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PREFACE

In February 20006, I spent a night outside the school gates of a small Dutch-
medium school in Schaerbeek, hoping to enroll my then two-year-old son in
nursery school the next day. I was not alone that night, for a number of other
fathers — this was a dad’s job, or so it seemed — were keeping me company on this
particular outing, in similar hopes of enrolling their progeny. We started the night
in high spirits — we built a fire and sat around it with beers in our gloved hands,
and someone had even run home to fetch a copy of The Big Lebowski so we could
watch it on his laptop. But when it started to snow at 3 am, even the vodka that
someone had procured proved unable to keep us warm. The school gates finally
opened five freezing hours later, and I was ushered inside, straight into the
children’s cafeteria. Sitting on a toddler-sized stool, a cup of scalding coffee in my
previously numb hands, I was about to enroll my child in nursery school. Had our
cold and sleepless night been worth it? I hoped it would be...

Incidentally, during that same period of time, I had started working on a large-
scale study on non-Dutch-speaking parents in Dutch-medium education in
Brussels. In most research on multilingual practices within educational
institutions, the focus lies with pupils’ or students’ interactions, educational
practices or outcomes; parents are usually kept aside or treated as secondary
actors. But I took them as a starting point for the investigation, as these parents,
by opting for a specific language educational system (i.e. Dutch-medium
education in Brussels), were laying the foundation for their children’s linguistic
and social future. Like the research 1 had carried out before, this was a
quantitative study, aiming to shed light on what motivated these parents in the
educational choices they had made for their children.

In the course of the analysis, however, I gradually became more convinced that
my approach was not conducive to uncovering the research issues that really
interested me, issues that may not have occurred to me had I not been a parent
myself with a kid enrolled at a Dutch-medium school. For instance, I quickly
realized that different opinions on language were being bandied about among
parents on the school yard, but these ideas were not always consistent, and could
even contradict each other at times. I also witnessed many different language

practices at play, practices that were not so easily boiled down into simple fixed
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categories. It niggled at me that there was probably “so much more going on”
behind the quantitative data that I had gathered. And this, in a nutshell, is why I
ventured into the qualitative project which eventually found its way into this PhD

dissertation.

But why study language-in-society in Brussels? The institutional complexities
related to language in Brussels and Belgium provide a particularly interesting
setting to do this. Since the 1960s, most of Belgium’s internal administrative
borders have been based on language, with the officially bilingual Brussels Capital
Region lodged as an island in the center. This has led to a complex institutional
framework that nowadays involves both a French Community and a Flemish
Community in charge of organizing so-called ‘person-related” matters in the
Region of Brussels. As a result, a number of linguistically separate institutions
exist in parallel in Brussels, operating largely independent from each other. In
terms of education in particular, the effects of this separate but parallel
organization are numerous: the language of instruction (Dutch in Dutch-medium
education, and French in French-medium education) marks an obvious
difference, but differences can also be found in terms of the content, nature and
educational aims of the curriculum. At the same time, like many cities, Brussels
has become thoroughly multilingual, and the contrast between these multilingual
realities and a two-tier institutional organization rooted in a largely monolingual
policy is striking. What’s more, the growing linguistic heterogeneity of the pupil
population is a challenge for its monolingually-based educational practices. This is
particularly the case for Dutch-medium education in Brussels, since it is often
considered one of the strongholds of the Flemish presence in Brussels,
representing a Flemish, Dutch-speaking minority within a French-speaking
majority. In this study then, my interest lies in uncovering how multilingual
individual actors from different backgrounds relate to these themes. I interviewed
and observed a number of parents, which resulted in my presenting ‘telling’

stories which hopefully shed new light on the intricacy of the issues at stake.

I could not have done any of the above without the help of many. First and
foremost, I wish to thank the parents who agreed to act as informants in this
study. Without their contribution, none of this would have been possible in the

first place.

I would also like to thank Laurence Mettewie, my supervisor, for her continued

support and her unfailing faith in my project. Her comments and suggestions
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rarely missed the mark, and perhaps more importantly, she never hesitated to give

me the proverbial ‘kick in the pants’ when required.

I should equally like to thank Jeroen Darquennes and Rudi Janssens who, as
members of the reading committee and members of the jury, were kind enough to
dedicate some of their precious time to providing feedback on eatlier versions of
the manuscript. The other members of the jury, Christine Hélot and Patricia

Lamarre, deserve my gratitude as well.

The following people also contributed to the project in one way or another. As

such, they deserve my utmost gratitude:

Frank Scheppers, whose sound critical comments on a pre-final draft hopefully

contributed to a tighter and more coherent argumentation.

Evie Tops, who helped me devise the lay-out of the manuscript.

Florence Vandevondele and Hélene Verhaeghe, who transcribed part of the data.

Robert Blackwood, who gave additional suggestions regarding the English

translation of part of the French transcripts.

I am also indebted to Hugo Baetens Beardsmore for introducing me to the study

of bilingualism in a truly inspirational way.

I also wish to acknowledge those who have helped me through the inevitable ups
and downs of my project. My friends and family deserve special mention, but so
do my colleagues of the Department of Germanic Languages at the University of

Namur (especially Eloy).

Finally, my sincere thanks go to Julie Deconinck who has done her best to turn
my awkward prose into a pleasant read, although any remaining mistakes are
solely my own. Thank you for enduring my many mood swings, and for being a

loving presence.

This book is dedicated to my son, Danel.
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(GENERAL INTRODUCTION






In the general introduction we aim to provide the reader with all the necessary
elements to situate the present study. It consists of three chapters. The first
chapter presents both the theoretical and contextual background which underlie
the rationale of our study, and finishes with the research objectives that will serve
as guidelines to our investigation. In line with the qualitative and ethnographic
approach that we wish to adopt for the present study, this first chapter thus
presents a conceptual framework that presents and discusses the theories, beliefs,
and prior research findings that are relevant to the aims of the study. Note that
this does not mean that the theoretical foundations of our study will be confined
to this opening chapter; other chapters will also refer to theoretical concepts as
they are deemed fitting for the analysis. The second chapter offers detailed
information on our methodological approach, as well as on the data collection
and analysis. The third chapter then introduces the participants of our study and

their immediate environment.






CHAPTER 1

THEORETICAL AND CONTEXTUAL FOUNDATIONS

In this first chapter, we will present the theoretical and contextual background of
our study:

(1) the first section offers a concise review of the research literature on the
three concepts that are fundamental to our theoretical approach, namely
language, identity, and community;

(2) the second section presents the political and institutional context of
Dutch-medium education in Brussels;

(3) in the third section, we home in on our research focus, namely parents in
Dutch-medium education in Brussels;

(4) finally, on the basis of these elements, we present the rationale behind our

study as well as our research objectives.

1.1 LANGUAGE, IDENTITY, AND COMMUNITY

1.1.1 Multilingualism, a social approach

In her introduction to Bilingualism: a social approach, Monica Heller champions an
approach to multilingualism that “privileges language as social practice, speakers
as social actors and boundaries as products of social action” in order “to move
discussions of bilingualism away from a focus on the whole bounded units of
code and community” (Heller, 2007, p. 1). Many scholars working in
contemporary sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology, and related fields, would —
at least in theory — subscribe to the position illustrated in this quote, which
privileges speech over language as a research object, and practice over
community.

The origins of the approach proposed by Heller can be traced back to a research
tradition that originated in the 1960s. Partly as a reaction to Chomskyan

structuralist linguistics, and partly as a reaction to Labovian descriptive variationist



sociolinguistics, two scholars working on two different continents proposed a new
way of looking at sociolinguistics: John Gumperz and Dell Hymes. John
Gumperz’ interactional sociolinguistics set out to study how language users create
meaning in interaction. Together with Dell Hymes, he proposed an ‘ethnography
of communication’ (Gumperz & Hymes, 1972) as a method to study language as a
social phenomenon, rather than as a discrete, closed system. The purpose was to
study language practices as ‘ways of speaking’ and to relate these to what Hymes
(1972) coined ‘communicative competence’, or the social knowledge of how and
when to use language. The idea, later elaborated upon and refined by other
researchers, was that language competence transcends linguistic or grammatical
knowledge by including pragmatic knowledge as well.

The work by Gumperz, Hymes and their peers has inspired, prompted, and
influenced a bulk of research in recent decades (see e.g. Rampton, 2007, for an
overview), but relatively recent social and global political changes have perhaps
contributed to the expansion and mainstreaming of their legacy in language-
related sciences more broadly. Since the early 1990s, two phenomena are guiding
societies around the world toward what Vertovec (2007, p. 1024) has called
superdiversity, i.e. a diversification of diversity with “a level and kind of complexity
surpassing anything [...] previously experienced in a particular society”, and which
he relates to two distinct factors. Firstly, a change can be observed in the structure
and nature of migration, from rather predictable collective flows to more diffuse
and unpredictable shifts. One can now imagine people from all backgrounds
leaving any place for any other, for any number of reasons. People move on, or
return, at variable moments, and as such the composition of populations
throughout the world is subject to hyperdiversity and flux, with obvious
consequences for linguistic heterogeneity. This is particularly salient in larger cities
around the world, but it is also visible in more peripheral locations (Pietikdinen &
Kelly-Holmes, 2011). Furthermore, this growing diversity eludes sociological
categorizations that have long been used to make sense of our social world, and —
on a more practical level — it increasingly challenges institutions, policy makers
and governments’ use of these same categories to ‘deal’ with these realities.
Secondly, the rise of new technologies compels us to reconsider traditional ways
of looking at language. Connectivity enables online contacts across the globe that
were previously unimaginable, and new ways of communicating such as text
messaging or chat-practices confront us with users’ creativity regarding normative
language use.

All of these factors have led to serious critiques of what (a) ‘language’ and

(a)‘community’ are, critiques broadly rooted in a poststructuralist or postmodern



paradigm. The main criticism can be summarized as an opposition to the use of
essentialized, decontextualized notions of language and community, both in
general discourse and in research. Languages are believed to be fluid rather than
tixed codes, framed within social practices, and their apparent systematicity can be
described as “an illusion produced by the partial settling or sedimentation of
frequently used forms into temporary systems” (Hopper, 1998, p. 158). This view
obviously has consequences for how bilingualism or multilingualism can be
defined. Rather than assuming the co-existence of two separate language systems
within the individual or society, a framework that informed most research on
bilingualism over the past decades, it is suggested that bilingualism should be seen
as a language continuum. In order to tighten our theoretical grip on this view of
bilingualism, new terms have recently been proposed, such as polylingualism
(Jorgensen, Karrebaek, Madsen, & Moller, 2011) or metrolingualism (Otsuji &
Pennycook, 2010). They converge in that restrictions on what can be said or not
are not considered linguistic but social, and related to political and ideologically-
motivated norms (Jergensen, Rindler-Schjerve, & Vetter, 2012), which echoes
Heller’s (2007) words above.

Recent work on code alternation, for instance, has shown that often the
‘boundaries’ between distinct languages are not only blurred but cease to be
significant, since no meaningful opposition between the use of the two codes can
be found (Bailey, 2007; Tsitsipis, 2007; Auer, 2007). Lidi and Py (2003) proposed
to regard these practices as ‘parlers bilingues’ (bilingual talk), referring to the social
act performed rather than the linguistic mixing. Garcia (2009a, p. 45) favors the
term franslangnaging, which she defines as “the multilingual discursive practices in
which bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their bilingual worlds”. It is
posited that one should look at practices and describe these language practices
“from the perspective of the users themselves, and not simply [...] from the
perspective of the language itself” (Garcia, 2009a, p. 45). Code-switching
phenomena could then be described as acts performed by bilinguals of “accessing
different linguistic features or various modes of what are described as
autonomous languages” (Garcia, 2009b, p. 140).

In a similar vein, but more directly based upon Bakhtin’s (1981) notion of
heteroglossia, Bailey (2007, p. 257) describes code-switching phenomena as
heteroglossic practices. Bailey uses the notion of heteroglossia to address “(a) the
simultaneous use of different kinds of forms and signs, and (b) the tensions and
conflicts among those signs, based on the sociohistorical associations they carry
with them.” The social force of mono- or bilingualism in lived experience is thus

not denied, quite the contrary, but it is not considered “a function of formal, or



inherent linguistic differences among what counts as languages” (Bailey, 2007, p.
271). Compared to translanguaging, the concept of heteroglossic practices thus
explicitly invokes an ideological reading of multilingual language practices.
Another advantage is that the notion encompasses intra-language varieties as well,
so that it helps to focus on different ways of speaking, be it in one language or
another, rather than on speaking in different languages. Heteroglossia thus
encompasses mono- as well as multilingual forms, which, according to (Bailey,
2007, p. 258), “allows a level of theorizing about the social nature of language that
is not possible within the confines of a focus on code-switching.”

We can go back to Hymes for the origins of this line of thinking, through the
concept of langnage repertoires. Hymes (1974, 1996) proposed the notion of a
repertoire to denote the various ways of speaking that people engage in: “A
repertoire comprises a set of ways of speaking. Ways of speaking, in turn,
comprise speech styles, on the one hand, and contexts of discourse, on the other,
together with relations of appropriateness obtaining between styles and contexts.”
(Hymes, 1996, p. 33; quoted in Blommaert, 2005). This (usage-based) view on
language enables us to frame language knowledge and multilingualism in a
different perspective, since “people are restricted as to what they can do with and
in language [or languages|, depending on the range and composition of their
repertoires” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 13). Language repertoires are thus to be
understood as built of generically and sociolinguistically restricted competences,
and competence in a language (or languages) can never be complete, but is always
partial, dynamic, and ‘truncated’ (Blommaert, Collins, & Slembrouck, 2005;
Blommaert & Backus, 2011). This viewpoint also has obvious consequences for
how we conceive of multilingualism and education, since it eludes the possibility
of knowing a language (or languages) ‘perfectly’, and thus reframes what may be
realistically expected in terms of linguistic educational outcome, for instance.
What the many terms mentioned above have in common is that they illustrate a
concern with defining linguistic practices differently, yet without having to refer
to discrete languages. They focus on the social of the linguistic rather than on the
linguistic of the social, and underscore that “despite the fact that language has a
psychological and linguistic component, it is the social context in which it is used,
and the wishes and power of its speakers, that determine its role” (Garcia, 2009a,
p. 25). However, even if we (as scholars) accept that the notion of ‘a language’ is a
discursive construction, or, as Joseph (2000, p. 20) puts it, a political-linguistic-
rhetorical construct, clearly its power should not be underestimated. For instance,
even if we de-essentialize or de-absolutize a normative notion of language,

linguistic hierarchies are still applied and acknowledged as such. Likewise,



considering multilingualism as a set of repertoires does not prevent some of these
repertoires being more highly valued than others in particular circumstances.
Furthermore, it is improbable that people will stop using concepts like ‘French’,
or ‘Japanese’ in their everyday lives.

If a turn in thinking has taken place over the last decades, it could perhaps be
characterized as a shift from looking at language in society from a collective
perspective, i.e. how the individual relates to the collective, to the individual’s
perspective, i.e. how the individual as a social, pragmatic actor constitutes the
collective." Some scholars suggest that the post-structural emphasis on agency in
sociolinguistic research has swung too far, to the detriment of acknowledging the
importance of structural constraints on human (linguistic) behavior. David Block
(2012), for instance, points out that the notion of ‘class’, though an important
concept in early sociolinguistic work (e.g. Labov, Trudgill, and others), has been
neglected in more recent work, some exceptions aside (e.g. Rampton, 2000).

As a corollary to this shift in thinking about language and community, scholars
working in a critical sociolinguistics paradigm have also highlighted the ideological
stances permeating previous ways of thinking about language and bilingualism.
They argue that these very notions are a modernist (and Western) invention linked
to a Herderian one language-one culture template that served Western nations in
their nation-building (Hobsbawm, 1990). In critical perspectives such as Heller’s
(2000, 2007), for instance, the notion of bi- or multilingualism as two
monolingualisms stuck together, or, as Blommaert (20072) coins it, poly-
monolingnalism, is claimed to serve the same message of language-nation-identity
just like language X or Y did before, but only in a seemingly different way.
According to Heller (2000, p. 23), this view leads to

a reproduction of the old nation-state emphasis on “whole” languages, but
with a new twist. The celebration of “fusion” and “hybridity” may simply be
a way of legitimating what are actually multiple monolingualisms, and the
privileged position of those with the right kind of multilingual repertoires. It
may also signal a struggle between two elites, one with an investment in
monolingualism, the other with an investment in multilingualism. Then
again, the second elite may well actually depend for its privileges on the

existence of the first.

1 This equally applies to a similar shift within ethnography for instance, since Gumperz and
Hymes’ concepts such as linguistic repertoires were linked to patticular speech communities. These
repertoires were seen to characterize communities or bounded groups of people, but already based
on speech rather than language, with the notion of a sharedness of repertoire enabling smooth
communication (Blommaert, 2007a).



According to this point of view, one of the researcher's tasks is then to look at
what message is conveyed in discourse on bilingualism, in which context it is
produced, by whom, and with what purposes. To quote Heller and Duchéne
(2007, p. 11), “we should be asking [..] who benefits and who loses from
understanding languages the way we do, what is at stake for whom, and how and
why language serves as a terrain for competition.” Once we have looked at the
context in which the present study is situated more closely, the relevance of this
issue will become more obvious. To put it very succinctly for now, Dutch-
medium education in Brussels is often considered (and promoted, see the next
section) as a way to raise children bilingually (Dutch-French), given the fact that
bilingual education as such is only scarcely available in Brussels (and in Belgium in
general). We can thus ask whether and in what way the notion of bilingualism is
relevant for the parents participating in our study. We can also look at what type
of conception(s) of bilingualism our informants forward within their narrative,
and how these conceptions are or are not related to the way they deal with having
a child in Dutch-medium education.

In the previous paragraphs we discussed how a shift in thinking about language
and identity - foregrounding the users and their practices rather than assuming
traditional, more discrete accounts of language - has paved the way for exploring
the notion of multilingualism anew. This has clear implications for the notion of

language(s) in/and education, as we will see below.

Multilingnalism and education

It is through education that language and national identity are created,

performed and above all reproduced.
(Joseph, 20006, p. 49)

The role of education in the maintenance and reproduction (or contestation) of —
as well as the socialization into — dominant or desirable discourse systems and
ideologies related to language and identity has long been recognized (Apple,
1982). The seminal work by Bourdieu (Bourdieu, 1982; Bourdieu & Passeron,
1990; Bourdieu, 1991) has led many to investigate how this transmission takes
place and as a result has had a great impact on consecutive research. As a part of
his theory of social reproduction, Bourdieu introduced the idea that we acquire
various kinds of capital through schooling. These include cultural capital,
symbolic capital, and linguistic capital. As Garcia (2009a, p. 12) puts it: “Bourdieu
believes that the ability of students to gather linguistic capital is dependent mostly

on the education they receive, and thus schools play a major role in regulating
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language as capital and mediating access to it.”” Criticism of this point of view has
been voiced by Habermas (discussed in Joseph, 20006), for instance, in that
Bourdieu’s theory does not sufficiently recognize the power of individual agency
in dealing with these structural phenomena, but the theory remains compelling.

Indeed, if we consider the role of education to be one of the prime mechanisms
of (language) ideological reproduction, we could ask what impact relatively recent
trends commonly joined under the umbrella term ‘globalization’” may have. Heller
(2000, p. 18) suggests that education plays a key role in the transmission of capital,
now even more than before, as alternative ‘modern’ strongholds such as the

nation-state and its institutions have lost ground through globalization:

And education has become a key site of distribution of commodified
linguistic capital, as former sites of production and reproduction of

linguistic capital disappear or are transformed.

A second effect of globalization is that language education itself becomes subject
to changes. The density and heterogeneity of language practices linked to
superdiversity (Vertovec, 2007) are obviously felt in classrooms as well, and
teachers, administrators and policy makers are likely to look for ways to deal with
these realities. However, neither traditional foreign language education nor
various types of bilingual education that have arisen over the past decades (Baker,
20006; Garcia, 20092) seem to be able to have found an answer yet to adequately
cope with this linguistic complexity. An interesting typological contribution in this
respect is Garcia’s (2009a) distinction between monoglossic and heteroglossic
types of bilingual education. The first group, roughly corresponding to bilingual
education programs designed in the twentieth century (as well as the traditional
monolingual education programs with foreign language education), aspires a
monolingual proficiency in the dominant language or in each of the two
languages. The underpinning belief is that only linguistic practices by
monolinguals are considered legitimate. The second group departs from a
different view, acknowledging that individuals” multilingual language practices can
relate to multiple norms. In other words, they depart from the translanguaging
individual (children that have access to various language practices) rather than the
(multiple) monolingual individual. Unsurprisingly, this second group is vastly

outnumbered by the first.
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1.1.2 Language and identity

In the previous subsection, we presented a recent shift in the way language in
society is perceived and the repercussions this has on language in education. This
subsection deals with another concept that has raised a great deal of attention in
sociolinguistic scholarship since the early 1990s, prompting a profusion of
literature, including a number of comprehensive and critical overviews (Joseph,
2004; Benwell & Stokoe, 20006). The origins of this interest in the question of
identity and its link with the language we speak lie in the post-structural notion
that identity (or identities) is not something we are or have, but rather something
we perform, among other things through language, and that it is created
dialogically. The link between language and identity, moreover, is said to be
dynamic, layered, and the result of trajectories and discourses.

To begin with, notwithstanding the large amount of literature on the subject,
identity remains a difficult notion to define. In order to incorporate the idea that
identity is subject to social construction and constraint, various alternatives to the
term ‘identity’ have been proposed in the research literature: these include se/,
person, ethos, persona, subject position, subjectivity, positionings, and identification (Ivanic,
1998; in Joseph, 2004, p. 9). Whereas each of these concepts has its own pedigree
and its specific — useful - heuristic purposes, each of them is also prone to
misinterpretations. Joseph (2004, p. 10) therefore prefers to stick to ‘identity’,
since after all, ‘identity’ still remains “the everyday word for people’s sense of who
they are” (Ivanic, 1998, p. 10). He defines identity as “the category (or set of
categories) into which a person (or less often, animal or object or abstraction) is
read as belonging, expressible as or (in the case of a proper name) consisting of a
noun phrase or adjective phrase” (Joseph, 2004, p. 40). Note the move away from
a definition that is necessarily informed by a cognitively centered subjective,
agentive mind. Joseph suggests we abolish looking at representation and
communication as the two essential functions of language, and instead adopt a
“primordial language subject-cum-object reacting interpretatively to the world
around it” (Joseph, 2004, p. 39). In order to apply these ideas to social science
research, he argues for an approach grounded in reading and interpretation.
Within a poststructuralist framework, traditional sociological categorizations are
(re)conceptualized as socially recognizable categories of membership (Pavlenko,
2001, p. 317), which provide “accessible meaning construction schema for
studying experience” (Hanauer, 2010, p. 61). These categories include gender,
social class, nationality, ethnic affiliation, race and language, but, as Block (20006)
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says, this list is not exhaustive. Moreover, the different options are considered
neither exclusive nor discrete, but work z fandem and are co-constructing. When
these categories are embedded in official discourses, however, they become
institutionalized (Bloor & Bloor, 2007, p. 86), and major systems of
institutionalized classification include national identity, racial identity, ethnic
identity, and class identity. These are often used in censuses and, as Kertzer and
Arel (2002) argue, rather than reflecting social reality, a census may actually play a
key role in the construction of that reality (see also Rampton, 2007). Similar
criticism might be leveled at quantitative research on language and society, as we
will see when we discuss specific findings generated by such research.

This, however, does not mean that commonly held categories have lost their
meanings for people. As Canagarajah (2005, p. 439) asserts (with respect to
research on minority languages), “attachments to ethnicity and mother tongue are
resilient, despite their limited value in pragmatic and material terms”. May (2005,
p. 330) adds:

While language may not be a determining feature of ethnic identity, it
remains nonetheless a significant one in many instances. Or to put it
another way, it simply does not reflect adequately, let alone explain, the
heightened saliency of language issues in many historical and contemporary
political conflicts, particularly at the intrastate level [...]. In these conflicts,
particular languages clearly are for many people an important and

constitutive factor of their individual, and at times, collective identities.

This remark is reminiscent of a similar comment made above on the usefulness of
the concept of ‘a language’. Even if it may be effective to conceptualize identity as
a dynamic, layered, discursive construct in order to unveil its complexity, an
essentialist view of identity is still typical for social actors. Nevertheless, we follow
Block (20006, p. 28) when he states (on identity) that “essentializing might work
[...] as a tool to get things done, it does not seem a good strategy to adopt when
working as a researcher, trying to construct understandings and explanations of

observed phenomena.”

A composite notion of identity

The notion of identity becomes even harder to pin down when we take the
performance of identity into account, specifically as it relates to performance in social
interactions. Goffman (1955, p. 227) was one of the first to suggest “a functional
relationship between the structure of the self and the structure of spoken
interaction”, calling this ‘structure of the self’ as presented in speech the persona,

referring to the self one projects in everyday actions. Le Page and Tabouret-
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Keller’s (1985) notion of ‘acts of identity’ similarly refers to the idea that all
utterances are indexical of identity, and that these utterances index various
dimensions of identity at the same time. However, approaches such as these,
while rightfully highlighting the actual context of the interaction as a locus for
identity construction, may sideline the impact of the social order as it structures
and “formats’ situations and practices (Blommaert et al., 2005).”

Some authors propose a view of identity that comprises the ‘luggage’ one has
acquired (broadly understood as one’s origins and experiences), the way one’s
identity is presented in the actual performance of social interaction, and the
constraints and possibilities that are imposed on/available to this identity. In her
work on writer identity, for instance, Ivanic (1997, extensively discussed in
Hanauer, 2010, pp. 58-59) proposes a composite concept of identity, constructed
from four categories: (1) autobiographic self, (2) discoursal self, (3) self as author
and (4) possibilities for selthood in the socio-cultural and institutional context.
The autobiographic self consists of the life-history, memories, events, and the ways
of being in the world of the writer. The discoursal self refers to “the impression —
often multiple, sometimes contradictory — which [writers] consciously or
unconsciously convey of themselves in a particular written text” (Ivanic, 1998, p.
25). As such, the notion of the discoursal self cannot be collapsed with an
autobiographical self, because the former refers to how the identity of the
biographical self is manifested and performed at the time of writing. The se/f as
anthor concerns the degree of authority that writers experience and claim in
relation to the writing they do. According to Ivanic, writers vary widely in the
extent to which they claim authority as the source of the text’s contents, as well as
the degree to which they are present as authors in their writings (Ivanic, 1998, p.
26). The last category comprises the “prototypical possibilities of self-hood which
are available to the writers in the social context of writing” (Ivanic, 1998, p. 27;
quoted in Hanauer, 2010, p. 59). These possibilities are said to be multiple and
allow or preclude the subjective positions that can be taken.

Though our interest is not on writer identity, the effort to integrate these different
components into a unitary concept of identity is appealing. As Hanauer (2010, p.
58) argues, Ivanic “conceptualizes the issue of the discursive performance of
identity within the context of structuring social discourse” and thus proposes a

view on identity that comprises trajectories, performance, evaluation of

2 This juxtaposition is reminiscent of the divergent stance taken up by conversation analysts and
ethnomethodologists toward the precise nature and relevance of ‘context’ in their analyses of
social interaction.
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performance, and the possibilities and constraints of a more structural nature,

such as political or socioeconomic conditions.

Negotiation of identities

One of the perspectives on identity that prioritizes the agency of social actors in
both construing an identity and resisting an ascribed or imposed one, is the idea
of a negotiation of identities (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). The authors define

identities as:

[...] social, discursive, and narrative options offered by a particular society
in a specific time and place to which individuals and groups of individuals
appeal in an attempt to self-name, to self-characterize, and to claim social

spaces and social prerogatives. (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004, p. 19)

Contrary to social psychological approaches to identity, for instance, Pavlenko
and Blackledge privilege a discursive interpretation of identities, in which
identities are “located in discourses and |[...] situated in narratives” (Pavlenko &
Blackledge, 2004, p. 20), a view which relies heavily on Foucault (cf. O'Rourke &
Pitt, 2007). Pavlenko & Blackledge’s conceptualization of the negotiation of
identities is partly grounded in Positioning Theory (Davies & Harré, 1990; Harré
& Van Langenhove, 1999). This theory proposes that “[...] identity is about the
constant and ongoing positioning of individuals in interactions with others”
(Block, 2000, p. 29). Or as Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004, p. 20, italics mine) say,
positioning is about the “perpetual tension between self-chosen identities and others’
attempts to position them differently”. The negotiation of identities is then
defined as an interplay between reflexive positioning, i.e. self-representation or
self-chosen identities, and interactive positioning, i.e. identities ascribed or
imposed by others. Though Harré & Van Langenhove (1999) treat positioning
largely as a conversational phenomenon, Pavlenko & Blackledge (2004) expand
the concept to include all discursive practices. As we wish to qualify previous
quantitative findings (Van Mensel, 2007) on language and identity by adopting an
emic point of view, the idea of negotiation of identities seems particularly useful.
For it foregrounds the individual’s discursive handling of identities, the
individual’s agentive potential, rather than a structure of identity categorizations in

which the individual is placed/allocated.

1.1.3 Community as a nexus of shared trajectories

In the subsection on identity above, we discussed the autobiographic self as one
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of the constituents of one’s identity, to be understood as an accumulation of an
individual’s life-history, memories, experiences, and ways of being in the world
(Hanauer, 2010; Ivanic, 1998). More specifically in terms of linguistic identity, if
we take the link between language and identity to be dynamic, one’s linguistic life-
history is bound to inform part of who we are. People’s language (learning) trajectories
— the languages they have heard, spoken and learned throughout their lifetimes —
may have an influence on their identity in different ways. A useful notion for
approaching an individual’s life experiences is Bourdieu’s concept of habitus (see
Bourdieu, 1984, 1990; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992),
defined as a “system of durable and transposable dispositions” (1977, p. 72). It
refers to a repository of habitualized practices that manifest themselves both
physically and psychologically (e.g. ways of acting, ways of speaking), and which
are acquired throughout a lifetime: the individual’s accumulated experience of
social actions. This habitus, thus, is unique to each individual, but people’s habitus
may overlap to various degrees as they share or have shared experience(s) within
the same ‘group’ (which could be a family, a generation, a gender community, a
chess club, and so on). Scollon & Scollon (2001; 2003; 2005; 2012) prefer the term
historical body (borrowed from Nishida, 1958) to habitus, however, because they
consider the latter (cf. the formulation of ‘durable dispositions’) too rigid, as it
suggests that individuals, once they have internalized certain beliefs and practices,
remain determined by these same beliefs and rules by and large. The authors
believe that, while this may be the case in some situations, “the process of
socialization into discourse systems, especially when it involves the negotiation
among multiple discourse systems, is a much more partial and dynamic affair”
(Scollon et al., 2012, p. 173). The term historical body thus refers to the
interaction between the individual and the discourse systems in which she or he
participates, and it allows us to see the individual not just as a “storehouse of
social practices [cf. habitus], but also as the ground for the ontogenesis of new
social practices” (Scollon et al., 2012, p. 173), a metaphorical ‘compost heap’ of
social practices (Scollon, 2003). Hence, the two notions — habitus and historical
body —conceptualize the role of the individual’s trajectory (life-history,
autobiographic self).

An interesting corollary to the idea of trajectories, however, is that it also allows
us to conceptualize the notion of ‘group’ or ‘community’ in a different way, i.e. as
a nexus of shared trajectories. Like ‘language’ (see the first section in this chapter), the
notions of ‘community’ and ‘language community’ as based on traditional
sociological parameters have been criticized in the literature for being too

essentialist and reductive. In his seminal work on ethnic groups, Barth (1969)
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suggests that the boundaries that are constructed between groups, rather than the
‘objective’ characteristics of individual group members, are constitutive of group
identity. Language, then, serves an important boundary-marking function
(Tabouret-Keller, 1997; Bucholtz & Hall, 2004; Fought, 20006). For instance, the
group of ‘Nederlandstaligen” (‘Dutch speakers’) is in actual language practice not
defined by an objective, static and inherent characteristic, as all its members
deploy varied registers and ways of speaking. However, through pinpointing
which characteristics are allowed or rejected as being representative of ‘Dutch’, we
can come to an identification of ‘Dutch speakers’. In the case of Flanders, for
instance, it is remarkable how little flexibility is accorded toward the recognition
of ‘immigrant Dutch’ as being part of the in-group varieties, whereas dialectal
varieties that can differ radically from the ‘standard’ do not meet with the same
objections (Blommaert & Van Avermaet, 2008).’

An influential second addition to the theorization of group and community was
provided by Anderson’s (1983) notion of zmagined communities. Anderson’s first
interest was to explain the origins and spread of nationalism, and he defines a
nation as a socially constructed community, imagined by the people who perceive
themselves as part of that group (Anderson, 1983, pp. 6-7). The usefulness of this
concept lies in the fact that it explains how people that have never met each other
are bound together, precisely by a shared belief in the membership in the
community. According to Anderson, language plays an important role in the
construction of this community since, as one of the primal forces of language
constitutes its capacity for imaginary community-building and generating

particular solidarities within those imagined communities.

Communities and nexus of practice

Yet another influential concept for group analysis is the one formulated by Lave
and Wenger (1991) of ‘communities of practice’ (see also Wenger, 1998). Rather
than focusing on differences (Barth) or shared beliefs (Anderson), the notion of
communities of practice, defined as groups of people that do things together, or,
as Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992) put it, “aggregates of people who come
together around mutual engagement in an endeavor”, takes shared practices as the
starting point for analysis. The idea is that shared beliefs or ideologies emerge in

the course of ‘doing things together’ and can thus be analyzed subsequently. The

3 Of course, on a different level, these dialectal varieties may be subject to evaluation (mockery,
‘naturalness’, appraisal) as well.
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advantage of this concept is that it helps us to focus on what happens in concrete
interactions between groups of people, and on what people try to accomplish in
these interactions, without taking for granted pre-assumed categorizations in
terms of race, gender, nationality, and so on. Another advantage of the notion of
community of practice is its definitional openness, in the sense that any aggregate
of people can be held to constitute a community of practice (Joseph, 2004, p. 65).
It is then the researcher’s task to show convincingly how and why the
conceptualization of a particular community may be relevant. However, this
openness may also be a drawback, in the sense that the concept is subject to a
large number of interpretations, resulting in much discussion on what precisely
constitutes a community of practice or not (Scollon, 2001). Nevertheless, we do
believe that this idea of a community of practice can be usefully applied in the
present study, particularly because it enables us to conceptualize our target group,
L.e. parents with children in Dutch-medium education in Brussels, as an ensemble,
without necessarily referring to their background.

An even more profound move toward a study of social action based on practices
is proposed by Scollon (2001). To him, a community of practice is in fact the
objectification of a nexus of practice, with the latter term defined as a network (or
networks) of linked practices. He gives the example of the nexus of practice of
‘teaching philosophy’, which can be recognized as such, because it combines a
number of separate practices — lecturing, holding tutorials, marking exams,
etcetera — that differs this nexus from others, such as sheep farming or teacher
driver education (Scollon, 2001, p. 147). Scollon suggests, however, that when
trying to make these nexus formal and explicit, we tend to loose sight of the
centrality of these practices, and reify them as groups of persons (communities of
practice) that have or do not have practices to various degrees. Consequently,
since “communities of practice value or do not value practices |...] they value or
do not value the people who are constructed by that community of practice as
having them” (Scollon, 2001, p. 156). This leads to a focus on membership
(inclusion and exclusion), obscuring the fact that these practices may be (and
probably are) equally functionally present in other communities of practice.

The relevance of the concept of nexus of practice to our discussion is that it
radically does away with taking a psychological unit (the individual, the group) as
the point of departure for social analysis, taking the practices that these actors
engage in as starting points instead. If we consider Scollon & Scollon’s (2003, p.
vili) more elaborated definition of nexus-of-practice, i.e. a "point at which
historical trajectories of people, places, discourses, ideas and objects come

together [...]", its conception of ‘coming together' facilitates ways of looking at
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how boundaries of imagined communities (Anderson, 1983) are constructed or
conceptualized, i.e. “where they [these boundaries| come from and why we make
them work (or not, as the case may be)” (Barth, 1969; quoted in Heller, 2008, p.
517), rather than taking them for granted.

Finally, the concept of nexus of practice also seems compatible with recent trends
in critical sociolinguistics that tend to view time- (cf. trajectories) and spatially-
related concepts as possible explanations for socially regulated language behavior.
In their plea for more attention to space and scale as variables in sociolinguistic
analysis, Blommaert et al. (2005, p. 204) argue that “the specific space in which
interactions develop becomes the nexus of influences from various scales, some
strictly situational and uniquely creative, others conventional and tied to larger
scales [...].” Thus, in a theoretical move similar to the one made earlier by Scollon,
the authors conceptualize multilingualism not as “what individuals have and don't
have, but what the environment, as structured determinations and interactional
emergence, enables and disables” (Blommaert et al, 2005, p. 213). Moving
linguistic competence away from something the individual has or does not have —
and perhaps considering it a nexus of practice, may help us to
deconstruct/explore the reification of (linguistic) practices into communities (of
‘speakers of language 1., for instance) Scollon talks about, as well as examine the
corollary membership issues in terms of group boundary construction that go
along.

We can now apply these conceptions of community to the context of our study,
by considering having-children-in-Dutch-medium-education-in-Brussels as a
nexus of practice. Like any other nexus of practice, it consists of a number of
practices that may partly be found in other, similar nexus (plural), such as having-
children, living-in-Brussels, having-children-that-go-to-school-in-Brussels, having-
children-in-Dutch-medium-education, etcetera. When reified into a community of
practice, however, some practices are valued more than others, and people can be
evaluated accordingly. As a consequence, any particular (variable) set of (language)
practices that is valued higher than others within Dutch-medium education in
Brussels (and by extension, within any particular school), may coincide with
practices inhabited, enacted and supported by the parents to more or lesser
extent. Examples of such practices may range from how to deal with homework —
perhaps better formulated as an overt or covert expression of ‘what is a good way
to deal with homework’ — to which language varieties are spoken, or should be
spoken in which circumstances. In sum, looking at families through this lens
enables us to acknowledge for differences (and possibly even conflicts) between

parents and the school without necessarily having to turn to grand categorial
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dichotomies in terms of us vs. them, dichotomies that in practice are often based
on ethnicity-cum-home language (Hirtt, Nicaise, & De Zutter, 2007; Blommaert
& Van Avermaet, 2008). Instead we propose to look at these differences as
gradually overlapping bundles of practices.

1.1.4 Summing up

In the beginning of this section, we have argued that in the first decade of the 21"
century, the mainstream of the sociolinguistic field (and other related fields in the
social sciences in general) has adopted a post-structuralist paradigm. This is
generally taken as a reaction to structuralist accounts, deemed too rigid and thus
insufficiently capable of capturing the variability and dynamics of social (linguistic)
life. The criticisms of Bourdieu’s concepts mentioned above are a case in point.
Within a post-structuralist framework, the object of study is not how ‘Tlanguage’
and ‘community’ — which are regarded as too bounded, essentialist concepts —
interact or influence each other, but rather how social boundaries are created,
maintained, or contested through micro-events of language-in-interaction —
language as situated practice. Such a viewpoint calls for a social approach to the
study of multilingualism, which “privileges language as social practice, speakers as
social actors and boundaries as products of social action” (Heller, 2007, p. 1), a
position that informs the theoretical underpinnings of the present study.

Within such a framework:

(1) Multilingualism has been conceptualized as translanguaging, or as
heteroglossic practices; rather than taking multiple languages as a starting
point for analysis, the viewpoint is on the individual resorting to various
(language) practices by drawing on dynamic repertoires of various ways of
speaking. For the present study, we subscribe to this viewpoint and
consider the language knowledge of our informants in terms of varied
multilingual repertoires (Blommaert, 2005).

(2) Identity is considered as dynamic and located in discourse, which is why
Joseph (2004) argues for an approach grounded in reading and
interpretation. For the present study, as we wish to qualify previous
quantitative findings (Van Mensel, 2007) on language and identity by
adopting an emic point of view, the idea of negotiation of identities
(Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004) furthermore seems particularly useful.
More specifically, we will use the notions of reflexive and interactive (or

self- and other-) positioning as a heuristic tool for the analysis of part of
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our data (see Chapter 2).

(3) Community is not defined by objective, static and inherent characteristics,
but rather by shared practices. For the present study, we will apply the
notion of a community of practice: it enables us to conceptualize our
target group, i.e. parents with children in Dutch-medium education in
Brussels, as an ensemble, without necessarily referring to their
background. Instead, differences between them are considered as
gradually overlapping bundles of practices.

Notwithstanding the fact that we, as researchers, may privilege a deconstructed,
situated view on language and community, in everyday life, however, generalized
(and generalizing) labels not only appear difficult to avoid, but these labels (e.g.
Dutch, Chinese, Francophone, English speaker) often constitute meaningful
concepts to many people. As May (2005, p. 330) states: “particular languages
clearly are for many people an important and constitutive factor of their
individual, and at times, collective identities.” In the next section, we shall see that

this observation is particularly salient in the context of Brussels.

1.2 INSTITUTIONAL AND POLITICAL CONTEXT OF BRUSSELS

In this section the situational context of the study will be presented and discussed.
The aim is twofold: (1) to provide the reader with information necessary to situate
the research results within its broader societal context, and (2) to demonstrate that
Brussels is a particularly fruitful location to do research on sociolinguistic identity.
Firstly, a brief introduction will be given on languages in Brussels. Secondly, we
will home in on Dutch-medium education and the specific place it occupies
within the general landscape. Finally, we will review previous research that has

dealt with parents in Dutch-medium education in Brussels.

1.2.1 Languages in Brussels

The officially bilingual Brussels Capital Region

Although it is not feasible here to provide a detailed account of the linguistic
history and the political structure of Belgium and its capital Brussels, we may still
need to give some background features to help contextualize the research in its
broadest terms. Brussels has a long history of multilingualism, mixing the
language(s) of rulers since the 14" century (French and Spanish) with cultural

prestige languages (like French in the 18™ and 19" century or English in the 20"
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and 21" century) and local (Dutch-based) language varieties or dialects
(Willemyns, 2003). Because of its high socio-cultural status, French has played a
dominant role in the city, whereas the Dutch language was negatively associated
with Flanders as a rural and poor region (in contrast with a wealthy, 19" century
industrial French-speaking Wallonia), and thus considered a language that was
culturally limited and certainly not synonymous with social upward mobility (see
also Mettewie & Van Mensel, 2009).

Nowadays, the city of Brussels occupies a special place in the Belgian institutional
landscape, as it is defined as a semi-autonomous and officially bilingual (Dutch-
French) administrative region, the Brussels Capital Region (161 km?)." Like the
two other regions in Belgium, the Flemish Region and the Walloon Region, the
Region of Brussels-Capital has its own parliament, its own government, and its
own ‘minister-president’. Person-related matters, such as education and culture,
however, are not governed by the Regions but are the responsibility of
Communities. In Brussels, these matters are divided between the Flemish
Community and the French Community. Both are represented by a Community
Commission: the VGC (Flemish Community) and the Cocof (French
Community), who meet at regular intervals in a single consultative body
(GGC/CCO).

This entails that much of administrative life in Brussels is organized in terms of
two parallel language-based structures, one French-speaking and the other Dutch-
speaking. People are free to choose to which ‘Tlanguage group’ they wish to
adhere, which ‘subnationality’ they wish to subscribe to, but they have to choose
between one or the other, for instance when applying for an 1D card, or with
respect to social security. The institutional enshrinement of the dichotomy
French-speaking vs. Dutch-speaking is also reflected in the educational system
(see below), and in much of cultural life, since many large-scale cultural events and
locations are linked to (and financed by) either the Flemish or the French
Community. Furthermore, the opposition between the two language communities

remains strong in politics and the media (Sinardet, 2012; Sinardet, 2013).’

4 The Belgian Constitution. Belgian House of Representatives. "Article 3: Belgium comprises three
Regions: the Flemish Region, the Walloon Region and the Brussels Region. Article 4: Belgium
comprises four linguistic regions: the Dutch-speaking region, the French-speaking region, the
bilingual  region of Brussels-Capital and the German-speaking region."  URL:
http:/ /www.dekamer.be/kvver/pdf_sections/publications/constitution/grondwetEN.pdf  (Last
accessed: 10 September 2013).

5 A telling recent illustration is the row over two panda bears that Belgium will receive on loan
from China. After it emerged that the bears would go to a wildlife park in the French-speaking
region and not to the Antwerp Zoo (in Flanders), a Flemish N-VA (Flemish nationalist) politician
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This situation is the outcome of a historical process, and the so-called ‘Brussels’
model” (Witte, Alen, & Dumont, 1999), negotiated in the 1960s and 1970s, was
the result of a desire to ensure political representation and protection of the
Dutch-language minority in Brussels. Previously, the socioeconomical and cultural
prestige of French had led progressively to a ‘Frenchification’ of the city — with,
for instance, many Dutch-speaking parents sending their children to school in
French — and to a ‘minorization’ of the Dutch-speaking population in the capital
(Witte & Van Velthoven, 1998; Treffers-Daller, 2002; Willemyns, 2003).

Contemporary multilingnal Brussels

This two-tier organization contrasts strongly with the cultural and linguistic
diversification that now characterizes the city. This diversity is the result of several
migratory waves of working class people, refugees (both political and economic),
and more recently of white-collar expats that have come to work for the
international institutions or the many private organizations located in Brussels
(Deboosere, Eggerickx, Van Hecke, & Wayens, 2009). Like many other European
medium-sized cities, Brussels is subject to an increasingly diversified migration
which is likely to continue in the coming decades.’ It is, however, not easy to
obtain precise figures on the linguistic composition of the city, because language
censuses were abolished after 1947 (and in 1961 forbidden by law in Belgium),
due to the political tensions they triggered (Witte & Van Velthoven, 1998;
Treffers-Daller, 2002; Willemyns, 2003). We can, nevertheless, refer to three
comprehensive survey studies that were conducted in Brussels in 2000, 2006 and
2012 (Janssens, 2001, 2007, 2013). Table 1.1 below gives a general breakdown of

the language(s) spoken in Brussels” homes recorded across these three years.

accused the Prime Minister (himself from the French-speaking Socialist Party) of intervening. The
row made the front pages of the national newspapers.

¢ At the beginning of the 21st century, the city also faces a demographic boom: the population of
the Brussels Capital Region was registered at 1,048,491 inhabitants in 2008, but forecasts estimate
this number to increase with 200,000 by 2050 (Deboosere et al., 2009). This development brings
about challenges on various levels, notably housing, mobility, and education.
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Langnage (combinations) 2000 2006 2012

French only 59.5% 63.1% 38.1%
Dutch only 6.4% 5.2% 5.2%
Dutch-French 8.0% 7.2% 17.0%
French-Other 14.5% 16.3% 23.2%
(than Dutch or French)

Other 11.6% 8.1% 16.5%

Table 1.1 Estimated home language use in Brussels (Janssens, 2013)

These figures clearly show how the composition of the Brussels’ population in
terms of the language(s) they predominantly speak at home has evolved in the
past decade. The number of families in which reportedly only French is spoken at
home has dropped from around 60% to a mere 40%, in favor of combinations
with Dutch or other languages, and the number of homes where none of the two
official languages is spoken amounts to 16.5%. In 2012, French is still the most
important language spoken in Brussels’” homes (78.3%), but Dutch is present in
just over 20%, and in almost 40% (39.7%) another language than Dutch or
French is spoken (compared to 26.1% in 2000). Another index of the present
linguistic diversity is the total number of languages that was mentioned by the
participants as spoken ‘well’ or ‘very well’. In the 2012 sample, this figure was 104,
compared to 72 in 2000 (Janssens, 2001). This 50% increase in such a short
period of time may indicate that linguistic diversification in Brussels has indeed
been rapidly growing in recent years.

From the same studies it emerges that French is still used as Brussels’ main lingua
franca, but that English is gaining ground in this respect as well. This has led Van
Parijs (2007) to claim that English, more than Dutch, has become the second
language of Brussels. Whether this is the case could be considered debatable,” but
in any case, the picture we obtain of the languages spoken in Brussels is a
diversified one. Brussels is becoming increasingly multilingual, and the notion of
two language communities sharing its particular space is definitely no longer

supported by the reality at hand, if it ever was.

7 A discussion of English as ‘the neutral third party’ in Brussels can be found in O'Donnell and
Toebosch (2008).
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1.2.2 Dutch-medium education in Brussels

The institution of Dutch-medium education was set up as a means of maintaining
a Dutch-speaking presence in the largely French-speaking city of Brussels
(Deprez, Persoons, Streulens, & Wijnants, 1982; Witte & Van Velthoven, 1998;
Mettewie, 2007; cf. language maintenance education, Baker, 2006).* In 1970, the
so-called ‘freedom of the head of the family’ (“liberté du pére de famille”) had
been restored (Witte & Van Velthoven, 1998), which implied that the language of
schooling was no longer necessarily the same as the language registered as home
language. Consequently, many had expected Dutch-speaking parents to send their
children to French-medium education in droves, rendering Dutch-medium
education as good as obsolete, and leading to the complete ‘Frenchification’ of
Brussels.

In fact, quite the opposite happened, and the growing socioeconomic prestige of
Dutch at the time (backed by the economically vibrant Dutch-speaking region of
Flanders) as well as the perceived superior quality of Dutch-medium education
(supported by considerable financial means) led many non-Dutch-speaking
parents to send their children to Dutch-speaking schools instead (see also below).
Given the specific organization of the educational system in Brussels, this was —
and still is, some exceptions aside’ — one of the most common and
straightforward ways to raise children as bilinguals. Promotional campaigns for
Dutch-medium education in Brussels (with slogans such as “Tavenir est aux

» <

bilingues™ ‘the future belongs to bilinguals’) that originally targeted the traditional
Brussels ‘bilingual French-Dutch’ families, apparently also appealed to ‘French-
speaking’ families, and at a later stage children from immigrant families started
attending Dutch-medium education as well. The pupil population in Dutch-
medium education thus gradually evolved from a predominantly Dutch-speaking
‘Flemish’ population to a culturally and linguistically heterogeneous population,
and the original target group has now become a numerical minority. In the whole
of Brussels, Dutch-medium education now hosts about 17% of the city’s pupil

population compared to 80% for French education and 3% in educational

8 For a historical perspective on education in Brussels, we refer to Treffers-Daller (2002).

° The French Community allows language immersion programs since 1998. In the Brussels Capital
Region, 10 primary schools and 18 secundary schools offer some type of Dutch immersion
education (school year 2011-2012, source: www.tibem.be, last accessed: September 4, 2013). For
Dutch-medium education, a limited number of schools (six since 2011) have been participating in
the STIMOB-project, which was set up in 2001 to offer CLIL-type immersion.
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institutions that use (an)other language(s) of instruction (e.g. European schools)
(Janssens, Catlier, & Van de Craen, 2009).

16000 1
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4000

2000

1979-1980 | 2011-2012 | 1979-1980 | 2011-2012 |1991-1992* 2011-2012 |

kindergarten primary school secondary school
homogeneously Other (+ French)
T homogeneously French-speaking

¥ mixed language (Dutch + Othet/French)
B homogeneously Dutch-speaking

Figure 1.1 Dutch-medium education in Brussels: evolution of pupil population according to reported
langnage background (V' GC, 2013)1%; * no figures available before 1991

The figures in Figure 1.1, based on estimates collected by the representative body
of the Flemish government in Brussels (VGC) from the schools’ principals, clearly
illustrate the aforementioned evolution. In three decades, the total number of
pupils in primary school and kindergarten in particular has grown exponentially.
The proportion of children from Dutch-speaking families is now a mere 10% (in
secondary school 30%), and over a third of the children speak an immigrant

language (partly in combination with French) at home (in secondary school 20%).

10We literally reproduced the categories used by the VGC to describe the language background,
even if some of them appear to be incoherent.

Source:

http:/ /www.vgc.be/Onderwijs/Onderwijsbeleid+van+de+VGC/Over+het+Brussels+Nedetlan
dstalig+onderwijs/cijfers.htm (Last accessed: September 4, 2013)
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It must be added that some caution is warranted regarding the accuracy of the
figures, as they are based on the school principals’ interpretation of the parents’
statements on their home language(s) at the time of their child’s enrollment.
Moreover, the broad language categories used are not unproblematic either (see
also our discussion below), but in any case, the figures are testimony to the
undeniable sea change in the pupil population of Dutch-medium education.

The development and expansion of Dutch-medium education has obviously given
way to numerous challenges for teachers, schools and policy makers alike. Since
the 1990s, a variety of initiatives have been taken with a view to supporting the
schools and teachers."'

Yet, one wonders whether the conceptualization of education in Brussels as a
two-tier system may in itself be an obstacle to successfully dealing with cultural
and linguistic heterogeneity. As mentioned before, education is a so-called person-
related matter, and so teaching programs, contents, and objectives are set by the
Flemish Community for Dutch-medium education and the French Community
for French-medium education. Education in bilingual Brussels is thus not
conceived to educate bilingual pupils, but to enable both official language
communities to offer their members an education in their own language and
culture. In practice, this means that a different language at school entails a
difference in what is taught and how it is taught. A pupil in Dutch-medium
education in Brussels is expected to see the same subjects and meet the same
requirements as a pupil in a Flemish town, rather than as a pupil in French-
medium education in Brussels. Furthermore, as Blommaert (2007b) argues,
Dutch-medium education policy makers generally profess what Garcia (20092)
calls a pervasive ‘monoglossic language ideology’, i.e. with a strong emphasis on
the knowledge of one language, Dutch, as the first and most important linguistic
goal to attain (for an elaborate discussion, see Blommaert & Van Avermaet,
2008).

The organization of education in Brussels is thus based on a monocultural model,
which contrasts strongly with the cultural and linguistic heterogeneity that
characterizes the city’s population (see also De Schutter, 2002). It should be
mentioned that there are political and historical reasons for the reluctance among
Flemish policy makers to envisage Dutch-medium education in Brussels (and in

Flanders) opening up to other languages than Dutch (see, for instance, Van

M For an overview, see:
http:/ /www.vgc.be/Onderwijs/Onderwijsbeleid+van+de+VGC/Over+het+Brussels+Nedetlan
dstalig+onderwijs/geschiedenis.htm (Last accessed: September 4, 2013)
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Velthoven, 2011). Dutch-medium education is often considered one of the few
(successful) strongholds of the Flemish presence in Brussels, symbolically
representing a ‘Flemish, Dutch-speaking’ minority within a French-speaking
majority. In the polarized political landscape in Belgium, the potential symbolic
value of such a presence is considerable.

However, if a closer collaboration between French- and Dutch-medium education
in Brussels is a contentious issue politically, practical issues may arise that call for
such a collaboration. One of these issues is the growing capacity problem in
certain schools. In his conclusions to a study about these capacity problems,
Janssens (2009) states that the projected demographic boom will render a
collaboration between French- and Dutch-medium education absolutely
necessary. The same study pointed to another problem, namely the growing
socioeconomic divide between schools, regardless of their language of instruction.
Certain schools in some neighborhoods suffer more from capacity problems than
others, and the higher mobility of economically successful parents may enhance
the emergence of a segregation between ‘richer’ and ‘poorer’ schools in the future.
Such a process is eased by the fact that education in Belgium is organized as a so-
called ‘quasi market’ (Dumay & Dupriez, 2008): (1) schools receive a certain
amount of money per pupil and are thus financially dependent on the number of
pupils they attract, and (2) families are free to choose which school they wish to
send their child to, which has allowed for the emergence of popular vs. non-
popular schools. Due to the installment of an internet enrollment procedure for
Dutch-medium education in 2010, images of parents camping out up to a week
outside ‘popular’ school gates have disappeared, but the chasm between popular
and less popular schools have not ceased to persist.'

The particular situation of Dutch-medium education in Brussels, which we
discussed in the preceding paragraphs, has led to a number of studies, varying in
terms of aims, participants, and methodological approaches (see, for instance, the
edited volume by Housen, Pierrard, & Van de Craen, 2004). Most of the studies
have been concerned with language skills (e.g. Van Mensel & Janssens, 2005),
attitudes and motivation related to language learning (Mettewie, 2003, 2004),
and/or, when interested in the link between language and identity, survey-based
(Ceuleers, 2008; Janssens, 2007, 2013). Noteworthy exceptions that adopted a
qualitative approach are Declercq (2008), Audrit (2009), and Ceuleers (2008).

However, only a few of them have directly addressed the parents of the pupils

12 Online aanmelden voor basisonderwijs bijna afgelopen. www.brusselnieuws.be, February 1, 2013 (Last
accessed: September 19, 2013).
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concerned, notably Deprez et al. (1982), Gielen and Louckx (1984) and Van
Mensel (2007), and the following section is dedicated to a detailed discussion of
these three studies, as well as to an unpublished exploratory study which we

conducted in the Josaphat daycare center (see Chapter 3.1) in 2006.

1.3 PARENTS IN DUTCH-MEDIUM EDUCATION IN BRUSSELS

1.3.1 Earlier studies

Deprez, Persoons, Struelens and Wijnants (1982)

The study by Deprez et al. (1982) was the first to focus on French-speaking
parents with children attending Dutch-medium education. At the time, the
phenomenon was very new and still rare, but all the more surprising since after
the re-installment of the principle of free school choice some years before, many
had expected that Dutch-medium education would rapidly decline. Their study
consisted of two parts, a survey questionnaire that was distributed via 30 primary
schools (at the time 52% of the total number of Dutch-medium primary schools),
and a series of interviews with parents that were randomly selected from the
survey sample. The aims of the study were to find out what these parents’
socioeconomic backgrounds were and why they had chosen for Dutch-medium
education. Based on the responses from 109 ‘homogeneous Francophone’
families, and 59 ‘foreign’ families", the researchers found that the former were
mostly from a medium to higher socioeconomic background, whereas the latter
were predominantly from the lower social classes. Semi-directed interviews were
then conducted with seven Belgian Francophone families and eight non-Belgian
families.

The motivations they distinguished among the Francophone parents for sending
their children to Dutch-medium education were grouped into three main
categories: (1) the perceived importance of Dutch to enjoy certain professional
opportunities in Brussels; (2) the relatively low number of immigrant children in

Dutch-medium schools when compared to French-medium education; (3) the

13 The term used in the original article was “vreemde gezinnen”. This article shows its age through
its use of terminology that would now no longer be considered politically correct. The compound
“vreemde gezinnen”, for instance, could also be translated as ‘strange’ or ‘alien’ families. Similarly,
a term like “gastarbeider” (‘guest worket’), used in the same article, is no longer deemed
acceptable.
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high quality of the schools themselves (small classes in relatively smaller schools,
good infrastructure). The proximity of the school was sometimes mentioned but
was never claimed to be a decisive factor. Still, most of the parents presented their
choice as a difficult one. They met with objections from family and friends, and
were worried about their offspring’s school results in the long term. According to
the informants, the reactions of Dutch-speakers to the presence of French-
speakers in a Dutch-medium environment were generally positive, and particularly
the teaching staff were praised.

The opinions among the ‘foreign’ families converged to some extent with those
expressed by the ‘Belgian’ group. They also evoked the importance of Dutch for
job opportunities, and praised the quality of education, infrastructure, and
atmosphere in the Dutch-medium schools. Unlike the former group, these
parents did not refer to their choice in any way as having been difficult or
problematic. The researchers accorded this distinction to the fact that the friends
and family of these latter parents, nor the parents themselves, perceived their
choice for a Dutch-medium school as having a political dimension, so much fewer
emotions were involved. Interestingly, if the ‘foreign’ parents had received any
negative comments about their choice, these remarks had come from ‘Belgian
Francophones’. Another striking element is that these ‘foreign’ families also
considered the absence of ‘too many people of foreign origin’ in Dutch-medium
schools an asset.

Deprez et al. (1982) noted that the overall tone of the parents’ stories was one of
praise, but they do suggest that this praise may be informed by these parents
having taken a decision that is generally not appreciated by members of their own
group — or in the case of the ‘foreigners’, by members of the group perceived to
be dominant, i.e. ‘Belgian Francophones’. Therefore, the praise heaped on Dutch-
medium schools by the parents, justifying their ‘unorthodox’ decision, may have

been triggered by a pre-emptive reaction toward potential skeptics.

Gielen and Louckx (1984)

The study conducted two years later by Gielen and Louckx (1984) was based on
survey questionnaires collected from a representative sample of 520 parents from
all backgrounds, in five Dutch-medium nursery and primary schools. The aims of
the study were to describe the parent population within Dutch-medium education
according to a number of socioeconomic variables, and to find out why they had
chosen for a Dutch-medium school. This very descriptive study somewhat lacks
an overall interpretation, and so we will list only a few of the general findings that

are relevant for the purposes of our study.
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Slightly more than 20% (21.4%) of the parents in the sample claimed to speak
predominantly French with their partners, and about 70% predominantly Dutch
(72.6%). The latter were also observed to have a relatively higher income.
Generally, the educational profile of the parents that participated in the study was
relatively high; about one third (32.7%) had a degree in higher education. The
parents’ motivations to opt for Dutch-medium education were surveyed both by
one open question and a list of possible motivations suggested by the researchers.
Although the results differed to some extent across these two types of questions,
the parents” most important motivations could be grouped into five categories
overall: the school’s proximity, its language of education, its religious

denomination (or lack of), its reputation and the quality of its education.

1.3.2 Exploratory study Josaphat daycare center

Our own first attempt to look into the subject of parents in Dutch-medium
education in Brussels was undertaken in the early spring of 2006, when we
conducted a small-scale pilot study among the parents of the Josaphat daycare
center (see Chapter 3.1). We administered questionnaires to the parents of 36
babies and toddlers (aged 5 months to 2,5 years). It was believed that by
contrasting the parents’ linguistic backgrounds with the future language-related
expectations they had for their children, one could catch a glimpse of these
parents’ desired linguistic identities. The questions in the questionnaire evolved
around two broad themes: (1) the parents’ language background; and (2) the
language-related hopes, aspirations and expectations these parents had for their
children, as well as the linguistic choices they intended to make for their children.
At the time, the status of Dutch seemed to be growing in Brussels, exemplified by
the popularity of Dutch-medium education among non-Dutch-speaking parents.
Therefore, the overall aim of this exploratory study was to look into the apparent
re-evaluation of Dutch within this particular educational setting, to identify some
of the factors that played a role in this and to gain more knowledge of its precise
nature.

The language background variable was based on a combination of the (reported)
language(s) the parents spoke with each other and the language(s) they had
spoken (and/or still did) with their own parents. On the basis of these data, four

categories were created, which are given in Table 1.2.
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Langnage combination n=36

Dutch-Dutch 13
Dutch-French 5

Dutch-Other (than Dutch 7

or French)

Other-Other 11

Table 1.2 Exploratory study Josaphat daycare center: reported langnage background parents

As can be seen, the categories we applied were defined in relation to the two
official languages of Brussels, Dutch and French. This is broadly the same
categorization as the one used by the official educational policy makers and the
schools, as well as in much of quantitative research conducted in and on Brussels
(see, for instance, Janssens, 2001, 2007, 2013). Even if criticism to such a
classification is warranted (see below), the overview in Table 1.2 does offer a
window into the linguistic heterogeneity of the pupil and parent population in
Dutch-medium education, which the composition of the sample in the Josaphat
daycare center reflects.

A combination of closed questions (with statements to be judged on a 4 or 5
point scale) and open questions led to a number of observations. Let us first look
at the parents who both spoke Dutch as their first language. These parents
appeared to be very confident both about their choice for Dutch-medium
education and in the positive outcome that such an educational trajectory would
have for their offspring’s multilingual future. Most of them envisaged an
educational career in Dutch-medium schools for their children up to adulthood,
with only some doubts being expressed regarding the language of higher
education, mentioning English (and not French) as another possibility. When
asked for their motivation for choosing Dutch-medium education, the answers
were formulated in terms of apparently self-evident statements such as “because
we are Dutch-speaking” or “Dutch is our mother tongue”. Such a disposition
does, however, not prevent them from imagining a multilingual future for their
children, as these parents not only aspire to a ‘perfect mastery’ of Dutch for their
offspring but also a ‘near-perfect mastery’ of French and English, and sometimes
adding German and/or Spanish to the picture. Only one Dutch-speaking couple
expressed an intention of enrolling their child in French-medium schools from
primary education onwards, specifically with a view to raising the child bilingually.
Couples in which one of the parents spoke Dutch and their counterpart a
language other than Dutch or French (in this study German, Italian, Spanish,

English, Frisian and Vietnamese) appeared to have a less clearly defined view of
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the future as their family situation made a move away from Brussels a realistic
possibility. For instance, these parents proclaimed to be more open to a change in
their children’s language of education, particularly from secondary school
onwards. They also voiced expectations regarding their offspring’s future language
skills that were less emphatic. To them, multilingualism appears to be experienced
as a part of their everyday (family) lives, and Dutch is but one language in the mix.
When one of the parents spoke Dutch and the other French, the main argument
for choosing a Dutch-medium school was to raise the child(ren) bilingually.
Sometimes the quality and good reputation of Dutch-medium education (as
opposed to French-medium education) was also mentioned. Some of these
parents do consider sending their children to a French-medium school at a later
point, particularly from secondary education onwards. Their expectations of their
offspring’s future linguistic knowledge were similar to those formulated by the
other parents (i.e. very high), but these mixed French-Dutch-speaking couples
appear to insist even more on a ‘perfect’ mastery of French, next to Dutch and
English.

The parents in the families in which no Dutch is spoken at home,'"

although
harboring equally high aspirations, were more tentative about the future choices
they would make for their children’s language of education, as well as about the
outcome of these choices. Their goal was for their children to become
multilingual, and Dutch-medium education seemed like a good option to attain
such a goal. However, these parents did raise some doubts as to whether their
child would be intellectually capable of managing such a bilingual environment,
particularly since the school and home languages were different.

To sum up, we noted that all participating parents, although with slight variations,
expressed rather high expectations regarding the number and quality of the
languages their children should be able to speak after the schooling period. The
combination of French, Dutch and English emerged as a default, reflecting the
value that the parents attribute to these languages in contemporary Brussels’
society. In this sense, we could interpret their answers as language ideological
statements that reflect which particular (combination of) languages — and which
type of multilingualism — they perceive to be important, knowledge of which
should then yield an advantage in their eyes.

A factor that may have influenced our results is the relatively high socioeconomic

14 These were mostly French-speaking families, with the exception of three cases where French
was combined with (an)other language(s), namely Portugese, Turkish, and Arabic and Pakistani
(presumably Urdu).
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status of the parents participating in this particular study. Both the high
expectations of future language proficiency and the relatively confident outlook
on the outcome of a multilingual education — at least when asked for in a
questionnaire such as the one we administered — could potentially be related to
the educational background of the parents. These hypotheses were verified at a
later stage in the larger quantitative study (see below), in which more parents from
different schools and with different backgrounds participated.

Another element that struck us was that the participating parents displayed great
confidence in (and great hopes of) Dutch-medium education. At the time of the
data collection, the children were still in the daycare center, and no formal
schooling had yet begun. The confidence that permeates the parents’ expectations
is hardly based on personal experience, but rather on word-of-mouth and, more
generally, on beliefs regarding the reputation of Dutch-medium education in
Brussels. Such confidence, which appeared in the answering patterns of all
parents, was perhaps the strongest in the case of the Dutch-speaking couples.
Particularly the fact that many of them stated they had chosen for Dutch-medium
education “because they are Dutch-speaking” is noteworthy in this sense.
Assertions such as these — as if stating the obvious — contrast strongly with the
historical so-called (self-)Frenchification of the Flemish inhabitants of Brussels
(Tretfers-Daller, 2002).

A last element that may be of interest for the present purposes, is that in this
study we asked the parents to categorize themselves according to a number of
language and identity-related labels. Since the number of participants was low, and
the answers to this question were dispersed, it is hard to generalize from the
collected data. However, we could observe that the Dutch-speaking families
identified themselves as Dutch-speakers in the first place, then as Belgians, and
then as Europeans. Half of them indicated ‘Fleming’ as a self-identifying label
(two out of 13 as the first option, another two as the second option and three as
the third option). The Francophone parents tended to prioritize Belgian and
Brussels, and Europe was also mentioned. In the mixed language categories, the
answers to this question were diverse. In any case, the precise interpretation of

such self-labeling questions remains a moot point.

1.3.3 Quantitative survey study 2006

The second study we conducted on parents in Dutch-medium education in

Brussels is a survey study that was done in May/June 2006 (Van Mensel, 2007),
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and focused on those parents who did not have Dutch as a home language. The
main purposes were to identify their background and to find out what their
motivations were to choose a Dutch-medium school. As we have seen (cf. Figure
1.1), since the studies by Deprez et al. (1982) and Gielen and Louckx (1984), both
the number of pupils in Dutch-medium education in Brussels in general and the
proportion of non-Dutch-speaking parents had risen enormously, and so a
quarter of a century later we wished to ask the same questions as to who these

parents were and why they had chosen for Dutch-medium education.
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Map 1.7 Survey study V'an Mensel (2007): situation of 14 participating schools

A total of 399 questionnaires were collected in fourteen (primary and secondary)
Dutch-medium schools situated in a variety of neighborhoods in Brussels (see
Map 1.1). For practical reasons, these questionnaires were drafted in French. One
obvious drawback was that we limited the data collection to parents who were
sufficiently competent in French. This may partly explain why the number of
families in our sample that claimed to speak only French at home compared to
those who speak another language (than French or Dutch) — see Table 1.3 — is
higher than what appears in the figures from the educational authorities, i.e.
41.6% French vs. 58.4% ‘other languages’ (based on the data collected by the
VGC, 20006). Again, it should be mentioned that the latter data are based on a
personal interpretation of the different school boards at the moment of

enrollment, and therefore caution is warranted with respect to their reliability.
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Reported home language(s) n=399

French 57.1%
Other 22.6%
French-Other 9.8%
French-Dutch 5.4%

Table 1.3 Survey study Van Mensel (2007): reported langnage background parents

The socioeconomic background of the parents in our sample, based on the level
of education and the current professional status, was relatively high, particularly
when compared to the Brussels” average. To give an example, almost 90% of the
mothers in our sample had finished at least secondary education successfully. It
should be added though that rather large differences in this respect were observed
depending on the school, an observation which is not surprising considering the
large income differences that are known to characterize the different
neighborhoods in Brussels (see also Chapter 3.1, Map 3.2). Even if the lowest
educational profiles were generally found among parents who were not born in
Belgium — most of them speaking another language than French or Dutch at
home — and the highest ones predominantly were, the study’s large body of
informants consisted of people from all origins, with a medium to high
socioeconomic background. This observation echoes what Gielen and Louckx
(1984) had described in 1984.

The motivations for choosing a Dutch-medium school in Brussels voiced by the
parents in 2006 did not differ substantially from what Deprez et al. (1982) and
Gielen and Louckx (1984) discovered. Apart from the perceived importance of
Dutch for future professional opportunities, the reputation of the schools and the
quality of education were mentioned in particular as crucial elements that had
motivated the parents’ choices. The proximity of the schools also played a part,
but to a considerably smaller extent. A factor that had completely disappeared
from the parents’ answers by 2006 was the presence of immigrant children in the
schools. Two societal developments can be proposed as an explanation. First of
all, the differences in this respect between French- and Dutch-medium schools
had become much less obvious in 25 years’ time. In many Dutch-medium schools
(particularly in kindergarten and primary school), the number of children with an
immigrant background is relatively high, reflecting the composition of the
Brussels” population much more truthfully than before. Secondly, it would seem
to us that stating such a motivation has become impossible for reasons of political

correctness. To our present mindset, the fact that parents in the early 1980s
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explicitly forwarded the profusion of immigrant children in French-medium
education as a reason not to send their children there seems rather awkward now.

Some questions in our survey dealt with issues of identity. When asked whether
they expected their offspring to feel more at ease among Dutch-speakers in the
future after having been to school in Dutch, about 75% of the parents responded
positively. However, this figure was notably higher among the higher educated
and monolingual Francophones than among the parents from lower

socioeconomic backgrounds and the ones who spoke another language at home
(see Table 1.4).

At ease  among  Dutch-

peakers Yes No

French-French 81.2% 18.8%
French-Other 79.4% 20.6%
Other-Other 63.2% 36.8%
highly educated 85.7% 14.3%
lesser educated 68.6% 31.4%

Table 1.4 Survey study Van Mensel (2007): answer to the question whether child will feel at ease among
Dutch-speakers, broken down according to reported langnage backgronnd and level of education of the

parents

Two factors may have contributed to this response pattern. Firstly, the fact that
most Dutch-speaking parents in the schools were higher educated might lead
highly educated French speakers to presuppose shared cultural pursuits.
Concurrently, the lesser educated may perceive a lack of shared cultural values
with the Dutch-speaking families as an obstacle to comfortable future social
interactions. Secondly, Francophone parents may feel more concerned about
getting along with Dutch speakers, as they may feel more directly implicated in
the political divide between the French- and the Dutch-speaking communities in
Belgium than parents from immigrant backgrounds. If, by choosing a Dutch-
medium school for their children, these Francophone parents sense they have
made a political choice, the expectations that this choice will make a difference
may be higher, hence their higher positive scores. Furthermore, for most of these
Francophone parents the point of reference is a largely Francophone social
environment with little contact with Dutch-speakers (see also Janssens, 2007), and
so it is not very surprising that they expect their children to benefit from going to

a Dutch-medium school as far as social contacts with Dutch-speakers are
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concerned.

Whereas most of the parents (80%) were not of the opinion that schooling in
Dutch-medium education would have a negative influence on knowledge of the
home language(s), 42.8% of the higher educated parents did hold such an opinion.
Most of the latter were ‘monolingual French-speakers’, regardless of ethnic
background, whereas the bi- or multilingual respondents seemed less concerned
with the potential demise of their children’s home languages. To account for this
difference, we suggested that the misgivings of these highly educated parents in
this regard were higher, because, in their working environments, ‘school” varieties
such as written French play an important part, which is probably less the case in
jobs that are typically linked to lower levels of education. In any case, the answers
to this question were contingent on home language and education, not ethnic
background.

So far, the elements we have discussed were at least to some degree related to the
socioeconomic status of the parents. There was one element, however, for which
the ethnic background of the parents was the main differentiating factor. The
parents were asked whether they thought that the presence of their children in
Dutch-medium schools was regarded positively or negatively by the Dutch-
speakers present. The bulk of the respondents answered that, in their opinion,
Dutch-speakers endorsed a neutral to positive stance (broken down into the
children (94.1%), the school staff (86.6%), and the parents (74%)). However,
those who claimed that the presence of non-Dutch-speaking children might be
frowned upon were mostly parents with a Belgian nationality. Probably these
parents, generally though not exclusively monolingual Francophones, were more
aware of, and/or more involved in, the political divide in Belgium and hence
more sensitive of the way in which they were perceived, i.e. as ‘Francophones’ in a
Dutch-speaking environment. This interpretation was enhanced by the
observation that a possible negative stance toward the presence of French-
speakers was associated more with the Dutch-speaking parents (33%) than with
the Dutch-speaking children in the school (10%).

Similar to what Deprez et al. (1982) had noted, the parents’ evaluation of Dutch-
medium education in our 2006 sample was complimentary throughout. An
overwhelming majority (92.5%) of the parents proclaimed to be happy with the
choice they had made: they would recommend the school to other people, their
child was likely to continue in Dutch-medium education, and they believed the

child was happy at school. Additionally, although communication between the
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school and non-Dutch-speaking parents is often perceived to be difficult by
teachers and school boards," the parents themselves were very positive about the

matter overall.

1.3.4 Parents in Dutch-medium education in Brussels: a discussion

As we have seen, Dutch-medium education in Brussels has evolved significantly
since the 1970s in terms of both its amplitude and the composition of its pupil
population. However, the reasons forwarded by non-Dutch-speaking parents to
send their children to a Dutch-medium school appear to have hardly changed
over the same period. The importance of Dutch for finding a job as well as the
good reputation of Dutch-medium schools continue to be paramount factors in
these parents’ decision. Their motivations thus seem to be primarily instrumental
or pragmatic, and not the expression of an attempt to come closer to the ‘other’.
Similar observations were made in contexts such as Québec and Catalonia (Mc
Andrew & Gagnon, 2000; Mc Andrew, 2010), who share with Brussels the
presence of two separate educational systems linked to historical language groups.
However, it is hardly conceivable that identity-related factors do not play a role in
these parents’ considerations. Deprez et al. (1982) already mentioned that some
patents had to deal with remarks from friends and/or family — or in the case of
immigrant families, from Francophone Belgians — regarding their choice for
Dutch-medium education. The researchers suggested that some of their results
might even have been influenced by a pre-emptive reaction on the respondents’
part toward potential critics. In our own survey study (Van Mensel, 2007),
although the socioeconomic background proved to be explanatory for many of
the issues discussed, particularly those questions that were more identity-related
evoked diverging answers among the ‘Belgian Francophones’ compared to the
other parents. It appeared that the former not only expressed greater hopes that
their children would feel comfortable among Dutch speakers, but they were also
more sensitive to how the children, as French speakers, were being perceived by

Dutch speakers in the school. In other words, identity-related variables do play a

15 Some references to this perception can be found in documents that were issued at the occasion
of a round table conference on education in Brussels (RTCB), organized by the Department of
Education of the Flemish government in 2007.

See http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/brussel/wgl /startnota/default.asp and

http:/ /www.ond.vlaanderen.be/brussel/slotconferentie/ Eindrapport_RTCB.pdf (Last accessed:
September 19, 2013)
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part. However, how this part can be qualified, and how it interconnects with other
background variables, is a question that remained unanswered.

Furthermore, Dutch-medium education is presently set up as monolingual
education, with (prestigious) languages being taught in foreign language classes.
On top of this, Dutch-education policy makers profess a pervasive monoglossic
language ideology (Blommaert & Van Avermaet, 2008), with a strong emphasis on
the knowledge of one language, Dutch, as the first and most important linguistic
goal to attain. As mentioned before, the contrast with the heterogeneity of the
population of Brussels in general and of the pupil population in particular is thus
considerable. How this contrast is experienced by the parents, after all an
important group of stakeholders within Dutch-medium education, is worth
looking into. Furthermore, choosing Dutch-medium education means not
choosing for French-medium education, and in a polarized context such as
Brussels this can easily be interpreted in political terms. Additionally, opting for
Dutch-medium education implies choosing for a particular way of dealing with
language(s) at school, or in Bourdieuan terms, for a particular way of regulating
language capital and mediating access to it. Even if parents consider knowledge of
Dutch as a commodity that enhances their children’s linguistic (and perhaps social
and cultural) capital, the strong emphasis on a ‘perfect’ knowledge of Dutch sets
the threshold for access to this linguistic capital on high.

Survey studies such as the ones discussed may help us to generate a general
picture of a particular phenomenon, in our case parents in Dutch-medium
education in Brussels, but the complexities behind such a general picture remain
hardly touched upon. On the contrary, these complexities are sometimes
dismissed for the purposes of descriptive analyses, as is the case with the
categorization of the parents in terms of language, for instance. The various
studies we discussed all used language background as a variable in some way or
another. In order to operationalize such a variable, however, homogenizing
categories such as ‘Dutch speaker’ or ‘French speaker’ were applied, or a wide
range of languages were assembled in a category ‘other’. Incidentally, the label
‘otherlingual’ (“anderstalige”) is quite commonly used in Belgium, and typically it
is used to refer to all people who speak an immigrant language, and by extension
(or reduction) to immigrants or descendants from immigrants, mostly from the

less affluent socioeconomic classes.'” Whereas we agree that such broad

16 The VGC’s cataloguing of pupils in Dutch-medium education in terms of Western vs. non-
Western background (before 2002-2003, this distinction was formulated as “binnenlands gezin”
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categorizations are unavoidable in quantitative analyses, we suggest that certain
aspects may be obscured rather than revealed in this way. In order to explore the
complexities of the link between language practices, language beliefs and
sociolinguistic identity of these parents, a qualitative approach that allows for the

richness of data to be considered indeed seems more appropriate.

1.4 RATIONALE FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

In the previous three sections, we presented the background of our study: (1) we
gave a brief overview of current sociolinguistic theory-building on language,
identity and community, (2) we discussed the political and institutional
background of Dutch-medium education in Brussels, and (3) we surveyed
previous studies that focused specifically on parents in Dutch-medium education
in Brussels. All this has led us to the following observations:

(1) Contemporary social science scholarship has moved away from looking at
language, identity and community as bounded entities. Language is
considered in terms of a variety of (social) language practices, identity is
seen as largely discursively constructed, and community in terms of shared
practices.

(2) By contrast, even if researchers and policy makers include words such as
‘variety’ and ‘multilingualization’ in their discourse, in practice both policy
and research in and on language and identity in Brussels typically deploy
top-down categories as bounded entities.

(3) The two-tier organization of education in Brussels, rooted in a largely
monolingual policy, contrasts strongly with the multilingual reality of the
city.

(4) Dutch-medium education has expanded not just numerically, but also and
importantly in terms of linguistic and cultural heterogeneity.

(5) Previous research on parents in Dutch-medium education, like most
research on language and identity in Brussels, has been mainly quantitative
in nature.

However, to truly capture and describe the complexities and paradoxes listed

here, quantitative research may come up short. We can further illustrate this by

vs. “buitenlands gezin”, possibly translated as ‘domestic family’ vs. ‘foreign family) is also telling in
this respect. See:

http:/ /www.vgc.be/Onderwijs/Onderwijsbeleid+van+de+VGC/Over+het+Brussels+Nedetlan
dstaligt+onderwijs/cijfers.htm (Last accessed: October 8, 2013)
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providing more information about our own early attempts at studying parents in
Dutch-medium in Brussels. In the course of our investigation, we were faced with
a number of limitations, which we will enumerate here.

The first limitation concerned the usefulness of general sociological variables to
pin down the range of issues at hand. Both ethnicity and socioeconomic
background seemed to inform parental motivation(s) and (school) language
choice in a variety of ways, and finer-grained distinctions arose from the data. For
instance, French-speaking parents with a Belgian background emerged far more
concerned with how they were perceived by the Dutch-speaking parents than
parents from a different ethnic background and/or nationality. At the same time,
university educated parents across ethnic backgrounds were all equally concerned
with the quality of their children’s language skills in French, a concern that
seemed less paramount among parents with a lower educational profile. These
findings suggest that the traditional sociological variables used in this quantitative
study (language background, ethnicity, socioeconomic background) may not have
been so conducive to uncover the tapestry of meanings potentially present
beneath the data.

A second shortcoming of this study was that a categorization in terms of language
background often misrepresents the actual language practices of the parents
involved. The survey’s questions on parental language use in different domains of
social life (Fishman, 1972) showed that these language practices were highly
varied and multilingual. However, this variation was inevitably eschewed as we
aimed to provide a general(ized) picture. One may therefore wonder whether such
abstracting is the best way to gain insight into the language-related challenges
faced by Dutch-medium schools in Brussels, and particularly how these parents
relate to these challenges.

A third concern with the quantitative study arose from the main research
question, which focused on parents’ motivations to enroll their children in a
Dutch-speaking school. The question remained as to what happened afterwards,
after the decision was made. What impact does ‘having children in a Dutch-
medium school in Brussels’ have on the parents’ language practices and
repertoires? What impact does it have on their way of thinking about themselves
and others? Some related issues were briefly touched upon in the questionnaire,
such as the nature of the communication with other parents and with the school,
but results were obviously based on reported practices and therefore merit
caution.

As is often the case, the impetus for a qualitative approach partly follows from a

frustration or worry about the lack of depth that is obtained through quantitative
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research (Dornyei, 2007). All of these considerations indeed led us to a qualitative
approach that should enable us to map language practices and to question and
qualify sociolinguistic categories, from an emic point of view. More precisely, we
opted for a multiple case study approach (Dérnyei, 2007; Duff, 2008) that gathers
different types of data with a limited number of parents from various
backgrounds. This should allow us to take into account the complexity and
fluidity of microlinguistic contexts, often overlooked in research on language
policy, which typically, perhaps all too easily, assumes a macro-perspective (May,
2005). We wish to look at how people themselves describe themselves, in terms of

language and identity, and at what these people ‘do’ with language.

Research objectives

On the basis of the considerations expounded above, we can now formulate the
general research objectives that guided us in our investigation. First of all, we
aimed to investigate how the parents themselves relate to a number of common
sociolinguistic categories and labels used in policymaking, research, and general
discourse on language and identity and (Dutch-medium education in) Brussels.
Secondly, we wished to look into the language practices that these parents engage
in and in what way these language practices do (or do not) fit in with the
categories/labels used. And consequently, we wondered whether having a child in
Dutch-medium education in Brussels would inform these parents’ language
practices or the way they describe themselves.

Our general research objectives gradually gave way to more specific lines of
inquiry as they emerged during the data gathering and analysis, something which
is typical for a qualitative research design (see Chapter 2.1). These included
looking at discourses related to the children’s future, which we grouped under the
heading ‘imagining identities’, discourses related to the parents’ language

ideologies, and we also adopted a stance perspective to one of the case studies.

Outline of this dissertation

We can now give a general outline of the remainder of this dissertation. In the
next two chapters, we will provide more details on the methodological approach
applied for this study (Chapter 2), as well as on the informants that participated in
it (Chapter 3).

Our ensuing analyses will be grouped in three parts. Part I — chapters 4 and 5 —
focuses on how our informants themselves identify with a number of
sociolinguistic labels. Chapter 4 describes more general categorizations, whereas

Chapter 5 zooms in on a possible identification with Brussels as a city identity.
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Part II — chapters 6, 7 and 8 — investigates how these identity issues are dealt with
in a number of discourse contexts that are relevant to the overall theme of the
study: Chapter 6 looks into our parents-informants imagining future identity
options for their children, Chapter 7 discusses the participants’ language
ideologies and in Chapter 8, we will offer a detailed analysis of one conversation
in terms of stance, in order to illustrate how identity issues are negotiated at a
micro-level. In Part III — chapters 9, 10 and 11 —, we turn to recordings of spoken
interaction made by our informants. Finally, we will formulate the general

conclusions of our study.
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CHAPTER 2

APPROACH, DATA-COLLECTION AND DATA-PROCESSING

In the previous chapter, we set the general context of our study as well as the
research questions that inform its central investigation.
In this chapter, we will:

(1) discuss general methodological aspects with respect to our approach;

(2) present an outline of the different phases of our data collection;

(3) describe how the collected data were processed and analyzed.

2.1 GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS

A qualitative approach

The choice for a qualitative approach has implications both for the type of data
collected and for the type of research design. Since we are interested in emic
(participant-relevant, insider) representations of sociolinguistic identity as well as
language practices, our study will necessarily engage with different types of data
collection. Such a multiple method design allows for triangulation, which is
believed to enhance the validity and reliability of a qualitative approach (Denzin,
1978; Dornyei, 2007). Moreover, as a qualitative design is not fixed beforehand, it
often changes as the study unfolds (Duff, 2012, p. 95). According to Maxwell
(2005), a qualitative research design is best served by an interactive, emergent
approach. The advantage is that it leaves space for flexibility and adaptability,
much harder to attain in a large-scale quantitative study. The emergent nature of
this type of research not only reveals itself in the categories that emerge from and
within the informants’ narratives, for instance, but also throughout the cyclical,

iterative process of exchanges between data and theory.

A multiple case study

Qualitative research may refer to various types of data gathering. Dérnyei (2007)

distinguishes ethnography, interviews, focus group interviews, introspective

45



methods, case studies and diary studies, though it can be argued whether all of
these ‘methods’ can be placed at the same heuristic level. As we already
mentioned in the preface, one of the purposes of our study is to qualify previous
quantitative data (Van Mensel, 2007). We therefore opted for a multiple case
study, with participants chosen according to the categories used in this previous

study. According to Dérnyei (2007, p. 155),

The case study is an excellent method for obtaining a thick description of a
complex social issue embedded within a cultural context. It offers rich and
in-depth insights that no other method can yield, allowing researchers to
examine how an intricate set of circumstances come together and interact in

shaping the social world around us.

Typically, case studies involve a variety of data collection methods in order to
maximize our understanding of the unitary character of the social being or object
under investigation (cf. Duff, 2012).

In our study, five different cases were chosen to explore a more general
phenomenon, i.e. having-children-in-Dutch-medium-education-in-Brussels. The
cases were purposively chosen in order to ascertain in what ways a different
background impacts (or not) on how these parents experience having-children-in-
Dutch-medium-education-in-Brussels and in what way it influences the way they
perceive themselves and others. Therefore, each of the cases has its own
particular relevance for our research, although it shares a commonality with the
other cases. This chimes with what Duff (2012, p. 105) says about the advantage
of having several participants, namely that it “gives you more options [...] for

noting similarities and differences across cases”.

An ethnographic approach

Though many similarities can be found between ethnography and most case study
research, the approach is slightly different (Duff, 2008). For instance, case studies
can contain quantitative data as well, or can be positivist, seeking an objective
‘truth’, two tenets that are rather inimical to the epistemological and ontological
underpinnings of an ethnographic approach. Sociolinguistic ethnographies “allow
us to see how language practices are connected to the very real conditions of
people’s lives, to discover how and why language matters to people in their own
terms, and to watch process unfold over time” (Heller, 2008, p. 250). They
typically involve a wvariety of techniques, such as participant observation,
interviewing, the researcher’s field notes and diary, in order to provide a ‘thick

description’ (Geertz, 1973) of the study object under scrutiny. Blommaert (2007a),

46



however, in his commentary on a special issue of the Journal of Sociolinguistics
dedicated to linguistic ethnography, warns us not to mix up ethnography with the
type of data collection that is usually associated with it. He therefore distinguishes
between a method and a methodology, and suggests that “ethnography, too, would
best be seen as a general theoretical outlook, while things that are often (wrongly)
metonymically seen as ‘ethnography’, such as fieldwork with participant
observation and interviews, are just methods” (Blommaert, 2007a, p. 684). To
Blommaert, then, ethnography refers to “a particular fundamental methodological
position in the social sciences”; rather than a collection of methods. The basic

tenets of this position are three-fold:

[Ethnography] describes the sometimes chaotic, contradictory, polymorph
character of human behaviour in concrete settings, and it does so in a way
that seeks to do justice to two things: (a) zhe perspectives of participants — the old
Boasian and Malinowskian privilege of the ‘insiders’ view’; and (b) the ways
in which wicro-events need to be understood as both unique and structured, as
combinations of variation and stability — the tension between
phenomenology and structuralism in ethnography. While these two
concerns are constant and define the long history of twentieth-century
ethnography, a third one was added from the 1960s and 1970s onward in
the work of Fabian, Bourdieu, Clifford and others: (c) a concern for the situated
and dialogical character of ethnographic knowledge itself — reflexivity. (Blommaert,
2007a, p. 682, italics ours)

While it is more correct to regard the present study as a multiple case study, we
subscribe to the three ethnographic methodological positionings mentioned by

Blommaetrt.

Ethical issues regarding the data collection

In order to study language-in-interaction, one has to get as close as possible to
language practices and thus to the social actors who perform them. Engaging with
people, entering into their lives and taking back home traces of what they do and
who they are, is potentially a symbolically intrusive act. Compared to other types
of studies, the information gathered by a qualitative approach is far more
personal, even private. Therefore, in this study the following precautions were
taken:

- we asked the informants for their permission to record the conversations;

- we asked the informants for their permission to use the transcribed version

of the recorded data in publications or for other scientific purposes;

- the purpose of the study and the informants’ contribution to it was
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explained prior to the beginning of the open interviews (mostly
beforehand, if not at the beginning of the recording session);

- instead of their real names, pseudonyms are used throughout this book to
refer to the informants, their children (only if they appear in the excerpts)

or any other participants. "’

2.2 DATA COLLECTION

In order to obtain information on (a) reported language use and language
representations, complemented by (b) actual language practices, and (c) eventually
return to the informants for feedback, we planned to collect data in three phases
with five families, or Parental Nodes. Throughout this study we will use the term
‘Parental Node’ (often abbreviated as PN) to refer to the participating families.
We chose not to use the term ‘family’, as our focus was on the parents as parents,
and not on the entire family. Our terminological options were also limited in that

one of our parental nodes actually consisted of a single-parent (PN C).

The five Parental Nodes are designated as PN A, PN B, PN C, PN D, PN E and are
listed here:

Parental node A Béatrice & Alain
Parental node B An & Ricardo
Parental node C Aisha
Parental node D Hadise & Aydemir
Parental node E Lieselot & Wim

The children of all participating parents go to the same school (the Josaphat
school), and the parents were contacted by the researcher at the school

Arrangements to meet for an interview were made through email or telephone,

! Apart from these concerns about ethical issues regarding the study as such, there is another
source of concern, which is related to the outcome, interpretation, and re-entextualization of the
research results, be it in the materialized form of a research report, or in the discourses that
develop from it (in the media for instance). Even when researchers act as cautiously as possible,
once the product of their wortk is published, the course it takes can only partly be controlled. This
entails that the sayings and doings of the informants are - even if only because they contributed to
our own words, ideas, and conclusions - eventually beyond the researchet’s control and subject to
various types of re-interpretation which may eventually even be counter to the informants’
interests. Indeed, one could argue that that the work of scientists, particulatly that of social
scientists, can be and is sometimes instrumentalized, used, or abused, in order to fulfill other
purposes (see, for instance, Scollon and Scollon (2007) on the work of a number of American
anthropologists during the Second World War). In this respect, Shohamy (2004) reminds us that
researchers must “follow the uses (and misuses) of their tesearch results”.
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and throughout the study contacts were maintained in the same manner. Details
on the background of these parents as well as on the school will be given in
Chapter 3.

The three planned phases can be briefly described as follows:

® Phase I: a semi-directed interview evolving around three main themes:

1. the informants’ language use:
* linguistic background of the family;
* trajectories of language learning and language use;

* current language practices within the family;
2. having children in a Dutch-medium school in Brussels;

3. sociolinguistic affiliation.

® Phase 11: a variable number of 7z situ recordings of language practices, during
which the researcher is absent. These recordings would preferably register
transitional (cf. also Lamarre & Lamarre, 2009), multi-local (Marcus, 1986)

events or stretches of time.

® Phase III: feedback interviews, in which the researcher and participants

jointly discuss previous findings.

Furthermore, some complementary data were collected that were not initially planned
but were relevant to the research context. These were mostly conversations with
the informants outside the specifically agreed upon discussions (Phase I, Phase
III), such as a dinner table conversation or at occasions when the recording device
was exchanged before or after Phase II. Also, two conversations took place with
the principal of the school and these were recorded as well. Since the focus of this
study is on the parents, the latter recordings will not be analyzed as such but used
to complement our description of the school which the children attend (the
Josaphat school, see Chapter 3.1). An overview of the collected data is given in
Table 2.1.

49



School
PN A PN B PN C PN D PN E

Principal
Phase 1 X X X X X 0
Phase 11 X X 0 0 X 0
Phase 111 X X 0 0 X 0
Complementary X X X 0 0 X

data

Table 2.1 General overview of data collection (x = gathered)

Two of the families, PN C and PN D, did not wish to participate in Phase II (nor
Phase III consequently). Unfortunately, this type of setback is unavoidable in this
type of qualitative data gathering (see a.0. Dornyei, 2007; Blommaert & Jie, 2010).
Of course, the refusal to participate as such is an interesting phenomenon,
especially in light of the cultural background of the parents who participated and
those who refused (see Chapter 3.2). The cultural distance between the researcher
and the participants definitely may have been a factor. However, we will not give a
detailed account of the circumstances of the refusal, because doing so would be
ethically questionable and would not contribute to the main research questions of
the present study anyway.

Finally, we should mention the researcher’s so-called ‘wider ethnographic
knowledge” (Blommaert & Jie, 2010) about the parents who participate and about
the school in which their children are enrolled. Prior to the beginning of this
study, the researcher had known the Josaphat school for about four years as a
parent himself. He had talked to teachers and other staff, become acquainted with
other parents, and attended school events and parties — and had at times worked
as a volunteer during such activities. No notes were taken during any of these
previous encounters, however, and thus any information gathered this way would
presently be based on recollection. Yet this knowledge unavoidably will have had
an impact on various aspects of the study.

In what follows, we will describe the types and amount of data that were collected
as well as some of the pertinent methodological concerns. Each of the three
phases will be discussed under a separate heading, as will the range of

complementary data.
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2.2.1 Phase 1

Phase I of the data collection consisted of open-ended interviews. The interviews
were conducted between July and December 2010 in varieties of Dutch, French,
and Spanish."® Most of the conversations took place in the informants’ respective
homes. Table 2.2 enumerates the number of recordings and the total amount of

recording time per PN (see Appendix A for details).

PN A 3 recordings 1:57:39
PN B 2 recordings 54:14
PN C 1 recording 1:16:04
PN D 1 recording 1:56:10
PN E 1 recording 1:16:43
Total 8 recordings 7:20:50

Table 2.2 Total recording time Phase I

Interviews have been widely used as a form of qualitative data inquiry within the
social sciences. They can be considered a form of social practice, in which an
interviewer and an interviewee perform certain roles within a specific discourse
setting. The outcome of the interview is then seen as a result of an interactionally
co-constructed dynamics based on social relationships, with issues of power
equally at play as in any other social practice (Pavlenko, 2007; Blanchet &
Gotman, 2010; Talmy & Richards, 2011; Duff, 2012). Note that this does not
mean that power lies solely with the interviewer. The informant-interviewee can
still construct, highlight or censure, order, and re-entextualize his or her story; or
in other words, they can still decide what to tell and how to tell it (Thamin, 2009;
Blanchet & Gotman, 2010).

2.2.2 Phase 11

The data for this second dataset consists of a number of audio fragments

recorded by the informants themselves in various settings and circumstances, and

18 The researcher is a native speaker of Dutch, and may generally be said to master both other
languages enough to maintain what is perceived by the interlocutors as a native-like conversation.
The ability to alternate with relative fluency between these languages and to be perceived as a valid
interlocutor to the informants in their respective languages was definitely an advantage during the
data collection and analysis.
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were collected between November 2010 and September 2012. The aim was to
collect the informants’ language practices in their natural environments. We
requested participants to record short instances of language interaction, preferably
during ‘transitional’ events such as when dropping off or picking up their children
from school, although they could determine the actual moments of the recordings
themselves. As a result, most recordings were indeed transitional, but some
materials were recorded at home. We were interested in recording transitional
moments because specific settings often elicit different types of language
practices; only by observing linguistic practices across settings can we achieve a
tuller picture of our participants’ language practices. Furthermore, we may also
have expected to find a certain level of linguistic creativity in these transitional
moments, with language practitioners more likely to negotiate their linguistic
identities as they move across multiple sites and contexts (cf. Lamarre & Lamarre,
2009).

Table 2.3 presents an overview of the number of recordings and the total amount

of recording time per PN (see Appendix A for details).

PN A 7 recordings 1:33:40
PN B 10 recordings 1:04:59
PN E 6 recordings 51:41

Total 23 recordings 3:30:20

Table 2.3 Total recording time Phase 11

The absence of the researcher aims at bypassing the ‘researcher’s bias’, in order to
obtain so-called ‘ecological data’ (Heller, 2002), i.e. as they would occur in
‘natural’ circumstances. However, whether the absence of the researcher as such
suffices to neutralize the influence of an ‘external observer’ remains doubtful.
Possible objections to this supposed neutrality, partly based on our own
experiences, include the following:

(1) Even if most people tend to forget about the recording device shortly
after it has been switched on, merely having the device at home, and
having to remember to turn it on, and carry it around might have an effect
on the interactions that take place.

(2) The researcher is perceived as present through the material presence of
the recording device. The following excerpts (Phase II, PN B) illustrate
this phenomenon, as one of the daughters actively engages in a sort of

‘conversation’ with the recorder, specifically indexing the link between the
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device and the researchet.

daughter - de papa van Wally hoort da
daughter - Wally’s daddy hears this

(II-B-0026-00:15) Wally = name of the researcher’s son

daughter - oye papa de Wally. me oyes? me oyes, papa de Wally?
daughter — hey Wally’s daddy. can you hear me? can you bhear me, Wally’s daddy?
(I1-B-0023-1:45)

(3) Participants may remain aware of the fact that they are participating in a
study and may wish to ‘do well’, which could imply that their recorded
behavior is different from their normal behavior. For instance, later in the
same excerpt (II-B-0023), the daughter is reprimanded by her mother for
playing with the device. This possibly shows her mother’s wish to do a
‘cood job’ at the task that she promised the researcher to do, and it
certainly indicates her mother’s awareness of being part of a study.
Alternatively, it might be nothing more than a mother teaching her
daughter not to shout in microphones.

(4) On more philosophical (and political) grounds, the issue of ‘naturalness’
and ‘authenticity’, in this case of spoken language data, is a problematic
one, since it presupposes the existence of non-natural or non-authentic
material (see also O'Rourke & Pitt, 2007; Speer & Hutchby, 2003).

It is therefore worthwhile to keep these objections in mind when analyzing these

data.

With respect to the recordings in Phase II, the safeguarding of the participants’
anonymity is slightly more difficult than during the interviews. On these
informant recordings, other people may be heard in conversation with the
informant him/herself. The most ethical way of dealing with these instances
would be to discard them, since no permission has been asked from these (mostly
unaware) interlocutors. Our policy in this matter is the following: we do not use
these data as verbatim for any of the analyses, but the actor’s function in the
conversation as well as the language variety spoken by him/her is noted, and this

only when relevant to the analysis at hand. Thus, for instance, a conversation

53



between Alain (PN A) and his daughter’s music teacher is reported as follows:
Alain — (@ Emma:)) hoe was het Emma? ja? (@ teacher:)) ¢a a été?
Music Teacher — ((in French))

Alain - ouais ouais et . elle traduit pas euh

Alain — (@ Emma in Dutch:)) how was it Emma? yes? (@ teacher in French:)) how

was 1t?
Music Teacher — ((in French))
Alain — yeah yeah and . she doesn’t translate euh

(I1-A-A008-1:38)

2.2.3 Phase 111

The third data collection consists of a number of feedback interviews, held
between September 2012 and August 2013, in which the researcher and the
informants jointly discuss the research findings from Phase I and Phase II,
allowing the informants to possibly correct and re-entextualize the intermediate
research findings. They were recorded at the respective homes of the families in
varieties of Dutch, French, and Spanish. Table 2.4 presents an overview of the

total amount of recording time per PN (see Appendix A for details).

PN A 1 recording 51:22
PN B 1 recording 1:00:44
PN E 1 recording 45:16
Total 3 recordings 2:37:22

Table 2.4 Total recording time Phase 111

2.2.4 Complementary data

As mentioned above, we also recorded a number of complementary data at
various moments during the course of this study. Although not initially planned,
we consider these data to be relevant because they complement our knowledge of

the research context and as such add to our investigation. They were recorded at
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various locations in varieties of French, Dutch, English and Spanish. Table 2.5

presents an overview of these data (see Appendix A for details).

PN A 3 recordings 1:20:26
PN B 2 recordings 44:49
PN C 1 recording 1:00:42
School Principal 3 recordings 2:15:39
Total 9 recordings 5:21:36

Table 2.5 Total recording time complementary data

2.3 DATA-PROCESSING AND DATA-ANALYSIS

2.3.1 Data-processing and transcriptions

The data were recorded using digital audio recorders and subsequently transcribed
using TranscriberAG or Praat, and then converted into word processor readable
files with Transformer.” Most of the transcripts were carried out by the
researcher (see Appendix A for details). The painstakingly rendered raw
transcripts (see Appendix B) were later transformed to a more reader-friendly
version. In this process we were generally guided by two concerns: to provide as
faithful a rendition as possible of the interactions recorded, but to ensure the
transcriptions’ readability at the same time. Commas (and the occasional period
mark) have therefore been added both to the transcripts and their translations. To
guarantee readability, we also made a decision to render spoken word forms into
standard written forms, except for when these spoken forms were relevant to the
research objectives. So for instance, in French ‘pasque’ was rendered as ‘parce
que’, or ‘kweetetnie’ in Dutch was transcribed as ‘ik weet het niet’. However, if the
use of a non-standard spoken variety by one of the participants was somehow
revelatory of their language practices, then we did transcribe it as heard. This was
particularly the case for the data collected in Phase II, ie. the recorded

interactions discussed in Part II1.

19 These applications are all freeware (URL Praat: praatorg, URL TranscriberAG:
transag.sourceforge.net, URL Transformer: www.oliverehmer.de/transformer; last accessed:
September 3, 2013).
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Transcription conventions

The following conventions were used when transcribing the recorded data:

((words)) Double parentheses enclose transcriber’s comments.

<laugh> Angle brackets enclose descriptions of vocal noises
(e.g. laughter, chuckle, inhale) or other noises on the

recording that are relevant for the analysis (e.g. hands

clapping)

words [words| Square brackets enclose simultaneous talk.

[words]

XX x’s indicate strings of talk for which no hearing could
be achieved.

0 Single brackets enclose possible alternative hearings.

CAPS Capitals indicate emphatic stress.

? A question mark indicates a relatively strong rising
intonation (interrogative).

! An exclamation mark indicates rising intonation
(exclamatory).
Dots indicate silence (more dots indicate a longer
silence).

@ name An at sign followed by a name indicates to whom the

utterance is directed.

In this manuscript, the various excerpts or paraphrases will be referred to with a

combined code (x-x-xxxx-x:xX) which should be read as follows:

* the first code refers to the Phase in which the data were gathered
o I:Phasel
o II: Phase II
o III: Phase III
o C: Complementary data
* the second code refers to the informants
o A: Parental Node A
o B: Parental Node B
o C: Parental Node C
o D: Parental Node D
o E:Parental Node E
o P: Principal

* the third code refers to the sound and transcription files. Two different
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codes were used, due to the use of two audio recording devices

o numbers  consisting out of 4  digits, eg 0010
add “WS57”, the sound file is “WS570010”

o numbers consisting out of 1 letter and 3 digits, e.g. A010
add “DVT_”, the sound file is “DVT_A010”

* the fourth code refers to point in the sound/transcription file at which the
excerpt starts

o eg 24:12 or 24 minutes 12 seconds from the beginning of the
recording

So, for instance, if an excerpt is tagged (I-C-0017-39:08), it is part of the interview
(Phase I) with Aisha (PN C), recorded in sound file WS570017, and starting at 39

minutes and 8 seconds from the beginning of the recording.

2.3.2 Data analysis

For our research purposes, discourse analysis obviously appears as a prime entry
point for the data analysis. Discourse analysis is defined as a method of closely
examining language in order to connect the micro-dynamics of language-in-use
with the macro-dynamics of culture and society (Gee, 2010). Our analytic
approach is empirical and based on interactional data. These data were transcribed
and the resulting transcripts, or interactional texts (Silverstein, 1992), serve as the
materials for the actual analysis. The two bodies of data that provide the basis of
our analysis are the interviews (Phase I) and the in situ recordings (Phase II), and
these recordings were fully transcribed. Both the data collected in Phase III and
the complementary data are mainly used for additional exemplification. Therefore,
instead of transcribing these latter recordings, we made a précis of them, which
allowed us to quickly survey the data and select any relevant fragments (cf. also
Blommaert & Jie, 2010).

Analysis of the interviews

We applied a reflexive and cyclical process of analysis, aimed at uncovering
particular themes as they emerge in the informants’ discourse. Such #hematic
analysis allows the researcher to uncover recurrent motifs in the participants’
stories and focus on the themes that are important to them (cf. Pavlenko, 2007;
Talmy, 2010; Duff, 2012). In our study, this analysis implied multiple readings of
the transcripts with, subsequently, multiple layers of annotation (see Appendix B).
When systematically scanning the transcripts of the interviews, we looked

specifically at instances in which the informants expressed themselves in terms of
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identity positioning (both self- and other-positioning), imagining (of future
identities), and language ideologies (for an example, see Appendix B). After
identifying the key themes as they emerged in our informants’ accounts, single
excerpts were isolated to exemplify our findings.

Note that when analyzing the content of the informants’ accounts, we also paid
attention to the form in which the content was presented. Pavlenko (2007, 2008),
for instance, rightly argues that context, content, and form cannot be separated
when discussing personal narratives, and that “researchers interested in the
content need to take into consideration the context and the form of the telling”
(Pavlenko, 2007, p. 180).

Analysis of the in situ recordings

The transcripts of the recordings that the informants made were analyzed
somewhat differently. Since the researcher was not present during the recordings,
an obvious first step in the analysis consisted of familiarizing ourselves with the
data through repeated listening. Next, we scanned the recordings for stretches of
interaction containing empirical evidence that would confirm or disconfirm the
informants’ assertions on their language use as collected during Phase I, as well as
our interpretations of these data (cf. Gumperz, 2001). We also paid specific
attention to what happened in terms of language practices when the informants

moved from one place to another (cf. Lamarre & Lamarre, 2009).
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CHAPTER 3

INFORMANTS AND IMMEDIATE RESEARCH CONTEXT:
THE PARENTS AND THE SCHOOL

3.1 THE JOSAPHAT SCHOOL AND ITS NEIGHBORHOOD

Since all of our parents have children in the Josaphat school, we deem it useful to
provide some information on the school and its neighborhood. After all, it is this
particular school (environment) that represents 'Dutch-medium education' for the
informants; as such, it is likely to have an influence on what the informants

conceptualize as Dutch-medium education.

The Josaphat neighborhood

The Josaphat school is located in a rather quiet, residential neighborhood with a
mixed population in terms of its ethnic, social, economic, and presumably also
linguistic background. Furthermore, it is situated at the junction of two 'socio-
demographic' boundaries within the city. The first boundary (see Map 3.1) can be
traced between the areas housing a large number of foreigners and the areas
housing fewer; the second boundary (see Map 3.2) between the poorer, inner-city
areas and the richer ones that are situated further away from the city center. This
location, between rich and poor on the one hand, and in an ethnically
heterogeneous area on the other hand, was one of the reasons why this particular
school seemed apt for our study, since we wished to investigate a setting in which
individuals that are mostly categorized in different macro-social groups live

together on a daily basis and meet to varying degrees.
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Map 3.1 Number of foreigners in Brussels per neighborbood (in %, 2011, BISA/IBSA).

<9000
9000 - 11500
I 1+ 500 - 13 000
I 3000 - 15000
- 15 000

Geen informatie
over inkomen

Niet beschikbaar

BHG Bronnen : FOD Financiéen ; RR
12593 Wijkmonitoring — BISA © Brussels UrblS ®©

Map 3.2 Average revenue per inhabitant in Brussels per neighborhood (in euros, 2010, BISA/IBSA)
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The Josaphat neighborhood is situated in the middle of Schaerbeek (in Dutch
Schaarbeek), one of the 19 communes (boroughs) that constitute the Brussels
Capital Region. The commune is highly diverse, as can be seen on Maps 3.1 and 3.2.
To illustrate this diversity, Table 3.1 breaks down the figures of nationality
represented in Map 3.1 according to the origins of the foreign inhabitants and
compares these figures for the Brussels Capital Region, Schaerbeek, and the
Josaphat neighborhood. Note that these figures underrepresent the demographic
diversity, as many citizens with a non-Belgian background — and notably
immigrants from Morocco and their children and grandchildren (Deboosere et al.,
2009) — have obtained Belgian nationality. Almost a third (30.85%) of the
Josaphat neighborhood’s residents have a foreign nationality, which is concurrent
with the average for the whole of the Brussels Capital Region, and slightly lower
than the average for the town of Schaerbeek. The larger part of these foreign
nationals (15.51% + 5.94%) are EU citizens. Two groups that have an important
representation in Schaerbeek, nationals from Northern African countries and

Turkey, are somewhat less present in this specific neighborhood.

o T, .
it 0O B i ol
EU (15) 14.74 10.64 15.51
ngg“ EU (2004, 2007 & 5.06 6.95 5.94
OESO (except EU & Turkey) 0.87 0.37 0.65
Northern Africa 4.07 5.38 2.24
Turkey 0.89 3.29 1.48
Rest of Africa 2.20 2.54 1.74
Other nationalities 3.66 3.99 3.28
Total foreigners 31.84 33.16 30.85

Table 3.1 Number of foreign nationals (in %o of total population) in Brussels, Schaerbeek, and the
Josaphat neighborhood (2011, IBS.A/BISA)

The Josaphat school

The Josaphat school (Picture 3.1) is a relatively small school, with 210 pupils in
2010-2011, divided over 10 years (including a transitional class before
kindergarten). It has two sections, a pre-school section (ages 2,5 to 5) and a
primary school section (ages 6 to 12). It is dependent on the Annunciates

monastic sister order as its organizing body. The fact that it is small is partly due
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to a lack of space in the existing building as well as on the premises behind. The
school building and premises are surrounded by houses on all sides, which makes
expansion impossible. At the same time, this does serve its image of being a
neighborhood school, firmly located within a residential area rather than on the
edge of it. Both factors, its reduced size and location at the heart of the

neighborhood, clearly contribute to the success of the school.

Picture 3.1 Historical picture of the Josaphat school (Date unknown. Retrieved from

www.irismonument.be, November 22, 2013)

The Josaphat school shares playground space with the adjacent day-care center,
which used to be part of the same educational institution, but because of the
official policy to separate childcare in the strict sense (until 2,5 years of age) and
child education, they are no longer linked at the institutional level. However, the
connection between both remains strong, and it is still the Josaphat school’s main
feeder day-care center.

Furthermore, the Dutch-medium school is housed next to a French-medium
school. Its adjacent gardens are separated by a wall, and mutually accessible
through a single door. Parents, children and teachers refer to it as the “French
school” (“Franse school”). According to the Principal of the Josaphat school (C