This necessitates efforts to stimulate the Dutch skills of
children. Curdt-Christiansen (2016) explains that power relations between minority and
majority languages are influential in parental ideologies and practices. In this sense,
parents’ ideologies for Turkish language maintenance contradict with their expectations
for their children, since the powerful language in the mainstream society is Dutch, so
Turkish practice and management hold a less important place. Therefore, it is understandable that this reality channels parents more towards Dutch language management.
From the perspective of the Turkish group, when using only the mainstream
language is the strong norm in public spheres, the minority language gets restricted to
in-groups and finally to family members. Besides, because of parents’ pragmatic
concerns, which primarily are about the educational achievements of their children and
their career opportunities, it is difficult for Turkish parents to make language choices
independent of the societal effects. Looking back at the history of the secondgeneration Turks in the Netherlands, most of them come from families with low socioeconomic status, and they did not have much support from their own parents in
pursuing better educational and societal opportunities. The current generation makes
extra efforts for upward mobility. In this sense, perceived negative opinions of the
outside world about the Turkish language might result in conflicts for these families.
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On the one hand, they want to maintain their language, and want to bring up bilingual
children who are successful adults in the society; on the other hand, the negative
perceptions of the society put extra pressure on them. Secondly, from the perspective
of the mainstream society, it is interesting that despite the presence of Turkish in the
Netherlands for more than half a century, the mainstream society still appears to have
negative attitudes towards the bilingualism of Turks, and think that they should
become more Dutch. In this research, we have data only from Turkish informants,
however. When we compare the findings to those about teachers’ agency in FLP in
Chapter 4, it will become clear that teachers do not appreciate the bilingualism of
Turkish families either. The reason for all these conflicts might be the absence of
common ground between the mainstream and Turkish groups, which makes it difficult
to establish mutual understanding, especially between the parents and the schools
(Hughes, Gleason & Zhang, 2005).
The survey also gave an opportunity to compare the FLP of parents with different
migration histories. The language use and acculturation of Turkish people in the
Netherlands have been widely researched (see Yağmur, 2016, for intergenerational
language choice and the acculturation patterns of Turkish speakers in four immigration
contexts). Yağmur (2016) found that both the first- and the second-generations have
pluralistic ideologies: they show strong attachment to their Turkish identity and culture,
their social contact is mostly with the Turkish group, and they relate Turkish maintenance to the maintenance of identity, but the second-generation claims they have a
better understanding of the Dutch language, culture and mentality, and they choose
Turkish less often than the first-generation in their interactions with their surroundings.
The findings of the current study are in line with these results. We can infer that there is
a shift in the FLP in second-generation Turkish families towards more bilingualism
regarding language ideologies and practices. They are strongly in favour of their own
Turkish identity and culture, but they also acknowledge and embrace Dutch language
and mentality. In conclusion, as long as they also pay attention to Turkish language
management activities at home, and as long as they can transmit these values to their
children as well, it is possible to predict that the next generation will have a similar
orientation. On the other hand, this is not a one-sided affair, and it cannot be fulfilled
through the efforts of only the minority group. There should be more understanding
between the minority and majority cultures to strengthen mutual relationships.
FLP of second-generation immigrant families is an under-researched topic. The
novelty of this research lies in its elaboration of the understanding of the secondgeneration by illustrating the differences between the first-, second-, and even thirdgenerations both through observations and interviews and survey. Seemingly, the
second-generation builds the bridge for the third-generation as they combine respect
for the Turkish language and customs and management of the expectations of mainstream society, thereby providing their children with better future prospects. However,
studies of Turkish immigrant children in the Netherlands reveal that children who have
language problems in Turkish also have problems in Dutch (Akoğlu & Yağmur, 2016;
Leseman, 2000; Verhoeven, 1994). Parents reflect positive feelings towards teachers
who acknowledge Turkish, and the presence of minority families and language has an
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effect on the community (Fishman, 1991). This recognition strengthens the relationship between minority families and teachers. It is hoped that this example may inspire
other projects, both in the Netherlands and throughout Europe. Research to attain a
deeper understanding of minority families’ FLP, of teachers’ experiences in bilingual
classrooms (e.g., Palviainen & Mård-Miettinen, 2015), of the recognition of the influence of immigrants’ home language situations and cultural differences on student
assessment (Levin & Shohamy, 2012), and of projects for multilingual education (such
as Hélot and Young (2006) in France), will increase linguistic and cultural awareness,
and increase mutual understanding between minority communities and educational
practitioners.

Chapter 4

Teacher agency and family language policy 1

4.1

Overview of the chapter

The families that participated in this study were constantly telling me about their
experiences with the primary school teachers of their children. Basically, parents
revolved their family language activities around the educational achievements of their
children. Therefore, in talking about family language policy in the Turkish immigration
context in the Netherlands, teachers emerged as key actors in shaping parental
language choices and practices. Although the role of teachers in the implementation of
school language policy has been studied before (Brown, 2010; Ricento & Hornberger,
1996), there is not much research on the influence of mainstream teachers on the
language practices of minority parents in the home context. In this chapter, focusing on
the active agency of teachers, parents and children, I aim to provide insights into how
primary school teachers influence home language practices. I will combine the
evidence derived from observations in twenty families, interviews with thirty-five
parents and with five primary school teachers. The findings revealed that parents want
to follow the professional advice given to them by the teachers so that their children
can achieve better at school. Those parents proficient in Dutch get involved in the
schooling process of their children. However, parents with lower Dutch skills cannot
take such initiatives. Teachers whom I interviewed have diverse opinions regarding the
role of home language use of immigrant parents, the relationship between first and
second language skills, school achievement and socialization of immigrant children.
Besides, parental aspirations regarding teachers and teacher expectations regarding the
parental role in the school and the use of home language do not match. I will discuss
these diverging beliefs and attitudes towards the value of immigrant languages,
schooling and parent involvement based on the interaction between parental opinions
and teacher ideologies.
Section 4.2 provides a brief introduction to the study. In Sections 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5,
the context of the research is introduced, describing the role of teachers in an
immigrant context and their agency in the FLP of immigrant parents. Section 4.6
explains the methodology, especially how I used observations and interviews to dig into
the different perspectives of teachers and parents regarding family language practices.
In Section 4.7, I present the findings based on the most relevant and most frequently
1

This chapter is adapted from: Bezcioglu-Goktolga, I. & Yağmur, K. (2018), The impact of Dutch teachers
on family language policy of Turkish immigrant parents, Journal of Language, Culture and Curriculum, 31(3),
220-234.
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encountered categories in the analysis: 1) teachers’ belief that there is a lack of parents’
involvement in Dutch activities; 2) teachers’ suggestions that in home language
practices parents should prefer Dutch over Turkish when children are of school age; 3)
the conflicting ideologies about parental language practices and their involvement in
school; and 4) parents’ language management ideas about teachers as active agents.
The chapter ends with a discussion and conclusion section (Section 4.8).

4.2

Introduction

The aim of this research project is to understand the FLP of second-generation Turkish
families in the Netherlands. Initially, I planned only to do observations and interviews
with families and Turkish language skill tasks with the children. Teacher interviews were
not on the agenda. However, during the family observations, I was involved in
numerous conversations with parents about how much attention they pay to teachers’
suggestions, and how difficult they sometimes find it to have good communication
with teachers. What they consistently emphasized was that they wanted the best for
their children, and that good education is essential for this. They were always ready to
support their children in any way possible, but they did not know how to have positive
interactions with teachers, since they felt a little bit excluded from the activities at
school. In addition to that, during my informal contact with primary school teachers, I
heard a lot of stories about Turkish parents, about whom teachers generally had
negative opinions, mostly about perceived lack of parent involvement at school and
Turkish-dominant language practices. In addition, I frequently visited schools with a
few of the parents to pick up the children, and I wrote several memos about my
observations during these visits. Figure 4.1. exemplifies one these memos.

Figure 4.1. Example of a memo
from one of the observations
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Translation: 12 November 2017 – Family 2
Today we [with the mother] went to pick up the children from school. I have already
seen and felt surprised by that. It is as if parents are grouped according to their
ethnic backgrounds. Turks, Moroccans, and others. Dutch parents are closest to the
school. Families I met are very interested in their children’s schoolwork. But I think
the school is not aware of that. There is limited interaction. The other day I asked X
in Family 4. I asked what she would do if her son’s teacher did something she did
not want. She said she could not help it. I felt sorry [for her]. I wish I knew the
teachers. Here is the school garden:
I was surprised to see that after so many years of immigration, Dutch and non-Dutch
parents still did not communicate much with each other, and although the observations were full of stories about how much the parents are engaged with the
schoolwork of their children, they did not interact (or did not know how to interact)
with teachers. In the light of the focus of my research, although parents looked for
suggestions from teachers, and gave great importance to what they recommended, it
seemed they were not able to make teachers aware of these efforts. That is why,
considering the impact of teachers on families’ home language practices, I added
teacher interviews to my research design. Below I outline my research objectives and
provide an overview of my conceptual framework.
In this chapter, I seek to investigate the agency of primary school teachers for FLP in
the Turkish immigration context in the Netherlands. Combining data from my family
observations and interviews with teacher interviews, I present data on the mismatch
between teacher expectations from parents and parental aspirations towards teacher
support.
According to De Angelis (2011), the presence of a large number of immigrant
students in schools across Europe raises the question of how teachers deal with these
issues and how their personal beliefs may influence the advice they offer. Immigrant
parents often have the dilemma to raise their children bilingually or only in the societal
language. They have the desire that their children maintain the heritage language and at
the same time learn the school language to succeed at school subjects (De Angelis,
2011). In the case of most Turkish parents, this dilemma is weaker because Turkish is
an indispensable component of Turkish identity (Yağmur, 2009, 2016) and numerous
parents wish to transmit their heritage language to their children. At the same time, the
parents wish their children to succeed in school by achieving a high level of academic
Dutch. They search for expert information on raising children bilingually. Teachers are
one source of such information for parents but there are also educational experts and
speech therapists.
It is not always easy for parents in a bi-/multilingual context to plan their home
language activities solely following their own free will. Besides family-internal factors,
such as family members’ expectations, their knowledge of bilingualism (CurdtChristiansen, 2009) and children’s own agency to manage linguistic interactions
(Palviainen & Boyd, 2013), families also try to fit in with the social processes and expectations at the macro level (Schwartz & Verschik, 2013). While various dynamics play out
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at this macro level, teachers are among the most prominent agents. The concept of
agency, in a general sense, is related to how actors influence the actions of others in
critical situations (Biesta & Tedder, 2006). How I define teacher agency in this paper is
related to how primary school teachers take an active role in shaping the FLP of
immigrant families in children’s early years of primary education.
The agency of teachers becomes visible when children start school, since the
interaction between parents and teachers increases. This interaction is influenced by
various factors, one of which is related to the cultural values of the respective parties
(Isik-Ercan, 2010). Concepts such as parental involvement, teacher authority and
school selection mean different things to parents from different cultural backgrounds.
In many western countries, parents’ involvement in their children’s education is considered a basis for children’s success in school (Huss-Keeler, 1997). Traditionally,
Turkish parents believe the professional expertise and the authority of the teachers
ensure that their children would receive the most appropriate education in school. In
the immigration context, Turkish parents might have similar traditional views about
teachers as the main authority (Isik-Ercan, 2010). They may also face other challenges
such as limited language skills in the mainstream language and limited understanding
of the educational system. There are also factors that limit parental involvement in the
immigration context. For instance, communication difficulties with the teachers due to
limited skills in Dutch, limited understanding of the Dutch educational system, and
mainly differences in perception of parent-teacher roles lead to limited contact between
some immigrant parents and schools. The Dutch teachers, on the other hand, expect
parental participation and intensive interaction with all the parents. Due to limited
involvement of immigrant parents, teachers perceive immigrant parents as not being
interested in their children’s schooling. Because most Dutch parents have regular
contact with the classroom teachers, immigrant parents’ less frequent contact with the
schools is interpreted as ignorance by the teachers and school managements
(Denessen, Driessen & Sleegers, 2005).
From the teachers’ side, on the other hand, various studies indicate that teachers
believe that lower school achievement of immigrant children is mostly caused by
immigrant language practices at home (Ammermüller, 2005; Strobbe et al., 2017). As
reported by Cenoz and Gorter (2010), the idea that non-native speakers as deficient
communicators is still widespread in school contexts. The goal for second-language
learners and users is often to achieve native command of the mainstream language,
thus creating a feeling of failure and incompleteness especially among immigrant
children and their parents. In that sense, there are various differences between
teachers’ opinions regarding language practices in the immigrant families and parents’
expectations about the role of teachers in the school context.
In order to further conceptualize the research context of the current chapter, I will
present an overview of the literature on teacher agency in language education policies
in the following section.
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Teacher agency in language education policies

Language education policies offer powerful tools for nation states to influence people’s
language attitudes. Schools are the most important site for the state to impose
institutional power and to distribute social capital. The feeling of superiority emerges
best in classrooms in which the monolingual ideology heavily influences teaching
practices (Yağmur, 2016). Teachers, as social agents, play a significant role in exercising the institutional power, through their teaching practices as required by the
official curriculum, and through their own handling of the resources that children bring
to the classroom. If teachers ignore the variety of linguistic resources among bi/multilingual children, this may create power differences among students, which may
contribute to the idea that being monolingual is better (Moyer & Martín Rojo, 2007).
In many European countries, teachers are not trained well enough to deal with the
needs for second language acquisition of immigrant children in the mainstream
schools (Extra & Yağmur, 2012). The idea that non-native speakers are deficient communicators is widespread in school contexts (Cenoz & Gorter, 2010). According to
Hélot and Young (2006, p. 258) ‘most of the teachers are white, middle-class, from
monolingual backgrounds and therefore have little sensitivity to what it means ‘to leave
your language at the door’ when you enter school’. For instance, teachers in France
believe speaking an immigrant or an indigenous minority language at home delays the
acquisition of French and hinders the integration into French society (Hélot and Young,
2006; Mary & Young, 2018). This is in contradiction with the research on cognitive
theories of bilingualism, which has demonstrated the importance of maintaining the
home language for the development of the school language (Bialystok, 2015;
Cummins, 1981). Such national language-only views go beyond the European context.
For the US, Collins (2012) similarly reports that American teachers and administrators
believe that Spanish speaking children might have learning problems in school.
Teachers studied by Franceschini (2011) believe that using the home language might
be an impediment to students’ learning of the official language because the home
language could confuse the learners. The fact that not all teachers seem to be aware of
the beneficial effects of prior language knowledge on further language learning is not
only important because it influences their teaching practices, but also because they are
often asked for advice by immigrant parents when it comes to language learning and
language use. In such situations, many teachers will recommend to not use the
heritage language at home, because they see it as an obstruction to the learning of the
host language. This indeed is the case in many national contexts. Most immigrant
parents are misinformed by teachers in schools and are given inaccurate information
on the role of home languages in the learning of school languages.
Teachers’ ideologies affect their teaching practices. Indirectly, these convey their
expectations, which in turn influence children’s learning and achievement (Jussim &
Harber, 2005; Young, 2014). Due to multiple social, economic and psychological
reasons, some teachers may form negative perceptions of immigrant children and their
parents (Roosens, 1995; Van den Bergh et al., 2010; Pulinx, Van Amermaet & Agirdag,
2015; Stevens, 2008; Strobbe et al., 2017). Thus, in Belgium the majority of teachers
who work in schools in which, as the two largest immigrant groups in the country,
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Turkish and Moroccan immigrant children are in the majority, have negative attitudes
towards minority students and their families (Roosens, 1995). Research with primary
school teachers in the Netherlands reveals that they hold lower academic expectations
for Turkish and Moroccan children than for Dutch students (Van den Bergh et al.,
2010). Indeed, when measured on various academic tasks, Turkish children fall behind
their peers in school (Aarts & Verhoeven, 1999; Backus, 2013; Leseman, 2000;
Verhallen & Schoonen, 1998). Lower parental involvement in school, and linguistic and
cultural differences between school and home are the most frequently suspected
causes (Roosens, 1995; Van de Werfhorst & Van Tubergen, 2007; Yağmur, 2016).
Research in Belgium shows that teachers encourage students and their parents to
use only Dutch at home and at school since that is assumed to help their academic
achievement improve (Pulinx et al. 2015; Stevens, 2008; Strobbe et al., 2017). Indeed,
teachers suggest these monolingual practices even before school age, suggesting that
minority parents should speak Dutch to their children during the preschool years
(Strobbe et al., 2017). If teachers do not appreciate the presence of home languages in
children’s homes, they are not inclined to use it as a resource in school (Lee & Oxelson,
2006). The prevailing perspective of teachers is that the home language spoken in
immigrant families is not a resource but a problem that should be dealt with
(Gkaintartzi, Chatzidaki & Tsokalidou, 2014). In this sense, there are discrepancies
between teachers’ expectations and parental expectations regarding what parental
involvement should be like.

4.4

Family language policy in immigrant families

Families carry out their language policies through their ideologies and beliefs about the
use of a certain language, their actual practices, and conscious management efforts to
influence language practices (Spolsky, 2004, 2007). The examination of language
interactions within the immigrant family context necessitates a detailed look into FLP
(see Section 2.2 and 2.3).
It is commonly believed that the driving force behind practice and management is
mainly the language ideologies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; King et al., 2008). The
language ideologies of parents are the first decisive factors of FLP since they determine
their children’s attitudes towards the home language (Li, 1999). However, schools are
also crucial determinants of language management (Spolsky, 2007). In immigrant
families, as children start school, the external world becomes a crucial factor in shaping
children’s attitudes towards language practices (Baquedano-López & Kattan, 2008;
Tuominen, 1999). In addition, teachers’ beliefs and their suggestions to parents
regarding language use impacts parental language ideologies (Young, 2014). For
instance, Curdt-Christiansen (2014) reported that for Chinese families in Singapore
English is the dominant language in their families due to its power in the educational
and socio-political contexts. Likewise, Luykx (2005) demonstrated that Quechua
speaking families in Bolivia changed their language practices at home due to school
pressure to use only Spanish. Similarly, language ideologies of Albanian families in
Greece were found to be influenced by the school’s language ideologies and practices,
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which promote Greek monolingualism (Gkaintartzi et al., 2014). In the Netherlands,
educational policy for the teaching of immigrant languages at schools until 2004
(Yağmur, 2009) encouraged Turkish immigrant parents to maintain Turkish as an asset
in addition to Dutch (see Section 2.5 for language policies in the Netherlands).
However, recent changes in language policies presented home language teaching as an
obstacle for the linguistic and cultural integration of immigrants. Currently, the minority
groups do not receive any official institutional support for their first-language development (Akoğlu & Yağmur, 2016). There is incidental Turkish language teaching, though,
mostly limited to local organizations. Such shifts in ideologies affect both teachers and
immigrant parents. When mainstream institutions such as schools have policies that
devalue the languages of minorities, negative effects on the perceptions of teachers
regarding the use of the minority language at home seem inevitable.
4.4.1

Interaction between FLP and teacher agency

FLP in immigration and bilingual contexts has gained extensive attention in recent
years. The language practices of immigrant parents and how these practices influence
language maintenance have been studied extensively (Chatzidaki & Maligkoudi, 2013).
Various studies have focused on parents’ perceptions and practices as an influential
factor for children’s attitudes towards the use of home language (e.g. De Houwer,
2007), the effects of FLP on children’s language skills (e.g. Schwartz, 2008), the active
agency of children in determining family language practices (e.g. Kopeliovich, 2013)
and the role of extended family members on children’s language practices (e.g. CurdtChristiansen, 2016; Ruby, 2012). There has also been attention for the effects of
dominant state language policies (e.g. Curdt-Christiansen, 2014), and the role of
monolingual ideologies of teachers and schools on family language choices (e.g.
Gkaintartzi et al., 2014; Luykx, 2005). In the Turkish immigrant context in the Netherlands, a recent study has shown that parents’ ideologies and language practices are
influenced by teachers’ attitudes towards home language use (Bezcioglu-Goktolga &
Yağmur, 2018; see Chapter 3). However, the agency of teachers and schools has been
studied only through the perspectives of immigrant families. Thus, it is also important
to understand teacher agency in FLP through the eyes of the teachers who work with
immigrant children and their families in order to further our understanding of the
connection between teacher attitudes and language practices in the immigrant families.
4.4.2

Interaction of immigrant parents with mainstream schools

Socio-cultural and linguistic differences between immigrant parents and the schools
might undermine the interaction between teachers and parents. Although immigrant
parents aim at providing the best support for their children’s advancement in
education and in the mainstream society, the challenges they themselves face might
prevent their efforts from being visible for the schools and teachers. Research findings
(Daniel-White, 2002; Huss-Keeler, 1997; Sohn & Wang, 2006) in different national
contexts highlight similar outcomes and interactions. For instance, due to language
problems and differences in educational expectations of the homeland and the main-
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stream schools in the US, Costa Rican immigrant parents’ efforts for their children
were not recognized by the schools (Daniel-White, 2002). Similarly, despite their
eagerness to be involved in school activities, reasons such as feelings of discrimination
and lack of school support, made Korean parents in the US refrain from participating
(Sohn & Wang, 2006). Furthermore, teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of education
might clash and cause misunderstandings due to cultural differences (Huss-Keeler,
1997). When the culture between home and school is different, it becomes more
difficult to build a common understanding (Hughes et al., 2005). Teachers are found to
have closer relationships with children who they share a similar ethnic background with
(Saft & Pianta, 2001) while they develop negative perspectives for students from a
different background, even in preschool (Hauser-Cram, Sirin & Stipek, 2003). In this
regard, mutual understanding of home and school culture seems a necessary element
for building common ground.
In order to understand whether this common ground is present between Turkish
parents and the mainstream teachers of their children in the Netherlands, I carried out
the study presented in this chapter. The research design is sketched in the following
sections.

4.5

Current research context

The sociolinguistic and sociocultural background of the Turkish community was
discussed extensively in Chapter 2. Regarding language practices, efforts towards
maintaining Turkish are highly visible due to tendencies such as choosing life partners
from Turkey, using easy access to Turkish media, having holidays in Turkey, and
maintaining close contact with the Turkish community in the country (Backus, 2013;
Eversteijn, 2011; Extra & Yağmur, 2010). Regarding educational factors, among schools
and related institutions there is a preference for a monolingual policy, with the idea that
speaking a language other than Dutch inhibits children from developing their Dutch
language skills (Akoğlu & Yağmur, 2016). Teachers tend to support the idea that
children’s acquisition of Dutch depends on their exposure to Dutch (Leseman, 2000),
so they suggest immigrant parents should prefer Dutch to home languages in their
family language practices (Driessen & Merry, 2011). From the educational perspective,
children’s bilingual agency, in particular their communicative acts (Palviainen &
Bergroth, 2018), is mainly approached through their Dutch language skills. However,
what is needed to appreciate the bilingualism of children is a collaborative effort of
individuals and educational institutions to understand the diverse backgrounds (Lee &
Oxelson, 2006; Schwarzer, Haywood & Lorenzen, 2003).
In order to have a better understanding of the presence or absence of this collaboration, I centred this research on, first, the perceptions of parents regarding the
support they expect from their children’s teachers for family language practices, and,
second, the agency of teachers regarding the parental role in the schooling of immigrant children and the use of the home language. The following section presents the
methodology of the research.
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Methodology

In this section, I introduce the participants, data collection and method of analysis.
4.6.1

Participants

In order to find out about the similarities and differences between mainstream teachers
and Turkish parents’ opinions regarding the language development of Turkish
immigrant children, the use of home language practices, and school achievement, I
recruited two groups of participants. I initially collected data through observations with
twenty families and interviews with thirty-five parents in these families; I reported on
this research in Chapter 3. During this ethnographic study, it emerged that teachers are
seen as key actors in shaping parental language practices and management strategies.
As a result, I decided to interview teachers who teach in the schools where the participant families send their children too.
4.6.1.1 Second-generation Turkish families
I collected data from twenty second-generation Turkish families who have at least one
child in the early years of primary school in the Netherlands. I selected our participants
using the method of purposive sampling (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006), adopting the
following criteria: 1) both parents must be Turkish; 2) at least one parent must be born
in or have moved to the Netherlands before school age; and 3) each family must have
at least one child at the beginning of primary school. I recruited our participant families
through various means, such as contacting schools and well-known community leaders
in the area and posts on social media. A total of twenty families accepted to take part in
the study. In fifteen families, one partner was born in the Netherlands or had come to
the Netherlands at a very young age; in the other five families both partners were born
in the Netherlands. As most Turkish people select their life partners from Turkey
(Böcker, 1994; Lucassen & Laarman, 2009; Yağmur, 2010), and this tradition continues
among second-generation Turks (Yağmur, 2015), the participant profile reflected a
general picture (see Chapter 3, Table 3.1 for the distribution of age, generation of the
parent, level of education, occupation and number of children in the families).
4.6.1.2 Primary school teachers
During the period of family observations, I joined the mothers on visits to schools
sometimes, for example to pick up children from school or for birthday celebrations.
This gave me the opportunity to contact teachers and ask them about the possibility of
an interview. In total, five primary school teachers accepted to collaborate in the
research, so I arranged further appointments. All of the teachers were female, and had
plenty of experience working with minority groups, mainly with Turkish and Moroccan
children. I should note that when I contacted the teachers and explained to them that
the families in my PhD research were very eager to collaborate with schools and learn
about teachers’ suggestions for language practices, all of the teachers were surprised.
From their point of view, Turkish parents seemed not eager at all to participate in
educational activities. This discrepancy made them keener to collaborate and share
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their ideas and opinions. Table 4.1 presents the years of teaching experience and the
current teaching grade of the teachers.
Table 4.1

Years of teaching experience and current teaching grade of the teachers
Years of experience

Current teaching grade

Teacher 1

30

4

Teacher 2

33

3

Teacher 3

13

4

Teacher 4

20

3

Teacher 5

10

2

4.6.2

Data collection and analyses

I collected data from families through observations and one-on-one interviews in
Turkish. For the observations, I visited at least five times every three weeks on average
over a span of fifteen weeks, and each observation took between one and three hours
with a total of 102 hours of recordings. During the observations, the focus was on
actual linguistic practices as well as on ideologies and the management of Turkish and
Dutch between family members and relevant others. Although I conducted the
observations mainly in the homes of the participants, the nature of ethnography also
took me further afield, and I had the opportunity to join families during out-of-home
activities, such as school activities, swimming lessons, shopping trips, birthday
celebrations, and so on. I recorded each observation on a voice-recorder, and partially
transcribed them. In addition, I wrote memos after each observation and kept track of
recurrent themes and emergent ideas to focus on in the following observations. The
patterns obtained during the observations helped me to prepare and pilot an interview
protocol. Through the end of the observation period, I interviewed each parent
separately concerning their backgrounds, their beliefs, practices and management
strategies about language use in the family, their expectations about their children’s
language and academic development, and miscellaneous other issues, for example
their expectations for the future in the Netherlands (see Appendix 1 for the interview
protocol). I interviewed all twenty of the mothers and fifteen of the fathers, and
arranged follow-up interview sessions when needed.
I collected data from the teachers through semi-structured interviews in English. I
first contacted the teachers and gave information about the research project, and then
made further appointments. One interview was conducted at school after the children
had left, and I interviewed the remaining teachers outside the school (two at a café and
two in their homes). The interview questions were about teachers’ ideologies regarding
home language use, language practices in the classroom, experiences in working with
children who speak a minority language at home, the challenges they face regarding
language and school achievements of these children, their experiences in collaborating
with parents, and suggestions they have for parents regarding home language activities
and home-school collaboration.
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I analysed the interview data by following the methodology outlined in the grounded
theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), beginning from the start of data collection
(Charmaz, 2003). I recorded the interactions during the observations, partially transcribed them, and wrote memos after each observation. I noted recurrent themes and
ideas that arose from the transcriptions and memos, and followed up on them in subsequent observations (Charmaz, 1990). I transcribed the interviews verbatim. For both
teacher and parent interviews, by using the systematic coding process of the grounded
theory, I coded each meaningful utterance in an initial round of coding; main categories
and subcategories were identified during the second round of coding, and the most
frequent and relevant codes were identified during the final round of selective coding
(see Section 3.4.3 for the details of the data analysis procedure). Using grounded
theory strategies (Charmaz, 2003), I identified the relevant issues that emerged from
the interviews. These will be presented below under the headings of: 1) Teachers’
beliefs about parents’ lack of involvement in Dutch activities; 2) Teachers’ suggestions
that parents should prefer Dutch over Turkish when children are of school age; 3)
Conflicting ideologies about parental language practices and involvement in school;
and 4) The perspective on teachers as active agents in parents’ views on language
management.
I translated the interviews with parents into English as accurately as possible and
used pseudonyms and abbreviations (e.g. F1M stands for ‘Family One Mother’).

4.7

Results

In this section, I document the language ideologies of the teachers as well as the suggestions they have for the language practices and management strategies of Turkish
families. Subsections 3 and 4 focus on the sometimes conflicting language ideologies
of families and teachers, especially concerning teachers’ expectations about what
parental language practices and management should be like.
4.7.1

Teachers’ beliefs: Parents’ lack of involvement in Dutch activities

During the interviews with teachers, the common attitude of teachers regarding the use
of Turkish in Dutch schools and society was negative. Teachers associate the low
school achievement of Turkish children mostly with what they perceive as low school
involvement of the parents, which mainly results from the use of Turkish by the parents
as well as only having extensive social contacts within the Turkish community. They
believe that the reason why Turkish children and Turkish parents cannot be involved in
school activities is that Turkish people prefer to speak Turkish and socialize only with
each other. Although one of the teachers (T3) says she understands because ‘… you
feel related more easily… and that is from your own culture because you understand
specific ideas, interests you have’, another teacher (T1), criticizes this:
‘The Turkish… They don’t want to integrate and socialize. The factor missing… but
every time how you act as a parent is important for children. So, if you, as a parent,
speak only Turkish, want only to meet people from Turkey, and want your child to
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play with a Turkish child, then what does the child see? He sees a grown-up person
who wants to stay only with the Turkish.’
In the quotation, the teacher is critical about the parents speaking Turkish most of the
time and not initiating interaction with non-Turkish people, as their children will likely
follow their example and not socialize and integrate in Dutch school and society.
Another teacher (T2) adds that Turkish parents, specifically mothers, come to school
only for Turkish-related activities, and when they visit school, they do not interact with
Dutch parents. Because the parents do not come to school to ask for help, and do not
participate in activities, teachers feel that they are not willing to help their children with
their lessons. T3 summarizes her experience at school with Turkish parents as ‘the
involvement is more like… They have a kind of idea that we should teach, children
should learn, scores should be high, but no participation from them’. This teacher, who
has thirty years of experience working with Turkish children, comments about the lack
of parental involvement and interest in their children’s school life:
‘They don’t ask anything. They bring the child to school and immediately leave.
Then I tell them they can stay if they want to see how their child is doing, but they
just leave. Let’s say in two weeks it is Easter. You ask children in small groups to
prepare something… we have a kind of theatre, song or something. I give them ten
minutes for initial talk. Then later on you prepare it at home. Children go to each
other’s home, but if you have a Turkish mother who says no, not for me! They ask
two times, and then nobody asks.’ (T1)
As seen in the quote, T1 believes that Turkish parents are segregating themselves by
not taking active part in school activities for their children. Dutch parents ask for the
cooperation of Turkish parents but because they are reluctant to interact with Dutch
parents, after some time, Dutch parents do not bother asking them for cooperation
anymore. In-group orientation, lower levels of Turkish parental involvement and
persistent use of Turkish among Turkish parents create the image of a self-segregating
group in the eyes of the Dutch teachers. They believe that Turkish parents are an
obstacle to success in school and society for the children because of their insistence on
using Turkish only, at home and in their community.
4.7.2

Teachers’ suggestions for language practices: Need for parents to prefer Dutch
over Turkish with their school-age children

All of the teachers agree that Dutch language skills of Turkish parents and children are
limited. Although they accept that it is much more challenging for these families to
organize linguistic activities at home, they criticize parents especially for the lack of
language management activities. They mainly mention the lack of literacy activities.
One of the teachers (T1) suggests that parents should be involved in language management activities in Turkish if they cannot do it in Dutch, especially until school age:
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‘And if you love, in your language, read to your child and build up more wide range
of words and language… Even tell stories in Turkish to children. It would be helpful
to develop language skills… as well in your original language, especially when
children are young.’
However, according to the teachers, after a child has started school, parents should be
inclined to use mostly or only Dutch in interaction with their children. Otherwise,
children cannot be successful at school and in society. One teacher (T2) claims:
‘But you have to choose one language, I know a Turkish intern, she knew two
languages but neither is good. So she told me her parents speak only Turkish, so
she has to choose between languages. I think if she lives here, she has to choose
Dutch.’
Another teacher (T5) gives an example of two immigrant children, one successful and
the other with problems in the classroom, by relating the situations to the use of Dutch
at home:
‘Language is important for success. I had a boy. His father was from Bulgaria and
his mother, I don’t know but not Dutch. Both of them spoke Dutch to him. He was
really excellent in all lessons. I have one Polish boy, but he only speaks Polish at
home, and my impression is that he does not have classmates visiting him or the
other way around, so he cannot express himself.’
Teachers mainly believe that children of immigrant parents who speak only Dutch at
home, speak better Dutch than those children whose parents speak an immigrant
language at home. That is why they recommend parents create environments conducive for more Dutch language use. For instance, T5 urges parents to initiate contact
with Dutch children as a language management strategy:
‘I think it might be better for the children when they speak the Dutch language, so
the word for the parents is that they stimulate that they have contact with Dutch
children. At school, when there are Dutch children, try to contact them, their
parents. They can meet each other at home or outside, in the playground.’
Teachers are aware that the management of two languages and cultures is not easy for
the parents, so they express the need to take the initiative and to explain to parents how
to help their children more. T4 explains:
‘My door is always open to them. Parents stay at home. Only cook and clean… That
is a shame. Children are growing in everything, socially, intellectually, but the
parents, yes they are staying here. That is why when I have parent meetings about
children, I also ask how they are doing. “How are you? Are you at home? How is
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your language? Can you help with homework? Do you have questions? Shall I help
you?”’
Teachers suggest that parents should definitely be in contact with the teachers and with
the school because this way they can express interest in the culture and learn to have a
more open mind, all of which will help them improve their Dutch skills and support
their children more. Basically, teachers believe that parents should be more involved in
Dutch language management activities for their children at school age, and although
their observation is that parents are not eager to be involved in school activities,
teachers would be happy to support parents if they need any suggestions.
4.7.3

Conflicting ideologies of parental language practices and involvement in school

In contrast to the teachers’ Dutch-only ideologies, the parents in this study pay
considerable attention to the maintenance of Turkish in their families. In addition to
the practical circumstances that require knowledge of Turkish, such as having Turkish
media at home, having close contact with other Turkish people, and frequent visits to
Turkey, parents believe that the Turkish language is a symbol of their identity and
culture (see Chapter 3 for a detailed overview of parents’ language ideologies). Turkish
is the main means of communication for most families, and they can hardly imagine a
family environment in which they would not interact in Turkish. However, the fact that
they want to maintain Turkish and be involved in Turkish practices does not mean that
they do not focus on the Dutch language or on the education of their children in
general. While teachers claim that Turkish parents are not interested in their children’s
school career and activities, parents report that their ultimate aim in their lives is to
provide their children with the best opportunities for their academic achievement and
welfare. They are more than ready to sacrifice anything so that their children have good
education:
‘We [Turkish mothers] meet every day at school and talk about our children’s
lessons. We all go to the teachers one by one, whatever advice we hear from
anyone. We ask them when the exams will be, how we can prepare our children for
the exams, which vocabulary is more important and how we support this.’ (F17M)
In this quotation, the mother explains that not only she but also other parents at school
are actually very eager to get the opinions of teachers for what is good and what is the
best language practice to adopt at home. Similarly, another parent (F8M) suggests that
parents go into the school, observe their children and talk to the teachers. After this
parent increased her contact with the school and with the teacher, her daughter’s
school achievement improved enormously.
However, the majority of the parents complain that teachers are not tolerant of
parents who have low Dutch skills. They feel teachers do not want Turkish parents to
interact in Turkish among themselves, even if it is to translate what the teacher has
said; this lowers the opportunities for parental involvement. One mother (F14M) says:
‘Teachers turn to English easily when somebody does not understand them, but they
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do not let me do Turkish translations when a Turkish mother does not understand
what the teacher says.’ Apparently, the teacher gives a strong message about which
languages are acceptable in the school and which languages are not. Communicating
in English with the teacher is fine but even interpreting from Dutch to Turkish is not
acceptable. This seriously hinders communication between teachers and Turkish
parents. As a result, parents with limited Dutch skills are not able to get any teacher
support because teachers do not accept Turkish as a legitimate means of communication.
Based on parental reports, it becomes clear that parents and teachers have different
beliefs and ideologies about the role of Turkish. While teachers believe that parents
should switch to Dutch after a certain point, parents want to maintain Turkish as the
family language. While teachers think Turkish parents are not involved in school
activities, parents look for the opinions of teachers about their children’s betterment.
However, depending on the Dutch language skills of Turkish parents, the communication process between teachers and parents may be seriously affected.
4.7.4

Parents’ language management: Teachers as active agents

Similar to the teachers who state that Turkish children have trouble with Dutch language activities, Turkish parents are also aware that their children have problems with
Dutch, especially with vocabulary and reading comprehension. However, they believe
that they are already engaged in various language management activities in- and outside the home to improve their children’s Dutch skills. For instance, they try to involve
their children in as many mainstream activities as possible:
‘My children play a lot with Dutch children outside. Besides, I take them to any
activity where they communicate with other children. My daughters go to a course
for handicraft. My son used to go to a football club as a hobby. All of these activities
improve their Dutch.’ (F8M)
Similarly, F13M reports that ‘Our teacher tells us to watch Dutch channels, such as
Sesame Street and news for children. I do that all the time.’ In this family, the mother
and children watch many programmes in Dutch to support the children’s language
skills. As opposed to what the teachers assume, Turkish parents seem to take teachers’
opinions very seriously. The mother in one family (F7M) reports that when their
11-year-old daughter’s teacher told them that their daughter needed language support,
the family immediately hired a private tutor who regularly visited their home and helped
the daughter with her lessons. Similarly, when the mother in another family (F19M)
suspected that her daughter might have problems at school due to her low Dutch skills,
she discussed the situation with her daughter’s teacher and then took her daughter to a
speech therapist for a year to improve her vocabulary skills. Likewise, one mother
(F11M) who moved to the Netherlands through family reunification, explained that her
daughter’s teacher recommended to her she reads books to her child, but as she did
not have enough Dutch skills, she looked for external support. She found a private
teacher to read Dutch books together with her daughter every week. Besides, she
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herself increased the frequency of reading in Turkish. Overall, most of the parents in
this study seem to follow the professional advice provided by teachers so that their
children can enhance their Dutch language skills.

4.8

Discussion and conclusion

The results of the current study demonstrate that Turkish parents and primary school
teachers have conflicting beliefs and opinions regarding the role and function of home
language activities for the linguistic development of Turkish children. The parents show
a strong interest in their children’s schooling and education. They report that they go to
the school to get suggestions from teachers about home and school language activities. Parents know and appreciate the value of having good Dutch skills for the
academic development of their children. Meanwhile, they also want to maintain Turkish
as they are deeply attached to the Turkish language and culture. Teachers, on the other
hand, believe that Turkish parents do not pay much attention to the school lives of their
children. They think parents are not involved in school activities, and even at the
moments that they are at the school, they only speak Turkish and interact mostly with
other Turkish parents. Although the teachers appreciate that Turkish is the home
language until school age, they advise parents that they should speak Dutch to their
children when they start school. Accordingly, if children need to develop a preference,
this should always be Dutch.
Having seen these incompatible opinions and beliefs of teachers and parents, I will
focus on several implications, and formulate a number of recommendations for improving teacher-parent interaction, so that better planning of home language activities
and, ultimately, better school achievement of the children can be achieved.
First, while parents pay considerable attention to teachers and their agency for
home language activities, teachers are not aware of their agency. It seems that they
have difficulty in understanding the socio-cultural and linguistic circumstances of
immigrant parents. They assume that some parents communicate in Turkish because
they do not want to learn Dutch. The parents want to communicate with the teachers
with the help of interpreters but the teachers discourage Turkish-Dutch interpreting.
Parents perceive this as a rejection of their linguistic and cultural heritage, which
damages the communication process between parents and schools. Regarding
teachers’ suggestions for language practices in the families, it appears that teachers
disregard children’s bilingual agency and bicultural upbringing. Teachers consider
speaking a language other than Dutch as a sign of unwillingness to integrate into
Dutch society. Suggesting Dutch-only practices in the home and school context might
be related to the common mind-set regarding the role of mainstream language in the
overall society. Immigrants and newcomers need to learn and use Dutch. Some
teachers think that speaking a different language at home might hinder children from
learning Dutch. It appears that teachers do not have a good grasp of bilingualism and
language acquisition processes. This might be an outcome of less equipped teacher
training programs, which leave primary school teachers with little pedagogical
knowledge for how to work with minority children (Haukås, 2016). Isik-Ercan (2010)
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suggests that teachers should embrace their learners, but as they do not always have a
full understanding of the diversity among immigrant families, the notion of funds of
knowledge, which is about knowledge and experiences that an individual acquires
through his/her cultural and historical interactions both in the family and in the
community (Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992), should not be neglected. In the
current research context, the funds of knowledge are related to raising awareness for
the influence of immigrant families’ cultural and linguistic practices on their children’s
bilingual skills (Schwartz & Baladzhaeva, 2015). Studies show that pedagogical support
to raise awareness among teachers regarding working with children from diverse
backgrounds result in stronger relationship with parents as well as better academic
success (e.g. Bodur, 2012; Early, Pianta, Taylor & Cox, 2001; Hughes et al., 2005).
Secondly, even though both teachers and parents aim to improve children’s
educational success, they are not aware of each other’s efforts. In other words, the two
parties have different ways of realizing their aims. Parents desire that their children
maintain their own language and values in addition to learning Dutch as successfully as
possible. In this way, parents adopt a perspective of additive bilingualism, by supporting the continuation of the first language and adding the second. Teachers, on the
other hand, believe that Turkish parents and children need to focus only on the sociocultural adaptation to the Netherlands by learning Dutch very well rather than maintaining Turkish and the associated cultural values. Therefore, teachers’ and parents’
language ideologies, practices and management strategies differ regarding the role of
the heritage language. The opinions regarding Dutch are highly compatible. Both
teachers and parents want children to acquire very good Dutch skills; however, teachers
see the use of Turkish as an impediment. This difference might result from a lack of
awareness of the other party’s values and norms. When minority families and mainstream schools do not share sufficient cultural common ground, it becomes more
difficult to gain mutual understanding (Hughes et al., 2005), which negatively affects
children’s school achievement (Cortazzi & Hunter-Carsch, 2000). We suggest that
improving teachers’ understanding and appreciation of the heritage languages and
cultures of children might improve the quality of parent-teacher interaction and
positively influence children’s academic success.
Thirdly, cultural differences and expectations regarding the roles of parents and
teachers in the schooling process turned out to be one of the major issues. In line with
Dutch customs, teachers expect parents to come to school and be involved in school
activities. Lacking knowledge about and awareness of school-related conventions in the
mainstream country, parents cannot fulfil the expectations of the teachers. It is
important that teachers adapt a more tolerant and flexible attitude towards the immigrant parents to reach out and at least guide them (Huss-Keeler, 1997; Kim, 2009). If
they only adopt the perspective of the mainstream education in a classroom where
there are children from different cultural backgrounds, they cannot raise the necessary
awareness of how parents can support children’s linguistic and academic performances (Hidalgo, 1993). Once aware of cultural differences, teachers might be better
able to help parents with developing joint language and literacy activities at home
(Cortazzi & Hunter-Carsch, 2000). Although the teachers criticized the Turkish parents
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for not taking part in school activities, and only speaking Turkish even if they are at the
school, parents’ interpretations are different. Especially mothers are eager to visit their
children’s schools, take part in the activities, and get teachers’ suggestions for the
betterment of their children. However, they say that teachers do not want them to
speak Turkish at school, so the parents who lack sufficient Dutch skills are held back
and feel discouraged. In fact, the teachers’ perceptions regarding the language
practices in Turkish families do not match the linguistic profiles of the Turkish families
studied. Daniel-White (2002) suggests that families’ goals should also be taken into
consideration in school education activities as much as the school’s goals, which can
be achieved through increasing collaboration between teachers and parents (Chavkin,
2000; Hughes et al., 2005; Roosens, 1995; Schwartz & Palviainen, 2016; Sohn & Wang,
2006). Chavkin (2000) suggests that such collaborations help teachers to develop
positive attitudes towards minority parents and children, and parents to participate in
various linguistic and social activities for home and school learning. There are many
benefits to increasing the quality of home-school relationships. Increased contact
decreases the amount of misunderstanding between teachers and parents (Sohn &
Wang, 2006), supports the learning of the majority language (Hickey, 2007) and increases the academic achievement of minority children (Hughes et al., 2005).
Further research into teachers and immigrant parents’ beliefs and attitudes will
uncover further ways of facilitating the mutual understanding and recognition of each
other’s languages and cultures, and especially of the expectations each has of the other.
By investigating the experiences of those who teach bilingual children (e.g. Palviainen &
Mård-Miettinen, 2015) and by designing projects for multilingual education (e.g. Hélot
& Young, 2006), teachers and parents might develop the much needed higher degrees
of awareness, in the Netherlands as well as elsewhere.

Chapter 5

The connection between family language policy and
first language skills of children in the early years of
primary education1

5.1

Overview of the chapter

This study examines how third-generation Turkish children’s first language skills are
related to the family language policies (FLP) of their parents. I conducted a mixed
methods study with twenty second-generation Turkish families in the Netherlands who
have children in the early years of primary education. Observations of twenty families
and interviews with thirty-five parents were combined with various tasks measuring
Turkish language skills that were administered to twenty-three Turkish-Dutch bilingual
and twenty-three Turkish monolingual children. Different tasks focused on cognitive
concepts, productive vocabulary, word definition, semantic fluency, word description,
word order repetition, grammaticality judgment, and connectivity in narratives. After
carefully analysing the FLP activities in the families of the children who showed higher
performance in Turkish language skills tasks, the findings revealed that the parents in
these families were more involved in Turkish language management activities such as
reading books, teaching how to read and write, working on the correct use of language
and speaking only Turkish until the children started school. The findings provide rich
insights into understanding the dynamics of successful FLP, especially language
management strategies in the home context. In order to benefit from the advantages of
bilingualism, it is important that home language activities in the immigrant contexts
should be fostered both by the families themselves and by the mainstream institutions
as much as possible.
After a short introduction in the next section, I will discuss how FLP and children’s
language skills relate to each other in Section 5.3, describe how I combined ethnographic observations and interviews with the tasks in Section 5.4, and report the
findings in Section 5.5. I will end the chapter with a discussion and conclusion in
Section 5.6.

1

This chapter is an adapted version of Bezcioglu-Goktolga, I. (2016), Home language skills of the thirdgeneration Turkish-Dutch bilingual children in the Netherlands, Journal of Language Education and
Research, 2(3), 1-15.
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5.2

Family Language Policy among Second-Generation Turkish Families in the Netherlands

Introduction

I investigate the connection between the language policies of second-generation
Turkish families and their children’s Turkish language skills. Combining ethnographic
family observations and parent interviews with the results of various language tasks
administered to their children, I aim to explore the question which family language
policy strategies are successful in enhancing children’s first language knowledge.
It is not always easy for an immigrant family to raise children to become bilinguals,
especially if the immigrant language does not have high status in the society. Children
learn the language of the mainstream language one way or another, but the immigrant
language is vulnerable to loss unless extra attention is paid (De Houwer, 2007). At this
point, families bear extra responsibility if they want to maintain the language (Schwartz
& Verschik, 2013). Family language policy aims at understanding the dynamics of
language practices and the negotiations within the family and enables us to understand
child language acquisition (King et al., 2008). Various studies have been conducted on
family language policy in different contexts so far, including studies on the effects of the
one parent one language strategy (e.g. De Houwer, 1990; Lanza, 1997), on indigenous
minority communities (e.g. Smith-Christmas, 2016), and on immigrant communities
(e.g. Kopeliovich, 2013). Some of them have focused on the interaction between firstgeneration parents and their children who were born in the country of immigration or
immigrated in the early years of their lives (e.g. Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Kopeliovich,
2010; Schwartz & Moin, 2012). Some of them have shed light on the language
interactions and practices in three-generation families (e.g. Smith-Christmas, 2016; Li,
1994). For instance, in her study of the FLP of a three-generation Gaelic family in
Scotland, Smith-Christmas (2016) presented the complexity of the ideologies and
practices among family members between generations. Li (1994) examined how
Chinese immigrant families in the UK shifted from Chinese-dominant practices to
English-dominant bilingualism within three generations. However, knowledge about
the link between the FLP of second-generation families and the first language skills of
their children is limited for immigration contexts. Considering how communities can
shift from a minority language to the majority language in three generations (Fishman,
1991), studying the interaction between second-generation families and language skills
of third-generation children can give us useful information on what bilingualism and
language maintenance of the next generations will look like. The Turkish immigrant
population in the Netherlands, currently comprising three generations and maintaining
Turkish to a considerable extent, presents a relevant research context.
Being the largest minority group in the Netherlands (Verhoeven, 2007), the
community has been the subject of various studies, including some on the language
skills of Turkish-speaking children. These were found to be limited both in Dutch and in
Turkish (e.g. Verhallen & Schoonen, 1998). Similarly, despite exposure to Turkish
before school age, vocabulary in Turkish generally shows little improvement once
children go to school (Leseman, 2000). In addition, studies (e.g. Akoğlu & Yağmur,
2016; Backus & Yağmur, 2017) reveal that bilingual children have lower Turkish skills
compared to their monolingual Turkish peers in various areas, such as lexical, syntactic
and socio-pragmatic skills. Considering the possible influence of parents and home
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language environment on children’s linguistic skills (Scheele et al., 2010), the current
study aims to contribute to the field of family language policy, by focusing on the
relationship between the second-generation families’ language policies and their thirdgeneration children’s first language skills.
In order to sketch the background of this kind of research, I provide an overview of
family language policy and children’s language skills in the following section.

5.3

Family language policy and children’s language skills

One key factor in maintaining a minority language is the creation of a suitable
environment for linguistic practices in that language (Pillai et al., 2014). This is not as
easy as it may sound. Although families look for the best linguistic opportunities for
their children, it is quite challenging to decide what is best in an immigration context.
Parents may be torn between the socio-political environment of the mainstream society
and their loyalty to their own language and culture (Curdt-Christiansen, 2013; Li, 1999).
In addition, there is not one single recipe for how to manage this conflict and to
contribute to children’s bilingual development, due to differences in the various social,
cultural and familial factors (Schwartz & Verschik, 2013). First, the mainstream
language policy influences language practices in the families, since families need to
catch up with the expectations of the mainstream society in order to be included.
Second, they have the cultural heritage and values, which they share with others in their
immigrant group. Third, each family, even each member, has its unique characteristics,
expectations and values, their own definition of successful language policy, which
shapes the family language use. This necessitates an examination of the dynamics that
constitute the language policy in a family.
In order to have a better understanding of family language policy, it is of crucial
significance to have a good look at language practices and child language acquisition
(King et al., 2008). The language policy of a family is initially shaped by the parents
because parental perceptions and practices influence children’s attitudes towards a
language (Li, 1999) and their children’s bilingual development (Leung & Uchikoshi,
2012). Although children are also active agents in shaping the language practices in the
family (see Caldas & Caron-Caldas, 2002; Fogle & King, 2013), when parents choose to
speak the home language in the family from when the children are born and provide
them with rich input in the L1, it is more likely that their children will have better
bilingual skills (De Houwer, 2007). De Houwer emphasizes here that normally the
majority language is learnt by the children eventually, but if the minority language is not
spoken and if extra attention is not paid by the parents, the chances for children to
become bilingual decrease.
Family language policy has an important effect on children’s language skills,
especially for the intergenerational language transmission. Ethnographic data have
shown that parents can actively plan, regulate, assess, and negotiate explicit systematic
literacy activities, such as home lessons in the heritage language, thematic units of
study, and creative writing projects, enhancing children’s literacy exposure and language skills (Kopeliovich, 2013). In addition, there is also growing data on the diversity
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of unstructured and unplanned language and literacy practices at home initiated by
both parents and children, and how they are embedded into an ecological perspective
(Reyes & Azuara, 2008). However, there are few quantitative studies to complement the
ethnographic research. Schwartz (2008) focuses on the relationship between family
language policy and the Russian vocabulary knowledge of seventy Russian-Hebrew
bilingual children in Israel. The results showed that literacy activities in the home
language result in better language skills and positive language attitudes. Specific family
language management activities are needed to provide rich and quality input to
children, as only ideology or use of home language for its own sake does not
necessarily mean that children develop home language skills easily (Schwartz, Leikin &
Share, 2005). Similarly, research with ninety-six Spanish-English-speaking primary
school children in the US on their vocabulary knowledge showed that home and school
support are major factors for Spanish literacy development (Duursma et al., 2007).
Parents can provide bi-literate activities for their children so that they promote the
knowledge of both minority and majority languages, or they can be involved in flexible
language policy and literacy activities by taking language choices of children into
account (Kopeliovich, 2013). To recap, how parents manage the home language and
what type of linguistic activities they are involved in with their children are influential
factors in the transmission of that language to the children.
In this section, I firstly present an overview of the observed family language ideologies, practices and management strategies (see Chapter 2, Section 2.3 for language
policy components). After presenting the results of the tasks measuring Turkish
language skills that I have conducted with Turkish-Dutch bilingual and Turkish monolingual children, I will analyse what kind of family language activities seem to trigger
children’s Turkish language skills in the early years of primary education. The aim is to
extend our knowledge on the effects of FLP on children’s L1 knowledge in the Turkish
immigration context. I explain the methodology of the study in the following section.

5.4

Methodology

This study presents the findings on the relationship between FLP and its effects on
children’s Turkish development using a mixed-method design in which observations,
interviews and Turkish-Dutch bilingual and Turkish monolingual children’s Turkish
performances were triangulated.
I aimed to explore, first, the impact of systematic Turkish management strategies by
the families on the Turkish language skills of their children. I expected that children
growing up in families oriented on first language maintenance would have higher
proficiency levels and better literacy skills in Turkish compared to children growing up
in families who do not follow any systematic management strategies. Second, I aimed
to find out which specific linguistic activities foster first language development.
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Participants

The participants were twenty second-generation Turkish families, twenty-three TurkishDutch bilingual children in the early years of primary school education, and twentythree Turkish monolingual children living in Turkey.
5.4.1.1 Parents
The study involved forty parents in twenty second-generation Turkish families in the
Netherlands. The families were selected using the purposive sampling method
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Criteria included that: 1) both parents had to be Turkish; 2)
at least one parent had to be born in or had moved to the Netherlands before school
age; and 3) they had to have at least one child in the early years of primary school. In
five families, both parents had been born in the Netherlands, and in the remaining
fifteen families, one of the parents had moved to the Netherlands through marriage, as
a partner to a member of the second-generation. Most of the Turkish people in the
Netherlands select their life partners in Turkey (Lucassen & Laarman, 2009; Yağmur,
2010). This is valid even among the second-generation (Yağmur, 2015), so the participating parents can be said to be representative of second-generation families in the
country (see Chapter 3, Table 3.1 for the distribution of ages, generations, levels of
education, occupations and numbers of children in the families).
5.4.1.2 Children
Between them, the twenty families had twenty-three children (fourteen female and nine
male) in the early years of primary education. Of these twenty-three, eight were 5 years
old, six were 6 years old, six were 7 years old, and the remaining three were 8 years old.
In order to control for the effect of age and level of parental education, I paired each
bilingual child with a Turkish monolingual peer residing in Turkey closest in terms of
age, gender and parental education.
5.4.2

Instruments

I utilized multiple sources of data, combining both qualitative and quantitative tools for
data collection and analysis. The first set of data was qualitative, collected through
observations and interviews. The second set was quantitative, and consisted of various
language tasks that measure children’s Turkish language skills.
5.4.2.1 Family observations and parent interviews
Data on family language policy of the parents were collected through observations and
interviews. Families were observed in and out of their home environments, focusing on
language interactions among family members and with relevant others. Each family
was visited at least five times, and each observation took around one to three hours.
After each observation, I wrote memos, partially transcribed the observations, and
noted down recurrent themes and ideas that I could follow up on in the subsequent
observations. The recurrent themes and patterns helped me design the interview
protocol (see Appendix 1). At the end of the observation phase, twenty mothers and
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fifteen fathers were interviewed separately using a semi-structured interview protocol
on their opinions on language ideologies, practices and management as well as their
backgrounds, reflections on living in the Netherlands, and expectations for their
children’s future.
5.4.2.2 Children’s knowledge of Turkish
Children’s Turkish language skills were measured with a number of lexical and morphosyntactic tasks.
Cognitive concepts
Children’s knowledge of cognitive concepts was measured using the Turkish version of
a sixty-five-item bilingual test (Verhoeven et al. 1990). It consisted of five sub-sections:
colours (fifteen items, e.g. ‘Show me the colour “grey”’), form (fifteen items, e.g.
‘Which of the children is walking towards the narrowest door?’), quantity (fifteen items,
e.g. ‘Which of the houses have three windows?’), space (ten items, e.g. ‘Show me the
tree between two houses.’) and relations (ten items, e.g. ‘Which of the men has put on
his shoes before putting on his hat?’). Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.89. Children
scored one point for each correct item.
Productive vocabulary
The TİFALDİ Expressive Language Test (Güven & Kazak Berument, 2010) was
administered to assess productive vocabulary skills. Children were required to name
what was on the picture (e.g. an egg, or a helicopter) that was shown to them by the
researcher. Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.95 for 5-year-olds and 6-year-olds, 0.94 for
7-year-olds and 0.91 for 8-year-olds. The analysis was done following the manual
provided by Güven and Kazak Berument (2010), which includes a guideline for converting raw scores into standardized ones based on the age of the child.
Word definition
In this task (from Yağmur, 1997), children were required to name the word described
by the researcher. This thirteen-item task included questions like ‘How do we call milk
that is neither very hot nor very cold?’, and the child was expected to answer ‘warm’.
Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale was 0.73. Children got one point for each correct
item.
Semantic fluency
This task (Spreen & Strauss, 1998) required children to come up with as many words
as possible that belong to a given semantic category in sixty seconds. The semantic
categories were animals and food. Children received one point for each correct item.
Word description
In this task (adopted from Verhallen & Schoonen, 1993), children were presented with
three high-frequency stimulus nouns (watermelon, dog, refrigerator) and then required
to tell the researcher everything they know about these words. The results of the word
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description task were measured based on two categories: paradigmatic and syntagmatic word relations. To illustrate, if the child explained the watermelon as ‘a fruit, has
seeds’, two points were awarded for paradigmatic relations (superordinate and partwhole relations), and if he/she said, ‘in the fridge, red, summer’, three points were
awarded for syntagmatic relations (description information: size, shape, colour, taste,
location, function, use).
Word order repetition
This task (from Yağmur, 1997) required the child to repeat the sentence uttered by the
researcher. For example, the researcher uttered the sentence ‘Ben oyunları eğlenceli
severim’ [I like the games entertaining/fun], and the child had to repeat the sentence in
the same order. Children got one point for each correct answer. Cronbach’s alpha for
ten items was 0.93.
Grammaticality judgment
This task (also from Yağmur, 1997) required the children to say whether a sentence
uttered by the researcher is acceptable or not. They were also expected to correct the
sentence if it was not in an acceptable form. To illustrate, the sentence ‘Ben şimdi
oturuyoruz’ [I are sitting now] is not a grammatically acceptable sentence (the inflection
on the verb is first person plural rather than singular), so children were expected to
correct the sentence to ‘Ben şimdi oturuyorum’ [I am sitting now] or ‘Biz şimdi
oturuyoruz’ [We are sitting now]. Cronbach’s Alpha value for fifteen items was 0.86.
Each correct item yielded one point.
Connectivity in narratives
In this task, children were requested to tell a story based on the picture book Frog,
where are you? (Mayer, 1969). The book is composed of twenty-four pictures without
text. It was shown to the children, they looked at all pictures carefully and then they
were asked to tell the story in their own words. The analysis of this task was adopted
from Foley and Van Valin (1984) and Aarssen (1996). The number of clauses and
connections were counted and coded, and children got one point for each of the
categories they used.
All of the language tasks were administered with children in their home settings. In
order to refrain from any interruption by other family members, the tasks were
administered in a quiet room where only the researcher and the child were present. The
session generally began with an ice-breaking activity of the child’s preference, such as a
memory game or puzzle. Afterwards, the tasks were administered beginning from the
cognitive concepts and following the same order with each child. The session ended
when the child showed lack of attention. Depending on the age and attention span of
the child, it took between two to four sessions to complete all the tasks. Older children
were able to complete more tasks in one session than younger children. The scoring of
the language tasks was mostly straightforward since specific guidelines were followed.
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If any, unclear responses were discussed, and conflicts were resolved together with
other researchers who are experts in Turkish linguistics.
5.4.3

Data analysis

Data analysis of the parent observations and interviews started from the beginning of
data collection (Charmaz, 2003). Observations were recorded and partially transcribed.
Besides, memos were written after each observation, which helped to identify recurrent
themes. This analysis guided follow-up observations and interviews (Charmaz, 1990),
allowing me to make comparisons of the data and identify valuable dimensions.
Interviews were transcribed verbatim. The grounded theory approach (Charmaz, 1990,
2003) was used for data analysis. While doing this, the qualitative data obtained from
the interviews were coded in order to sort and synthesize the data (Charmaz, 2006).
Coding was the initial step to label each meaningful segment of data with a short
name. As Charmaz (2006) also presents, the nature of coding in grounded theory
approach requires two main steps. The first step is about naming each segment of data
and the second step is the selection of the most frequent and significant codes. This
was how we were able to obtain solid data.
My main aim is to find out what FLP leads to success in L1 skills of children.
Although it was also noticeable through presenting data from observations and
interviews as they are, the presence of already coded frequent and relevant qualitative
data and categories allowed me to number and quantify the data to give a sketch of our
findings. This also helped me to visualize a common picture of language ideologies,
practices and management strategies of the participants, and gave me the opportunity
to provide a basic descriptive analysis of the findings (see Kunuroglu et al. (2015) for
similar analysis).
Coding of the interviews included initial coding, by giving a code to each meaningful
utterance. Then, during the secondary coding, the main categories and subcategories
were defined. As for the third step, the most relevant and frequent codes were merged
under a related theme. Then, each number was coded in the SPSS package programme
to quantify the data. To illustrate, one major topic during observations and interviews
was Turkish language management. Parents mentioned specific language management
strategies that they apply at home with their children. For instance, one mother said: ‘I
teach Cihan reading and writing at home on my own.’ In the initial coding, I labelled
what was happening in the data as the main concern that the informant made. The
point that the informant made here was related to literacy activities (teaching how to
read and write on her own). In the next step, realizing that such activities were
expressed by a few other participants as well, we created the sub-category ‘teaching
Turkish literacy skills’. In the next step, I specified this as belonging to the main
category of ‘Turkish language management activities’. In the end, under ‘Turkish
Language Management’, I included activities such as: 1) speaking only Turkish until
school age; 2) teaching how to read and write in Turkish; 3) working on the correct use
of Turkish; 4) reacting against code-mixing; 5) reading books in Turkish; 6) supporting
Turkish media in the home; and 7) sending children to extra-curricular Turkish lessons.
We then created variables with these codes in SPSS Package Programme.
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Besides language management, there were other main categories such as language
maintenance, language use in the family, language choice of the mother, language
choice of the father, language choice of children, language use among siblings, etc. All
of these categories were derived from quantifying the analysis of the qualitative data
using grounded approach.
The following section presents the findings of the study. Since the interviews were
conducted in Turkish, the quotations from the interviews were translated as accurately
as possible, and pseudonyms and abbreviations are used (e.g. F1M stands for ‘Family
One Mother’ and F1F stands for ‘Family One Father’).

5.5

Results

In this section, I first present parents’ reports on their family language policies, i.e. their
ideologies, practices and management. Then I present the findings on the children’s
performance on the lexical and morphosyntactic tasks. Finally, based on the scores of
high achieving children, we illustrate some successful language management activities.
5.5.1

Parents’ reports on their family language policies

I first provide a descriptive analysis of language ideology regarding home language
maintenance, the language choices of family members, and the language management
activities organized by the families (see Chapter 3 for a detailed overview of the
language ideologies, practices and management strategies of the families in this
research).
Families’ language ideology was mainly focused on the maintenance of Turkish.
From the first days of the observation sessions, they expressed how important it is to
speak Turkish with family members, especially children at home in order to transmit it
to the next generations. The interviewed parents addressed various reasons for the
maintenance of Turkish in the home context, including the preservation of Turkish
identity, mother tongue, culture and religion; continuing contact with people in Turkey
and Turkish people in the Netherlands and the possibility of return migration; and to
learn Dutch and other languages better. The quotation below exemplifies how a mother
explains her reasons for Turkish maintenance, focusing on most of the reasons
mentioned above:
‘Turkish is important, first of all, for the family. We are Turkish in the end... What
does it mean to be Turkish if children do not speak a word of it? Families are
extended here. There are like 6-7 houses belonging to the same family. Grandparents, uncles and all. If children cannot speak Turkish... My parents do not
understand Dutch. If my daughter goes to him and speaks Dutch, then he asks
“What are you talking about?”. Then there is no communication. Even if nobody
speaks Turkish, I am here, as their mother. At least children will go to Turkey,
Turkey for vacation, then won’t they communicate with anybody there?’ (F5M)
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This pattern of language ideology is in line with the majority of the studies conducted in
the Turkish community in the Netherlands (e.g. Backus, 2013; Eversteijn, 2011; Extra &
Yağmur, 2010; Lucassen & Laarman, 2009). Apparently, Turkish parents want to
preserve their Turkish identity and many of the traditions related to being Turkish, and
they relate this to the maintenance of Turkish.
Despite this widely shared language ideology, the actual language choices of family
members vary. Children tend to prefer Dutch in their daily interactions and with their
siblings. This pattern is in line with findings in other communities, and highlights the
agency of children in family language practices (Caldas & Caron-Caldas, 2002; Fogle &
King, 2013). As Almér (2017) also proposes this agency of children to choose the
majority language over the home language is the result of how a dialogue is established
between children and adults.
Table 5.1

Language choice of the family members
Only
Turkish

Mother
Father
The child
Among siblings

Mostly
Turkish

Both Turkish
and Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Only
Dutch

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

2
7
1
–

10
35
5
–

8
6
4
4

40
30
20
20

4
3
3
3

20
15
15
15

6
4
9
9

30
20
45
45

–
–
3
4

–
–
15
20

Differences of language choices among family members were also noticeable during
the observation sessions and interviews. Parents spoke mostly Turkish to each other,
but children stepped in speaking Dutch in most of the cases. One father (F17F)
explains: ‘We [he and his wife] speak as much Turkish as possible. But I notice Gizem
always [speaks] Dutch. I want to go on in Turkish, but they [children] speak Dutch.’
As another example, during one of the observation sessions, parents were talking
about their new pet (a rabbit). Children were playing with her on the carpet. The rabbit
was chewing on the carpet, pulling off the fabric. The parents were not happy about it.
Mother:
Father:
Mother:
Father:
Child:
Mother:

Aziz biz bunu aldık ama bu bizim halıyı yiyip bitirecek. (Turkish)
[Aziz we bought this but she will eat finish out carpet.]
Yuvasına koyun. Dışarıda çok kalmasın. (Turkish)
[Put her in her house. She shall not stay outside for long.]
Çocuklara söyle sen onu. (Turkish)
[Tell this to the children.]
Oğlum hadi evine koyun tavşanı! (Turkish)
[Son, come on, put the rabbit in her home!]
Nee! Mama! Kan ik ook een kleding voor het konijntje kopen? (Dutch)
[No! Mom! Can I buy a cloth for the rabbit?]
Olmaz ki annecim! Tavşan elbise giymez ki. (Turkish)
[Can’t do dearie! A rabbit does not wear a dress.]
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Kan zij zwemmen? (Dutch)
[Can she swim?]
Nee! Ook niet! (Dutch)
[No! She cannot, either!]

In this example, although parents’ language choice is Turkish when they talk to each
other and when the father first asked the child to put the rabbit in her house, the child’s
answer in Dutch shifts the conversation to Dutch.
In order for their children to have the expected outcomes in Turkish, parents had
various language management strategies. Table 5.2. presents the numbers and percentages of the Turkish language management activities performed in the families.
Table 5.2

Turkish language management activities

Turkish language management activities

N

%

Speaking only Turkish until school age
Teaching how to read and write in Turkish
Working on the correct use of Turkish
Reacting against code-mixing
Reading books in Turkish
Supporting Turkish media in the house
Sending children to extra-curricular Turkish lessons

17
7
6
5
4
3
2

50
20
17
14
11
8.5
6

Analysis of the interviews with thirty-five parents uncovered a number of language
management activities that aim at maintaining Turkish, including speaking only
Turkish till school age, teaching how to read and write in Turkish, working on the
correct use of Turkish, discouraging code-mixing, reading books in Turkish, supporting
Turkish media in the house, and sending children to extra-curricular Turkish lessons.
To see whether these activities have the desired effect that children become proficient in Turkish, the Turkish language skills of the children who are in the early years
of primary school are presented below.
5.5.2

Turkish language skills of third-generation children

In this section, I present the scores of the Turkish-Dutch bilingual children on the
various Turkish language skills tasks.
Table 5.3. demonstrates the data on correlations between the scores from the
bilingual group. I controlled the age variable to exclude developmental differences.
Despite the low number of participants, there were significant correlations between the
scores of most of the tasks. Children’s morphosyntactic skills were significantly
correlated with their vocabulary skills. For example, a child who got a high score on the
grammaticality judgment test also got higher scores on word definition, word order
repetition, semantic fluency, syntagmatic relationships, cognitive concepts, expressive
vocabulary, and number of clauses in the picture book retelling. These significant corre-
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lations suggest evidence for strong interrelations between the skills measured by the
different tasks as well as ensuring internal validity.
Table 5.3
1

Pearson correlations between language skills tasks (age controlled)
2

3

4

5

6

7

1 1
2 .388
1
3 .715** .564** 1
4 .648** .364
.637** 1
5 .310
.221
.250
.716** 1
6 .827*
.415*
.616** .711** .433** 1
7 .491** .243
.658*
.273
.189
.361
1
8 .747** .349
.626** .775** .507*
.669** .338
9 .242
.278
.430*
.498** .362
.299
.289
10 .148
.234
.252
.476*
.439*
.236
.206

8

1
.258
.281

9

10

1
.938** 1

1 = Word definition; 2 = Word order repetition; 3 = Grammaticality judgment; 4 = Semantic
fluency; 5 = Paradigmatic relations; 6 = Syntagmatic relations; 7 = Cito concepts; 8 = Tifaldi word
production; 9 = Total number of clauses in Frog, where are you?; 10 = Total number of
connections in Frog, where are you?

As the children were not all of the same age, I paired each child with his/her monolingual peer of the same gender, age and level of parental education and conducted a
t-test to examine individual differences and the general difference between monolinguals and bilinguals (Table 5.4).
There were statistically significant differences between the groups for word
definition, semantic fluency, lexical production, number of clauses and connections in
the Frog, where are you? task. Triggered by these significant differences I checked the
score differences of each child individually based on their total scores in these five
tasks. Although the monolingual group had higher scores than the bilingual group
overall, two children in the bilingual group had higher scores than their monolingual
peers, and one child had the same scores as her monolingual peer. I next ranked the
bilingual children based on their difference scores and explored what kind of language
management was provided in the families of the high achievers. The results are
described below.
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Outcomes of the t-test results between bilingual and monolingual groups

Scales
Word definition
Word order repetition
Semantic fluency
Grammaticality judgment
Paradigmatic relations
Syntagmatic relations
Lexical comprehension
Lexical production
Number of clauses (FWY)
Number of connections (FWY)

NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR
NL
TR

N
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23

Mean
4.13
6.82
8.34
8.82
14.17
18.47
8.00
8.22
4.43
5.04
11.47
14.13
55.52
52.57
36.13
54.39
49.91
67.21
44.56
57.95

SD
2.59
3.03
2.99
1.43
7.43
6.27
4.06
3.43
4.31
2.60
5.72
3.84
7.49
5.56
12.64
10.47
22.98
23.21
22.43
21.37

t

p

-3.21

.004*

-.70

.487

-2.50

.020*

-.25

.802

-.62

.538

-1.90

.070

1.85

.077

-5.03

.000*

-3.04

.006*

-2.26

.003*

NL = bilingual participants from the Netherlands; TR = monolingual participants from Turkey;
FWY = Frog, where are you?

5.5.3

Language management activities in the families of successful children

In order to understand what makes the difference for better Turkish performance, I
focused on the language management activities in higher achieving children’s families.
Comparing each language management activity with the rest of the families, I realized
similar language management activities were performed in the families of the higher
scorers. This way I was able to gain a deeper understanding of successful home
language management strategies (Okita, 2002).
In general, the parents of high scorers are more involved in Turkish language
management activities, especially in reading books, teaching how to read and write,
working on the correct use of language, and speaking only Turkish until children start
school. Below, I illustrate excerpts from the observations and quotations from the
interviews of the parents whose children’s language scores are close to or even better
than their monolingual peers.
Speaking only Turkish before school age is the most crucial language management
strategy that parents use. One father (F3F) expresses:
‘Our rule is that at home you speak Turkish. Speaking only Turkish until 4, when
children start school was very important. Of course, they went to day care, and they
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also heard Dutch, but even if they spoke Dutch, we always replied to them back in
Turkish. They got used to it. Many of their friends do not speak Turkish now. We are
lucky.’
The family has an explicit language management strategy for Turkish use. The mother
also focuses on the need to keep up with Turkish although children initiate Dutch
during conversations. Compared to the father, she prefers a milder transition to
Turkish when children speak Dutch. She makes use of code-switching and move-on
strategies (see Lanza, 2004) in return to children’s Dutch initiations in conversations.
Mother:

Niye taktın bunu? Niye çıkarıyorsun? (Turkish)
[Why did you put it on? Why are you taking it off?]
Son:
Ik zie de bal. Wat is dit voor? (Dutch)
[I see the ball. What is it for?]
Mother:
Dit is voor je moet als je fiets. (Dutch) Getir o topunu, bakıyım onun
ucuna. Şimdi böyle yapmaya çalış bakalım olucak mı? (Turkish)
[This is something you need when you bike. Bring that ball, I will look at
its tip. Now try it that way let’s see if it works?]
Son:
Mama, je moet de ... (Dutch)
[Mom, you must …]
Mother:
Bilmiyorum Emre anlamadım. Kendin dene ya da akşam babana
sorucaksın. (Turkish)
[I don’t know Emre I did not understand. Try it yourself or ask your
father in the evening.]
Daughter: Emre gel ben sana yardım edeyim. (Turkish)
[Emre, come I will help you.]
Son:
Ben yapıcam. (Turkish)
[I will do it.]
From this excerpt, recorded at home while children were playing at home after they
came back from school, the mother does not react negatively to her son when he
speaks Dutch, but instead she firsts switches to Dutch as a reaction to his question and
then to Turkish in the same sentence. At the end, when she says she needs to ask for
his father’s help, the daughter offers her help to her brother, in Turkish, and then the
boy also answers her in Turkish. Such kind of conversations are very common in the
family.
Another mother (F19M) also explains: ‘I taught Turkish to İnci very well before she
started school. I spoke only Turkish. I taught everything to her. If one knows her mother
tongue well, he/she learns other languages better. She did not have any difficulties
when she started school. Now her Dutch is also very good.’ İnci’s mother was also
supportive of speaking only Turkish until school age, and now, seeing her daughter’s
success at school, she feels that she made the right choice.
Families are also careful about the correct use of Turkish, namely pronunciation of
the words and grammaticality of sentences. One mother (F20M) says:
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‘I always looked for solutions. When my daughters spoke Turkish but used Dutch
words, I explained to them their Turkish meanings. If my husband used a wrong
word or could not pronounce it, I told my daughters that we don’t use such words. I
explained them everything. I wanted them to realize the beauty of Turkish.’
Similarly, another parent (F2F) adds: ‘Our sons generally speak well, but sometimes
they swallow the endings of sentences, like “gelmiyom” [I am not coming] instead of
“gelmiyorum” [I am not coming]. We correct them in such situations of course.’
The mother‘s extra careful attention to correct use and pronunciation of the words
was also visible during the observations.
Daughter: Anne! Biz bunu itiyoz tamam? (Turkish)
[Mom! We are pushing this, okay?]
Mother:
Sehpayı mı? Sehpayı itiyoruz denir kızım. (Turkish)
[The side table? We say we are pushing the side table.]
Daughter: Tamam! (Turkish)
[Okay!]
Parents of high scorers are also involved in teaching their children how to read and
write in Turkish. One mother (F16M) explains her language management strategies as
follows:
‘We spoke only Turkish until Selin started school because she needed to learn
Turkish well. Hmm… After preschool… after her Turkish was good enough, we
started to teach him Dutch… It was certainly beneficial. Now, for instance, Selin
thinks in Turkish, and forms better sentences because she thinks about the
grammar, and thinks more detailed. Her sentences are not very short. I taught her
Turkish letters when she learnt Dutch letters, and she could see the difference,
which made it easier to learn both languages.’
Selin’s family focused on teaching their daughter Turkish well before school age as well
as introducing literacy in Turkish besides Dutch. Another mother (F12M) mentions
how she initiated literacy activities at home with her son:
‘I teach Cihan reading and writing at home on my own. He was already trying to
write by himself, but he did not know lower and upper cases or putting space
between words. I taught him where to use upper and lower cases. He is much
better now. He already read in Turkish, now he can write, too.’
Finally, although only one family sent their child to extra-curricular Turkish lessons, they
do think that it had a huge effect on their son’s Turkish development. The mother
(F9M) explains:
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‘Yiğit takes Turkish lessons… once a week… 45 minutes is a limited time, but
children have 45 minutes based on their class groups. They teach how to speak
well, such as… what to say when you go to a hospital, how to greet people when you
enter a house, how to initiate interaction with words like “welcome, how are you?”,
how to ask questions...’
Overall, although families have similar ideologies regarding the maintenance of Turkish
as the first language in their homes, specific language management such as deliberate
choice of Turkish until school age and focus on the correct use of Turkish are needed in
order to improve the first language skills of children.

5.6

Discussion and conclusion

I aimed to investigate the link between FLP and L1 skills of children in the early phase
of primary school. The study shows that third-generation’s first language skills are
closely connected to family language management, and has generated original and
novel data about a group (third-generation children in second-generation families) that
has not been widely studied so far. Some discussion points need to be addressed
based on the study results.
First of all, the participating families are quite diverse, especially in their language
management practices. Some parents do not put much emphasis on children’s Turkish
language skills despite strong maintenance ideologies, yet others create an environment for providing their children with rich Turkish input. Despite sharing a similar
immigration background and enthusiasm for language maintenance, Turkish families
are not a homogeneous group as far as their linguistic practices at home are concerned. Instead, there is diversity even within the same family. Therefore, it is important
to take the variety of experiences within families instead of evaluating them as a group
to deeply understand FLP dynamics (King, 2016). Even in the same family, different
generations might have different sociocultural experiences, so their understandings of
bi- and multilingualism can be very different from each other (Hua & Li, 2016).
Second, regarding the effects of language ideology, although almost all the families
support Turkish maintenance at home, their children’s Turkish language skills vary
immensely. Ideology alone clearly does not help children develop better language skills.
In her investigation of the relationship between family language policy and home
language skills, Schwartz (2008) also points out that parents’ positive attitudes towards
the home language do not necessarily contribute to children’s vocabulary development.
Instead, children’s actual language experiences, especially the quality of the input, the
children’s own language practices and discourse strategies used at home are stronger
determinants (De Houwer, 2007; Hoff, 2018; Schwartz, 2008). Kopeliovich (2013)
argues that the important criteria for assessing language achievement should be actual
practices rather than ideology, since expectations themselves are not effective enough.
No matter how much parents desire the home language to be maintained, children will
take their own agency for language use in the long run. Especially after they start
school, many children prefer to speak the majority language rather than their L1. This
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situation makes it necessary for parents to get involved in deliberate management
activities if they desire that their heritage language is maintained.
Getting involved in activities such as home literacy practices is a very important
factor for preserving a minority language (Baker, 2006). The findings of the current
study support this claim. Overall, children who had the best scores were the ones
whose parents put extra efforts in improving their children’s Turkish skills. These
activities included purposefully speaking only Turkish until school age, working on the
correct use of Turkish, reading books in Turkish, and teaching how to read and write in
Turkish. Schwartz (2008) reported similar results. Children with the highest scores in
the home language were the ones who benefited from the language management
strategies of their parents.
In a country like the Netherlands, where the maintenance of a minority language is
not supported by mainstream institutions, the responsibility is mostly on parents’
shoulders. This task goes beyond preserving a language for its own sake, since
improving home language skills fosters, besides its advantages in many other aspects,
the cognitive development of children. Supporting children’s L1 skills through various
activities is essential for children to enhance their conceptual development. Turkish
children in the Netherlands are known to lag behind their peers regarding their
language skills both in Turkish and in Dutch (Leseman, 2000; Verhoeven, 1994). A
solution to overcome this problem might be to provide meaningful linguistic input to
children in their first language. Attaining linguistic competence and reaching a
threshold in their first language will help children build better connections in the
second language (Cummins, 1979). In order to succeed in this, parents need to initiate
the development of emergent literacy skills, and communicate with their children in a
way that they can negotiate ideas in a meaningful and fulfilling way. For younger
children, this can be achieved through games and fun activities children can enjoy in
their home language, which also results in an emotional attachment to it.
Although I aim to present what triggers Turkish language skills, and what kind of
family language strategies are applied in the families with high scorers, it is also
necessary to take a look at what happens, or does not happen, in the other families,
where language ideologies are often the same as in the families of the high achieving
children. De Houwer and Bornstein (2016) suggest children need regular and frequent
input for language learning. The same is true for language maintenance and transmission. Parents might feel that Turkish is very important for them; if they do not
provide their children with frequent meaningful input, children cannot achieve much in
learning it. The families with lower scoring children lacked such input. Parents were not
involved in language management practices as much as the parents whose children
scored higher. In addition, although in the current chapter I focus on Turkish language
management in the family that fosters better Turkish skills, I do not claim that L1 skills
of children get enhanced only through language management. Although language
management is a very significant determinant, as it can make sure children receive
frequent and meaningful input from their parents, other factors of FLP are also relevant
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). For instance, children are inclined to maintain the minority
language when they are in interaction with extended family members (Ruby, 2012;
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Smith-Christmas, 2018). They also encounter it through other channels such as the
media and the internet. Turkish is an immigrant language in the Netherlands, and the
community has much more different characteristics than when it included only the
first-generation immigrants. They are much more mobile now. Families have more
encounters with their homeland, home language and home culture, as well as with a
variety of other traditions in the globalizing world (Lanza & Li, 2016). They build
relations with the speakers of Turkish through other channels, and they have the
opportunity to socialize in Turkish in various other ways such as through media, social
media channels, and international and multicultural activities. In addition, return
migration has also become a common issue (Kunuroglu et al., 2015). Recently, a new
group of Turkish returnees has emerged who are influenced by the economic, social
and political dynamism of Turkey (Adaman & Kaya, 2012). In that sense, the families
do not only maintain Turkish for domestic communication purposes, but also for their
transnational experiences.
In conclusion, this study has given us rich insights into home language practices
and children’s first language skills, which helps us better understand successful
language management at home (Okita, 2002). Although the parents I investigated have
similar language ideologies, their practices, especially their experiences with bi- and
multilingualism, are diverse. Studying these differences gives us valuable insights into
familial and societal dynamics (Hua & Li, 2016). Though the number of children in this
study was limited, and we do not have data on the Dutch skills of these children, recognizing the interdependence between first language and second language achievement,
as well as home language skills’ contribution to cognitive development of children, I
suggest that home language management activities in the immigrant context should be
fostered as much as possible. However, various reasons, including lower educational
backgrounds, different understandings of language education, or even lack of knowledge on how to assist their children, can keep parents away from initiating and pursuing such activities. That is why immigrant parents and children should be supported
more by the mainstream institutions on how to implement appropriate balanced
bilingual support programmes so that they can build on their home language skills
(Akoğlu & Yağmur, 2016). Such an approach will be much more advantageous than the
disregard of minority languages, since it will help improve children’s cognitive skills,
increase their level of education, and in the long run have a positive impact on their
wellbeing.

Chapter 6

General discussion and conclusion

6.1

Overview of the chapter

In this dissertation, I looked at the family language policy of Turkish immigrants in the
Netherlands. The language policy components of Spolsky (2004, 2007) shaped the
theoretical framework behind the design of my research. Investigating FLP in the light
of Spolsky’s model through participant observations, interviews and a survey as well as
the investigation of teachers’ perspectives and the relationship between children’s first
language skills and parental practices, yielded rich data that provided deep insights into
complex FLP dynamics. In this final chapter, I give a short overview of the findings and
the conclusions that could be drawn from them. Also, I discuss how immigrant
families’ home language planning can be supported and how research on FLP can be
further developed.

6.2

Overview of the findings

In this dissertation, I investigated the FLP of second-generation families by using a
mixed-methods approach. I collected data through observations in and interviews with
twenty families, and a survey with three hundred parents. I started data collection with
the observations. I aimed to obtain a general overview of the families’ language
ideologies, practices and management style. I visited each family a minimum of five
times in a span of fifteen weeks, both within and outside their home context, and the
data collection took eight months in all. The ongoing analysis of the observations
provided a basis for the interviews. I conducted interviews with parents individually to
get a deeper understanding of their FLP. The second stage of the study included the
implementation of a survey that was designed based on my findings from the observations and interviews, as well as on related literature. Using this mixed-methods
approach allowed me to gain a deeper understanding of FLP dynamics, of the values,
perceptions and behaviours of the participants against the larger background of
language maintenance and shift language. Overall, the findings showed that the desire
to maintain Turkish is a very prominent part of parental language ideologies. Preserving
their cultural identity and mother tongue, and maintaining contact with Turkishspeaking family and friends in the Netherlands and in Turkey are among the most
important reasons for them. Dutch also has a very significant place in their lives, since
it is the key to individual success for them and for their children in the Dutch society.
As they wanted to fulfil the expectations of the mainstream society, parents focused
their language activities around the educational and societal achievements of their
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children. In addition, the findings showed that FLP is not shaped only by the free will of
the parents. As children start socializing outside, they tended to favour Dutch more
although their Turkish use was naturally reinforced by various factors such as Turkish
media use in the family, frequent visits to Turkey, and the presence of Turkish adults
who had moved to the Netherlands fairly recently, to establish a family.
Regarding the question who the actors and agents in family language planning are,
mothers clearly played a pivotal and very active role in FLP. They initiated attempts to
improve the language standards of their children and they were the main creators of
language policy in the families. They pointedly look for ways to maintain Turkish in the
home context, teach their children Turkish, and look for communicative opportunities
for them so that they can practice their Turkish. They also take every opportunity to
socialize their children into Dutch society. Looking back at the previous research on the
language maintenance of the Turkish communities in the Netherlands and in Europe
(Backus, 2013; Yağmur, 2016), the pro-Turkish language ideologies and practices we
found are not surprising. However, contrary to common misconceptions regarding a
lack of interest in Dutch language and society, the participants in this study were
actively looking for ways to help their children improve their Dutch skills and to secure
a good place for them in Dutch society. Both the qualitative and the quantitative
findings confirmed parents’ aspirations for high attainment levels in Dutch. Parents
were involved in many Dutch management activities, including looking for tutors to
read Dutch to their children, consulting teachers and other experts for language
activities they could do at home, and finding useful TV programmes in Dutch. In
general, as Curdt-Christiansen (2009) also points out, parents’ expectations for their
children regarding better educational and career opportunities were important factors
motivating the linguistic activities in the family.
During my observations and interviews, teachers emerged as key actors in shaping
the FLP of the Turkish families. In Chapter 4, I focused specifically on the impact Dutch
teachers had on family language practices. Parents were eager to engage with teachers,
yet parents who have language problems themselves had difficulties doing this.
Teachers criticized Turkish parents that they did not want to get involved in Dutch
activities at school, and suggested to them that they prefer Dutch to Turkish at home
when their children start school if they want their children to be successful students.
On the other hand, parents showed definite interest to their children’s school achievement and were involved in Dutch management. For them, speaking Turkish in their
home lives does not mean that they do not want to take part in the schooling of their
children. Overall, it was obvious that to provide children with maximum support and to
help families arrange optimal linguistic opportunities for their children at home, there
is a need for an increase of mutual understanding between teachers and immigrant
families. Research shows that pedagogical support raises awareness among teachers
about the issues they face when working with children from diverse backgrounds, and
results in stronger relationship with parents as well as greater academic success (e.g.
Bodur, 2012; Early et al., 2001; Hughes et al., 2005). This chapter shows that parents
alone cannot achieve this, and the responsibility should be shared.
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In Chapter 5, I examined the relationship between FLP and children’s first language
skills. Using a mixed-methods approach, I combined the observations and interviews
with various tasks that measure the Turkish language skills of children who are in the
early years of primary education. The analysis of the language tasks led to a closer look
into the relationship between proficiency and language ideologies, practices and
management. Children’s success on the tasks seemed to depend more on language
management than on the other components. It showed that the parents of the children
who scored high on the language tasks are explicitly involved in specific Turkish
management activities. For example, they read books, actively teach Turkish literacy,
speak only Turkish with their children until school age, and work on the correct use of
the language. Considering all these management strategies, it is important to note that
Turkish families put effort to maintain Turkish standards, meaning that they care about
the use of standard Turkish rather than considering the on-going change in Turkish in
the Netherlands (see for an overview Backus, 2013; Demirçay, 2017; Doğruöz &
Backus, 2009). In addition to this, while language ideologies are known to be very
influential in language policy (Spolsky, 2004), on their own they do not lead to intended
language practices (Schwartz, 2008). Factors such as parental language input and parental discourse strategies are more influential (De Houwer, 2007; Hoff, 2018; Schwartz,
2008). Although it would have provided a deeper understanding of the children’s
bilingualism if Dutch language skills had also been taken into consideration, the
findings still support the importance of language management activities for successful
first language acquisition in a minority language context. Eventually, a family culture in
which parents are concerned about language learning of their children, put extra effort
to create a better learning environment and stimulate educational activities play a
prominent role in linguistic achievement of children. Besides, in order to benefit from
the advantages of bilingualism, it is important that home language activities in the
immigrant contexts should be fostered both by the families themselves and by the
mainstream institutions as much as possible.
After this short overview of the findings, I discuss two main topics that are both
made prominent by my findings: the need immigrant families have for external support
that helps them create a bi- or multilingual achievement, and suggestions to further
develop the emerging field of FLP research.

6.3

Need for support for immigrant families’ language practices

As I have been trying to show in the previous chapters, FLP is not only what parents
and children believe and do. Parents aim to raise bilingual or multilingual children. The
ultimate goal of the parents in this study is to bring up children who are accomplished
Turkish-Dutch bilinguals. However, this is not an easy task for them. As CurdtChristiansen and Lanza (2018) assert, families alone cannot make their children multilingual and multicultural if they are not supported by their surroundings. Turkish
families in the Netherlands are both lucky and unlucky in this respect. They are not
supported by the mainstream institutions, but their bottom-up practices do encourage
children’s bilingualism. They are lucky because in their social life, they are surrounded
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with people with whom they can interact in Turkish on a daily basis. The majority of the
participants live in neighbourhoods where they have relatives and Turkish neighbours.
Children hear Turkish naturally when they have visitors or when they go out. Similarly,
they are in close contact with relatives in Turkey, have summerhouses there, follow
Turkish media in their Dutch homes, and actively use social media in Turkish. Besides,
they gather in mosques, teahouses, community organizations and for various special
events. All these factors help the improvement of Turkish. However, the same benefits
are not provided by the mainstream institutions. For example, changes in integration
policies throughout the years in the Netherlands show lack of governmental support for
the maintenance of Turkish. Children do not have the opportunity to learn Turkish at
school, and they are considered to lack ‘language skills’ if they speak only Turkish when
they start school. As discussed in Chapter 4, teachers were mostly opposed to the use
of Turkish in the families although they respected it until school age. Similarly, the
survey results present that Turkish parents do not feel supported by the Dutch
government. They feel that their use of Turkish is indeed restricted by educational
institutions. In that sense, although the instrumental values and cognitive benefits of
bi- or multilingualism have been reported widely, the educational systems do not recognize knowledge of minority children’s home languages as valuable, so they also do not
have any programmes to support it (Curdt-Christiansen & Lanza, 2018).
Looking at mainstream and social media on the integration of immigrants in
Europe, one can easily grasp the negative general public opinion. Immigrants are
generally associated with societal problems, and as Vasta (2007) points out, the media
and populist politicians blame immigrants for not fulfilling their responsibility to
integrate. However, all of the families studied in this dissertation want their children to
integrate well in Dutch society, as is clearly evidenced by the number of efforts they
make to improve their children’s Dutch skills. Parents take every opportunity to involve
their children in Dutch activities, and they are aware that their children’s upward
mobility is possible only through education. They also want to preserve their Turkish
language and identity. Maintaining Turkish roots does not mean that they refuse to
accept Dutch values. The fact that they have problems making their efforts visible does
not stem from their ideologies, but is a consequence of not having enough support and
resources (Yağmur, 2017). Instead of being blamed for not showing enough effort to
integrate, families would benefit from getting more support. The important task here is
to find an answer to the question how immigrant families can be supported to achieve
their bilingualism-related goals in the educational settings. Disregard of the home
languages should not be one of the answers. Instead, parents should be supported in a
variety of topics such as in how to help their children with both languages, manage
bilingual life, engage with their children’s school life in a more productive way and help
them develop what they do further. Such support should be provided first by the
mainstream institutions and then can also be promoted by national and local Turkish
organizations.
State language policies aim to influence the linguistic behaviour of the public
(Shohamy, 2006). The public may fully obey what the government policy calls on them
to do, or they may oppose it. Apparently, the state language policies in the Dutch
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society do not match with the FLP of Turkish families. As Yağmur (2016) suggests,
linguistic and cultural integration of immigrant groups cannot be successful if it is onesided. It is important that the mainstream society provides sufficient support for
immigrant families by appreciating their cultural diversity while facilitating their
adaptation (Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind & Vedder, 2001). In the FLP context, this
support could take the form of the provision of rich resources for families so that they
can translate their language ideologies into practices (Yağmur, 2017). Such support can
be provided through schools and educational organisations that work directly with
children and families, including teachers, speech therapists, psychologists, pedagogues
and other professionals in the field of education. As they are the mediators between
families and mainstream society in educational settings, training them on how to work
with children from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds from the mainstream
society can make a huge difference. In the school settings, for instance, rather than
blaming teachers for their lack of attention for language and cultural diversity, it is
important to know their understandings of what working with plurilingual children
entails (Young, 2014). If teachers themselves do not know how to accommodate
different home languages as well as what opportunities and challenges these bring,
they cannot optimally assist children and families. It is important that teachers respect
rather than fear the variety of languages and cultures in the classroom. Instead of
seeing languages other than the mainstream language as a potential source of
academic failure, they should acknowledge and value them, as this will enable them to
better understand the educational needs of these children.
Such understanding can be gained in several ways. One is pre-service and in-service
training. Bodur (2012) revealed that teacher candidates who received multicultural
preparations at an academic level had more positive attitudes towards, as well as indepth understanding of, working with children who have different cultural and linguistic
backgrounds. If teachers are provided with up-to-date information and facilities about
the needs children and families might have, they can help them better. In addition,
there is a need for initiatives that bring teachers and families together. Most of the
time, it is parents who look for ways to achieve better interaction with teachers, but
when teachers go to parents and get to know their culture better, positive changes are
triggered. Huss-Keeler (1997) demonstrated a very successful example of how UK
teachers’ visits to Pakistani parents’ houses changed their perceptions positively, since
they gained awareness of parental motivations and their strong aspirations for their
children’s educational attainment. Another example is a project in Germany, which was
initiated by the head of a school to accept and engage the multilingualism of children in
the school programme. As Küppers and Yağmur (2014) explained, the project
transformed a school that was known to fail academically and had a bad reputation
with the mainstream population because of the numerical dominance of immigrant
children into a multilingual school that is highly appreciated for its multiculturalism
and the success of its pupils. This positive transformation was a result of understanding parental perceptions and giving them agency, and of supporting children from
both Turkish immigrant and German families to make their school open to diversity of
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languages and cultures. Similar initiatives would definitely help increase mutual understanding, respect and collaboration.
Turkish families can also be supported by Turkish institutions, both in Turkey and in
the Netherlands. There are a few Turkish organisations that aim to support the Turkish
community to help them maintain and improve their Turkish skills at the national and
local level. One of them is the Presidency for Turks Abroad and Related Communities.
Established in 2010, the organisation aims to coordinate activities for Turks living
abroad. It has a special programme for Turkish education, which aims to provide
Turkish families with educational guidance to encourage academic development.
Under the Turkish education programmes, various sub-programmes, such as weekend
schools for children, support for bilingual preschools, and Turkish teacher training, are
accessible. In addition, families should be able to benefit from Yunus Emre Institutions,
which are founded with the aim of promoting Turkish language and culture through
various language-oriented and cultural activities. Last but not least, there are many
local organisations that offer extra-curricular Turkish lessons to children. Many of them
offer workshops and seminars to families in order to increase the quality of language
activities at home. Such activities can be useful for families to organize their linguistic
activities for a more successful FLP.

6.4

Improving research on family language policy

I believe the findings of this study contribute a great deal to the field of FLP. Despite
practical limitations, including parents in second-generation families who spent part of
their lives in Turkey, limited number of participant teachers, limited data on children’s
and other stakeholders of FLP (such as relatives, friends and relevant educational professionals), and assessing children’s language skills only in Dutch, the study enriched
empirical knowledge by investigating FLP dynamics of the first-, second- and thirdgenerations of Turkish speakers in the immigration context in the Netherlands for the
first time, and contributing to our knowledge of family language policy and child
language acquisition by making use of a variety of methods. However, considering FLP
is an emerging and quickly expanding research field, there are still numerous points to
be covered and a variety of different methodologies to be benefitted from.
First of all, Spolsky’s model of language policy provides considerable leverage for
understanding FLP. Through a detailed look into language ideologies, practices and
management, many aspects of linguistic interactions among family members can be
investigated. However, ideologies, practices and management do not always correspond to each other. Language ideologies do not necessarily lead to the intended
language practices if insufficient language management strategies are implemented
(Revis, 2017a; Schwartz, 2008). To make sense of this requires elaborating the theoretical framework in FLP, to go beyond the application of language policy models. To
achieve this, the components of Spolsky’s model can be enriched through an investigation of the factors that impact the FLP of minority communities. For instance,
Schwartz (2010) distinguished between internal and external language management in
her paper on the core issues in FLP. Curdt-Christiansen and La Morgia (2018) focused
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on studies of home language literacy to further our understanding of language management. Recently, Revis (2017a) suggested an elaborate model for the investigation of
language management and practices, aiming for a detailed look into the parental
language choices and children’s language practices (Figure 6.1).

Child typically uses
heritage language

A

C

E

Parental management

Child typically uses
majority language
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l anguage

La i sse zf a i re
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Figure 6.1 Model for categorising management-practice scenarios in family language policy
(Revis, 2017a)

In her model, she explains that parents might have specific language management
repertoires for the heritage language and the majority language practices, or they might
simply make no use of any specific language management (laissez-faire). Each of these
result in two main child language practices: children typically use the heritage language,
or children typically use the majority language. As Revis (2017a) explains, this model
might provide a detailed explanation about how certain language management
strategies trigger intended language practices.
Second, as De Houwer (2007) points out, children who grow up bilingual learn to
speak the majority language one way or another, but they do not necessarily learn to
speak the minority language if no extra attention is given to it. In line with this, most
research in FLP centres on the maintenance of the minority language. A consideration
of family language practices as a whole would provide a lot of enriching data. At the
beginning of this PhD study, I was more interested in understanding how Turkish is
practiced in the families, which caused me to disregard Dutch a bit. Soon after I started
with the observations, I realized that the examination should indeed be more holistic
than a focus only on Turkish entails. All of the families wanted their children to speak
Turkish well, for a variety of reasons. However, Dutch language planning was also high
on their agenda. Parents took every opportunity to improve their children’s Dutch skills
because they understand this is how they can provide them with better opportunities.
They wanted to maintain Turkish while also providing their children with enriching
input in Dutch. In that sense, their FLP was mostly oriented towards bilingualism. In
line with this, focusing on bi- or multilingual practices rather than exclusively on those
that benefit the minority language would provide more complete insights into FLP.
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Curdt-Christiansen’s study (2016) with multilingual families in Singapore is a good
example for this kind of investigation. She used family language audits besides
interviews and participant observations to collect her data. The family audits indeed
provided rich data since they made it possible to see the frequency and contexts of all
language choices, and thus made a holistic picture of family language policy possible.
Similarly, Palviainen and Bergroth’s recent study (2018) exemplifies a presentation of
how the multilingualism of families can be embraced in such studies. They focused on
how mixed-language families position themselves and others based on their language
ideologies, taking cultural and linguistic identities into account. The study provides
valuable insights into FLP, since participants negotiate how they construct their
multilingual identities through a discussion of all the languages that exist in the family
repertoire rather than focusing on a single one. It also shows that defining oneself
regarding linguistic identities is not straightforward and there are no clear-cut
boundaries. Such a holistic approach can provide valuable insights into family language
socialization from the perspective of both the minority and the majority languages.
Thirdly, throughout the ethnographic part of this study, mothers emerged as the key
actors in regulating family language practices. At the more macro level, teachers were
highly influential in family language practices too. Their agency was substantial regarding how parents shape linguistic activities in the family in order to bring up successful
children. There are many other agents in FLP, such as the children themselves and their
siblings (e.g. Dekeyser & Agirdag, 2018; Fogle, 2013; Palviainen & Boyd, 2013), extended family members (e.g. Curdt-Christiansen, 2016; Ruby, 2012), religious organisations
(e.g. Revis, 2017b). Investigating the effects they have on children’s bi- or multilingual
practices would take the FLP to new directions. In addition, as Wright (2017) pointed
out, family interactions are not only face-to-face any more. Children often meet their
grandparents and other relatives on the internet. Therefore, any person who is in interaction with children has his/her own agency in regulating the bi- or multilingual
orientations and language policies of the families. Centring the child in the family and
studying the impact of any agent who interacts with him/her would broaden the
perspective of the field.
Also, studying FLP through children’s eyes could bring a wider perspective to the
field. Smith-Christmas (2017a) points out the need to develop specific methodologies
for eliciting children’s views on the languages in their lives. This was indeed one of the
limitations of this dissertation. Parents have their own language policy, and I was able
to observe how children responded to their parents’ language policies. However,
interviewing children, or talking to them about their language policies, would have
greatly enriched the study. For example, Smith-Christmas (2017b) used play sessions
with children to elicit discussions on their associations with language, and was able to
obtain valuable data on how they place themselves in their FLP. Similarly, Crump’s
study (2014, 2017) with Japanese families sets a very good example for how to engage
in research with children. She aimed to understand the language practices of JapaneseCanadian children, their construction of identities for language practices, and their
perceptions of multilingualism. She paid home visits to families and collected data
from children while playing with them. During these play sessions, children revealed
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many insights into how they position themselves in their multilingual surroundings.
The study showed that children are active agents in language practices and they have
their own stance for or against the specific languages present in their families.
As Smith-Christmas (2016) highlights, FLP has flourished through research with
immigrant communities, autochthonous minority communities, and OPOL contexts. I
have focused on immigrant families and their FLP. The parents’ migration trajectories
depended on the labour migration of their own parents. However, during my research, I
listened to the stories of many other multilingual families on how they arrange their
family language practices depending on their daily circumstances. For instance, one
expat family, a Russian mother and a Polish father in the Netherlands, talked not only
about Polish, Russian and Dutch at home, but also about how they try to familiarize
their children with English, since many of their friends are also expats, and English is a
part of their lives. There are various other groups, as well. McKee and Smiler (2017)
explored the FLP of deaf children in New Zealand and how cochlear implant surgeries
negatively impacted the transmission of sign language. Kendrick and Namazzi (2017)
studied the FLP of child-headed families in Uganda and showed how elder siblings
shape family language practices to maintain family traditions as well as keeping up with
the linguistic expectations of society. Revis (2017a) explored the FLP of Ethiopian and
Colombian refugee families in New Zealand and presented various language management strategies that refugee families implement for their target language practices.
These examples show that working with a variety of families with diverse backgrounds,
including expat families in multicultural cities, refugee families, families that use sign
language, families with adoptive children, child-headed families, and extended family
units, will expand our knowledge of FLP greatly.
Another aspect of FLP that my study illustrated is that the socio-political context
influences FLP (Curdt-Christiansen, 2014, 2018, Kaveh, 2017). The dynamics of
majority-minority relations and the occurrence of certain critical events can have a
determining effect on family language practices. Turkish is a very significant part of the
Turkish families’ lives in the Netherlands. As this study shows, its maintenance is
important for them because it means the preservation of their identity and culture, and
of their connection with Turkey. The majority of the research participants believe their
homeland is Turkish, so events in Turkey were of great interest to them. To provide an
illustrative example, at one point I uttered the word ‘elections’ during a family observation, intending to ask a few questions about the election system in the Netherlands.
The mother started to talk about the general elections in Turkey, which took place in
2015. A while after the data collection, at the time of the preparation of the thesis in
2017, the Turkish constitutional referendum and Dutch general elections coincided.
Meanwhile, the Dutch government’s refusal to allow a visit of the Turkish minister of
Family and Social Policy to the Turkish community in the Netherlands increased
tensions among the Turkish community, causing a lot of demonstrations against the
Dutch government. Footage on TV and social media suggests that many of these
demonstrators were the young Turks who are most probably of the third-generation,
who were not born or brought up in Turkey, but go there only during holidays. What I
noticed after this event was a huge increase in the amount of Turkish used on social
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media by the third-generation. It is highly likely that this impacted the language
practices in the families as well. Taking into consideration such critical moments and
changes in political dynamics would help bring a new dynamic perspective to FLP.
As Smith-Christmas (2017a) points out, there is a need for longitudinal studies in
FLP. Various examples (e.g. De Houwer & Bornstein, 2016; Kopeliovich, 2013; SmithChristmas, 2016) shed light into the valuable ways in which longitudinal studies could
expand our insights into FLP. De Houwer and Bornstein (2016) examined the
continuity of parental language choice in an investigation of mother-child interaction
covering the times at which children were five months, twenty months and fifty-three
months, and provided evidence for the continuities and discontinuities of several
aspects of language choices and practices. In my research, spending eight months with
families provided an in-depth understanding of many points including how families
negotiate language practices, how children react to them, what micro and macro
factors are influential in constructing FLP and how FLP is discussed in the families’
wider community. Besides, implementing language tasks with children allowed me to
understand how FLP influences first language skills. Working with children in the early
years of primary education was critical in that respect. As children started socializing at
school, the impact of societal factors on their language practices increased, so parents
negotiated their home language activities more. Another round of observations and
interviews after a few years, and another set of language tasks with children when they
are more settled outside the home and when parents are more accustomed to changes
that are brought home by their children, would constitute a valuable follow-up.
Finally, research on FLP naturally necessitates that the researcher is part of the
families for a certain amount of time. This situation makes the connection and interaction more intimate, and it might sometimes make the research process a bit more
complicated for the researcher. For instance, in this study, I became a part of many
families for a long time. After we got acquainted with them, family members, especially
mothers, started to open their hearts to me, sharing their worries and expectations. I
was an insider to them, since I came from the same cultural background and understood them very well. However, I was also an outsider, since I moved to the Netherlands for studies, and I did not have any daily interaction with their closest social
groups. The close connection with the mothers made me feel extra responsible for
them, and I found myself thinking a lot on how to help them deal with their concerns,
even after the data collection period. I kept taking personal notes of how the research
period challenged my feelings and shaped my personality. I thought I was overthinking
and overreacting on my visits to the participant families. However, after coming across
various articles and contacting other researchers, I felt assured that what I had gone
through was a part of such ethnographic studies. In this sense, descriptions of the
whole study will help researchers in FLP to attain confidence and higher success in
their study. That can be any activities, including notes on how the researcher positions
herself/himself in the study at the beginning and at the end of the research, what kind
of strategies help or hinder better communication with families, how the researcher can
find the balance between his/her researcher and personal identity and how the
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researcher’s identity evolves during the interaction with family members. This way
researchers can bring new perspectives and innovative studies in the field of FLP.
To recap, as a recent but fast improving field of research, FLP can be advanced by
putting in various efforts, including an elaborate investigation of language policy
models and detailed research into implicit and explicit language management. It is also
necessary to consider family language planning as a whole with all the languages
spoken in the family, and take into account all the online and offline agents of family
linguistic interactions. Besides, research on understanding children’s perceptions as
well as different family types through cross-sectional and longitudinal studies can
broaden the scope of FLP immensely.

6.5

Concluding remarks

It is difficult to generalize over all the linguistic interactions and details about families’
FLP that make up my data, since each family is unique, and the contexts families find
themselves in are diverse, depending on various factors. However, it was notable in
every phase of the research that families want to preserve and enjoy their language and
culture, while they work hard for their children’s Dutch language skills so that they
could achieve and take advantage of better educational and career opportunities. They
have a bilingual orientation. On the other hand, their bilingual orientations are not
generally recognized or respected in Dutch society. Their task is difficult, and this is
partly due to a lack of understanding and of support from the mainstream society.
Teachers, for instance, believe that it is time to choose one language, which should be
Dutch, after children start school. Knowing Dutch is believed to be the key to academic
success and to higher social mobility. In a way, families have to struggle with monolingual orientations, of the teachers in particular and of society in general, so as to
establish their presence as families who want to embrace their Turkish language and
identity and keep up with the expectations of Dutch society as well. Some degree of
mutual respect and understanding, the provision of rich linguistic and literacy
resources, the raising of awareness among all stakeholders and agents in the FLP of
immigrant families, are all needed so that minority families can succeed with their
family language policies.
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Appendix 1

The interview protocol

The interview begins with a short explanation of what the aim is and the content of the
questions. The interviewer summarizes the observation period, and clarifies that the
questions are about own opinions based on the interviewee’s familial linguistic
experiences.
The interviewer presents his/her questions under the following sections:
Background
This section is about personal immigration and language learning experiences. The
interviewer initiates questions including:
– When did you/your family arrive in the Netherlands?
– What are the reasons for you/your family to move to the Netherlands?
– How did you/your family learn Dutch?
– Which language(s) did you/your family speak as you grew up?
If the participant was born in the Netherlands or moved before school age, the questions focus initially on how his/her own parents moved to the Netherlands, and then
revolves around the participants’ childhood, including the schools he/she went to, his/
her friendships, relationships with the teachers, language interactions among siblings,
neighbours, etc. If the participant moved to the Netherlands as a marriage partner, the
questions revolve more around the first years in the Netherlands, including first impressions on the country/culture and language learning experiences up until the first
child was born.
Language ideologies, practices and management
This section is about language ideologies, practices and management in the family. The
interview initiates questions starting from the birth of the first child, and elicits information on parental language ideologies and language practices, societal influences on
their FLP, interactions among siblings (if any), explicit and implicit language management to improve Turkish and Dutch skills, etc. They include, but are not limited to the
questions below:
– When you have your first child, did you choose to speak a specific language?
– Did you discuss with your spouse on your intended family language practices?
– When did your children start learning Turkish/Dutch? How?
– Why was it important for your children to learn Turkish/Dutch first?
– Did you consult anybody/any institutions on your language preferences?
– What languages are spoken in your family? Are you happy with current language
practices? Why?
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– Do you have any specific practices to make a change in your children’s language
practices?
– Are you happy with your children’s current Turkish/Dutch practices?
– Do you receive any external support to improve your children’s language skills?
– Do your children’s teachers have any suggestions for your home language
practices? What are they? What do you think about these suggestions?
– Do you think your children’s Turkish skills have an impact on their Dutch and
success at school? How?
– Do you think your children’s Turkish skills are as you desire? If not, do you want to
change this? What are your aims?
– How do your partner and children respond to your language aims/practices in the
family?
– What are some cultural, economic and political reasons for your intended language
practices?
The interviewer guides the participant through follow-up questions based on the
answers. If the participant has difficulty in explaining himself/herself, the interviewer
may facilitate talk through giving examples from the observations.
Miscellaneous questions
The final section is more about how the participant positions himself/herself and
his/her family in the Turkish and Dutch society. The previous questions already guide
the participant to explain many aspects, but if not, the interviewer addresses his/her
final questions to collect information on the missing parts. Based on previous observations and discussions, the interviewer guides the interview through questions
including the participant’s relationships in the mainstream society, how he/she feels
about his/her homeland, the relationship with the Turkish community in Turkey/in the
Netherlands, the current social, economic, educational, political situation as well as the
future of the Turkish community regarding the maintenance of identity, language and
culture in the Netherlands.

Appendix 2

The survey

Family language policy of the second-generation Turkish families
in the Netherlands
Language practices
Language choice of the parents/participants

What language do you generally
speak with your
Father
Mother
Siblings
Spouse
Eldest child
Youngest child
Turkish relatives in the Netherlands
Turkish friends
Turkish friends in the neighbourhood
Turkish workplaces
Turkish people on the phone

Always
Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
and
Dutch

Mostly
Turkish

Always
Turkish

Always
Dutch
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Language choice of the children

What language do your children generally
speak with

Always
Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
and
Dutch

Mostly
Turkish

Always
Turkish

Always
Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
and
Dutch

Mostly
Turkish

Always
Turkish

Always
Dutch

You
Your spouse
Siblings
Grandparents
Relatives
Turkish friends

Before and after children start school

Which language did your children
speak to you
Before they started school
After they started school

Always
Dutch
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Language dominance

In which language do you generally

Always
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
Mostly
and
Mostly Always
Dutch Dutch Turkish Turkish

Always
Dutch

Think
Dream
Count/calculate
Use social media
(e.g. Facebook, Instagram, etc.)
Text your messages
(on your mobile, e.g. WhatsApp)
Read on the internet
Watch TV
Listen to music

Social media use
What language do you mostly use while
doing the following activities on social
media
Joining/following social media
groups/pages
Contacting friends
Contacting relatives
Looking for information
Writing comments/posts
(on a friend’s page/photo)

Always
Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
and
Dutch

Mostly
Turkish

Always
Turkish

Always
Dutch
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Language ideology
Beliefs about language preferences of family members

Always
Dutch

Mostly
Dutch

Equal in
Turkish
and
Dutch

Mostly
Turkish

Always
Turkish

Always
Dutch

What language do you feel more
comfortable speaking at home?
What language do you prefer your
children speak to you at home?
What language do you prefer your
children speak to you outside home?
What language do you prefer you children
speak to each other?
What language do you prefer you spouse
speaks to you?
What language do you prefer you spouse
speaks to your children?

Beliefs about children’s use of Dutch
Definitely
don't
agree
I don’t like if my children speak only
Dutch to each other at home
I don’t like if my children speak Dutch to
me at home
I don’t like if my children mix Turkish and
Dutch
I don’t like if my children speak Dutch to
me in the presence of my Turkish
friends/relatives
I don’t like if my children respond to me
in Dutch if I speak Turkish to them

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree
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Beliefs about children’s use of Turkish
Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

Children should speak only Turkish to
each other at home
Parents should speak only Turkish to their
children before they start school
Speaking Turkish in the family helps
children’s cognitive growth
Turkish language is a condition for
learning of Dutch

Beliefs about language use in the family

Children should speak Dutch to me at
home
Parents should speak Dutch to a certain
extent to their children before their
children start school
Parents should teach some basic terms in
Dutch before their children start school
Parents should speak only Dutch when
their children are present

Beliefs on bilingualism
My children’s bilingual achievement
depends on
Having sufficient exposure to both
Turkish and Dutch
Having sufficient interaction with the
speakers of both Turkish and Dutch
Knowing sufficient number of words in
both Turkish and Dutch
Acquiring Turkish in a dominant manner
before school age
Mastering both Turkish and Dutch from
infancy
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Beliefs about school achievement
My children’s school achievement
depends on

Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

Both
equally
important

Turkish
more
important

Only
Turkish
important

Parents supporting children in Dutch
skills
Learning Dutch sufficiently before school
age
Acquiring Turkish in a balanced manner
before school age
The availability of Dutch books at home
Children having Dutch skills better than
Turkish
Parents assisting children in their
homework
Speaking only Dutch with children at
home

Language importance
Which language is more valuable to do
the following in the Netherlands?
To make friends
To make money
To study
To find a job
To get better education
To live in the Netherlands
To have a say in the mainstream society
To raise children
To be accepted in the Turkish community

Dutch
Only Dutch
more
important important
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Dutch
Only Dutch
more
important important

Both
equally
important

Turkish
more
important

Only
Turkish
important

To speak to Turkish friends
To be accepted by Dutch people
To speak to colleagues

Reasons for language maintenance
It's important to maintain Turkish
because

Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Agree

Definitely
agree

We can preserve Turkish identity
We can preserve our mother tongue
We can establish better contact with
Turkey
We can contact the Turkish in the
Netherlands
We can preserve Turkish culture
We can preserve our religion

School’s attitudes towards Turkish

Children are allowed to speak Turkish
among each other in the schoolyard
Parents are allowed to speak Turkish
among each other in the schoolyard
Parents are allowed to speak Turkish to
their children in the schoolyard
Teachers value the bilingualism of Turkish
children at school
Teachers appreciate the role of Turkish in
learning Dutch
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Society’s/authority’s attitudes towards Dutch
Definitely
don't
agree

Don't
agree

Undecided

Rarely

Sometimes Frequently

Agree

Definitely
agree

The healthcare centre (GGD/
consultatiebureau) appreciates Turkish
use in the family
Common public opinion respects Turkish
language
Dutch authorities value the Turkish use at
home
Dutch authorities support Turkish
maintenance
Dutch society respects Turkish culture
The media supports the use of only Dutch
at home

Language management for Turkish and Dutch
To what extent are the following activities
done in the family?
Reading books in Turkish with children
Correcting children when they
mispronounce the words in Turkish
Listening to and singing songs in Turkish
Watching a movie in Turkish together
Teaching children how to read in Turkish
Teaching children how to write in Turkish
Watching Turkish TV channels
Looking for online resources (e.g. a
language learning app) to improve
children’s Turkish language skills
Reading picture books in Turkish
Reading books in Dutch with children

Never

Always
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To what extent are the following activities
done in the family?
Correcting children when they
mispronounce the words in Dutch
Listening to and singing songs in Dutch
Watching a movie in Dutch together
Teaching children how to read in Dutch
Teaching children how to write in Dutch
Watching Dutch TV channels
Helping children with schoolwork
Teaching children the words that they
don’t know in Dutch
Looking for online resources (e.g.
language learning app) to improve
children’s Dutch language skills
Reading picture books in Dutch
Correcting children when they mix Turkish
and Dutch
Following the school achievement of
children (e.g. school exams)
Attending parent meetings
Consulting teachers/experts for language
activities to do at home
Sending children to private Turkish
lessons
Sending children to extra Turkish
activities in the religious organizations
Sending children to extra-school Dutch
activities
Searching for extra language activities
outside home (e.g. reading support for
children)
Looking for educational activities for
children (e.g. extra lessons, specific
courses)
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Never

Rarely

Sometimes Frequently

Always
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Language management: the role of mother/father

Who does the following activities in the
family?
Reading books in Turkish with children
Teaching children how to read in Turkish
Teaching children how to write in Turkish
Reading books in Dutch with children
Teaching children how to read in Dutch
Teaching children how to write in Dutch
Helping children with schoolwork
Following the school achievement of
children (e.g. school exams)
Attending parent meetings
Searching for extra language activities
outside home (e.g. reading support for
children)

Only
mother

Mostly
mother

Both
mother and
father
equally

Mostly
father

Only father

Appendix 3
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Language practices
Language choice of the parents/participants
What language do you generally speak with your
Father
Mother
Siblings
Spouse
Eldest child
Youngest child
Turkish relatives in the Netherlands
Turkish friends
Turkish friends in the neighbourhood
Turkish workplaces
Turkish people on the phone

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
109
94.0
180
97.8
114
98.3
184
100.0
108
93.1
182
98.9
106
91.4
171
92.9
112
96.6
176
95.7
100
86.2
164
89.1
108
93.1
182
98.9
113
97.4
184
100.0
109
94.0
183
99.5
112
96.6
180
97.8
111
95.7
183
99.5

Descriptives
M
SD
4.84
.59
4.66
.61
4.94
.27
4.71
.62
4.74
.57
3.10
1.03
4.11
1.06
3.62
1.05
3.58
1.17
2.79
.94
3.53
1.20
2.95
1.04
4.23
.83
3.65
.89
4.40
.68
3.41
.88
4.40
.77
3.87
.75
4.26
.81
3.84
.87
4.47
.72
3.89
.81
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Language choice of the children
Total
What language do your children generally speak with
You
Your spouse
Siblings
Grandparents
Relatives
Turkish friends

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
111
178
109
173
105
167
105
178
108
178
109
177

f
95.7
96.7
94.0
94.0
90.5
90.8
90.5
96.7
93.1
96.7
94.0
96.2

Descriptives
M
SD
3.23
1.22
2.56
1.01
3.21
1.29
3.05
1.22
2.83
1.30
2.59
1.15
4.57
.79
4.29
.91
3.76
1.26
3.52
1.10
2.97
1.33
2.84
1.12

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
113
97.4
177
96.2
110
94.8
176
95.7

Descriptives
M
SD
4.23 1.04
3.75 1.21
3.30 1.03
2.90 1.05

Total
Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Descriptives
M
SD
4.17
.97
3.22
1.10
4.38
.84
3.66
1.10
4.16
.87
3.02
1.23
3.85
1.07
3.02
.96
3.67
.96
2.96
.85
3.53
.95
2.67
.83
3.53
1.06
2.98
1.02
4.17
.90
3.80
.96

Before and after children start school
What language did your children speak to you
Before they started school
After they started school

Language dominance
In what language do you generally
Think
Dream
Count/calculate
Use social media (e.g. Facebook, Instagram, etc.)
Text your messages (on your mobile, e.g. WhatsApp)
Read on the internet
Watch TV
Listen to music

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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Social media use
What language do you mostly use while doing the
following activities on social media?
Joining/following social media groups/pages
Contacting friends
Contacting relatives
Looking for information
Writing comments/posts (on a friend’s page/photo)

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
3.65
1.09
3.05
.87
3.81
.85
3.14
.76
4.40
.74
3.76
.77
3.55
1.08
2.61
.80
3.78
.91
3.02
.71

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
4.14
.98
3.38
.97
3.76
1.09
3.42
.88
3.25
1.12
2.68
.89
3.17
1.11
3.09
.84
3.95
1.08
3.57
.86
3.33
1.23
3.47
.96

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.55
1.38
2.50
1.28
2.80
1.42
2.58
1.32
3.26
1.47
3.16
1.37
2.88
1.46
2.78
1.28
2.90
1.42
2.90
1.25

Language ideology
Beliefs about language preferences of family members

What language do you feel more comfortable
speaking at home?
What language do you prefer your children speak
to you at home?
What language do you prefer your children speak
to you outside home?
What language do you prefer your children speak
to each other?
What language do you prefer your spouse speaks
to you?
What language do you prefer your spouse speaks
to your children?

Beliefs about children’s use of Dutch

I don’t like if my children speak only Dutch to
each other at home
I don’t like if my children speak Dutch to me
at home
I don’t like if my children mix Turkish and Dutch
I don’t like if my children speak Dutch to me in
the presence of my Turkish friends/relatives
I don’t like if my children respond to me in Dutch
if I speak Turkish to them
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Beliefs about children’s use of Turkish
Total
Children should speak only Turkish to each other
at home
Parents should speak only Turkish to their children
before they start school
Speaking Turkish in the family helps children’s
cognitive growth
Turkish language is a condition for learning of Dutch

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.31
1.27
2.27
1.12
3.30
1.49
3.08
1.40
3.68
1.26
3.66
1.05
3.87
1.39
3.85
1.24

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.22
.99
2.07
.86
3.24
1.26
3.15
1.16
3.72
1.13
3.57
1.19
2.05
1.01
1.99
.90

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
4.20
.91
4.04
.91
4.08
.97
4.08
.85
4.16
.98
4.05
.88
3.97
1.20
3.68
1.11
3.48
1.28
3.64
1.12

Beliefs about language use in the family
Total
Children should speak Dutch to me at home
Parents should speak Dutch to a certain extent to
their children before their children start school
Parents should teach some basic terms in Dutch
before their children start school
Parents should speak only Dutch when their children
are present

Beliefs on bilingualism
Total
My children’s bilingual achievement depends on
Having sufficient exposure to both Turkish and Dutch
Having sufficient interaction with the speakers of
both Turkish and Dutch
Knowing sufficient number of words in both
Turkish and Dutch
Acquiring Turkish in a dominant manner before
school age
Mastering both Turkish and Dutch from infancy
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Beliefs about school achievement
My children’s school achievement depends on
Parents supporting children in Dutch skills
Learning Dutch sufficiently before school age
Acquiring Turkish in a balanced manner before
school age
The availability of Dutch books at home
Children having Dutch skills better than Turkish
Parents assisting children in their homework
Speaking only Dutch with children at home

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
4.34
.81
3.95
.93
3.42
1.21
3.38
1.11
4.09
1.04
3.83
1.05
4.26
.82
4.01
.87
3.23
1.28
3.68
.97
4.24
.91
4.09
.81
2.78
1.24
2.53
1.00

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.87
.50
2.74
.56
1.99
.67
2.21
.69
1.70
.74
1.89
.76
1.73
.73
1.87
.73
1.57
.70
1.84
.79
2.08
.74
2.33
.71
1.71
.73
2.11
.76
2.86
.57
2.82
.58
3.27
.72
3.18
.54
3.58
.68
3.18
.52
1.83
.71
2.04
.77
1.86
.75
1.95
.79

Language importance
Which language is more valuable to do the
following in the Netherlands?
To make friends
To make money
To study
To find a job
To get better education
To live in the Netherlands
To have a say in the mainstream society
To raise children
To be accepted in the Turkish community
To speak to Turkish friends
To be accepted by Dutch people
To speak to colleagues
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Reasons for language maintenance
Total
It is important to maintain Turkish because
We can preserve Turkish identity
We can preserve our mother tongue
We can establish better contact with Turkey
We can contact the Turkish in the Netherlands
We can preserve Turkish culture
We can preserve our religion

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
4.07
1.14
4.02
1.06
4.32
.96
4.25
.85
4.15
1.06
4.24
.84
4.02
1.06
3.84
1.06
4.16
1.05
4.19
.83
3.61
1.40
3.73
1.21

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.67
1.20
2.95
1.17
3.44
1.17
3.52
1.08
3.42
1.23
3.43
1.09
3.11
1.06
3.22
1.01
3.22
1.18
3.07
1.00

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
3.02
1.15
3.16
1.05
2.35
.90
2.44
1.02
2.49
1.06
2.49
.98
2.19
1.00
2.25
.96
2.73
1.06
2.67
1.04
2.06
.87
2.17
.93

School’s attitudes towards Turkish
Total
Children are allowed to speak Turkish among
each other in the schoolyard
Parents are allowed to speak Turkish among
each other in the schoolyard
Parents are allowed to speak Turkish to their
children in the schoolyard
Teachers value the bilingualism of Turkish
children at school
Teachers appreciate the role of Turkish in
learning Dutch

Society’s/authority’s attitudes towards Dutch
Total
The healthcare centre (GGD/consultatiebureau)
appreciates Turkish use in the family
Common public opinion respects Turkish language
Dutch authorities value the Turkish use at home
Dutch authorities support Turkish maintenance
Dutch society respects Turkish culture
The media supports the use of only Dutch at home
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Language management for Turkish and Dutch
To what extent are the following activities done
in the family?
Reading books in Turkish with children
Correcting children when they mispronounce
the words in Turkish
Listening to and singing songs in Turkish
Watching a movie in Turkish together
Teaching children how to read in Turkish
Teaching children how to write in Turkish
Watching Turkish TV channels
Looking for online resources (e.g. a language learning app) to
improve children’s Turkish language skills
Reading picture books in Turkish
Reading books in Dutch with children
Correcting children when they mispronounce
the words in Dutch
Listening to and singing songs in Dutch
Watching a movie in Dutch together
Teaching children how to read in Dutch
Teaching children how to write in Dutch
Watching Dutch TV channels
Helping children with schoolwork
Teaching children the words that they don’t know
in Dutch
Looking for online resources (e.g. language learning
app) to improve children’s Dutch language skills
Reading picture books in Dutch
Correcting children when they mix Turkish and Dutch
Following the school achievement of children
(e.g. school exams)
Attending parent meetings

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

Total
N
f
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100
116
100
184
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.97
1.14
2.58
1.00
4.00
1.11
3.53
1.11
3.78
1.12
3.42
1.06
3.61
1.17
3.22
1.05
3.31
1.24
2.80
1.16
3.13
1.30
2.57
1.18
3.47
1.23
3.18
1.09
2.70
1.28
2.06
1.11
2.90
1.30
2.45
1.16
3.62
1.09
3.61
1.04
3.54
1.21
3.97
.98
2.93
1.26
3.01
1.18
3.33
1.10
3.23
1.06
3.65
1.29
3.74
1.10
3.59
1.37
3.76
1.12
3.54
1.05
3.62
.94
3.87
1.13
3.94
1.00
3.72
1.11
3.76
1.07
3.16
1.32
3.10
1.25
3.34
1.28
2.65
1.24
3.56
1.23
3.21
1.22
4.49
.75
4.28
.96
4.60
.77
4.49
.88
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To what extent are the following activities done
in the family?
Consulting teachers/experts for language activities
to do at home
Sending children to private Turkish lessons
Sending children to extra Turkish activities in the
religious organizations
Sending children to extra-school Dutch activities
Searching for extra language activities outside home
(e.g. reading support for children)
Looking for educational activities for children
(e.g. extra lessons, specific courses)

Total
Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

Gen
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG
FG
SG

N
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184
116
184

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
3.84
1.24
3.47
1.26
2.17
1.37
2.34
1.48
2.56
1.47
2.68
1.41
3.27
1.23
3.25
1.21
2.99
1.30
2.47
1.29
3.25
1.26
2.76
1.30

f
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Descriptives
M
SD
2.25
1.11
2.55
.97
2.39
1.14
2.57
.98
2.38
1.17
2.56
.99
2.34
1.03
2.57
1.06
2.30
1.01
2.57
1.09
2.30
1.01
2.54
1.11
2.52
1.06
2.66
1.05
2.58
1.00
2.63
.91
2.76
.95
2.71
.92
2.48
1.00
2.54
.92

Language management: the role of mother/father
Total
Who does the following activities in the family?
Reading books in Turkish with children
Teaching children how to read in Turkish
Teaching children how to write in Turkish
Reading books in Dutch with children
Teaching children how to read in Dutch
Teaching children how to write in Dutch
Helping children with schoolwork
Following the school achievement of children
(e.g. school exams)
Attending parent meetings
Searching for extra language activities outside home
(e.g. reading support for children)
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39

Liesbeth Hoeven. Een boek om in te wonen. De verhaalcultuur na Auschwitz. Supervisors: Erik
Borgman and Maaike de Haardt, 21 January 2015.

40

Laurie Faro. Postponed monuments in the Netherlands: Manifestation, context, and meaning.
Supervisors: Paul Post and Rien van Uden, 28 January 2015.

41

Snezana Stupar. Immigrants regulate emotions in the same way as majority members in the
Netherlands. Supervisors: Fons van de Vijver and Johnny Fontaine, 30 January 2015.

42

Jia He. The general response style from a cross-cultural perspective. Supervisors: Fons van de
Vijver and Alejandra del Carmen Dominguez Espinosa, 4 February 2015.

43

Dorina Veldhuis. Effects of literacy, typology and frequency on children’s language segmentation
and processing units. Supervisors: Ad Backus, Jeanne Kurvers and Anne Vermeer, 1 April 2015.

44

Harrie Leijten. From idol to art. African objects-with-power: A challenge for missionaries,
anthropologists and museum curators. Supervisors: Wouter van Beek and Paul Post, 15 April
2015.

45

Pelin Onar Valk. Transformation in Dutch Turkish subordination? Converging evidence of
change regarding finiteness and word order in complex clauses. Supervisors: Ad Backus, Kutlay
Yağmur and Massimiliano Spotti, 27 May 2015.

46

Paul Mutsaers. A public anthropology of policing: Law enforcement and migrants in the
Netherlands. Supervisors: Arie de Ruijter and Jan Blommaert, 12 June 2015.

47

Geertjan de Vugt. The polit-dandy: On the emergence of a political paradigm. Supervisors: Odile
Heynders and Sander Bax, 23 June 2015.

48

Amit B. Bhansali. Samkit: Faith ‒ practice ‒ liberation. Supervisors: John Rijsman and Tineke
Nugteren, 1 September 2015.

49

Neema Clementia Murembe. Women’s empowerment and decision-making at the household
level: A case study of Ankore families in Uganda. Supervisors: Sjaak Kroon, Veerle Draulans and
Jef Van der Aa, 6 October 2015.

50

Sunarwoto. Contesting religious authority: A case study on Dakwah radio in Surakarta,
Indonesia. Supervisors: Herman Beck and Jan Blommaert, 10 November 2015.

51

Bryan Monte. Tiny Zion: Harvest Hills, an intentional Zionic community. Supervisors: Wouter
van Beek and Paul Post, 2 December 2015.

52

Filiz Künüroğlu. Turkish return migration from Western Europe: Going home from home.
Supervisors: Kutlay Yağmur, Fons van de Vijver and Sjaak Kroon, 10 December 2015.

53

Inez Schippers. Sacred places in the suburbs: Casual sacrality in the Dutch Vinex-district
Leidsche Rijn. Supervisors: Paul Post and Maaike de Haardt, 14 December 2015.

54

Edegar da Conceição Savio. Studi sosiolinguistik bahasa Fataluku di Lautém. Supervisors: Kees
van Dijk, Sjaak Kroon and Aone van Engelenhoven, 28 January 2016.

55

Pius Maija Mosima. Philosophic sagacity and intercultural philosophy: Beyond Henry Odera
Oruka. Supervisors: Wim van Binsbergen and Wouter van Beek, 16 February 2016.

56

Pia Zeinoun. Personality and culture in the Arab-levant. Supervisors: Fons van de Vijver and
Lina Daouk-Oÿry, 19 February 2016.
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57

Primrose Nakazibwe. ‘A home without millet is not a home’: Women’s agency in the maize and
millet commodity chains in Mbarara District, Uganda. Supervisors: Mirjam van Reisen and
Francien van Driel, 18 April 2016.

58

Jinling Li. Chineseness as a moving target: Changing infrastructures of the Chinese diaspora in
the Netherlands. Supervisors: Jan Blommaert, Sjaak Kroon and Kasper Juffermans, 12
September 2016.

59

Lieke Wijnia. Making sense through music: Perceptions of the sacred at Festival Musica Sacra
Maastricht. Supervisors: Paul Post and Martin Hoondert, 12 September 2016.

60

Caixia Du. The birth of social class online: The Chinese precariat on the Internet. Supervisors: Jan
Blommaert, Sjaak Kroon and Piia Varis, 12 September 2016.

61

Martijn de Ruijter. Confining frailty: Making place for ritual in rest and nursing homes.
Supervisors: Paul Post and Wouter van Beek, 16 November 2016.

62

Maria van der Aalsvoort. Vensters op vakontwikkeling. De betwiste invoering van taalkunde in het
examenprogramma Nederlands havo/vwo (1988-2008). Supervisors: Sjaak Kroon and Piet-Hein van
de Ven, 14 December 2016.

63

Yevgen Matusevych. Learning constructions from bilingual exposure: Computational studies of
argument structure acquisition. Supervisors: Ad Backus and Afra Alishahi, 19 December 2016.

64

Tom van Nuenen. Scripted journeys: A study on interfaced travel writing. Supervisors: Odile
Heynders, Ruud Welten and Piia Varis, 21 December 2016.

65

Leonie van der Valk. Steun zoeken bij Allah. Religiositeit, bidden en religieuze coping van
Nederlandse, hoogopgeleide moslima’s van Marokkaanse afkomst. Supervisors: Rien van Uden and
Jos Pieper, 21 December 2016.

66

Sandra Wagemakers. Brabant is here: Making sense of regional identification. Supervisors: Jos
Swanenberg and Arnoud-Jan Bijsterveld, 9 June 2017.

67

Tekalign Nega Angore. Reconstructing Ethiopia’s collective memory by rewriting its history: The
politics of Islam. Supervisors: Herman Beck and Jenny-Louise Van der Aa, 4 December 2017.

68

Maksimus Regus. Understanding human rights culture in Indonesia: A case study of the Ahmadiyya
Minority Group. Supervisors: Herman Beck and Mirjam van Reisen, 18 December 2017.

69

Derya Demirçay. Connected languages: Effects of intensifying contact between Turkish and Dutch.
Supervisors: Ad Backus and Jan Blommaert, 21 December 2017.

70

Xuan Wang. Online and offline margins in China: Globalization, language and identity.
Supervisors: Sjaak Kroon and Ad Backus, 22 December 2017.

71

Merijn Oudenampsen. The conservative embrace of progressive values: On the intellectual origins
of the swing to the right in Dutch politics. Supervisors: Odile Heynders and Piia Varis, 12 January
2018.

72

Kunming Li. Capitalization of feminine beauty on Chinese social media. Supervisors: Jan
Blommaert, Sjaak Kroon and Massimiliano Spotti, 7 March 2018.

73

Youssef Azghari. Participation of young Moroccan-Dutch and the role of social workers.
Supervisors: Fons van de Vijver and Erna Hooghiemstra, 11 April 2018.

74

Mingyi Hou. Social media celebrity: An investigation into the latest metamorphosis of fame.
Supervisors: Jan Blommaert, Sjaak Kroon and Piia Varis, 23 May 2018.

75

Hua Nie. Memes, communities and continuous change: Chinese internet vernacular explained.
Supervisors: Jan Blommaert, Ad Backus and Piia Varis, 18 June 2018.

76

Suzanne van der Beek. New pilgrim stories: Narratives – identities – authenticity. Supervisors:
Paul Post and Jan Blommaert, 18 June 2018.
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77

Claudia Carvalho. Women who run with the wolves: Online stories and roles of Spanish-speaking
jihadist women. Supervisors: Herman Beck and Wouter van Beek, 19 June 2018.

78

Anthony Ong’ayo. Diaspora organisations, transnational practices and development: Ghanaians
in the Netherlands. Supervisors: Mirjam van Reisen and M. Mawere, 6 February 2019.

79

Esin Aksay Aksezer. Turkish outbound exchange students’ intercultural competencies at different
stages of the international sojourn. Supervisors: Fons van de Vijver and Kutlay Yağmur, 27
February 2019.

80

Jan Verhagen. Psychiatry and religion: Controversies and consensus. Supervisors: Rien van
Uden and G. Glas, 17 April 2019.

81

Gözde Demirel. The relationship between acculturation and language development of Turkish
immigrant children. Supervisors: Kutlay Yağmur and Fons van de Vijver, 3 May 2019.

82

Leon Jackson. Diversity management in the new South Africa: An acculturation approach.
Supervisors: Fons van de Vijver and Kutlay Yağmur, 19 June 2019.

83

Gerrie Strik. Een plantaardig ademen. Nieuw materialisme in het vroege werk van Hella S.
Haasse. Supervisors: Odile Heynders and Sander Bax, 26 June 2019.

84

İrem Bezcioğlu Göktolga. Family language policy among second-generation Turkish families in
the Netherlands. Supervisors: Kutlay Yağmur and Ad Backus, 3 September 2019.

