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Abstract

This article aims to deepen our understanding efdynamic interaction between language
ideologies, education policies and teacher belgfsut monolingualism. This study takes
place in Flanders (Belgium) which is characteribgdeducational policies based on a strong
monolingual ideology. The research design comboh@sument analysis, regarding recent
language policies in Flemish education, and in{depterviewing of teachers in secondary
education. The main objective of this study isxaraine how language policies in education
are reflected in teacher beliefs in schools in sdaoy education. We will look at the
interaction between the monolingual policies exgikd by the Flemish policy makers and the
beliefs of secondary education teachers on hongriéage and language use. Finally, we want
to gain more insight in the explanatory schemeshiei@ use to rationalize their monolingual
beliefs. The results of this study indicate thatteers strongly adhere to monolingual policies,
and rationalize these monolingual beliefs by maingferring to time and integration
arguments. Even though, some teachers are condravite the limitations of a monolingual
approach to linguistic diversity, an alternativenfrework seems to be lacking. We also found
that these monolingual beliefs strongly impact rtheter-subjective relations, particularly

teacher-pupil and teacher-parent relations. Imfiioa for policy makers are discussed.
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1. Introduction

The past two decades, education policies in manywt®ve countries have emphasized
language use and proficiency in the dominant laggues a condition for academic success.
The use of and proficiency in the home languagesuafents with different social and ethnic
backgrounds are valued by policy makers as elemehtslentity building and cultural
integrity, but not as didactical capital for academerformance and the acquisition of the
dominant language (Cummins 2011, 2013; Van Averd@69; Agirdag 2014; Extra, Spotti,
and Van Avermaet 2009). Home languages are noveglagplicitly outside the curriculum
and attributed no value for academic performanteat lone time educational policies did
include projects and programs providing bilinguairicula or curricula in home language and
culture, these initiatives have been gradually distied and replaced by policy measures
such as L2 submersion programs, remedial languagses and testing policies and practices
in the dominant language (Blommaert and Van Avetnz@®8; Extra and Yagmur 2004;
Vaish 2012). These monolingual education polices,currently implemented in different
Western European countries, are based on monolinge@ogies and put into practice by
school principals, teachers and school staff thmowgission statements, curricula and
language tests (Shohamy 2006; Gkaintartzi, Kiliangd Tsokalidou 2014). Thus, in order to
be effective, these language policies developethatro-level need to be internalized by
social actors at micro-level and the educationesgsplays an important role in this process
(Bourdieu 1991). However, the education system ctbe regarded as a static entity. As
most schools have a certain level of autonomy {¢his particular the case in Flanders, where
this study is conducted, taken into account thedoen of education as guaranteed by the
Belgian constitution), there might be differencéssahool-level (i.e. meso-level) in how

teachers reproduce, contest, negotiate and reach#tie macro-level language policies.



The main objective of this study is to examine Hamguage policies in education are
reflected in teachers’ beliefs in schools in seeop@dducation. We will look at the interaction
between the monolingual policies explicated byFRtemish policy makers and the beliefs of
secondary education teachers on home languageaagddge use. A previous quantitative
study, based on a survey of 775 teachers acroseaetthdary schools in Flanders, Belgium
(Pulinx, Agirdag and Van Avermaet, 2014) lookedtla# monolingual beliefs of teachers,
whether and how teacher beliefs vary across schaal$ what the consequences of these
beliefs are. The results of that study indicatet tieachers in general strongly adhere to
monolingual policies. The most significant diffecess were related to the ethnic composition
of the schools. Teachers in schools with a mixepufadion (schools with 40 to 60 % of
ethnic minority students) adhered the most stronglynonolingual beliefs. Furthermore, it
was demonstrated that stronger monolingual betiefeachers are related to lower levels of
teacher trust in the academic engagement of thenleats (Pulinx, Agirdag and Van

Avermaet, 2014).

Building on the findings briefly discussed abowve this study we want to gain more
profound insight in teachers’ beliefs regardingglaamge, home language and language use in
education through qualitative research methodsaWjee that the national education policies
and school policies regarding language and languagenot only impact teachers’ beliefs,
but also their inter-subjective relations, partaiy teacher-student-relations. The beliefs
teachers hold on language proficiency and homeukage often interact with more general
beliefs regarding students with a migrant backgdoueng. parental involvement, academic
and future expectations, and motivation.

This study is a qualitative mixed method study dame document analysis regarding current
language policies in Flemish education and in-déptérviews and focus group discussions

with teachers. These teachers were, at the tintleeointerviews, working in three schools of



secondary education situated in an urban conteXlanders, Belgium. The population of

each of these three schools consists in largeopattidents with an migrant background.

This paper has four parts. The conceptual framewsed to analyze the collected
data in relation to the formulated research obyestis outlined in the first part. Secondly, the
research methodology and data analyzing techniguepresented. Thirdly, the findings are
discussed and summarized. And finally, the paperclooles with a discussion on the

implications of the research findings.

2. Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework, used to examine the ioelabetween language policies in
education and teacher beliefs on language use unaéidn, consists of three elements: 1)
languages policies as expressions of languageagdies! (Spolsky 2004, Shoham 2006); 2)
the notions, developed by Bourdieu, of linguistpital, symbolic power and doxa (Bourdieu
1979, 1991) to gain insight in the processes ofas@eproduction in education, and 3) the
explanatory schemes of time, integration and cortttat are used to rationalize strong
monolingual beliefs. For each of these three elésre theoretical conceptualization will be
outlined and a research question will be formulaldte theoretical frame work will then be
used to analyze the qualitative data that wereectt via document analysis and in-depth

interviewing.

2.1. Language ideologies

Language ideologies are systems of beliefs andidbaut the role language holds within the
cultural, social and political context of a specidiociety. The construction of these language
ideologies does not happen abruptly or accidentallyis always situated in specific social,

historic and political contexts. Furthermore, laage ideologies are not only socially and



politically situated, but are related to instanoésdentity construction, power relations and
assertion of power in societies (Spolsky 2004; Bieage and Pavlenko 2002; Kroskrity 2000;
Blommaert and Verschueren 1998). As Woolard (1328ded: “Ideologies of language are
rarely about language alone.”

Language ideologies are then turned into practigethmse in authority through
language policies, and more specific through lagguaducation policies. Language policies
are instruments to achieve certain political goasl to legitimize ideological choices.
Shohamy (2006) sees language education policigeowasrful mechanisms for creating de
facto language practices in educational institij@iven the fact that children and youngsters
are (until a certain age) obliged to attend schdbis explains why languages policies are
developed and maintained, notwithstanding theosetttempirical evidence stating otherwise.

Language education policies are mostly developed @ictated at regional and
national level. They are implemented through aficlocuments such as curricula or mission
statements and carried out by school principaBschers and other school staff (Shohamy
2006). Teachers, as individual professionals anchinees of a school team, implement these
language policies in interaction with the local aghcontext, their own experiences and
beliefs (Creese 2010).

The language ideologies that currently dominate ititegration and citizenship
discourse in most Western European societies ddasgely of the following elements: 1) the
use of one common language by all members of soiget prerequisite for achieving social
cohesion; 2) social cohesion can only be guararigeatquiring the standard variety of that
national language; 3) language proficiency is addan for social participation and must
therefore be acquired before participating; 4) leage proficiency is seen as a marker for
knowledge of the culture and social norms and \&laed 5) unwillingness or refusal to learn

and use the dominant language is regarded as aobidisloyalty and defective integration



and a threat to social cohesion. These ideologepr@pagated and repeated continuously by
policy makers, unaffected by academic or empitiepldiation (Silverstein 1996, Piller 2001,
Blackledge 2005, Shohamy 2006, Blommaert and Vaerdaet 2008, Milani 2008, Horner
2009, Van Avermaet 2009).

These ideological hallmarks are clearly echoedadntexts of education, as will be
discussed further in this paper. However, processasternalization of language ideologies
by individual teachers should not be regarded asham@c or automatic processes. There
might be individual differences across teacherthag have a level of agency in which they
can negotiate or reject structural processes. Mare@s most schools have a certain level of
school autonomy (this is in particular the casd-ianders where this study is conducted),

there might be differences across schools.

Hence, the first research question is formulatetbbews: do teachers adhere to the
monolingual language policies as currently impletednn the Flemish education system and

how are these beliefs expressed in the discourgedéachers?

2.2. Linguistic capital, symbolic power and doxa in thefield of education

As indicated in the above paragraph, this studkdaat the interaction between monolingual
ideologies and policies in Flemish education arather perceptions regarding the home
language(s) and language use of their studentghdfurore, we want to investigate the
relation between monolingual mindsets of teachetsamore general deficit perspective on

home languages and cultures of students with aamtidgrackground.

Bourdieu (1991) has exposed the mechanisms thraingth the educational system
classifies certain languages as valuable and hegfi& within the education and school context.
Bourdieu also outlined the unique position educatiolds regarding social language use and

legitimate language competences. He sees the @mlusistem as a large-scale production



process delivering producers and consumers of EgguTherefore, this system will try to
hold on to the social value of the linguistic cotgmees it produces and the linguistic capital

these competences represent (Bourdieu 1991).

The classification of languages as valuable andinegte — and consequently, other
languages as invaluable and illegitimate — is ay viemportant mechanism to maintain
processes of social reproduction in education. wstgc capital can be acquired through
prolonged exposure in an informal setting, mosthe tfamily, and through deliberate
instruction of explicit rules in a more formal $edf, being the education system. (Bourdieu
1991). In societies, rapidly transitioning into supdivers societies (Vertovec 2007),
opportunities to appropriate the legitimate lingjaiscompetencies (as classified by the
education system) are unequally distributed ambegptrticipants in the field of education,
especially in an education system based on a gleaolingual ideology. By marking specific
home languages as illegitimate, entire groups wiilfas are no longer considered as settings
where legitimate linguistic competences can be iaedu Secondly, in the context of
monolingual education ideologies, proficiency ire tlegitimate language is considered a
condition for participation in education. This medhat the legitimate linguistic capital has to
be obtained before entering the field of educatids.a result, the same group of students and
parents are excluded from education as a settingrevisaluable linguistic capital can be
obtained. As Bourdieu (1991) stated: “Speakerkitacthe legitimate competence are de
facto excluded from the social domains in whichstiiompetence is required, or are

condemned to silence.”.

Not only are the opportunities to acquire lingwistapital unequally distributed,
linguistic exchanges are also relations of symbglsver in which the power relations
between individual speakers or their respectiveigsare actualized (Bourdieu 1991). It goes

without saying that speakers with more legitimadpit@l enter into the field of linguistic
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exchange with more symbolic power. For Bourdieu7r@9the opposition between legitimate
and illegitimate languages coincided predominamtlth the opposition between different

social classes:A language is worth what those who speak it aretlwaore. the powers and

authority in the economic and cultural power relas ... the dominant language is the
language of the dominant class”. In most Westeaonesies, becoming more and more diverse
as a result of increasing migration and globalargtian additional opposition can be found
between native and non-native speakers (notwitdstgnthe strong correlation between

social class and home language often apparenégethocieties).

But Bourdieu argued that the domination of one lmgg over one or more other
languages and varieties can only persist if domiaaa dominated groups alike accept the
superiority of the proclaimed dominant languageeskéh shared ideas and beliefs about
language become common sense, or in the words widiw, they become “doxa”, that is,
experiences through which “the natural and soc@ldvappear as self-evident” (1979). This
encompasses what falls within the limits of thenkiable and sayable (“the universe of
possible discourse”), a limit which “goes withowysg because it comes without saying”
(Bourdieu 1979) .

The notion of doxa is very useful for understandprgcesses of reproduction and
transformation (Waquant 2006). When the monolingleada are internalized by members of
the dominant and the dominated groups, these igesl@nd policies are not only reproduced
but also reinforced. But these doxa can also b&ested, negotiated and reconstructed instead
of reproduced by these groups (or individual mempand thus initiating a process of
transformation instead of reproduction.

Language ideologies contribute to the continuatidnthe ‘institutional circle of
collective misrecognition’ (Bourdieu 1991), comjmig subtle misrecognitions of languages

considered as inferior by the dominant group antsible exertions of symbolic power often
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disguised as favorable to multilingual practiced aquality of opportunity (Blackledge and
Pavlenko 2001).

Derived from the above, the second research guesfithis study reads as follows:
Can we discover the central elements of the mogoéh ideology, dominating Western
European integration and citizenship discourséeénpolicy documents and policy statements
outlining the Flemish education policies and in tligcourse of the actors functioning in this
setting (in this study: the teachers)? Furthermoaig, processes of classification of languages,
symbolic power and misrecognition and reproductbhinguistic capital be exposed in the
different policy documents and discourses?

2.3. Time, integration, school success and control as explanatory schemes
Teacher beliefs regarding home language(s) anduéyeguse have already been the subject
of extensive research, demonstrating strong adberehteachers to monolingual ideologies
in education (for recent studies see: Pulinx, Varerfaet and Agirdag 2014; Valdiviezo
2009 and Ramaut et al. 2013). Teachers are notawlire of the monolingual beliefs they
adhere to, but they also provide motivation andomafization for their own mental

dispositions (Van den Branden and Verhelst 2009npkey and Zanoni, 2013).

Van den Branden and Verhelst (2009) distinguisieee explanatory schemes, used

by teachers to rationalize their monolingual bslief

- Time argument: students with another home langtizae the language of instruction
in education, are generally coping with languagicecy. These students often use
the language of instruction solely within the sdreeiting. Therefore, all the available
learning and teaching time in school has to be uUsedlecreasing the language
deficiency.

- Integration argument: teachers are convinced treiritegration into the host society

of students with a migrant background is advangedxelusively allowing the use of
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the majority language in the school setting. Preficy in the majority language is
considered a condition for full participation irethost society as well as academic and
professional success.

- Control argument: teachers are afraid to lose obwotrer processes of discipline and
order in the classroom, learning processes andestigdudent-interaction when
allowing students to use their home language (&achre unfamiliar with) in the

school and classroom context.

To the three arguments, distinguished by Van dem@s and Verhelst, we would like to add
a fourth argument: school success. On the one haml.argument can be considered a
specification of the integration argument (languageoficiency to further academic
integration), on the other hand this argument sally linked to the conditionality of
language proficiency for academic achievement (as of the main elements of the

monolingual ideology underlying Flemish educatiatiges).

Mampaey and Zanoni (2013), looking into the montwal practices in the Flemish
education system (i.e. mandatory use of the Dutefonty language; banning of religious
symbols such as headscarves, and a curriculumifgcaa the Flemish and Western majority
cultural), differentiated between five core aims mwotives for teacher adherence to
monolingual and monocultural school policies. Thesee arguments demonstrated great

conformity with the arguments found by Van den Bi@men Verhelst (2009):

- Ethnic minority students’ educational attainment;

- Majority staff’'s control over ethnic minority stuntes;

- Ethnic minority students’ future socio-cultural apbfessional integration in Flemish
society;

- Positive relations between the school and extataikieholders;
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- Positive inter-ethnic group relations among stuslent

Building on the discussed literature above, a théskarch question is thus formulated: how

do teachers, participating in this study, motivate rationalize their own monolingual beliefs?
3. Methodology

The study is based on a qualitative research desmmbining document analysis and in-
depth interviewing. The research is conducted @veeriod of eighteen months (January

2010 — June 2011)

As outlined above, we have formulated three re$eagestions based on the
conceptual framework. First, do teachers adheréhéomonolingual language policies as
currently implemented in the Flemish educationeysénd how are these beliefs expressed in
the discourse of the teachers? Second, can weefiititnce of an underlying monolingual
ideology, processes of classification of languagasnbolic power and recognition and
reproduction of linguistic capital in policy docunie and discourses regarding Flemish
education? And third, how do teachers, particigatm this study, motivate and rationalize

their own monolingual beliefs?

To answer these research question, a mixed-methalitajive research design was

used, consisting of discourse analyses and in-defgtviewing.

Firstly, policy documents outlining language pa@iin education developed and
implemented by the Flemish ministers of educatiorthie periods 2004 — 2009 and 2009 —
2014 were analyzed. These documents consist obligypdocuments, issued at the start of

each legislature presenting new policy initiativescomplementary policy papers, issued in

' This study was part of the largesearch project “Bet You! Boosting the Educatiohajectories of YOUth
in Flanders. A study of the obstacles for and sgias of students with and without an immigratiaahkground
in secondary educationivivw.oprit14.bg and funded by the Agency for Innovation by Sceeaad
Technologie (IWT).
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the course of a legislature, outlining more specgolicies such as languages policies in
education; 3) public speeches of Flemish ministefseducation; and 4) accounts of

parliamentary debates on education.

Secondly, in-depth, open-ended interviews and fagosp discussions were
conducted with teachers working in the second aird yyear of secondary education in one
of the two largest urban regions in Flanders. Tditg is characterized by a large migrant
population with a predominantly Turkish backgrouitie three schools were selected based
on two criteria: population and curriculum. Firsttihe population of each of the schools had
to comprise a sufficient share of students withmagrant background (more than 50% of the
school population), and secondly the three mostonapt tracks in the Flemish education
system — the general, technical and vocationak$rachad to be represented in the overall

sample of the three schools.

School A, the largest of the three selected schaolsnts in total 1200 students and
offers exclusively general tracks (languages, sgemathematics). This school is located in
the city center and the migrant population of thko®l consists mainly of students with a
Turkish background. In this school 5 teachers pigdied in the research. SchooisHocated
close to the city center offering professional éexhnical tracks related to the “soft” industry
(e.g. commerce, food, care). The majority of thkosl population, counting in total 730
students, has a migrant background and is charzsdelby a large diversity. In this school 7
teachers participated in the research. Schooll@aed in the suburban area of the city and
provides both professional and technical trackateel to the “soft” and the “hard” (e.qg.
construction, mechanics and woodwork) industry. iBimto the second school, the
population of this school — counting in total 520dents — has a migrant background but with

a majority of Turkish origin. In the third schodl) teachers participated.
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Overall 22 teachers have taken part in the study 2 interviews (22 in-depth
interviews and 1 focus group discussion in eaclo@ythave been conducted: of these 22
teachers, there were 7 men and 15 women; 5 werkitggin the general track and 17 in the
technical and professional tracks; 12 of the p@iing teachers are Dutch language teachers
and 10 are specialist teachers related to therdiftetracks offered by the schools. The
teachers were asked to talk in depth about themsdand opinions regarding language (both
the dominant language as the home language), parsapport, home environment and
academic motivation as factors for academic succé&b® majority of the respondents have
taken part in at least 2 interviews (1 in-deptreimiew and 1 focus-group discussion) and
each interview lasted approximately one hour. Tim&lapth interviews and focus-group
discussions are conducted by the same intervieawelip-recorded and transcribed verbatim.
The transcriptions are coded and analyzed by tkeeofisa software program designed for
gualitative data analysis (NVIVO 9, QSR InternatibRty Ltd 2011).

The interviews are all conducted in Dutch. To suppmr demonstrate research
findings and results, quotations and excerpts @titanscriptions are translated in English and
included in part four of this article. The posgiilof (limited) loss of nuance and specific
meaning of typical Dutch expressions has to benak#o account. To guarantee the
anonymity of the respondents, no names are used.

4. Findings

4.1.Monolingual education policiesin Flanders (Research Question 2)

The description of the research findings, starhwuhie second research question — evidence of
monolingual ideologies, processes of classificatmnlanguages, symbolic power and
misrecognitions, and reproduction of linguistic ikalp— is answered. When presenting the

findings of the document and discourse analysiardigg education and language policies in
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Flanders, at the same time the socio-political eantn which this study takes places is

depicted.

In the 80’s and 90’s the Flemish education systbowed more openness towards
plurilingualism and home languages (other thanntlagority language) at school. Since then,
programs including bilingual curricula or curricula home language and culture are
gradually being dismantled and replaced by poli@asures such as L2 submersion programs,
remedial language courses and languages testitigeidominant language (Blommaert and
Van Avermaet 2008; Extra and Yagmur 2004; Agird@d0). This shift in education policies
can for the most part be explained by two processleisg place in Flanders. Firstly, the
increased impact of international comparative neteprograms (such as PISA, TIMSS and
PIRLSY) on education policies and, secondly the procéssib state nation building that is

taking place in Flanders over the past decades.
4.1.1. Home language as language deficiency

The policy shift towards monolingualism is in paelated to the increasing influence of
international comparative research programs, apeogly, the PISA-study. Although the

mean level of achievement is very high in Flanddetailed analyses of the PISA results
unveiled the persistence of social inequality witthie Flemish education system (De Meyer
e.a. 2005, De Meyer 2008; Jacobs 2009). The PIS¥ Z2urvey was comprised of three
literacy test, measuring reading, mathematical seidntific literacy. For all three literacy

tests, Flanders was part of the group of the thighelst scoring countries/regions. But,
compared to the results of the PISA 2003 survesndidrs had dropped two places for reading

literacy (dropping from the third to the fifth pklcand four places for mathematical literacy

? PISA: Programme for International Student Assessment (OECD)
TIMSS: Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (IEA)
PIRLS: Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (IEA)
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(dropping from the first to the fifth place). Fuethanalysis of the PISA-data showed that in
none of the other participating countries/regiomggeater gap in performance was established
between 1) students with high SES and students Mith SES; 2) students with a non-

immigrant background and immigrant students, ana&@jve Dutch speaking students and

students who speak (mostly) another language ael{datobs 2009).

The data analysis shows that Flemish policy makede use of the PISA results for
implementing more stringent language policies. @gptthe then Flemish minister of
education (Vandenbroucke 2007): ‘The Pisa resuivsthat the achievement gap between
students speaking the instruction language at hamk students with a different home
language than the instruction language is the wighe§landers.” An explicit monolingual
policy framework was formulated, based on threenmassumptions: 1) Dutch language
proficiency is a condition for participation in ezhiion; 2) the use of a home language other
than Dutch isletrimental for achieving academic success andsleadnsufficient Dutch
language proficiency, and 3) insufficient Dutch dange proficiency at the start of an

education trajectory is a deficit that needs telezated in order to achieve academic success.

For the first time, a specific policy document @mduage policy in education was
published by the Flemish minister of Education (d@mbroucke 2007): “Setting the bar high
for languages in every school. Good for the strasigong for the weak”. Proficiency in
Standard Dutch is since then explicitly put forwasl the most important condition for
academic success. The minister of Education destiils three policy priorities as follows:
“Language, language and language” (Vandenbrouck@7)20hereby declaring that
multilingualism leads imperatively to ‘zerolingusiin’” when implemented headlong (Flemish
Parliament, 2007). The next Flemish minister of &dion (2009-2014) published in 2011 a
second language policy document, titled: “Movinggliistic boundaries together” (Smet

2011), mainly continuing the policy guidelines sat by his predecessor.
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An analysis of the policy documents shows a stgkchange in the explanations
offered by the Flemish minister of Education foe taxisting social inequalities between
students with different socio-economic and migratiackgrounds in education regarding the
PISA 2003 and 2006 results. Social inequalitiesesityping, stigmatizing and discrimination
as well as insufficient language proficiency weligedt as explanatory factors for the
differences in academic performance made clear IBAR2003. The education policies,
outlined at the beginning of the new legislatiomiqgu 2004-2009, were explicitly focused on

promoting equal opportunities.

But when the PISA 2006 results did not show anproement (on the contrary)
regarding social equality in Flemish education @rzecame clear that Flanders had dropped
“several places” in the rankings, the explanatioffered by the policy makers changed
strikingly. Insufficient language proficiency in eéhdominant language (the language of
instruction at school) was pointed out as one efrttost important explanatory factors for
differences in student outcomes. Referring to tf®AFP2006 results, Christiansen and Stanat
(2007) stated that children who do not speak, mradrite the language of instruction to the

level of their peers, perform less well in school.

Explanations based on socio-economic factors vperghed into the background.
Tensions between achieving equal opportunitieseahutational quality (especially rendering
education sufficiently challenging for the highesthievers) are since then increasingly

highlighted.
4.1.2. Language and identity in a super diverse society

Since the 28 century, the region of Flanders is continuouslyking towards more cultural,
political and financial autonomy. This processesuth state nation building and nationalism

in Flanders cannot be isolated from the rapid ttemsof Flanders into a multicultural society
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since World War Il. The transition into a superais society (Vertovec 2007) reinforces the
guest for a recognizable identity, comprising a swn language, shared norms, and values.
The national language is viewed as an intrinsict jdr national identity; language is
considered an indicator of loyalty, patriotism, dreding, inclusion, and membership

(Shohamy 2006).

Policy documents and political discourse of polioyakers regarding Flemish
education explicitly refer to language as a madea common (sub) national identity. The
Dutch language has been classified as the legiirtatguage — leaving little margin for
negotiation: “(...) Language policy in education hagocus on high proficiency in Standard
Dutch, as the language of instruction, the comnamgliage and the language representing a
common identity (Smet 2011).” By establishing tlegitimate language in the field of
education, other languages have been declarediitiete in the education and school setting:
home languages — other varieties than the Staridatch variety or languages spoken by
migrant students — “are part of the private cultwkthe students and their parents and are
consequently placed outside the linguistic fieldedtication (Smet 2011). The conditionality
of Dutch language proficiency for social participat education and employment is in turn

reinforced by the intertwining of education ancegration policies.

Quoting from the same policy document of the forfRkmish minister of education
(Smet 2011): “A rich proficiency in Standard Dutshan essential condition for academic
success, entrance to the labor market, a conditiorsocial self-reliance and integration,
access to youth work, culture, sports, increasimgas cohesion, and developing sense of

citizenship of every individual.”

The then Flemish minister of Integration exprestesl as follows: “Participation and

involvement in the Flemish society starts with kmmgvour language. Without a common

19



language there is no solid society. Dutch langymagéciency is the entry ticket for education

and employment™

In such a context of sub state nation building armaeasing diversity, concepts as
‘home language’, ‘language minority’ and ‘ foreiggmguage speakerafderstalige)have
obtained a particular meaning. These terms almeslusively refer to (second or third
generation of) different groups of migrants — eggdbc migrant workers originating from
Morocco or Turkey — and more recently people miggatvia family reunification,
matrimonial migration and refugees. Widespreadaqariejudices, ascribe to these groups of
students low levels of proficiency in the Dutch daage, the use of low status home
languages such as Turkish or Arabic and low legélscademic achievement (De Rycke and

Swyngedouw 1999; Blommaert and Van Avermaet 20@8;wen and Vandenbroucke 2011).

Theses misrecognitions and manifestations of syimipawer — using the notions of
Bourdieu — are legitimized and reinforced by o#lcieducation policies and political
discourse. Further clarification of the languagéaies implemented in educatidrstated that:

The instruction of home languages will be made iptssonly outside® of the

curriculum. Children will not be offered speciabstes to maintain or enrich their

home language during official school hours, becatlss will weaken already

(linguistically) weak children. On the other haridguistically strong students who

want to get a head start, can take on an extraiuéagegcourse within the curriculum.

These additional courses will be extended to alldfficial languages of the European

Union and Chinese, Russian and Hindi.

* Speech, Geert Bourgois, Flemish Minister of Intégra 13 October 2009

* Personal website Pascal Smet: http://www.pascalsmet.be/article/samen-taalgrenzen-verleggen-kinderen-in-

vlaanderen/

> Bold in source text.
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As Bourdieu demonstrated, a classification is metsveen superior or high status
languages (the languages of the European Union ascknglish, French and German,
Chinese, Russian and Hindi) and the inferior or &d&tus home languages (primarily Turkish
and Arabic in the Flemish context, languages linkedhe different groups of immigrant
workers and — more recently — migrants via faméymnification and matrimonial migration
and refugees). But additionally, a classificatien made between the speakers of these
languages: the former being the strong, the lagerg the weak.

Based on the findings of the document analysiscavestate that the language policies
in Flemish education are based on a strong mongingdeology; and that clear classification
of languages in present in the Flemish contexgsiigng the dominant language as the only
legitimate language and banning low status langai&rgen the field of education.

4.2. Teacher beliefs on (home) language and language use in education (Research

Question 1)

The first research question was formulated asvia@lado teachers adhere to the monolingual
language ideologies and the language policies aerdly implemented in the Flemish
education system and how are these beliefs exgréssbe discourse of the teachers? Based
on the in-depth interviews and the focus group wisons, conducted with 22 teachers in
three schools of secondary education in an urbgiomein Flanders, we found that the
teachers voiced strong monolingual beliefs andraéfid the main tenets of the monolingual
ideology currently dominating the education anégnation discourse in Western-Europe (see.
2.1. Language ideologies) and the assumptions lymgthe monolingual policy framework

in Flemish education (see 4.1. Home language @ui&ge proficiency).

Most teachers belief that there is no room for otimme languages than Dutch within
the school setting. The exclusive legitimacy of thgch language in education and school is

implemented through school policy measures, suchoasallowing students to speak their
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home language in classrooms, hallways, the playgi®wand the cafeteria and sanctioning
students for doing so. In all three schools, pigditng in the research project, sanctions were
administrated to students when caught by teaclwrsgeaking their home language with
peers and these sanctions ranged from detentiosupplementary language classes or

copying text.

Teachers motivate the banning of home languages titlan Dutch from the school
setting by emphasizing that school is often they aeftting in which students can learn and

use the Dutch language.

“Those Turkish students, they are more and moie ghetto again. Because 15 years
ago, almost all the parents were able to speakiDWow, parents are coming to
parent-teacher-meetings, Turkish parents who wene bere and went to school here
and they have problems speaking Dutch. They uratedst, but they do not speak it.
That is what our society is like. They have theamoshops, their own associations,
their own community life. They do not need the Dukenguage anymore.” (Woman,
Dutch language teacher, school A)

“At home, they speak the language of their parant$ often that is not Dutch. So, it
already starts at home and has consequence foolséra we have to learn them to
be proficient in Dutch at the end of the schoolryéigs not enough, | cannot manage it
in three hours a week. School is the most impottang they can hold on to. But they
have to continue outside of school and that's thablpm. Once they are past the
school gate i{speaking Dutchgtops.” (Man, Dutch language teacher, School B).

The assumptions that low status home languagdgdddanguage and learning deficits
at the start of a school career, and that Dutclguage proficiency is as a condition for
academic success, are strongly supported by tlohdesa These assumptions can also be
linked to the school success argument for ratiaimai monolingual beliefs (see 4.3.

Motivating and rationalizing monolingual beliefs).
“l do think that students have to take more Dutahglage courses at the start of
secondary education. That is not only the basishfeDutch language course, but it is

important for all the subjects. To do well in schabis very important that they first
learn the language. How can they understand aduije geography, just to give an
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example, if they do not speak the language very am& if they do not understand
specific words?” (Woman, Dutch language teachenp8icC).

“You do know, that a lot of these students are bre and still their Dutch language
skills are very weak. Very weak, and they are bwere, you know. But they didn’t go
to kindergarten. Now it's different, they have to @ 3rd year of kindergarten. But,
still. They enter primary education and they alsehdve a large deficit. Sometimes it
cannot be remediated. Especially, when they dgubin the effort.” (Woman, Dutch

language teacher, school C).

But occasionally, an individual teacher expreskespossibilities of a more open and

inclusive attitude towards students and the uskef home languages in a school context.

“The language proficiency of students with a Tunkimckground is very poor. | have
one student who reads books written in Turkish friomme to time. Sometimes she
translategDutch)words in Turkish for the other students. But ieddappen that they
don’t understand these words even in Turkish. Tlag@iguage proficiency in general is
very poor, that is the main problem. (Woman, Du&tguage teacher, School C).

4.3.Motivating and rationalizing monolingual beliefs (Research Question 3)

How do teachers, participating in this study, mat&vand rationalize their own monolingual
beliefs? When analyzing the data collected via ithhdepth interviews and focus group
discussions, we found in particular confirmation tiee time, integration and school success
argument and not for the control argument (see RiiBe, integration, school success and

control as explanatory schemes).

5.2.1. Time argument

As already indicated, teachers belief that studefitsa migrant background have insufficient
language skills in Dutch, being the instructiongaage in Flemish education. In addition,
teachers think that the school context is the oolytext in which these students learn and use
Dutch. Because a good knowledge of Dutch is constbaecessary for full participation in

the Flemish society and for achieving academic @odessional success in later life, all the
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available learning and teaching time in school ianithe classroom has to be used to improve
the Dutch language skills of the students. Teachefiey frequently to the absence of the
Dutch language in the home and social environmetiteostudents, emphasizing the (lack of)
responsibility taken on by the parents in this rdga
“That is the problem. You can do everything in Tishk At school, Turkish students
socialize with other Turkish students and outsifiesahool they only meet Turkish
friends. They go to their own shops. They have avdtact with Dutch youth. (...) But
they can do everything in Turkish. There are Turkisinks, hospitals, you can even

obtain your driving license in Turkish. Shops, gtling is in Turkish’. (Woman,
specific teacher, School C)

Teachers seem to have a very dichotomous way &irigat the language proficiency
in the instruction language of the students and fheaents: they either speak Dutch or they
don't.

- I: *You said that none of the students in yowass is Dutch-speaking. How many of

these students are born in Flanders?’

- R: ‘Probably all of them. No, not all. One or tlwave migrated recently to Flanders.’

- I: ‘The students you call non-Dutch-speaking,ythave been going to school in

Flanders from kindergarten on. But you describentlas non-Dutch-speaking?’

- R: *Yes, indeed. | am sorry, but they are nondbuspeaking and they will stay non-

Dutch-speaking.’
(Woman, specific teacher, School C)

5.2.2. School success argument

We added the argument of school success as aispgoif of the integration argument to the

explanatory schemes distinguished by Van den Braadd Verhelst (2009).

The instruction language in Flemish education igcButherefore academic success
cannot be achieved without sufficient language ipieficy in Dutch. The conditionality of
Dutch language proficiency for academic achievenierdeeply rooted in the mindsets of
teachers. The importance of a good knowledge oftlustudents and parents alike, for

achieving academic success is a belief shared Ibthalteachers. This argument already
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become apparent in discussion research questidi1Teacher beliefs on (home) language

and language use in education).

‘There are (recent) migrants who are intelligendwegh, but they lack the necessary
language skills. | have an example of a girl froroléi&via. One day, she was crying.
She said: “I have bad results, but | have leardkethat already in my country.” She
was about 16 and she had to fall back two yearssBei said: “I have learned all that,
| just can’t reproduce it. | can’'t explain it in .. (Woman, Dutch language
teacher, School C)

The same argument of Dutch language proficien@ @mndition for academic success
is used by the teachers when referring to the parehtheir students. Parental support is
considered a crucial factor for the success ourfaibf school careers. Teachers ask parents to
daily check the school diary and to follow up ormework, report cards and school-parent-
communication. Teachers also expect parents totecraapositive home environment
regarding Dutch language use (learning to speakctDdlhemselves, watching Flemish
television, offering after school activities in autbh language environment, stimulating

reading books in Dutch by going to the library, etc

‘I do think that if the students are motivated egiowo learn the language and if a lot
of effort is put into it at home, they can succdéd.a different situation, if no effort is
made to learn Dutch or if there are not much opputies to learn Dutch.” (Woman,
Dutch language teacher, School A)

5.2.3. Integration argument

A third argument, used by teachers to rationalige @xclusive legitimacy of Dutch in the
school setting — requiring the use of Dutch andnban the use of (low status) home
languages — is the integration argument: monolihgaiaool policies contribute to furthering
the integration of migrant students into the edocasystem, the labor market and the wider

society.
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The kind of parental with the schooling of theirldren (as described above, see 5.2.2.
School success argument), requires — as to thedmae not only a good knowledge of the
language of instruction in school but also an agadenindset as conceptualized in Flemish
society. Parents with a migrant background do ivaays (sufficiently) meet the expectations
set by school and teachers. Teachers attribute tn&fsilfilled expectations for the most part
to cultural differences between parents and sch@oeby opposing the culture of the students
and their parents to the Flemish culture and tHeevattributed to education in Flemish

society.

‘But it requires a change in mentality. When | loakmy own situation. My child
doesn’t come home from school without showing lodios! diary. She’s only 6 years
old, but she does it spontaneously. Even if sclimasn’'t demand it, she does is
automatically. When | came home from school, evéerwl was already in the last
year of secondary education, | showed my schooy digery day to my parents. (...)
That's a change in mentality. Yes, of course. Myep& supported me like that, and
now we do it in the same way.” (Woman, specifictea, School B)

‘Before, the school was vibrant and students waidthe to school for after school
activities. Now, that’'s not the case anymore. Ind think it's part of their culture,
recognizing the value of school and education. &rel (the parents)do not expect
much of their children, they know not much aboutiitd they are not interested.
Signing school diaries, returning letters that needbe filled out or signed, checking
homework, it is all so very difficult.’(Women, spéc teacher, School C)

Learning and speaking Dutch is often consideredtH®y teachers as a sign of —
willingness — to integrate in Flemish society. Thtsongly corresponds with the dominant
policy discourse on integration and the monolingdablogies underlying these discourses.
Consequently, some teachers have great difficaltyrtderstand why parents and students

with a migrant background continue to cling to thevn language.

‘There’s a negative evolution taking place, comgda@ 10 or 15 years ago. Before,
they (the parents)came to parent-teacher-meetings. They used to doeh more
interested. My husband is a pharmacist, he saystofB, when mothers came to the
pharmacy with their children, they spoke Dutch. yfepoke Dutch with their children
in the pharmacy. In recent years, they don’t da #mymore, they all speak Turkish
again.” ‘So, it's not only in school we notice tl@golution. Furthermore, he says that

26



there are mothers in their thirties or forties wdre dressed in a very Western way.
They give the impression to be fully integratedt Bwey speak to their children in
Turkish.” (Woman, Dutch language teacher, School A)

‘l just cannot understand it. They are all bornehéut when they have a family and
children of their own(they speak again their own languag@&hose(children) start
kindergarten already with a language deficit, tdey't speak Dutch. And thefthe
parent3 have been to school here from kindergarten on.v8th their children they
speak their own language. Well aware of the fact tthey will be entering
kindergarten with a deficit.” (Woman, specific thac, School C)

These quotations clearly demonstrate the dichotesmapproach teachers adopt
regarding the language proficiency of students aadents. The concept of linguistic
proficiency as a set of repertoires and registevarieties of the Dutch languages combined
with varieties of other languages, used dependimgth® context, interlocutor and topic
discusses — seems to be absent. In the above iQuotatcan be presumed that the Turkish
woman in her role as costumer speaks (a varietofyh with the pharmacist, but changes to
(a variety of) Turkish when speaking to her chiklaamother. She is not recognized as a

person with multilingual competences, only as a-bBatch- speaking person.

Some teachers do demonstrate a more profound tnsighe complex processes of
integration and identity building. The don’t considhe fact of preserving the home language
as a sign of non-willingness to integrate and they capable of mirroring the experience of

their students to their own experiences.

‘If they speak Turkish — or any other language hane, that seems 100% normal to
me. But these parents should also emphasize tloaving: “I can (speak Dutchpr |
cannot. But you have to do better than me in §teyou better start learning it.” | do
think parents have to lead the way. That they ddo'it at home, that's normal. When
| visit my parents in(a specific region in Flanders) also speak the local dialect.
That's normal’ (Woman, Dutch language teacher, 8tAd

‘I have two girls in my class and they speak Serlbtaeach other. | do understand, it's
much easier to have a conversation in Serbian.r@ibe, they have to listen do poor
Dutch all the time. (...) If you want to talk to yofrrends, it's much easidto speak
your own language)l do understand that it's very difficult for tr@gyoungsters. And
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you can repeat it as often as you l{kleat they have to speak Dutch{Man, Dutch
language teacher, School B).

5.2.3. Monolingualism ‘by deficit’

Next to the time and integration argument, teaciseem to rationalize their monolingual
beliefs in the absence of an alternative framewworkdeal with the increasing linguistic
diversity in school and classrooms. Teachers veigaplicitly and explicitly — their doubts
about the effectiveness of the education and laygpalicies that are currently implemented
at regional, school and classroom level. The laggyaoficiency of migrant students appears
to be decreasing instead of increasing despitha@lbupport measures (e.g. remedial teaching,
pull out classes, languages testing) put into plddevertheless, the existing class and
teaching practices are maintained. Education mdiat Flemish level continue to confirm and
reinforce a monolingual approach of linguistic dsrgy in education, while the necessary
pedagogical and didactical competences to devdtemative perspectives and practices are

lacking at school and teacher level.

‘All the things we do at school. | find this realigustrating, we really do a lot about
language. But | do ask myself if all this is effeet | don’t see it. Theifthe students)
languages proficiency is decreasing instead ofeesing. The more we do about
language, the worse it seems to get.” (Woman,ispéeacher, School C)

‘I mean it, individually they are all adorable, lmgmetimes it's about group dynamics.
They are caught up in a negative spiral and inetind they make fun of themselves.
They say: “I have broken Dutch.” They know thatst rcorrect but they keep on
saying it. | don’t think it's evolving in a posigvmanner. | really have a bad feeling
about it.” (Woman, Dutch language teacher, Schqol C

Teachers do experience that the current pedagogiwhldidactical frameworks, based on
monolingual ideologies and policies, are no longaapted to the linguistic diversity of the

school and classroom population they are workirty every day.

‘I thought it (grammar lessonyvould go much quicker. (...) We had a test today, |
think they understand it now. That makes me feeldg®k, that's where we are now.
And all the other learning objectives we have temthat just won’t work. What's the
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point in rushing through all these lessons andote m their class diaries that we have
seen it all, if they don’t understand it. Who are kelping then, | wonder.” (Woman,
Dutch language teacher, school C)

‘We have a lot of migrant students, Dutch is nagithmother tongue. But we teach
them Dutch as mother tongue, for them it's the sdaar third language they have to
learn and additionally they have to learn Frencth Bnglish. So we notice that these
students mostly fail the language subjects Duteknéh and English.’(Man, Dutch

language teacher, School B)

‘That's a very big problem for me. | teach Dutchdd am supposed to teach Dutch to
native speakers. The textbooks and the learningctiags are developed for students
who speak Dutch as a mother tongue. In the firstigrof secondary education, there
are no native speakers. So work with that! You get't meet the objectives. It's
impossible. | do not mean the students are implessut with those students, you
just can’t meet the objectives.” (Woman, Dutch laage teacher, School C)

Some teachers try to respond to the changing nafetiieir students by adapting classroom
practices, but these efforts remain minimal andhdbbreak out of the confinement of the
monolingual framework.
‘I do try to take into account that a lot of my @gémts are non-Dutch-speaking. For
Flemish students thaF(ench)is a third language, but for some Turkish studérgs

already the fourth or the fifth language. | do kthyou have to be aware of this, it's
really necessary.” (Woman, specific teacher, Sckxol

‘And listening exercises, that makes th&tudentsyeally panic because they have to
listen and write at the same time. We have an aggae | do not sanction spelling or
grammar mistakes when correcting listening exescid&hy not? Because | am
evaluating listening competences. And then | wankrow if they understood the
(spoken)ext. | also adapt the questions, for example siggumultiple choice or only
filling in a word.” (Woman, specific teacher, Sch@&)

5. Conclusion and discussion

In the above section, we have provided answersdahree research questions outlined in
part two based on data collected by means of quiakt research methods. Firstly, we wanted
to examine if teachers adhere to the monolingugjuage policies as currently implemented

in the Flemish education system and how thesefbali® expressed in the discourse of the
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teachers. Secondly, we wanted to look for evidesfcan underlying monolingual ideology,
processes of classification of languages, symlpaiger and recognition, and reproduction of
linguistic capital in policy documents and discassregarding Flemish education. And
thirdly, we wanted to gain insight in the explamgtechemes teachers use to motivate and

rationalize their own monolingual beliefs.

Our findings indicate that the language policies-iamish education are based on a
strong monolingual ideology; and that a clear dfizsdion of languages is present in the
Flemish education context, classifying the domidanguage as the only legitimate language
and banning low status languages from the fieledafcation. In addition, we can state that
teacher beliefs regarding the use of (home) languageducation coincide to a large extent
with the monolingual policies implemented in Flemmsducation. Teachers use time, school
success and integration arguments to motivate atidnalize these monolingual beliefs.
Teachers voice — implicitly and explicitly — thedloubts about the effectiveness of the
education and language policies that are curreintiplemented at regional, school and
classroom level. The language proficiency of migratudents appears to be decreasing
instead of increasing despite all the support nreasfe.g. remedial teaching, pull out classes,
languages testing) put into place. Nevertheless ettisting class and teaching practices are
maintained in the absence of an alternative framlewm approach the increasing linguistic

diversity in schools and classrooms.

These findings have important implications for pwpthakers. Current education
policies in Flanders, aimed at improving the achrment rate of non-Dutch speaking students,
is based on the assumption that Dutch languagecmofy is a condition for academic
success. However, the indented objective — inangatie Dutch language proficiency by
imposing the exclusive use of Dutch and the banoingther home languages in the school

context — appears to be jeopardized by the interadietween teachers’ language beliefs,
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teachers’ trust in students and teachers’ expeastabout academic achievement. Pulinx,
Van Avermaet and Agirdag (2014) found an assoaiabetween the monolingual beliefs of
teachers en the level of trust they have in theidents: the stronger the monolingual beliefs
are, the less trust teachers have in their studéimtsm the literature on teacher-pupil-
interaction (Rosenthal and Jacobsen 1968, CrowlMacGinitie 1974, Godley et al. 2006,
Agirdag, Van Avermaet, and Van Houtte 2013, Ranmaat, 2013) we know that trust in
students is related to the expectations teachddsregarding the academic achievement of
students, and these expectations are in turn detiagnfor the actual academic outcomes of

students.

In the quotations of teachers illustrating the amguats used for rationalizing their
monolingual beliefs (in particular related to tiiegration argument), stereotypes and beliefs
teachers hold on the ethnic and cultural backgrafritie students and their parents become
apparent. These stereotypes and beliefs startyouefbrring to the home language and the
language use of the students and their parentsshiben transferred to other — ascribed —
characteristics of the speakers of these langualgeshe literature, such processes of
stigmatization, based on the language of a pergsoa group of persons, are labeled as
‘linguicism’ (Skutnabb-Kangas and Philipson, 1989¥leologies and structures which are
used to legitimate, effectuate, and reproduce ualedjuision of power and resources (both
material and non-material) between groups which defned on the basis of language.”
Based on the above mentioned literature, we camasshat these processes of stigmatization
and stereotyping on the side of the teachers are ddtermining for the level of trust they

have in their students.

The monolingual beliefs of teachers are shapedbyngoing dynamic and reciprocal
interaction process between education policies spekcific school contexts. Therefore,

teachers can be key actors in bringing about mpe»n @nd inclusive language policies in
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education. A transition from a monolingual towardnaltilingual approach regarding home
languages in education will be most successful wingrated by teachers at school and
classroom level. The opposite shift — changingaegli and national language policies first —
seems more difficult to initiate taking into accouhe strong adherence to policies in the
socio-political reality of Flanders. Earlier resdarprograms have shown that practice-
orientated and experimental approaches can leadhémges in the beliefs of teachers
regarding the (linguistic) competences and academviglvement of their students (Ramaut

e.a. 2013; Valdiviezo 2009).

By supporting grass root initiatives (small scalejgcts merging bottom up, based on
school and class room experiences), conductingractsearch and experimental research
programs and professionalization of teacher trginaimange in school policies and teachers’
beliefs can be brought about. Subsequently, edurcaind language policies at regional and
national level can be influenced by the alteredelfeland experience at school and teacher
level. In other words, monolingual school policiesn be contested and reconstructed at

school and classroom level.
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