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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE FAMILY LANGUAGE POLICY OF THE KURDISH
FAMILIES

EROGLU, Leyla
M.A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Betil EROZ TUGA

December 2022, 180 pages

This study explored the Family Language Policy of the Kurdish families living in the
Republic of Tiirkiye with regard to the transmission of Kurdish to their children. In
order to uncover the Kurdish parents’ language ideologies, language practices, and
language management strategies, Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP Model was used as a
theoretical framework. Multiple case studies were employed as a qualitative research
method, and the data were gathered from 7 Kurdish families through semi-structured
face-to-face interviews, observations, and field notes. The data were firstly analyzed
according to the FLP model, and later, thematic analysis was carried out in all data to
identify the recurrent and significant themes. The results showed that the Kurdish
parents considered Kurdish as an essential part of their life and accordingly made
significant efforts for the transmission of the language. Preserving the heritage
language, perceiving Kurdish as a marker for ethnic identity, communication with the
extended family, especially with the monolingual Kurdish grandparents, and past
language experiences emerged as the driving forces behind the parents’ FLP. The
parental declared language ideologies were congruent with the reported language

practices.



Moreover, in order to maintain Kurdish in family conversations, the Kurdish parents

employed various internal and external control for language management.

Keywords: Kurdish, Heritage Language, Family Language Policy, pro-Kurdish
FLP, Language Policy.



0z

KURT AILELERIN AILE-DIiL POLITIKASININ INCELENMESI

EROGLU, Leyla
Yiiksek Lisans, ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Béliimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Dog. Dr. Betil EROZ TUGA

Aralik 2022, 180 sayfa

Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nde yasayan Kiirt ailelerin, Kiirt¢e’nin ¢ocuklarina
aktarimma iliskin Aile-Dil Politikasin1 incelemistir. Kiirt ebeveynlerin dil
ideolojilerini, dil pratiklerini ve dil yonetimi stratejilerini agiga ¢ikarmak icin teorik
cerceve olarak Spolsky'nin Aile-Dil Politikas1t Modeli kullanilmistir. Nitel arastirma
yontemi olarak Coklu vakalar ¢alismasi kullanilmistir ve veriler 7 Kiirt aileden, yari
yapilandirilmis yiiz yilize goriismeler, gozlemler ve alan notlar1 yoluyla toplanmustir.
Veriler énce FLP modeline goére analiz edilmistir, daha sonra da tiim verilerde
tekrarlayan ve anlamli temalarin belirlenmesi amaciyla tematik analiz yapilmistir.
Sonuglar, Kiirt ebeveynlerin miras dili, hayatlarinin 6nemli bir parcasi olarak
gordiiklerini ve bu nedenle dilin aktarimi i¢in Onemli c¢abalar sarf ettiklerini
gostermistir. Miras dili korumak, Kiirtge’yi etnik kimligin bir gostergesi olarak
gormek, aile biiytikleri, ozellikle Kiirtce tek dilli biiylikanne/baba ile iletisimi
saglamak ve ge¢mis dil deneyimleri, ebeveynlerin Aile-Dil Politikalarinin arkasindaki
itici giicler olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ebeveynlerin dil ideolojilerinin, dil pratikleri ile
uyumlu oldugu goriilmistiir. Ayrica, Kiirt ebeveynlerin, Kiirtge’yi aile sohbetlerinde
stirdirmek ve korumak igin, gesitli i¢ ve dis dil yonetimi stratejileri kullandiklar

saptanmuistir.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Kiirtce, Miras Dil, Aile-Dil Politikasi, Kiirtce Onciillii-Aile Dil
Politikasi, Dil Politikas1
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Dedication

To children whose names are Kurdish yet cannot speak their heritage language,
And to the Kurdish parents who keep fighting for the survival of their heritage
language, Kurdish...
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study aims to explore the Family Language Policy of Kurdish families living in
the Republic of Tiirkiye. It looks at how family language policies are planned
explicitly (Shohamy, 2006) and overtly (Schiffman, 2006) as well as implicitly and
covertly with regard to Kurdish parents’ language ideologies-practices-management

in their heritage language, Kurdish.
1.1. Introduction to the Study

This study is based on the idea that the family domain is an important site for languages
to be learned, maintained, and transferred to the next generations because of the critical
role it plays in forming the linguistic environment of the children (Fishman, 1991;
Spolsky, 2004; 2012). Family members’ language ideologies and practices, for
example, are considered “the fulcrum” of language maintenance (Fishman, 2001, p.
467), and consistent efforts from families, especially from parents (Melo-Pfeifer,
2015), therefore, are required for effective maintenance and transmission of the
heritage languages. Tse, for example, explains the roles of parents in the case of

heritage languages as the following:

Parents are in many ways gatekeepers to the heritage language; whether parents
speak to their children in the native language; the attitudes parents hold about
maintenance of the language ; whether opportunities are sought out for the child to
be exposed to or to formally study the language; and whether parents provide reading
materials in the home or model uses of literacy (...); all may have an impact on whether
or to what extent the language is retained by children. (2001, p. 37).

In other words, parental language ideologies and the linguistic practices at home
between parents and their children emerge as one of the key drivers that determine

whether the heritage languages will be maintained or lost over generations (Fishman,
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1991; Schwartz, 2008; Spolsky, 2004; 2012). Accordingly, the current study agrees
with the role of the family domain and parents in heritage language maintenance and
transmission. It uses Family Language Policy as the theoretical framework to
investigate the Kurdish families’ Family Language Policy with regard to the
transmission of Kurdish as a heritage language. The following provides a background

to the context of the study.

1.2.Background to the Study

The modern-day Republic of Tiirkiye is historically home to many different linguistic
minorities that remain from the Ottomans such as Armenians, Kurds, Laz, Assyrians,
Caucasians, Greeks, and Roma (Andrews, 1989; Kaya, 2009; Kurban, 2007). While
this diversity in languages may add much to the culture of the host society and be
sometimes seen as an asset, at the same time it may become a source of tension for
states’ national unity (Sadoglu, 2017). The management of the linguistic diversity in
the society, therefore, becomes a topic that challenges the states’ national language
policies (Pool, 1991). Hence, this situation may lead the states to revise their language
policies and prioritize some languages over others considering what serves the best for
the states’ official ideology (Esman, 1992). In this regard, the Republic of Tiirkiye has
tried to manage this linguistic pluralism in its territories by implementing a unitarist

language policy.

Since the foundation of the Republic of Tiirkiye, the unitarist language policy which
barely left any room for the representation of the languages other than Turkish in the
society has been implemented. Seeing the multicultural, multilingual, and multiethnic
nature of the empire as one of the main reasons for the collapse of the Ottomans
(Mahgupyan, 1988), the new regime, the Republic of Tiirkiye, has established its
legitimacy solely on Turkishness and the Turkish language. The Turkish state has
penetrated the Turkish language in almost every public sphere such as communication,
state apparatus, education, or economy to ensure national unity (Goalwin, 2017;

Kubilay, 2004). In other words, the new regime has considered linguistic and cultural
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diversity as a threat to the new regime and as a result of this perception of danger, the
presence of other languages in the public sphere has faced exclusion or prohibitive
measures (Colak, 2004; Diindar, 2014). Since the official figures do not provide
statistics showing the linguistic demography of the other languages in the Republic of
Tiirkiye, the following table derived from Turkish censuses can be used as an example

for illustrating the linguistic diversity in the Republican era.

Table 1 Mother Tongue Data in Turkish Censuses 1927-1965 (Diindar, 2014)

Mother Tongue 1927 1935 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965
Abkhazian - 10,099 Be02 17,200 13,655 4689 4563
Arabic 134,273 153,687 247,294 269,038 300,583 347690 365,340
Albanian 21,774 14,165 10,893 12,0000 12,893
Bosniac - 10,900 11,844 14.570 17,627
Circassian 95,901 Gb.691 77,611 63,137 58,339
Armenian 67.745 47,728 56,235 52,756 33004
Greorgian - 40,076 51,983 32944 34,330
Gypsy - 4463 - - - -
Kurdish 1,184,446 1476562 1,854 569" 1,679,265 1.847.674 2,370,233°
Laz - 39,323 70423 30,566 21,703 26,007
Pomak - 10,287 36612 16,163 24098 23,138
Greek 119,822 ER.680 89472 79,691 65,139 48,006
Tatar 11,465 10,047 - - - -
Hebrew 68,900 51019 35,786 33,010 19,390 9981
Population of Turkey 13,629 488 16,157 450 18,700,174 20,947, 188 24.064.763 27,754,820 31,391,421

* Including Kirdagga and Zazaca.
Including Kirmanja, Kirdagca and Zazaca.

As shown in the Mother Tongue Data as well, more than 10 languages with different
numbers of speakers in each census are listed, and among those languages, although
the data has been manipulated according to Diindar (2000), Kurdish, the focus of this
research, has constituted the second most spoken language in the country. In the

following, a brief overview of the Kurdish language is provided.

1.3. An Overview of the Kurdish Language

Kurdish language belongs to the Indo-Iranian branch of the Indo-European language
family. It is spoken by 20-30 million speakers in densely Kurdish-populated regions
of the Republic of Tiirkiye, Syria, Irag, Iran, and also the Kurdish diaspora (Ahmadi
et al., 2019 cited in Ahmadi, 2020a; Ahmadi, 2020b). It is a multi-dialect language
(Salavati et al., 2013) and due to the different ways of Kurdish dialects classifications,

3



the most prominent or less controversially accepted ones emerge as Kurmaniji, Sorani,
and Southern Kurdish (Barry, 2019; Kreyenbroek, 2005; Matras, 2019; Sherwani,
2020; Zahedi & Mehrazmay, 2011). Gorani-Zaza remains as controversial since there

is not a consensus in the literature (Malmasi, 2016; Tavadze, 2019).

Sorani Kurdish, also known as Central Kurdish, is the dialect spoken in Iraq and Iran
written in an Arabic-based script and Kurmanji-Kurdish, around 20 million speakers
(Hassani & Medjedovic, 2016), is widespread among the Kurds in the Republic of
Tiirkiye, Syria, Northern Irag, a part of Iranian Kurds and Kurdish diaspora written in
a Latin alphabet (Tavadzade, 2019). The Southern Kurdish, also known as Pehlewani,
Is spoken primarily in Khanagin and Mandalin districts of Iragqi Kurdistan, and the
Kermanshah region in Iran, and Zazaki is spoken in the districts of the Republic of
Tirkiye, “namely Dersim, Erzincan, Elazig, Diyarbakir, Bingol, Mush, and
Urfa” (Nerwiy, 2012, p.24, cited in Malmasi, 2016) and Gorani is primarily spoken in
Iran and Iraq (Hassani & Medjedovis, 2016).

Of these dialects, Sorani and Kurmanji are the most widely spoken dialects (Salavati
et. al, 2013). In a language fact sheet shared by Translators Without Borders (2017), it
is reported that 75% of native Kurdish speakers speak either Sorani or Kurmaniji.
Among the two dialects, the number of native speakers of Kurmanji outhumbers those
of the Sorani dialect; however, owing to its official status in Northern Iraq
(Autonomous Kurdish Region), and regional status in Iran, the Sorani dialect is more
widely spoken, and enjoys a higher level of standardization when compared to
Kurmanji (Salavati et. al, 2013).

In this paper, the researcher focuses on the Kurmanji dialect of the Kurdish language
spoken among the Kurds in the Republic of Tiirkiye and explores the Kurdish families’
Family Language Policy with regard to the transmission of Kurmanji as a heritage

language.



1.4. Research Questions

In conformity with the scope of the current study, the present study attempts to find

answers to the following questions:

1. What are the family language ideologies of Kurdish parents?
1.1. What parental motivations shape their FLP?

2. What are Kurdish parents’ language practices and language management

strategies regarding the transmission of their heritage language?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Family Language Policy (henceforth FLP) is a field that has barely been studied in the
Republic of Tiirkiye. Apart from the study of Seloni and Sarfati on the diminished use
of Judeo-Spanish among Jews living in Tiirkiye (2013), the researcher could not
identify a publication addressing the FLP studies in the Republic of Tiirkiye.
Moreover, there has been no research on the FLP of the Kurdish families in the
Republic of Tiirkiye so far. So, the study of FLP of Kurdish families provides two
main contributions to the literature in this regard.

Firstly, although there is a respectable body of literature that provides valuable insights
about how Kurdish and the speakers of Kurdish have been treated by the state policies
(Ugarlar, 2009; Zeydanlioglu, 2008, 2012; Coskun et. al., 2010; Jugel, 2014;
Opengin& Haig, 2014), there is not much research about the study of the Kurdish
families’ language policies operating at family level to transfer the Kurdish language
to their children. In other words, there is a research void in Kurdish studies illustrating
the status of language in a private context home domain, among family members and
efforts put forward by the Kurdish parents to transmit the language. Therefore, by
situating Family Language Policy as a field of inquiry, this study aims to fill this

research void in the literature.



Secondly, FLP as a field has largely been carried out in Western, industrialized
countries or immigrant contexts with a focus on mainly European languages (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2018; Lanza & Gomes, 2020; Lomeu, 2018). However, as pointed out
by Smith-Christmas “there is a dearth of research situated within Africa or the Middle
East (apart from Israel).” (2017, p. 18), indicating that the family language practices
in communities other than Europe or North America can also contribute to the
understanding of the field and reveal different perspectives. Hence, the inclusion of
the Kurdish language in the Republic of Tirkiye will bring the voice of the
understudied contexts into the field. Moreover, child-rearing practices of the families
and family roles in non-Western societies can be quite different from those of Western
families. Therefore, the FLP studies located outside of the typical Western contexts
can provide valuable insights for the advancement of the FLP as a field in general.

These are the reasons why this study aims to explore the FLP of the Kurdish families

in the Republic of Tiirkiye.

1.6. Definitions of Concepts and Terms used in the Study

Heritage Language: There are various definitions provided for what the heritage
language is. Rothman, for example, defines heritage language as a language spoken at
home or available to young children and more importantly, the language is not the
societal language of the wider community (2009). In a similar vein, Valdés states that
the term refers to the languages that are non-societal and non-majority, often spoken
by the groups called the linguistic minorities which are “either indigenous to a
particular region of a present-day nation-state (e.g., Aborigines in Australia, speakers
of Breton in France, Kurds in Turkey, Iran, and Iraq) or populations that have migrated
to areas other than their own regions or nations of origin (e.g., Mexicans in the United
States, Turks in Germany, Moroccans in Spain, Pakistanis in England)” (2005, p. 411),
and Bayram (2020) points out to the contexts in which an individual grows up speaking
a minority language as his/her first language at home, yet becomes dominant in the

language of the larger society; the societal majority language of the national state.
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Therefore, in this study, Kurdish is considered a heritage language given that it is
spoken by an indigenous group at home and it is a non-societal and non-majority

language of the mainstream society, the Republic of Tirkiye in general.

Family Language Policy (FLP).: The field of FLP refers to explicit or implicit
language planning in order to maintain a specific language use within the home domain
among family members (King et. al., 2008). It has three interrelated and also
independent factors as language ideologies, language practices, and language
management (Spolsky, 2004).

Language Ideologies broadly refer to the “values, practices and beliefs associated with
language” (Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2002, p.123).

Language Practices are the language choices in interaction (Lanza, 2007).

Language Management refers to the choices, attempts or explicit efforts made by the
language planners, parents in this case, to exert influence on the subjects to modify
their language behavior and maintain the language in question (King, 2016; Spolsky,
2009).



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a background to the field of family language policy, the
theoretical framework of this study. After a brief introduction is provided for the field
of language planning and policy as a general topic, the attention is drawn to family
language policy as an example of micro-level language policy. By reviewing the
literature, the chapter situates the study within Spolsky’s framework of family
language policy. Following this, the language planning and policies developed in the
Republic of Tiirkiye are given to illustrate the context Kurdish was and is in.Lastly,
the chapter is concluded with the sociolinguistic profile of the Kurdish people living
in the Republic of Tiirkiye.

2.1. Language Policy

Language plays a crucial role in people’s lives and may denote different meanings to
its speakers. While some people see it as a tool for communication, others may also
perceive it as a strong marker for their identity. Since it is the key element of
socialization into one’s own group, language creates solidarity among its members and
in turn, fosters the source of identity as well (Johnson, 2013). However, this interplay
between socialization into one’s own group and source of identity is not alway equally
distributed. That is, for some people, the language they use for communication may
not necessarily mean that it is the language they ethnically belong to. Especially in
linguistically diverse societies, some languages have more power than others and
provide better access to the resources, a situation that brings language planning and

policies to the forefront.



The field of language planning and policy started after World War 11 as a need for
solving the language problems of the states that were newly freed from their colonial
governments (Johnson & Ricento, 2013; Johnson, 2013; Kaplan, 2011). For example,
Haugen introduced the term language planning in 1959 and defined it as “the activity
of preparing normative orthography, grammar and dictionary for the guidance of
writers and speakers in a nonhomogeneous speech community” (1959, p.8). The aim
of the language scholars at the beginning of the field, in other words, was to select a
variety of languages as the national one and standardize it to create a community of

communication, modernization, and national unity.

Further, Cooper defined the term language planning as “deliberate efforts to influence
the behavior of others with respect to the acquisition, structure or functional allocation
of their language codes” (1989, p. 45) and made a division between language planning
and policy, stating that while the former was problem-solving oriented and had a
pragmatic approach, the latter dealt with the theoretical or ideological assumptions. A
similar approach was iterated by Kaplan (2011) as well who claimed that language
planning was used to denote an activity generally initiated by the governing units;
language policy, on the other hand, referred to “a body of ideas, laws, regulations,
rules, and practices intended to achieve the planned language change in the society”
(2011, p.925). However, as pointed out by Johnson (2013), while language planning
has a plan in its repertoire to influence or change language forms, language policy can
also happen without having intentional or explicit plans. Therefore, in this

study, language policy is used as a general term to refer to language planning and

policy.

In a very broad term, Language Policy (henceforth LP) can be defined as “policy
mechanism that impacts the structure, function, use or acquisition of language”
(Johnson, 2013, p. 9) and includes three main domains: status planning, corpus
planning, and acquisition planning. The status planning refers to the decisions about
determining the functions or the domains where the language will be used; the corpus

planning refers to the attempts that aim to change or standardize the selected language
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and elaborate its forms and lastly the acquisition planning refers to the implementation
of the status and corpus planning in society through education language policies and
schools (Cooper 1989, p.1; cited in Wright, 2006). The aim of such language plannings
is to promote the use of a selected language in society and create a community of
communication. Therefore, to maximize and promote the use of the selected language
in society or among community members, language policies can be formulated as top-
down or bottom-up types (Johnson, 2013; Wright, 2006).

Top-down language policies refer to macro-level language policies formulated by the
governing units or authoritative people. They are the state-level language policies
overtly and officially stated in law in terms of official regulations decreed in the form
of written policy texts and influence the economic, educational, and political resources
the state has and are imposed on the whole society (Wright, 2004; 2006). Bottom-up
policies, on the other hand, refer to the micro-level or grassroots policies generated by
and for the community it influences (Johnson, 2013). These types of language policies
are not documented in written texts and refer to the in-practice of language use among
the community members. These policies are implicit or unofficial regulations,
meaning that they can be formulated through de facto, covert mechanisms and hence

reflect the status of language use within communities.

According to Ricento (2000), for example, much of the early years’ language policies
were top-down, macro (state) level formulated by the governing units to create national
language policies. The focus was given to the implementation of status and corpus
planning, and what happened in the local language practices was usually ignored
(Kaplan, 2011). Furthermore, Johnson and Ricento provided three phases for the
emergence and development of language policy and illustrated language policy

changes throughout these periods (2013).

For example, the first period, the 1950s-1960s era, focused on decolonization and state
formation (Hornberger, 2006; Ricento, 2000; Wright, 2004). During this period,

linguists were invited by the governing units to develop grammar, writing systems
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and dictionaries for indigenous languages to create a standard language for society
(Johnson, 2013). Linguistic diversity in the state territory was rejected and associated
with backwardness while linguistic homogeneity was promoted and seen as a source
of development, modernization, and Westernization (Johnson & Ricento, 2013;
Ricento, 2000). Hence, the focus of the LP in this phase was mostly given to the status
and corpus planning to maximize the use of the national language in society (Johnson
& Ricento, 2013; Ricento, 2000; Wright, 2004). Given that many states were newly
freed from their colonial governments, the field of LP in this phase was mainly
problem-oriented and tried to solve the language issues by disregarding the socio-
political and socio-historical contexts of language planning (Johnson & Ricento, 2013;
Ricento, 2000).

According to Johnson and Ricento (2013), the second period of the field, the 1970s—
1980s phase, was difficult to describe. “It is difficult to neatly or cohesively
characterize the work during this era, as interests became more diffuse, extending
beyond the corpus/ status distinction, and many language planning scholars, including
those who were active in the first era, began to question the viability of earlier models
of language planning.” (p.9). The second period showed a reaction to the first period
language policies and challenged the descriptive language planning, which
disregarded the socio-political and socio-historical contexts. As stated by Wright
(2004) as well, the emergence of new disciplines such as Cultural Studies, Black
Studies, or Development Studies influenced the second period, and critical analysis of
the previously implemented language planning appeared. The attention was drawn
from status planning and standardization to the social, economic, and political effects
of language contact, concentrating on the power and ideology issue some languages
hold in society (Ricento, 2000). Moreover, Cooper’s (1989) acquisition planning,
which means the implementation of the status and corpus planning through education,
was introduced and the role of schools in LP gained prominence (Johnson & Ricento,
2013), which later brought the education language policies into the front.
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The third period of the LP, from the 1990s to the present, is still in progress. However,
globalization, supranationalism, and linguistic human rights emerged as the factors
that influenced language policy studies (Ricento, 2000; Wright, 2004). The demolition
of the Soviet Union, the rise of Western culture and English as a lingua franca, the
massive migrations, and the emergence of supranational and regional bodies such as
NATO, the United Nations, UNESCO, and linguistic rights were among some of the
common themes studied by the scholars. The rise of these developments shifted the
attention from language planning implemented by the governing units as top-down
processes to different contexts and different levels of language planning such as micro-

level or grassroots policies (Goundar, 2017).

The massive migrations of this period, for example, affected the host societies’
linguistic diversity and produced different linguistic attitudes than those of the past
(Baker, 2011). While migrants valued the language of the host society and tried to
learn it for various reasons such as economic or academic, they did not assimilate
themselves into the majority language. Rather, they kept their heritage language and
aimed to transfer it to their children, a situation which contributed to the issues of
bi/multilingualism and hence influenced both macro and micro-level language policies
of the host societies (Wei, 2000).

Moreover, the introduction of the units such as the Council of Europe, The European
Union, and their legislations regarding the promotion and protection of minorities and
linguistic diversity opened a new space for marginalized groups to struggle for their
linguistic human rights. The maintenance and revival of the heritage languages gained
more prominence, and scholars such as Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) and Tollefson (2002)
advocated for the rights of minorities and drew attention to the power issue in that
majority languages were imposed on marginalized minority groups and threatened the
future of the minority languages, a situation which became more apparent with the
emergence of critical language policy. Critical language policy claimed that policy-
makers mostly served the interests of the dominant groups and increased inequality

(Tollefson, 1991). Therefore, to fight with the established language policies, the
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critical language policy tried to formulate democratic solutions and aimed to protect
and promote the maintenance of minority languages (Tollefson, 2002; Tollefson,
2006).

As indicated before, the third period of the field is still in progress. Although much of
the language policies were implemented by the governments at the state level, the
focus of the language policies shifted to the micro-level bottom-up language policies,
as well. Especially with the third period of the field, micro-level or grassroots domains
in society such as schools, families, and workplaces, increased and started to conform
to or challenge the top-down language policies and implement their own language
policies (King & Fogle, 2008; Spolsky, 2004). Accordingly, the field of Family
Language Policy emerged as one of the micro-level domains of language policy and
was widely implemented in heritage language studies. In what follows, therefore, the
Family Language Policy is elaborated. By reviewing the literature, the study is situated
within Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP Model (2004).

2.2. Family Language Policy

Similar to the macro-level language policies, Family Language Policy which was
conceptualized as a field in its own right by King, Fogle and Logan-Terry in 2008,
implements its own language policies as being part of the micro-level or grassroots
language policies (Gharibi, & Mirvahedi, 2021). It has been characterized as explicit,
overt as well as implicit, covert language planning by the parents in relation to
language and literacy practices within the home domain among family members
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; 2017; King et. al., 2008; Spolsky, 2007). While explicit
and overt language planning refers to the parents’ conscious investment and
involvement in language choices and practices, implicit and covert language planning
refers to the parents’ ideologies and influence on language preferences (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2009).
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Drawing on theoretical frameworks of language policy, child language acquisition and
language socialization, FLP sheds light on language ideologies of family members,
language practices, and language management in relation to language preferences
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2013; Lanza, 2007; Oriyama, 2016). Of these components,
language ideologies are related to the parental beliefs associated with the languages or
reasons for transmitting them to their children. Language practices refer to the actual
use of the FLP and show in which language(s) the family members communicate with
each other and lastly, language management refers to the parental language strategies
or explicit or implicit interventions to the language choice of the family members,
especially of the children (Schwartz, 2010; Spolsky, 2004; 2009; 2012).

Keeping the theories mentioned above in mind, King, for example, highlighted the
historical context of the FLP and constituted four different phases for the development

of the field over time across different contexts (2016):

1st phase: Classic diary studies by linguist parents with One Parent-One Language
method,

2nd phase: Studies concentrated on central psycholinguistic questions,

3rd phase: A shift into a more sociolinguistic approach and

4th phase: A shift into a diverse range of family types, languages, and contexts.

The first phase of the field started with the early examples of the classic diary studies
of researchers who tracked their own children’s language development, mostly using
Grammont’s One Parent-One Language (OPOL) approach. The studies carried out by
Ronjat (1913), and Leopold (1939-1949) were among the early examples of that period
and were the first examples of a description of an early bilingual first language
acquisition in the family domain. For example, Ronjat (1913), a French linguist living
in France, documented his son Louis’s bilingual acquisition of French and German
using the OPOL method through age 4:10 (four years and ten months); with a French-
speaking father and German-speaking mother. Each parent used only their native

language while talking to Louis, and results showed that Louis developed proficiency
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in both languages similar to that of a native monolingual. Similarly, Leopold (1939-
1949) also had the OPOL method to investigate his daughter Hildegard's bilingual
acquisition of German and English. While Leopold spoke only German, his wife kept
to English in the United States. Although Leopold also documented success in using

the OPOL strategy, as his daughter progressed into adolescence, she became reluctant

to use German in an English-dominant environment.

In the second phase of the field, FLP primarily invested itself in central
psycholinguistic questions. Most of the studies focused on differences between
monolinguals’ and bilinguals’ language development, individual cognitive traits and
their functions in the language acquisition process, and the role of linguistic transfer
and language input (Smith-Christmas,2016; 2017). De Houwer (1990), for example,
studied the early morpho-syntactic development of a bilingual Dutch-English child
exposed to Dutch and English at the same time from birth. The parents employed the
OPOL strategy, and De Houwer examined the effect of each linguistic exposure on the
child's language development. The results of the study illustrated that the child’s
language production in each language was similar to that of monolingual peers and

language transfer from one language to another was not significant (1990).

The third phase of the field was built on a sociolinguistic approach and coincided with
the formal establishment of FLP as a field of inquiry, as well (King et. al, 2008). From
this phase onwards, the theory of language socialization was introduced and gained
more prominence in FLP studies. Language socialization as an approach indicated
“socialization through the use of language and socialization to use language”
(Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986, p.163), pointing out that language learning and
socialization were interdependent. Within this approach, children played an active role
in language learning, and since socialization referred to an interactional process, the
language learning took place in an interactional environment in which one observed
how both parents’ language ideologies and the wider community’s attitudes and
ideologies co-constructed or influenced each other as well as the development of the

children’s language learning (Ochs & Schieffelin, 2008).
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Lanza’s work in 1997, for example, pointed out that the psycholinguistic approach of
child language learning on its own was not sufficient to provide a bottom-up analysis
for language productions. Hence, drawing on the theory of language socialization,
Lanza employed (1997) a discourse analytic approach and studied interactions
between parents and children of bilingual English-Norwegian families. The findings
indicated that parents implemented five types of discourse strategies to socialize their
children into a particular language: minimal grasp, expressed guess, repetition, move
on and code-switching, which demonstrated parental conscious or unconscious efforts
in home language planning. In another study, Okita (2002), uncovered Japanese-
English bilingual parents’ experiences and social context in England. Through
qualitative research, it was revealed that Japanese mothers faced pressures and
demands in their everyday lives when raising their bilingual children. These pressures
were related to parents’ conflicting cultural values, feelings about using Japanese when
their children start school education in English, and language choice with other family
members. Okita (2002) concluded that neither society nor family members recognized
the efforts put in by Japanese mothers, and they had to deal with this demanding task

on their own.

The fourth phase of the FLP studies refers to the current phase of the field. The studies
in this phase focused on (i) language development and competence, not just as an
outcome but as a means through which adults and children defined themselves, their
family roles, and family life; (ii) globally dispersed, transnational or multilingual
populations beyond the traditional, two-parent family; and (iii) heterogeneous research
methods (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018; King, 2016; Lanza & Gomes, 2020). In other
words, the early phases of the FLP studies were largely conducted in traditional
families, with two-parent, middle-class homes in which children at least spoke one of
the named or European languages. As pointed out by Lanza (2020) as well, for
example, one of the most studied languages in FLP was English, followed by other
European languages, mostly in Western immigrant contexts. However, today’s
evolving world requires a shift in FLP research and calls for the inclusion of a diverse

range of family types, languages and contexts such as non-traditional families that live
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in diasporic contexts, or families that use non-mainstream societal languages, as well
(Fogle, 2012; 2013; Baez, 2013). As expressed by Smith-Christmas, the inclusion of
communities living in other than Europe or North America or non-European languages
will also contribute to the literature and bring the voice of the understudied contexts

and hence advances the development of the field (2017).

Considering that the FLP of the Kurdish families living in the Republic of Tiirkiye is
an understudied topic, the study of the Kurdish parents’ language ideologies-practices
and management contributes to the recent phase of the FLP. Therefore, to explore the
Kurdish families’ FLP with regard to the transmission of the Kurdish language, this
study is situated in Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP model. In what follows, the Tripartite FLP
model and heritage language studies conducted under the FLP framework in different

sociolinguistic communities are provided.

2.3. Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP Model

Spolsky states that “language policy is all about choices” (2004, p.1) and distinguishes
three components in the language policy of a speech community: “its language
practices-the habitual pattern of selecting among the varieties that make up its
linguistic repertoire; its language belief or ideology -the beliefs about language and
language use; and any specific efforts to modify or influence that practice by any kind
of language intervention, planning or management” (Spolsky, 2004, p.5). Similar to
any other social unit, language policy at the family level, therefore, can be explored
by referring to language ideology, language practice, and language management
(Schwartz, 2020). In heritage language studies, Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP model is
widely used to explore families’ language policies. The following provides examples
from studies conducted in different sociolinguistic communities under the three

components of the FLP model.
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2.3.1. Language Ideologies

Language ideologies are seen as the driving forces in FLP (Spolsky, 2004) and are
influenced by the value or power given to a particular language (Curdt-Christiansen,
2009). Acting as the policy mechanism in the family domain, what parents believe or
think about languages exerts influence on families’ language practices and motivates
family members to create cultural or linguistic environments for language socialization
and maintenance (Schwartz, 2010). The studies on heritage languages and parental
language ideologies, for example, showed that many families had strong ideologies
with regard to the maintenance and transmission of their heritage languages since they
wanted to preserve their cultural roots, who they were and their connection with the
extended family members (Brown, 2011; Kaveh, 2018; King & Fogle, 2006).

In their study, for example, Park and Sarkar (2007) explored the Korean-Canadian
immigrant parents’ attitudes towards the heritage language and efforts to help their
children to maintain the Korean language. According to the findings, the parents held
positive beliefs towards their children’s heritage language development, and what
motivated them to transmit Korean emerged as keeping their identity as Koreans,
communication with the grandparents and reaching the linguistic market. Moreover,
Kopeliovich (2010) demonstrated her own FLP with regard to the maintenance of
Russian as a heritage language in Israel and stated that although it was important for
them to be socialized into Israeli society, their main ideology was to maintain Russian
in the family domain for several reasons such as “access to Russian literature,
preserving Russian culture and communication with the grandparents” (p.167).
Similarly, Berardi-Withshire (2017) also demonstrated that Spanish-speaking parents
in New Zealand valued their heritage language very much and considered it as a
“defining element of their ethnic and cultural identity” (p.277) and a cultural capital

that needed to be protected, developed and transmitted to the next generations.

However, declared parental language ideologies do not always coincide with the

intended language practices or language ideologies of other family members
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Christiansen, 2016; Kopeliovich, 2010; Spolsky, 2004; Schwarzt, 2010). A recent
study by Romanowski (2021), for example, demonstrated that while Polish-speaking
parents in Melbourne, Australia, considered Polish to be crucial to pass it to their
children for many reasons such as “cultural identity, communication with the extended
family members and advantages resulting from being bilingual” (p.9), the findings
revealed that declared language practices differed depending on the preferences and
the involved articulators. For example, although parents indicated that Polish was
important when the school domain was involved and children switched to the majority
language, English; they did not continue to invest much in their heritage language and

later discontinued using Polish.

In another study carried out by Mirhahedi and Jafari, the researchers also revealed that
there were discrepancies between parental declared language ideologies and their
actual language practices in the family. The Azerbaijani-Farsi families living in the
city of Zanjan, Iran, perceived Azerbaijani as the “core of ethnic identity” (2021, p.9).
However, while communicating with their children, the parents primarily used Farsi
due to the fact that Farsi was the national language of the country in addition to being
the language of education. Since Azerbaijani did not have a place in education, the
parents promoted the use of the national language to contribute to their children’s
academic success and hence help them have a ‘better life’ in mainstream society (2021,
p.12). In a similar vein, Gharibi and Seals (2020) investigated Iranian parents living in
New Zealand and their FLP in relation to their children’s Persian and Farsi acquisition
and development. Although the parents reported holding positive attitudes towards
their heritage languages, according to the findings, the reported language ideologies
did not always match with the language practices due to several factors such as

education or the language attitude of the mainstream ideology.
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2.3.2. Language Practices

Language practices that enact language socialization are the conscious and
unconscious language preferences (Spolsky, 2004). Those language preferences are
crucial for individuals’ development in the language in question. Creating linguistic or
cultural contexts for language socialization, therefore, is important in the sense that it
can encourage or discourage family members from practicing certain languages and
transfer them to the next generations. According to studies in FLP and heritage
languages, for example, parental language practices are among the primary factors that
predict children’s language development and maintenance (De Houwer, 2007; Lao,
2004). However, as pointed out by Canagarajah (2008), the family domain is not an
isolated unit and is closed off to society. Language ideologies and practices of the
families are influenced or challenged by macro-level factors as well (Spolsky, 2004).
For example, when children start socializing outside the family domain such as
schooling, and receive input mostly in the majority language, children can start to
challenge their parents’ language practices and shift to the majority language to

conform to society and reach the resources available to its speakers (Luykx, 2005).

2.3.3. Language Management

Language management refers to “efforts to control the language of family members,
especially children” (Spolsky, 2007, p. 430), and it starts with what language to use
with the children at home (Schwartz, 2010). While language practices can be implicit
or unintentional as a result of ideological beliefs (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018), language
management can be explicit and show parents’ conscious involvement and investment
in linguistic resources and context for a particular language. Schwartz and Verschik,
for example, classify language management as an internal and external control for FLP
(2013). While the former refers to the control of the family environment, methods
such as the One Parent One Language (OPOL) strategy, discourse strategies, only

heritage language or linguistic resources within the family, the latter refers to the
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sources external to the home domain such as sending children to language support

schools or coming together with the community members.

Dopke (1992), for example, focused on the parent-child interaction techniques in six
German-English-speaking families in Australia who chose to implement the OPOL
strategy. The OPOL strategy required each parent to use a different language while
communicating with the child and could produce productive results for language
acquisition and maintenance owing to the fact that within this strategy, children could
associate “a specific language with each parent and are, therefore, better able to decide
which language to use when addressing each parent” (Schwartz, 2020, p.197). In other
words, the OPOL method could contribute to the bilingual development of the
children, and similarly, Dopke (1992) observed that under the OPOL strategy, the
parents opted for specific techniques such as increasing the quality of the input,
creating linguistic environments rich in multisensory activities and explicitly asking
children to use home language, German to support their language development in both

languages.

In another study, Lanza (1997) analyzed the communication of two 2-year-old
bilingual English-Norwegian-speaking children and the strategies their parents used to
socialize them into both languages. Lanza identified five types of discourse strategies
that parents implemented to manage the linguistic behavior of their children: minimal
grasp, expressed guess, repetition, move on, and code-switch. The minimal grasp
strategy indicated that “the adult provides a minimal grasp to the child’s mixing of
languages in interaction, thereby highlighting his or her monolingual role” (1997, p.
268). In the expressed guess strategy, parents asked questions using the other language
to reformulate the child’s utterance and asked for confirmation, as well. In the
repetition strategy, parents repeated the child’s utterance in the other language; in the
move-on strategy, they accepted their child’s language choice of communication and
conformed to their language practices and lastly, in the code-switch, parents either
completely started using the other language or used both languages while

communicating with their children (Montanari, 2005).
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Figure 1 Parental Strategies Towards Child Language Mixes (Lanza 1997)

As shown in the above figure as well, as parents moved from the minimal grasp
strategy to code-switching, their monolingual role as the source for input in the
languages in question gradually switched to bilingual strategies, and hence, it
influenced both the quality and the quantity of the input in English and Norwegian

languages.

Moreover, in their study, Schwartz et al. (2011) demonstrated how Russian-speaking
immigrant parents whose first language was Russian and who had a good proficiency
level in Hebrew in Israel implement language strategies with regard to their children’s
preschool bilingual development and education. The findings of the study revealed
that parents used both external strategies such as school choice (monolingual vs.
bilingual), and internal strategies such as goal-directed code-switching practices and
choice of the dominant language, Russian, for interaction between parents and
children. In another study, Kaveh (2018) explored the FLP of Iranian parents regarding
the maintenance of Persian in the United States, and it was shown that while half of
the parents stated that they did not have any language strategy at home, the other half
mentioned that they applied for explicit strategies such as Persian only, OPOL to

maintain Persian in the family unit.

In addition to being the cornerstones of the FLP, these three components are also
influenced by micro and macro-level factors. That is, every family has their own
beliefs and practices regarding heritage language use and these beliefs and practices

are affected by macro-level factors such as education language policies or linguistic
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market or by micro-level factors such as parents’ language experiences, parents’
expectations, or child agency (Spolsky, 2004; Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). Therefore, it
IS necessary to show how these components are challenged by micro and macro-level

factors and hence influence the families’ FLP process.

2.4. FLP and Macro Level-Micro Level Factors

Families are not isolated from society. Rather, they are influenced by and contribute
to the wider society (Canagarajah, 2008). It is, therefore, important to understand the
factors influencing the FLP of the families.

2.4.1. Macro Level Factors and FLP

According to Spolsky (2004), there are four major linguistic and non-linguistic, macro-
level factors external to the families and contribute to their language policy decisions:

socio-linguistic, socio-cultural, socio-political and socio-economic factors.

Socio-linguistic factors refer to parents’ beliefs associated with the value of the
languages. Socio-cultural factors refer to the symbolic values associated with the
languages, and in this perspective, languages are seen as the manifestations of the
culture. Socio-economic factors refer to the economic values ascribed to the languages.
In other words, it refers to the linguistic market, which means that some languages
have higher currency than others in society (Bourdieu, 1991). Lastly, socio-political
factors refer to access to resources in a society like access to education or the state's
national or educational language policies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2014; Curdt-
Christiansen & Huang, 2020; Hu & Ren, 2016).

Studies conducted by Kirsch (2012) and Chatzidaki and Maligkoudi (2013), for

example, can illustrate the influence of sociolinguistic factors on the FLP of families.

Kirsch studied seven Luxembourgish mothers in England and their language practices
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to raise bilingual children in Luxembourgish and English. Although the parents valued
their Luxembourgish identity and tried to transmit it to their children, it was seen that
the monolingual ideology and English-only attitudes in the wider society caused
parents to accommodate their children’s requests in English and hence led to a
decrease in Luxembourgish input (2012). In a similar vein, Chatzidaki and Maligkoudi
(2013) explored the FLP of Albanian immigrant parents in Greece, and the study
revealed that the negative attitudes of the dominant ideology with regard to
bilingualism affected the parents’ decision to transmit Albanian to their children. The
Greek-only ideology in society and contexts related to education, in other words, led
some parents to discontinue using Albanian in the home domain among family

members.

Regarding the socio-cultural factors and the FLP, the cultural value associated with
the languages can positively or negatively affect the parents’ decision to transmit or
contribute to the heritage languages. For example, Chinese migrant families’ positive
attitudes toward their cultural identity and language led parents to contribute to their
children’s Chinese language development (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009). However, in
some cases, parents might need to evaluate the symbolic value associated with the
languages in society and decide accordingly, as well. For example, in the case of
Chinese families in Singapore, a city-state known for its bilingual policy, due to the
prestigious role English plays in society, the Chinese parents decided to invest more
in English to help their children be successful in their education life and society in
general (Curdt-Christiansen, 2014). In other words, the low symbolic value associated

with Chinese demotivated the parents, and English dominated their FLP.

Socio-economic factors, the economic value associated with certain languages, can
motivate parents and hence influence their decisions, as well. For example, Chinese
families living in Britain considered Mandarin Chinese as a strong asset for job
prospects for their children and invested in the heritage language (Hua & Wei, 2016).
Similarly, Curdt-Christiansen’s study with Chinese families in Canada showed that the

advantages multilingualism provides for job opportunities exerted an impact on the
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parent's decisions for investing in three languages; Chinese, English and French
(2009). Additionally, Surrain (2021) also illustrated that the economic power of certain
languages in society influenced the FLP of families. Surrain, for example, studied the
FLP of the 14 Spanish-speaking mothers of preschoolers living in the United States
and the findings of the study revealed that mothers valued both the majority language,
English, and the heritage language, Spanish, due to the economic opportunities both
languages provided for their speakers (2021). In other words, the mothers in this study
believed that bilingualism would increase access to the job market both in the United

States or elsewhere.

However, in cases where the heritage language does not provide an instrumental value
for its speakers, it is likely for families not to transmit the heritage language. For
example, Caglayan’s (2014) study showed that the economic value Turkish held in
society as the official language caused some families not to transmit the heritage
language, Kurdish. The Turkish-only ideology in mainstream society exerted
influence on Kurdish parents’ language ideologies and resulted in support for the use

of the mainstream-societal language, Turkish.

Lastly, socio-political factors also have an essential impact on the families’
preferences for certain languages. The social status and functions of languages can
challenge or contribute to the families’ FLP (Gu & Han, 2021). For example, national
or educational language policies play extremely significant roles in the maintenance
and transmission of heritage languages. Seloni and Sarfati (2013), for example,
illustrated the effect of the national language policy of the Republic of Tiirkiye on the
linguistic minority families’ language practices in their heritage language. The authors
explored the Jewish family members and the use of Judeo-Spanish among Jews in the
Republic of Tiirkiye through life history narratives. The findings illustrated that
Tiirkiye’s monolingual national language policy, Turkish only, resulted in linguistic
hierarchy ascribing a low level to Judeo-Spanish and hence caused the family members
to invest in Turkish to increase their status and academic success in mainstream

society. As in the case of Kurdish parents as well, some of the parents did not transmit
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Kurdish to their children given that the language of education in the Republic of
Tiirkiye was Turkish and Kurdish had no place in education (Caglayan, 2014). Kaveh
and Sandoval (2020) also showed how the English-only educational policy in
Massachusetts influenced eight immigrant families” FLP to invest more in the majority

language, English, and led to a decrease in heritage language practices.

As shown, it is obvious that factors external to the family domain exert an impact on
families’ decisions regarding the practice of a certain language at home among family
members. Moreover, those above-mentioned macro-level factors can also influence

the micro-level factors and challenge or contribute to the FLP of the families.

2.4.2. Micro Level Factors and FLP

Micro-level factors refer to intra-family factors and are related to parental impact
belief, parents’ language experiences, parents’ attitudes to their heritage languages or
child-agency (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; 2016; 2020). Parental impact beliefs, for
example, are about parents’ own capability and responsibility for raising children in
the heritage language or bilingual (De Houwer, 1990). These beliefs are further

supported by parents’ language experiences, education or cultural upbringing.

King and Fogle (2006), for example, explored 24 families’ attempts to achieve additive
Spanish-English bilingualism for their children in Washington. It was revealed that
parents primarily relied on their own language learning experiences while deciding for
their children. The past positive language experiences of the families and their
approach towards bilingualism as an asset resulted in investment in Spanish-English

bilingualism.
However, parental language experiences can also produce counter-decisions regarding

the transmission of a heritage language. The study done by Coskun et al. (2010)
focused on the issue of the mother tongue, Kurdish, in education and the experiences
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of the teachers, students, and parents. Due to the difference between the home and
school language, many of the Kurdish parents stated that they had difficulty in
schooling and decided not to teach Kurdish to their children to prevent them from
having similar experiences, meaning that they did not want their children to fail at

school.

Parents’ attitudes to their heritage language are another factor contributing to the
transmission of the heritage language. Positive attitudes associated with heritage
languages more likely lead to investment in efforts to transmit the language. As in the
case of Chinese migrant families in Canada, the positive attitudes of the families
towards the value of multilingualism and the economic power multilingualism yielded
for the speakers impacted parental language decisions. Chinese was considered an
economic resource and an asset to provide economic advantages and financial

opportunities in the future (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009).

Moreover, child agency also challenges or contributes to the FLP studies (Fogle &
King, 2013; Kheirkhah, 2016). For example, Smith-Christmas’s (2016) study with a
three-generation Gaelic family in Scotland showed that each family member had
different beliefs about the use of the Gaelic, and children sometimes resisted speaking
it though in some cases, they answered their grandmother in Gaelic. Moreover, when
children start socializing outside the family domain and socialize in the majority
language, they bring the language of society to home and can alter the language
practices of their parents (Kopeliovich, 2013; Luykx, 2005). For example, Gafaranga
(2010) observed the Kinyarwanda-French-speaking families in Belgium and the
interactions between parents and children. According to the study, the higher status
French held in the dominant ideology led the children to challenge their parents” FLP
and caused their parents to accommodate themselves according to their children’s

‘medium requests’ to communicate in the dominant language, French.

As this review of the literature has shown, there are many micro and macro level

factors work together and shape the families’ FLP and determine the transmission
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and maintenance of heritage languages. The present study contributes to the literature
and increases the understanding of an understudied group, the FLP of Kurdish families
living in the Republic of Tiirkiye. By exploring the language ideologies, practices, and
management of the Kurdish parents, the study illustrates the efforts and practices put
in by the Kurdish parents to transmit the heritage language, Kurdish, to their children.
However, to illustrate the Kurdish parents’ FLP, one needs to provide background
information for the language policies implemented in the Republic of Tiirkiye to better
reflect the conditions the Kurdish language was and is in and the efforts shown by the
heritage-language parents to transmit their heritage language. Therefore, in what
follows, the language policies implemented in the Republic of Tiirkiye and the case of

Kurdish are provided, followed by the sociolinguistic profile of the Kurdish people.

2.5. Language Policies in the Republic of Tiirkiye

With the collapse of the Ottomans and the triumph of the Turkish War of Independence
in 1923, the newly formed Republic of Tiirkiye was built upon a cultural and linguistic
diversity that remained from the Ottoman Empire (Andrews, 1992; Cagaptay, 2004).
This ethno-cultural and religious diversity, therefore, required lingual unity, acommon
language to bring the society together (Tachau, 1964; Xypolia, 2016; Zeydanlioglu,
2008) and spread the new ideology which aimed to“transform the religion based state
into a modern secular state through modernisation and nation-building” (Virtanen,
2003a, p.11).

Considering the Ottomans’ multi-ethnic and multilingual nature as one of the reasons
for its collapse (Mahgupyan, 1998), the ruling class in the early periods of the Republic
of Tirkiye placed a great emphasis on determining a common language to create
national unity, start modernization and break bonds with the past, the Ottomans. As
stated, language policy refers to the deliberate efforts to change the status of the

language. At the state level, governing units select a language, ascribe a national
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status to its role in society and promote it over other languages that exist in state
territories (Johnson, 2013). Then, the selected language is stabilized, codified and
elaborated through corpus planning and later taught via acquisition planning, language
education policy, and schools (Aktuna,1995; Cooper, 1989).

In a similar vein, to bring the state together and eliminate the differences among
community members, meaning the multi-ethnic nature of the state, Turkish was chosen
as the national language of the country and hence, became the primary element in
national identity and state formation (Virtanen, 2003b). Therefore, to cultivate and
promote the use of Turkish among community members, the newly formed state
started implementing language policies in the country. Firstly, the status of Turkish
was determined and recognized as the country’s official language, decreeing in the
Turkish Constitution of 1924 (Coskun et al., 2010).

Following this development, the Law on Unification of Education was introduced, and
the education conducted in the state territories became completely centralized. With
the acceptance of Law No. 1353 on the Adoption and Application of the New Turkish
Letters (1928), the Latin alphabet became the basis for education in the Turkish
language, and by opening Millet Mektepleri all over the Republic of Tiirkiye, it was
aimed to spread the use of the new letters and break the bonds with the Ottoman
alphabet. The university students launched Citizen Speak Turkish campaign to

promote the use of Turkish in society (Cagaptay, 2004; Aslan, 2007).

Following these developments, Turkish Language Institute (1932) was opened, and
the committee attempted to purify the Turkish language by removing the non-Turkish
elements such as Arabic and Persian and adding authentic equivalents to replace them
(Eminov, 2001; Goalwin, 2017). By proposing the Sun-Language theory, which
claimed that Turkish was the source of all the languages, the institute tried to reinforce
the Turkish language and rationalize its status as the country’s national language
among the community members. Moreover, by decreeing in Article 3 that: “The State

of Turkey, with its territory and nation, is an indivisible entity. Its language is
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Turkish.” (p.11) and in Article 42: “No language other than Turkish shall be taught as
a mother tongue to Turkish citizens at any institution of education.” (p.23) which are
still in force, the governing units secured and reinforced the status of the Turkish
language in society and its role as the sole language of instruction in the country (cited
in Coskun et al., 2010).

Apart from the non-Muslim groups who were granted minority status in the Lausanne
Treaty and allowed to use their languages in daily life or in education, the remaining
linguistic groups such as Kurds, Arabs, or Georgians, were excluded from enjoying
such language rights (Oran, 2013; Yagmur, 2001). In other words, similar to the first
period of the field of language policy, the language policies in the Republic of Tiirkiye
reflected an example of top-down language policy implemented by governing units
and imposed on the whole society. Linguistic diversity in the state territory was
rejected, and homogenous, monolingual, Turkish-only ideology was promoted
(Goalwin, 2017).

However, the European Union (henceforth the EU) Helsinki Summit’s declaration of
the Republic of Tirkiye as a candidate country to the EU in 1999 brought significant
changes to the Republic of Tiirkiye’s language policies with regard to linguistic
diversity. One of the requirements of the summit, which had significance for the
linguistic groups, was the removal of the restrictions and prohibitions on the linguistic
and cultural rights of the minorities (Derince, 2013; Kaya, 2007). From this phase
onwards, the language policies implemented in the Republic of Tiirkiye were
influenced by the EU, and some amendments regarding the representation and use of
linguistic diversity in the state territory were enabled. In other words, the Republic of
Tiirkiye’s language policies were influenced by a supranational body, the EU (Wright,

2004), and Tiirkiye made some changes to conform to the criteria set by the EU.

However, the linguistic groups still do not have legal support for the cultivation and

elaboration of their heritage languages. For example, with more than 15 million
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speakers (Opengin, 2012), the Kurdish language, which is the focus of this research,
is heavily influenced by the Turkish state’s language policies. In what follows, brief
information regarding policies imposed on the Kurdish language and the
sociolinguistic profile of the Kurdish people in the Republic of Tiirkiye are provided.

2.5.1. The Case of Kurdish Language in the Republic of Tiirkiye

Kurdish language, the largest of the Republic of Tiirkiye’s minority languages (Haig,
2004), belongs to the Iranian language group within the Indo-European language
family, and Kurmanji and Zazaki are the two main dialects spoken in the Republic of
Tiirkiye (Ethnologue, 2019). Starting from the inception of the Republic of Tiirkiye,
the Kurdish language has faced many obstacles and was subjected to the state’s top-
down language policies in which the Kurdish language was denied, oppressed, and

stigmatized (Zeydanlioglu, 2012).

Gunes and Zeydanlioglu, for example, listed some of the main policies imposed on the
Kurdish language as the following: “banning the use of Kurdish language, replacing
the names of the Kurdish settlements with Turkish ones, prohibiting any kinds of
documents or publications about Kurds,... or Kurdish language, closing religious
schools in the Kurdish regions where Kurdish language was taught, introducing the
Surname Law (1934) to Turkify names and surnames, organizing campaigns such as
“Citizen Speak Turkish” to force people switch Turkish and forget their mother
tongues, resettling Kurdish people into Turkish dominated places to weaken their
social ties and assimilate them into Turkish and building boarding schools mainly in
Kurdish dominated places to spread Turkish nationalism among Kurdish children and
force them to use Turkish language through education” (2014, p. 9) and concluded that
these language policies influenced the survival of the language and caused a decrease

in the number of speakers who are able to read and write in their heritage language.

As made clear by Wright (2004) as well, the changes regarding Kurdish language

rights became possible thanks to the EU process. Today, although the harmonization
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process prompted by the EU at the end of the 1990s and the beginning of the new
century has enabled the Kurdish language to appear in society and in education through
broadcasting in Kurdish (2004), opening the TRT-6 state TV channel (2009) and
Kurdish language departments at universities and providing Kurdish as an elective
course at the secondary level (2012) (Caglayan, 2014), Kurdish still does not enjoy an
official status, and Turkish Constitution with its related Articles 3 and 42 still pose
difficulties for the topics such as getting an education in a mother tongue other than
the Turkish language (Coskun et al., 2010). Moreover, the long history of the macro-
level language policies of the Republic of Tiirkiye has influenced the Kurdish people’s
sociolinguistic profile and resulted in different outcomes for the vitality of the
language. The following, for example, provides examples from the literature that
illustrate the status of Kurdish and reflect the sociolinguistic profile of the Kurdish

people living in the Republic of Tiirkiye.

2.5.2. The Sociolinguistic Profile of the Kurds in the Republic of Tiirkiye

The Kurdish people living in the Republic of Tiirkiye are the second largest ethnic
group (Opengin, 2012; Sezgin & Wall, 2005) and constitute a heterogeneous group
such as Alevi, Sunni, or Yezidi (Ergin, 2014). Although there is not any official and
reliable data on the size of the Kurdish people, the European Commission documented
the Kurdish population of the Republic of Tiirkiye in a range of 14 to 18 million in
2014 (Institutkurde.org, 2017). With regard to the language, the status of the Kurdish
language in terms of language vitality remains as another topic that does not have
reliable data. Due to the Republic of Tiirkiye’s long-term top-down, macro-level
language policies, many Kurdish people are not educated in their heritage language
and have difficulty achieving fluency in reading and writing (Hassanpour et. al. 2012).
In the literature, however, some studies conducted in the Republic of Tiirkiye provide

valuable insights regarding the status of the language.

Rawest Research Center (2019), for example, conducted a study under the title of
“Kurdish Youths' Attitudes Towards Mother Tongue” in six different cities with 600
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people whose ages range from 18 to 30. The results of the study showed that while
only 18% of the Kurdish youth indicated that in addition to being able to speak
Kurdish, they could both read and write in their mother tongue, the %26 of the
participants stated that they could speak Kurdish, but, they could not read or write in
Kurdish. Furthermore, the 24.5% stated that they could understand, but they hardly
spoke the language, and the rest of the participants, 31.5%, indicated that they could
not speak the language. Sherwani and Barlik’s study also illustrated similar results
(2020). The authors explored the status of the Kurdish language in the Republic of
Tirkiye in general and in VVan speech community, a city in South-eastern Tiirkiye, in
particular. Out of 103 participants, only 19 people stated that they could read in
Kurdish, and with regard to writing skills, only a few of them, 6 people, said that they
were able to write in Kurdish in addition to being able to read in it. In short, as pointed

out by Opengin (2012) as well, the Kurdish language largely had an oral status.

Regarding the FLP framework, there has been no specific research on the FLP of the
Kurdish families in the Republic of Tiirkiye so far, yet there have been some studies
that can illustrate Kurdish people’s ideologies or practices with regard to language use.
For example, Handan Caglayan’s study “Same Home, Different Languages” reflected
a good summary of the intergenerational language shift of Kurdish in different
contexts in Diyarbakir (2014). The study focused on “the use of language in daily life,
everyday intergenerational communication and the tendencies of language shift”
(2014, p. 24). The researcher conducted the study with the families and the members
of other societal organizations such as non-governmental organizations, education
support centers and municipalities. The findings revealed a language shift among
generations; the first generation spoke Kurdish, the second generation used a mixture
of Kurdish and Turkish and the third generation used mainly Turkish. The language
choices of the participants were reported to be affected by the factors such as
education, occupational status, linguistic market, and social class. Education, for
example, played a significant role in the language shift. According to the parents, a

lack of competence in the majority language, Turkish, would result in a failure
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in school success which influenced their decision regarding the transmission of the

heritage language. In other words, they did not want their kids to fail at school.

A similar approach was expressed by Coskun et al., as well (2010). In their study, “A
wound on the Tongue: The Issue of the Use of the Mother Tongue in Education in
Turkey and Experiences of Kurdish Students”, some of the parents stated that since
they did not want their children to fail at school, they decided not to transmit Kurdish
to their children. In another study, the Rawest Research Center documented “the Status
of the Mother Tongue Between the Parents and Their Children” (2020). The study was
conducted in six different cities as Diyarbakir, Van, Mardin, Urfa, Agri, Bingdl,
Sirnak, and Tunceli, with 1537 parents. The results of the study illustrated that
although the majority of the parents, 88%, wanted their children to learn Kurdish, only
12% of the participants made efforts to transmit the heritage language to their

children.

In other words, in the contexts where the heritage languages did not receive “fully-
fledged institutional supports" (Mirvahedi & Jafari, 2021, p.2), the parental linguistic
ideologies and their language practices within the family domain became the primary
factor that determined acquisition and maintenance of the heritage languages
(Fishman, 2001, Spolsky, 2012). Heritage language maintenance became the

responsibility of the family members and the parents, in particular.

Considering that Kurdish does not have official status in mainstream society and lacks
the necessary institutional support for its development, the current study will uncover
the Kurdish parents’ linguistic ideologies who decided to transmit their heritage
language, Kurdish, to their children and explore linguistic practices of the family
members and the parental language management strategies in order to keep Kurdish
as the language of communication in the home domain among family members. In this
regard, this study will contribute to not only the FLP studies but also to Kurdish

language studies and reveal what Kurdish parents are going through while
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implementing their pro-Kurdish FLP. Therefore, by using the FLP as the study’s
theoretical framework, the Kurdish families’ FLP will be explored with reference to
the Spolsky’s Tripartite FLP model. The next chapter focuses on the methodology of

the current study, followed by the findings, discussion, and conclusion.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research design, research setting, participants, data collection
instruments and procedures, and data analysis. Further, the researcher's position and

ethical issues of the study are explained in detail respectively.

3.1. Research Design

The goal of this thesis was to explore and understand the Kurdish families’ family
language policies (FLP) (language beliefs, language practices, and language
management) and their experiences with regard to the transfer of Kurdish as a heritage
language. Considering the situation of Kurdish and the families’ efforts to transmit
Kurdish to their children, a qualitative research methodology and case study design
were utilized for the current study to explore and describe an in-depth analysis of the

issue and empower the Kurdish families by shedding light on their FLP.

3.2. Qualitative Research Methodology

Qualitative research design does not have its own theory or a set of methods or
practices that are specific to itself, a situation that challenges the researchers to reach
a consensus on the issue (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). However, there are some working
definitions in the literature. Strauss and Corbin, for example, state that “By the term
‘qualitative research’, we mean any type of research that produces findings not arrived
at by statistical procedures or other means of quantification. It can refer to research
about persons’ lives, lived experiences, behaviors, emotions, and feelings.” (1990, p.

11). Similarly, Denzin and Lincoln (1994, p. 2) define the qualitative method as multi-
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method research conducted in a natural setting sensitive to the participants that
implement an interpretive and natural approaches while exploring the issue under
question. In other words, the qualitative research method focuses on what participants
say related to the subject matter (Tetnowski & Damico, 2001) and analyzes non-
standardized data to understand the phenomenon in question (Creswell, 2013; Wolcott,
2008; Yin, 2015). In this regard, it is useful to identify distinctive characteristics of the
qualitative research inquiry to gain a comprehensive understanding of the underlying

processes the inquiry holds.

In the qualitative research method, the data gathering process is performed in a natural
setting, the research site. Qualitative researchers do not create tasks such as surveys to
be completed by the participants. Rather, they draw on participants’ experiences by
observing and interacting with them within their context for data collection (Creswell,
2013; Mackey & Gass, 2015; Yin, 2015). Furthermore, the researchers act as the key
instrument in data collection. By immersing themselves in the field, qualitative
researchers create data collection instruments and collect data themselves (Hatch,
2002). Since qualitative researchers are the key instruments in the data collection
procedure, they position themselves in a qualitative research study. Hence, the
researchers provide information about themselves to show how their background plays
arole in their interpretation of the information in a study (Creswell, 2013).

Moreover, qualitative researchers make use of an array of multiple sources such as
interviews, observations, documents, to uncover multiple perspectives/voices of the
participants and develop a holistic picture of the issue under study (Creswell, 2013;
Yin, 2015). Through inductive and deductive logic, qualitative researchers obtain
themes or patterns from the bottom up. By using multiple forms of data, they try to
create a set of themes, patterns, or categories rich in description (Creswell, 2013;
Mackey & Gass, 2015). The aim is to hear the participants’ voices. The focus is on
the participants’ construction of meaning-making regarding the issue in question. And
lastly, qualitative research is emergent by nature. The research process may change

after the researchers engage in fieldwork and start collecting data. As time
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is spent in the field and with the participants, the research questions, data instruments,
and research site may change or need to be modified (Creswell,2013; Mackey & Gass,
2015).

By taking the characteristics of qualitative research methodology into account,
therefore, such as collecting data in a natural setting, making use of multiple data
methods to develop a holistic picture, and having the researcher as the key instrument
(Creswell, 2013), a case study design was adopted for this research.

3.3. Case Study

A case study is a qualitative inquiry that investigates a phenomenon within a real-
world, contemporary context or setting (Yin, 2014, cited in Hollweck, 2014). One
should conduct a case study when; (i) the focus of the study is to answer how and why
questions; (ii) you cannot manipulate the behavior of those involved in the study; (iii)
you want to cover contextual conditions because you believe they are relevant to the
phenomenon under study; or (iv) the boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon
and the context (Yin, 2003; cited in Baxter & Jack, 2008).

Within this framework, what gains prominence is the identification of what the case
is. A case may be an entity, an individual, a small group or a community, or a decision
process (Creswell, 2013; Yin, 2014). Therefore, the researcher needs to bind the case
either with time and place (Creswell, 2013); time and activity (Stake, 1995);
or definition and context (Miles & Huberman, 1994). In this research, the case was
determined as “Kurdish families’ FLP,” and the context for data gathering was
determined as a predominantly Kurdish city in Tiirkiye. The data were gathered from
December 10, 2021, to February 2, 2022.

Once the case is identified, the next step is to determine what type of case study will
be utilized. In a case study, the phenomenon can be explored through one or multiple

cases (Creswell, 2013). When the study includes more than a single case to illustrate

38



the issue, it is called a multiple-case study. According to Cresswell (2013) a multiple-
case study investigates a real-life multiple-bounded systems through detailed, in-depth
data collection involving multiple sources of information. In this study, multiple case
studies were selected because they allowed the researcher to explore the different
perspectives on the issue under study; provide in-depth analysis and reveal implicit
motivations that may be unknown to the participants themselves (Okita, 2002, cited in
Wilson, 2019), and compare and contrast the results between participating families
and their FLP (Yin, 2014).

Stake (1995), for example, states that:

Each case to be studied has its own problems and relationships. The cases have their
stories to tell, and some of them are included in the multiple case report, but the official
interest is in the collection of these cases or in the phenomenon exhibited in those
cases. We seek to understand better how this whole operates in different situations (p.
vi).
In the present study, each family represents a case. Each family has a story to tell about
their FLP within their bounded context. Each story contributes to understanding the
issue, which is called quintain by Stake (1995). According to Stake, “the quintain is
something that we want to understand more thoroughly, and we choose to study it
through its cases, by means of multiple case study.” (2013, p.6), which in this case is

the Kurdish families’ FLP.

Considering that the current study focused on exploring a contemporary, and real-life
topic; Kurdish families’ FLP and gathered data in its natural setting; a predominantly
Kurdish city in the Republic of Tiirkiye by hearing multiple realities shared by the
different perspectives of several Kurdish parents to describe the complexity of the
phenomena under the study through means of multiple sources of data collection tools
such as interviews, observation, and field notes, the qualitative research method and

case study design were well suited to the research’s aims.
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As stated by Creswell (2013), when a detailed understanding of an issue or a problem
related to a group or population is needed, which is the FLP of the Kurdish families in
this case, we use qualitative research. When we want to encourage or empower people
to share their stories, we utilize qualitative research. Further, when the existing theories
related to certain groups or populations are inadequate or do not reflect the complexity
of the problem, we use qualitative research to develop theories (p.48) better to reflect

the true nature of the phenomena in question.

Therefore, studying the Kurdish families and their FLP from a qualitative and multiple
case design perspective would not only provide answers to the research questions and
a detailed understanding of the problem but also encourage and empower the Kurdish
parents to share their experiences, make their voices heard and inspire others in the

same position.

3.4. The Research Site

The study was conducted in a predominantly Kurdish city in the Republic of Tiirkiye.
The city is a center for multilingualism and multiculturalism where one can see
different ethnicities such as Kurds, Turks, Arabs, and Syrians, and hear different
languages such as different dialects of Kurdish, Turkish, Arabic, and also English. Yet,
this does not necessarily mean that Kurdish is a live language widely spoken in the
city streets among Kurdish people. Due to various political and economic reasons, the
number of people who speak any dialect of the Kurdish language becomes invisible
day by day. Therefore, at this point, it is necessary to provide a short background
information regarding the status of the Kurdish language in the city as before 2016 and
after 2016.

The Republic of Tiirkiye experienced a Coup D’etat in 2015, and this, among many
other things, influenced the local governments and resulted in appointing
representatives in some of the Kurdish provinces, known as Kayyim, to the officially

selected parties, which changed the language dynamics in the cities.
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The city where the study was conducted was among those provinces and was subjected

to changes in the society.

Before 2016, the city was being governed by the People’s Democratic Party (HDP in
Turkish), and the municipality was conducting most of its services in different
languages such as different dialects of Kurdish, Turkish, and English. Kurdish was
being used along with Turkish, and billboards were being presented in several
languages. To strengthen the use of the Kurdish language and culture, the municipality,
for example, opened centers such as Kurdish music schools, mother-tongue-based
kindergartens, and Kurdish theaters and financially supported those organizations.
There were art, culture and music festivals in the Kurdish language. In other words,
those were the golden years for the revival of the Kurdish language and culture.

However, after the local government elections in 2016, everything changed. Although
the HDP won the elections in the city, due to political and security reasons which were
beyond the scope of this study, the ruling party, the AKP, in the Republic of Tiirkiye
overthrew the HDP and appointed its own representatives to the municipality. Since
then, the city has been governed by the ruling party. All the gains regarding the
Kurdish cultural, and linguistic activities were either lost or hampered. The language-
based centers were shut down, and people were fired. Now, Kurdish is only seen in
the municipality web page, and the billboards are presented in Turkish and English;

Kurdish is not among them anymore.

Today, the city is not as lively as it used to be, and people speak mostly Turkish in the
streets. Therefore, to prevent language loss and revive Kurdish culture, new centers,
which have nothing in common with the current municipality, were opened after 2017.
Now, there are centers for Kurdish music education, Kurdish theather, and playground.
Families are enrolling their kids in those centers so that they can socialize in their
heritage language. Events related to concerts, theaters, and ecological agriculture film

festivals are presented in both Kurdish and Turkish. Every year, on
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the 5th of May, Kurdish Language Day is celebrated in the city with several events to

celebrate the day and pay attention to its status.

Figure 2 Kurdish Language Day

Additionally, education and health unions are actively working for the right to get the
education and health care in Kurdish. In other words, the city is not only multilingual

and multicultural but also politically active.

The study was conducted on such a site, and as the researcher, | believe that those
dynamics influenced the status of Kurdish and families’ language ideologies and

practices.

3.5. Participant Selection

The participants in this study are Kurdish parents who are Kurdish-Turkish bilinguals
and live in a predominantly Kurdish city in the Republic of Tiirkiye. To reach the aims

of the current study, the following participation criteria were set out for the families;

(1) be a native speaker of the Kurdish (Kurmanji) language living
in the Republic of Tiirkiye.
(i) have (a) kid(s) (school-age child (optional))
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(iii)  have the desire to transmit the Kurdish (Kurmanji) language to

their children.

Initially, I started with a snowball sampling method (Frey, 2018; Parker et al., 2019) to
reach families who meet the criteria. | told my friends that | was conducting research
on Kurdish families’ Family Language Policies and I needed participants who meet
the criteria aforementioned. Since the topic was delicate and personal, trying to reach
families through acquaintances was the best choice to build trust among both parties.
The first Kurdish parent | contacted was a cousin of my colleague who turned out to
be a close friend of my cousin from Saglik ve Sosyal Hizmet Emekgileri Sendikasi
(SES) (Health and Social Service Workers Union). After | had contacted the first
parent as the participant of the study and explained the rationale, he directed me to two
different organizations where | could find families who attended these organizations

to invest in their children’s language development.

The first place was a playground for kids to have activities in Kurdish and the second
one was a place where the children were taking Kurdish music education. In the
playground, the activities were for young learners and they were mostly done in the
Kurmanji and Zazaki dialects of the Kurdish language. The Kurdish music course, on
the other hand, provided courses for Kurdish music education and Kurdish language.
The course aimed to educate and nourish Kurdish talents in music and language. By
doing so, the course aimed to transmit and maintain the Kurdish culture. In other
words, the primary goal of these organizations was to teach Kurdish to children
through music and activities. With the help of the first participant, 1 went to these
places with his reference and Ethical committee approval by METU to find families
who fit the study. From this phase on, participant selection became purposive sampling
(Lewis-Beck et al., 2008). | explained to the people in charge of these organizations

the participant criteria and how many families | wanted to work with.
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To achieve the research goals and have representative data for analysis, | decided to
work with 5-10 families. After having decided number of participants, these two
institutions made the first contact with the families that fit the study stating that there
was a study about exploring Kurdish families FLP, parents’ efforts to transfer
Kurmanji to their kids. When the families said they were okay and willing to
participate in the study, | made the second contact to introduce myself, explain the

study’s rationale and determine possible dates to meet for data gathering.

Through these organizations, | interviewed 12 families in total. 3 of these families had
Kirmancki/Zazaki in their repertoire as well. Due to the nature of the study, the focus
was on the Kurmanji dialect of the Kurdish language. Although I interviewed those
families, | excluded their data from this study. The remaining 2 families could not
provide answers to the interview questions. They had difficulty answering the
questions and sometimes had to repeat themselves in each question. Interviews with
these families could not be completed. They were excluded from the study, as well.
So, | went back to the organization that directed me to these families and clarified the
participant criteria. After that, | reached the families who met the criteria and ended
up interviewing 7 families. All the Kurdish parents in this study were born in different
Kurdish cities, yet they all have been living in the same city for at least 10 years, which
Is the research site. The following figure was provided to show the demographic

information of the participants.

Cases Participants | Languages Education Occupation Children
V: L1: Kurmanji
. ' 1.2- Turkish: Psychologist;

the Demir | Mahir (38) — University S: Serdest, 9
family Nurdan N:L1: Zazaki "_l'f_'ls.ual Arts

17) ) ; eacher

( L2: Turkish

Ahmet (40) A: Mo formal | A: Folk-Dance D: Esra, 12
The Ekinei Kurmanji (L1} schooling Teacher D: Meryem,
Family Zelal (40) | Turkish (L2) Z: High school | Z: Shop 10

Assslstant
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Z: L1: Eurmanji
The Zozan (32) L2: Turksh English Language
L3: English L Teacher;
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Figure 3 Demographic Profile of the Participants

The descriptions of the participants as cases were detailed in the findings section. The
data were collected from the parents who implemented the pro-Kurdish FLP and were

available at the time of data collection. Moreover, if the L1 of the participants, their

education level or jobs were different from each other, it was provided respectively.

3.6. Data Collection and Procedures

Case study research relies on multiple sources of information to collect rich and

descriptive data, which strengthens the validity of the research as well (Yin, 2014). In
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the current study, semi-structured interviews, field notes, and documents were used to
gather data. Primary data were collected from interviews, and field notes from
participant observations during the interviews. Complementary data were collected
through documents related to any kind of language production such as stories, songs,

or games, to illustrate the language practices and management in the FLP.

3.6.1. Semi-Structured Face-to-Face Interviews with the Kurdish Parents

Interviews as data collection tools are widely used in qualitative research designs to
understand the subjective ideas, beliefs, experiences, and practices of the participants
(Silvermann & Marvasti, 2008; Yin, 2014). Since the study aimed to uncover and
understand the Kurdish families' language beliefs, language practices, language
management, and their experiences in FLP, the choice of interviews was well suited

to the research design.

In all cases, the interviews were semi-structured face-to-face with open-ended
questions related to the life history and three components of the FLP. Semi-structured
interviews gave participants the freedom to discuss the phenomena under study and
enabled the researcher to understand the lived experiences of the people through their

own words (Kvale, 2007).

Therefore, this study employed interviews to collect data about participants’
demographic information, their life story, three-component FLP model: language
ideologies-practices-management. In the first part of the interview, the participants
were first provided consent form (Appendix B). Then, they were asked to provide their
demographic information and life history (Appendix C). The second part of the
interview focused on Kurdish parents’ language ideologies, language practices and

language management (Appendix D).

For data collection, | first called parents who volunteered to take part in the study on

the phone to introduce myself, inform them about the research, and determine possible
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dates and a place to meet. The interviews were primarily done with the parents who
implemented the FLP and who were available at the time of data gathering. So, of the
7 families, only one family, both parents Cigdem and Yilmaz, participated in the
interview. Interviews generally were conducted in families’ home domain. Only 2
parents, Vedat and Derya, were interviewed outside the home domain due to the fact
that those families were living in a remote area, far from the city center. Apart from
these two parents, the remaining families were interviewed at home, which allowed
the researcher to partially observe language practices of the family members among

themselves.

In the beginning, the interviews were planned to be conducted one week apart for each
topic. The first two interviews with parents were tried to be conducted accordingly.
However, due to the pandemic and heavy workload of both the participants and the
researcher, this choice of data collection had to be canceled. In the case of the Ciftci
family, for example, their children got sick, and it took more than one week to get in
touch with them again. Also, in another case, the Demir family, Mahir had to postpone
the date set for the second meeting due to his heavy work schedule. Therefore, the
remaining participants were interviewed on a single date determined by both parties,

which provided more productive results as the data collection flow was not disrupted.

Since the researcher did not know Kurmanji, all the interviews were conducted in
Turkish. Noticing that saying Kurdish was easier to utter, Kurmanji and Kurdish were
used interchangeably during the interviews. To promote a relaxed, open, and sincere
data collection procedure, the researcher started the conversation with daily talk and
shared her experiences as a native speaker of Kirmancki/ Zazaki and informed the
participants about their rights and consent form. After the participants had signed the
consent form, the researcher started the recording device. All interviews were audio-
recorded with two different recording devices: the researcher’'s smartphone and tablet
to guarantee the recording. Each face-to-face interview lasted one hour on average,

and the total recording time was about 10 hours.
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3.6.2. Field Notes

Field notes are another widely used data collection tool in qualitative inquiry
(Schwandt, 2007). Field notes are written observations made during or shortly after
participant observations in the field, which are important for comprehending the
phenomena under study (Allen, 2017). The field notes can be used to complement
interviews or can stand as data on their own in the forms of scratch notes, diaries,

journals, or documents such as songs, stories, and pictures.

There are two kinds of field notes called descriptive and reflexive (Allen, 2017). While
the former refers to a thick and rich description of the research setting, the context, the
people involved, the latter refers to the researcher’s subjective interpretation of the
observation and allows the researcher to develop critical insights or inferences related
to the observed phenomena (Frey, 2018; Mackey & Gass, 2015).

In this study, field notes were used to complement interviews to write down what
might not have been stated explicitly during the interviews or overlooked. The
researcher employed descriptive field notes to provide detailed information about the
context, the location of the families where they live, and, if possible, the interaction
between family members, especially between children and the parents who implement
the FLP. For example, although the children were not the primary data source and were
not interviewed, their interaction with their parents during the interviews tried to be
observed and written down to complement the language practices component of FLP.
Reflexive field notes were used to interpret the observed language practices and

materials used to transfer the Kurdish language.

Moreover, if there was any, the parents were asked to provide a copy of the materials
such as story books, games, songs, or language production activities that they used to
illustrate the families’ language management strategies and practices. Derya, for
example, provided a story that her daughter had written in Kurdish. In another case,

Vedat shared a crossword puzzle he prepared in Kurdish for his son.
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3.7. Data Analysis Methods

The demographic information, audio recordings of the interviews, field notes, and
documents were transcribed verbatim after the fieldwork and organized in a word
document. The process of transcription enabled the researcher to become familiar with
the data and start thinking about the emerging themes (Gibson & Brown, 2009;
Riesmann, 1993). 309 pages of transcribed data were formed in total and transferred
to MAXQDA, the qualitative analysis software program. All interviews and the data
were analyzed in Turkish to keep any nuances in meaning. The selected excerpts for
different categories were translated into English at the data analysis stage.

The Three-Component FLP Model was employed to identify and describe each of the
7 families’ language ideologies, practices, and management strategies. Additionally,
Thematic analysis was employed to determine the emerging themes in cases and was
conducted via the software MAXQDA.

3.7.1. The Tripartite FLP Model (Spolsky)

In multiple case studies, each case is considered a single case, and each case is of
interest (Mills & Wiebe, 2010). Each case’s findings contribute to the entire
phenomena under the study. Therefore, the three-component FLP model (Spolsky,
2004; 2009) was used as an analytical framework to explore and describe each of the
7 families’ language ideologies, practices, and management. Within-case analysis was
used in each family to provide an in-depth understanding and description of their FLP.

3.7.2. Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis is a method that is widely used to identify, analyze and report the
repeated patterns or themes within qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Clarke &
Braun, 2013; Mills et al., 2010). Boyatzis (1998) states the goals of thematic analysis
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as a means of; (i) seeing, (ii) finding relationships, (iii) analyzing, (iv) systematically
observing a case, and (v) quantifying qualitative data (cited in Mills et al., 2010). The
goal here is to develop patterns of meaning, themes that are important for the study.
Since in qualitative research design, the researcher is the key instrument in data
collection; themes are generated by the researcher across a dataset through data
familiarization, coding, theme development, and review. These emerging themes are

used to address the phenomena under the study (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017).

Thematic analysis as a method is not associated with a particular epistemological or
theoretical perspective. It can be applied to different datasets, and different research
designs, and this makes it a very flexible and versatile method to be employed in data
analysis (Michelle & Lara, 2020). When the aim is to understand a set of experiences
or thoughts within a dataset (Braun & Clarke, 2012), thematic analysis is a useful and
effective method to utilize. Therefore, Braun and Clarke’s (2006) 6-step Thematic
Analysis (TA) framework was employed in this study.

Step 1: Become familiar with the data | Step 4: Review themes

Step 2: Generate 1mitial codes Step 5: Define themes

Step 3: Search for themes Step 6: Write-Up

Figure 4 Braun & Clarke’s Six-phase Framework for Doing a Thematic Analysis

The framework consists of 6 steps and the phases are based on a recursive process
rather than linear which means that the researcher can move back and forth in light of
new data or newly emerging themes (Michelle & Lara, 2020).

Braun and Clarke (2006; 2012) distinguish between Inductive and Deductive Thematic
Analysis (TA). While the former refers to emerging themes from the dataset, a bottom-
up approach, the latter refers to a pre-existing framework used to answer a particular
question. In this study, for the semi-structured interviews and field
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notes, both Deductive and Inductive TA were utilized in turn. First, Deductive TA was
employed within the FLP framework in order to identify language ideologies-
practices-management of each of the 7 families and provide a first holistic view of the
FLP within each family. The first stage of the data analysis provided an in-depth and
holistic account of the families’ FLP. The Kurdish parents’ life story and documents
related to the Kurdish language were analyzed together as one family data set, and any
code related to the three components of the FLP was identified and reported

accordingly in each family’s case study report.

Secondly, the data were analyzed from an Inductive TA approach to gain an in-depth
understanding of the experiences and underlying challenges that the families
encountered. Cross-analysis of all parents’ data was conducted to identify codes, and
themes independently of the research questions. Furthermore, in this research, a theme

was described as prevalent based on the number of participants who stated it.

Considering the small sample used for the case studies, a theme had to have been

articulated by at least three participants to be considered prevalent.

3.8. The Role of the Researcher

In qualitative research inquiry, the role of the researcher as the key instrument in data
collection, analysis, and interpretation makes it essential for researchers to understand
and report their roles in the research process (Creswell, 2013). Therefore, before
moving onto the case findings, | believe that the readers need to know my identity and

my investment in this study as the researcher.

I am a graduate of Middle East Technical University and | have been working as an
English Language Teacher in one of the state’s high schools located in a predominantly
Kurdish city for 3 years. During these 3 years, | kept observing the city to understand
Kurdish and its use in different areas such as bus services, marketplaces, streets, and

among people from different generations.

51



Through these observations, | realized that Kurdish people were speaking both
Kurdish and Turkish in bus services and marketplaces depending on the language
choice of the customers or passengers. If the customer spoke Kurdish while asking for
the price of the goods in the marketplace, the seller responded in Kurdish or vice versa.
However, given that | was working in the city center, urbanization might have played
a role in that, as far as | observed, Turkish was spoken much more widely than
Kurdish.

Among the generations, | observed variations with regard to the use of Kurdish. While
the first generation, regardless of gender, was mainly speaking Kurdish among
themselves in the city streets or coffee houses, this situation seemed less widespread
in the second and third generations. The second generation had knowledge of Kurdish
and spoke it with their elderly ones. Yet, the language transfer seemed to be hampered
when it came to the third generation, their children. Although there were some
acquaintances of mine aimed to teach the language to their children, I left with the
impression that these families were not among the majority. When | asked some of the
parents who did not teach the language the reasons behind their decisions, they stated
several reasons such as the criminalization of the Kurdish language by the dominant
society and valuing Turkish as the language of education.This was what it looked like
from the outside world, the city streets. So, | became curious about families who
decided to transmit their heritage language, Kurdish to their children and what was
going on in their home domain, a private context and started investing in this idea.
Therefore, doing research in the field of Family Language Policy to see the transfer of

Kurdish mainly was a result of these observations.

As the researcher, my role in this study was both insider and outsider. | was an insider
because, as a Kirmancki/Zazaki native speaker, I was familiar with the transfer of
Kurdish as a heritage language to the next generations. Due to the common linguistic
background, the participating parents regarded me as one of them. Hence, they felt

comfortable talking about their FLP and being critical of factors that played roles in
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their FLP. Additionally, a three-year experience of teaching in a Kurdish city allowed
me to invest myself in observing Kurdish people and the Kurdish language in their
natural setting. Therefore, | was familiar with the situation of the Kurdish language in

society and the struggle for its vitality.

However, the fact that the participating parents were second generations of the Kurdish
language and their marital status made me an outsider, as well. In other words, as the
researcher, 1 was among the third generation of the Kurdish language, and my
experience was different from theirs given that they had witnessed the 90s of the
Republic of Tiirkiye. Additionally, considering that | was single and had no experience
implementing my own FLP, their marital status and having kids were among other
characteristics that | diverged from. These differences in personal histories,
therefore, allowed me to distance myself and explore the quintain from an etic

perspective.

Moreover, to minimize the pressure participants may have experienced, | explained
the rationale of the study and stated that the study was meant to understand families’
experiences in implementing FLP. Accordingly, during the data collection, | avoided

making comments on families’ language use or criticizing their FLP.

3.9. Ethical Considerations

Doing research with human participants requires paying attention to ethics. In the
present study, two main ethical considerations were central to the data collection
procedures: protecting privacy through the anonymity of the participants and the
research setting and providing a consent form to each participant. In order to adhere to
the ethical standards, the researcher applied for the Middle East Technical University
Human Research Ethics Committee and received ethical approval for the study (see
App. A).
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Before the ethical approval, the researcher started looking for possible participants
who would fit the study and made phone calls with them. After the ethical approval,
the researcher engaged in fieldwork and started the data collection procedure. The data
collection phase was based on willingness. When the institutions informed the families
about the study, they were both excited and eager to take part in such a study stating
that they would do anything to contribute to Kurdish language studies and that this
was the first time they would participate in such a study to talk about their own
experiences and struggle with transfer of Kurdish language, which was an indication

that the parents appreciated the study.

At the beginning of the data collection, the participants were provided a consent form
(Appx. B) and informed about their rights, and they had the right to withdraw from the
study anytime they wanted. While initially, the first ethical approval included the name
of the research setting explicitly, as the researcher engaged in fieldwork and
understood that for the participants, talking about the Kurdish language and their
efforts were delicate and sometimes dangerous due to the criminalisation of Kurdish
language in the wider society, the researcher made a revision in the second ethical
approval and removed the name of the city from the study. Additionally, in order to
protect the participants’ and their kids’ identities, pseudonyms were substituted.
However, the researcher paid attention to the language. Kurdish and Turkish names
and surnames were replaced by Kurdish and Turkish pseudonyms respectively to

provide an authentic description of the participants.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS: THE CASE STUDIES

This chapter presents each of the 7 families’ FLP in turn. Having provided the
demographic information with participants’ own life stories, every case study

describes the following FLP components;

1. The parental language ideologies
2. The language practices of family members and

3. parental language management strategies.

The data for each case study were collected through the methods described in the
methodology chapter, which included semi-structured face-to-face interviews with

Kurdish parents, field notes, and language materials.

Following the case study descriptions, a cross-case analysis and discussion of the
findings (Chp. 5) were presented.

For clarity, excerpts from the data were provided separately as in the form of long
quotations and sometimes were embedded in case description as quotations to better

reflect and interpret the FLP of the family.

The translations for any kinds of materials provided in Kurdish were double-checked
by an instructor who works in the Kurdish music course as a Kurdish language teacher.
The instructor translated the Kurdish materials into Turkish, and later, the researcher
translated them into English. Moreover, in this study, Kurmanji and Kurdish were

used interchangeably.
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4.1. The Case Study Descriptions

Case Study 1: the Demir Family

Among the participants, Mahir was the first parent that | interviewed. I met him thanks
to my colleague and later we found out that he was a close friend of my cousin from
Saglik ve Sosyal Hizmet Emekgileri Sendikasi (SES; Health and Social Service
Workers Union). From that moment on, it became much easier to reach the participants
who fit the participants’ profile because Mahir directed me to two different
organizations where Kurdish families gathered together to socialize with their kids in

the Kurdish language.

Mahir is 38 years old, and is a Psychology graduate. He has been living in this city for
about 20 years. Initially, he was working as a Psychologist in a state hospital, however,
due to his affiliations with the SES, he was dismissed from his job with KHK, the
statutory decree. His legal fight still continues, and now, he is working as a free-lance
Psychologist. He speaks Kurdish Kurmanji and Turkish. With his own efforts, he has
become literate in Kurmaniji, as well. He is married and his wife, Nurdan (37), is Visual
Arts teacher, and has Dimili/Zazaki as her mother tongue, yet she is not competent in
it, and her knowledge of Kurmanji is at a very basic-level. Their only child, Serdest,
is 9 years old and is in the 3rd grade. He has been living in this city since birth. Serdest
has Kurdish, Turkish, and English in his language repertoire and understands basic-
level Zazaki. Mahir speaks Kurdish while his wife, Nurdan, speaks Turkish to their

son. However, Turkish is his dominant language at the moment.

Since Mahir was the parent who implemented the FLP to transmit the Kurdish
language and his wife did not want to participate in the study, the interview was only

conducted with Mahir. However, his wife Nurdan was also present in the
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room along with their son Serdest and expressed that she supported her husband in his

decision on transmitting the heritage language to their son.

When Mabhir was asked about his childhood years, in which languages he grew up or
whether he knew Turkish or not when he started his formal education, he said that he
was surrounded by a Kurdish monolingual entity and met Turkish at school. The lack
of mass media such as television or radio, prevented the introduction of Turkish or
another language to his life which contributed to the idea that “the presence of another
language besides Kurdish was not possible for him.” Mabhir also attributed his zero

knowledge in Turkish to having a monolingual Kurdish speaker mother;

Well, most probably, it has something to do with my environment; it is a little more
closed society. Actually, we can add my mother’s not knowing any Turkish as a
contribution to this situation, as well.

Mahir perceived his mother’s lack of knowledge in Turkish as a positive contribution
to his language development in Kurdish. This was echoed in several studies, as well
that the roles of mothers as the first caregivers and home domain played crucial roles
in heritage language transmission and maintenance (Fishman, 1991; Gharibi &
Mirvahedi, 2021; Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984).

Moreover, during our interview, he expressed that learning Turkish as “a second
language and doing his job in Turkish” kept him wondering how it could have been if
he were doing his job in his “mother tongue.” He stated that this question often
caused him to question his situation because he sometimes confused the Turkish
grammar due to his heritage language, meaning that there was an L1 transfer from his
first language to the second language and he sometimes had difficulty expressing
himself while especially talking to his patients.
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Language Ideologies
Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

Mahir expressed that their language policy was based primarily on “raising a
multilingual kid.” They aimed to develop their son’s language repertoire by adding
multiple languages because they believed that learning several languages contributed
to linguistic development and acquisition of other languages.

His language repertoire will probably develop. Because when you learn several
languages simultaneously, | believe that language repertoire will develop, which has
already happened. Well, he has just started English, but he has achieved a good level
within an 8-month period. Probably, it has something to do with the language
(meaning Kurdish).

According to what Mahir indicated, his son acquired a good level of English within a
short period and attributed this development in the third language acquisition to his
son’s knowledge in his heritage language and also, in the majority language, Turkish.
As reported in the literature as well, the knowledge of several languages helped “the
acquisition of additional languages” (Abu-Rabia & Sanitsky, 2010; p.194) and the
bilinguals used their linguistic repertoire when they encountered a new language
(Maluch & Kempert, 2017). Considering that Serdest was subjected to two languages
since birth, bilingualism contributed to trilingualism, reinforcing the acquisition of

another language, English.

Secondly, during our interview, Mahir shared his past language experiences and
mentioned how he learned Kurdish literacy 20-30 years later with his own efforts. It
took a couple of years for him to learn how to read and write in Kurdish. He said that
“I was listening through the headphones and following the lines from the books”,
pointing out the fact that the Kurdish language mostly had an oral status (Opengin,
2012) and he had difficulty while learning the literacy of the language and improving
his receptive and productive skills in the heritage language. As a result, he did not

want his son to experience the same difficulties that he had. Therefore, his past
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negative experiences impacted his FLP and led to a decision to teach his son Kurdish
literacy as well, which provided positive outcomes for his FLP. His son became literate
in Kurdish as well. In other words, Mahir’s literacy practices resulted in the acquisition
of productive skills in the heritage language.

Another motivation for Mahir’s FLP was to preserve Kurdish language because he did
not want his mother tongue to be listed under the endangered languages as in the case
of the Zazaki/Dimilki dialect of the Kurdish language. He expressed his sensitivity to

language as:

We have a concern about the Kurdish language not to be a part of the list of
languages that are becoming extinct. So, we want him to learn his language, too.

For example, in 2003, UNESCO published the Language Vitality and Endangerment
document with six degrees of endangerment, namely “Safe (5), Stable yet threatened
(5), Vulnerable (4), Definitely endangered (3), severely endangered (2), critically
endangered (1) and extinct (0)” (p.12, cited in Moseley, 2010) to identify the vitality
of the languages through illustrating the intergenerational language transmission.
Within the third edition of the Atlas of the World’s Languages in Danger, whereas
despite its high number of speakers, Zazaki has been listed as “vulnerable at
minimum” (Moseley, 2010, p.40), Kurmanji has not been regarded as endangered.
However, considering the status of the Kurdish language is in the Republic of Tiirkiye
such as lack of state support in the wider community or not having education in the
mother tongue, Mahir wanted to protect his heritage language and secure
intergenerational language transmission through his pro-Kurdish FLP to prevent

having a similar situation to that of Zazaki dialect of Kurdish.

Moreover, Mahir referred to the role of language in communication with older
generations, for example, with his mother. He expressed that he did not care about
whether Kurdish would provide an economic benefit for his son or not because Mahir’s

mother, for example, was a monolingual speaker of the Kurdish language, and in this
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case Kurdish was their one and only choice for communication with the family elders.

What I mean is that even if he speaks of nothing, he will be able to speak to his
grandmother because his grandmother does not know any other language than
Kurdish.

However, as illustrated in the literature, some families also invested in the heritage
language because it yielded economic opportunities in the job market for their children
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Surrain, 2021). In the case of Mahir, on the other hand, he
could not and did not rely on this factor because as pointed out by the Kurdish parents
in Coskun et al. 's study (2010) as well, Kurdish did not have a place either in education
or in the job market in the Republic of Tiirkiye. Therefore, being aware of the status
of Kurdish in society, Mahir based his motivation for investing in the heritage

language on protecting and maintaining communication with older generations.

Language Practices

Mabhir said that “I always felt the anxiety about whether it would backfire or he would
show a counter-reaction, he would give up completely”, meaning that he was worried
that following a strict approach might lead his son, Serdest to develop a negative
attitude towards the heritage language and result in complete failure. Hence, he opted
for a flexible approach to transmit the Kurdish language. As parents, they implemented
the OPOL (One Parent-One Language) method while addressing their son. The OPOL
method referred to situations in which both parents’ language backgrounds were
different from one another, and each parent used his/her language while
communicating with the children by aiming that their children would successfully
associate each language with each parent and hence achieve a good level of acquisition
in both languages (Leopold, 1939; Ronjat, 1913; Venables et al., 2014). Accordingly,
while Mahir spoke Kurdish with his son from the day he was born, his wife Nurdan
spoke Turkish. However, as parents, they used Turkish for communication with each
other because Turkish was the common language for both parties. Additionally,

although Mahir kept speaking the heritage language with his son,

60



he did not push Serdest to respond in Kurdish and according to Mahir, Serdest

responded mostly in Turkish while talking to him.

Regarding language use, Mahir expressed that the introduction of formal schooling

had an impact on their language practices.

For example, when he goes to school, his communication, education, and science
becomes completely in Turkish. Well, 1 still try to explain in Kurdish while lecturing.
However, Turkish highly dominates the process, no matter how hard I try. Since it is
not the language of education, | make an extra effort to be able to teach him.

Although Mahir used predominantly Kurdish while explaining or helping with the
homework, he sometimes needed to use Turkish to check his son’s comprehension. He
attributed this situation to the Kurdish language status not being a language of formal

education.

For the communication between the extended family such as grandparents, aunts, and
uncles of both sides, Mahir reported that Serdest spoke mainly in Turkish with his
mother’s side because they knew both Turkish and Zazaki. However, when it came to
Mahir’s parents, he stated that Serdest had to speak Kurdish because his mother,
Serdest’s grandmother, did not know any Turkish besides Nasilsin? (How are you?).”

He shared an anecdote about the communication between his mother and his son:

My mom said: “How is your mother? How is your dad? (asked in Turkish). He
reacted “You were supposed to say “Bawo” (meaning dad in Kurdish). Why do you
say “baba” (meaning dad in Turkish)? You have to say “Diyamin” (meaning mom in
Kurdish). Why do you say “anne” (meaning mom in Turkish)?

As shared in the above excerpt, Serdest showed an example of child agency in which
the child had the power to shape the FLP of the family and remind or challenge the
language practices among family members (Gafaranga, 2010). Hence, the warning of
the grandson led the grandmother to adjust her communication, and later resulted in a
return to Kurdish. In other words, Serdest responded to each grandparent in the

appropriate language.
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Regarding literacy practices, Mahir shared that while buying Turkish story books, he
also bought Kurdish story books to balance the literacy practices in both languages
and stated that his son could read and write in Kurdish as well. Initially, when Serdest
was little, his father was reading Kurdish stories to him and his mother was reading

Turkish books. However, when Serdest developed literacy skills, he began reading on

his own.

Parental Language Management Strategies

Mahir opted for a flexible approach in the transmission of Kurdish due to his fear that
his FLP might backfire and Serdest would give up altogether. His language
management varied from speaking only Kurdish with his son since birth to buying

Kurdish books and choosing language support centers.

For example, when the HDP was governing the city, there were kindergartens known
as Zarokistan, and the language of education in these centers was being carried out in
Kurdish. Mahir firstly enrolled his son in one of those Zarokistans to contribute to his
language development. However, when they were shut down by the Kayyims
(administrators appointed by the ruling party), families and Mahir came together, and
founded an alternative place for Zarokistans, the Kurdish playground. So, Mahir sent
Serdest to this playground so that he could spend time in the Kurdish language and

practice it through activities with his peers.

Mahir stated that sending his kid to an alternative place contributed to the language
acquisition and development since it did not interrupt the process. Moreover, when the
kindergarten journey ended, the Covid-19 pandemic broke out, and they relied more
on internal control for FLP such as reading Kurdish story books, listening to Kurdish
music, or playing games in Kurdish to develop their son’s comprehension skills in the
heritage language. When the pandemic got normal, they took help from another

external source and enrolled their son in the Kurdish music course.
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I sent my child to a course that teaches Kurdish, both Kurdish, and culture and also
music. He still goes there...The kid is there, in that life. We leave him in his natural
environment.

In the Kurdish music course, Serdest was exposed not only to the music and culture
but also to the Kurdish-speaking children his age. Serdest was immersed in a Kurdish
monolingual environment and it contributed to the socialization in the heritage

language.

To summarize the FLP of the Demir family, multilingualism, parental language
experiences, preserving the Kurdish language, and communication with grandparents
emerged as the driving forces behind their FLP. To manage the language practices, the
parents used the OPOL method while communicating with their son, Serdest.
Moreover, as classified by Schwartz (2010), Mahir used both external and internal
control for their FLP to secure the heritage language transmission. They sent their son
to Zarokistan; when it was shut down, Mahir came together with other families,
founded the Kurdish playground, enrolled his son there and later to the Kurdish music
course so that the heritage language transmission could continue smoothly. Regarding
language practices, according to what Mabhir reported, his son mostly communicated
in the majority language, Turkish, with him. However, when it came to the
communication with the grandparents, Serdest responded to each grandparent in the
appropriate language, namely Kurdish on his father’s side and Turkish on his mother’s

side.
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Case Study 2: the Ekinci Family

In the Ekinci family, the interview was done with only Ahmet because his wife was
working at the moment of the data collection process. Ahmet is 40 years old and works
as a Kurdish folk dance instructor. Currently, he is writing a book about Kurdish folk
dance and is about to finish it. He speaks Kurmanji, Turkish, and, to some extent
Zazaki. His wife, Zelal (40), speaks Kurmanji, and Turkish and works in one of the
big shopping malls in the city center. They have two daughters. Their first daughter
Esra, 12, was born in X city in the West of the Republic of Tiirkiye and is in 6th
grade. Meryem, 10, was born in a Kurdish city, and is in 5th grade. Both children

know Kurdish and Turkish. They are literate in their heritage language, as well.

Ahmet was born in a Kurdish village in the Southeast and grew up in a monolingual
Kurdish environment. He had no formal schooling and did not know Turkish until he
was 13-14 years old. He met Turkish when as a family, they had to move to the West
of the Republic of Tiirkiye, where they lived in the X city for 22 years due to the village
evacuations in the 90s. He learned Turkish at work and faced some problems due to

his lack of competence in Turkish:

I learned Turkish after we had moved to X city, | mean, we migrated to X after our
villages had been burned. I learnt it there, in my work environment. In fact, there were
fights over it, too. | was being excluded all the time since | did not know Turkish.

What Ahmet experienced at work was a common reaction that the Kurds received due
to the language barrier. The work environments Ahmet mentioned were construction
and textile. He was working as a worker in these sectors. When he was informed about
a Kurdish non-governmental organization in X city, he attended and learned both
Kurdish and Turkish literacy there. Moreover, his journey in Kurdish folk dance career
began in this NGO in 1996.
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Before coming to his hometown, he lived in X for 22 years. However, when his first
daughter, born in X, uttered her first sentence in Turkish, Ahmet decided to move to

his homeland to protect his heritage language and transmit it to his daughter.

Language Ideologies
Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

According to Ahmet, one needed to know both the Kurdish language and culture to be

able to claim that he or she was a Kurd.

I mean, she will grow with her culture, but she won’t know the language. I mean,
something will be missing. Therefore, she has to know both her culture and language.
Otherwise, the identity won’t be completed.

Ahmet considered language and culture as crucial factors for identity formation and
based his motivation on this idea. He received the heritage language as a marker for
his ethnic identity. He stated that as parents, they both wanted their daughters to grow
up speaking Kurdish, surrounded by Kurdish culture. In other words, they wanted their
daughters to grow up by being true to their roots, their Kurdishness. The Kurdish
language was “their life, their lifestyle,” and “the Turkish language was a foreign

language” for them.

Another motivation for the family was that they wanted to preserve the Kurdish
language. Initially, Ahmet was living in X city, and their home was functioning as a
Kurdish monolingual entity within a Turkish-speaking society. So, when their first
daughter, Esra, was born, although she was born in a monolingual Kurdish home
where all the family members were speaking Kurdish, she was exposed to Turkish as
well, given that it was the societal language. Therefore, Esra’s first words were in
Turkish. This situation upset Ahmet, and as a result, he had to move to his hometown
22 years later to protect his heritage language and culture.

When my first daughter was born, the first words she uttered were Turkish. When |
experienced this, | got very upset. So, | immediately made a decision and moved.|
mean, | migrated from X right away. | immediately went to Y city (a Kurdish city in
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the South). In fact, my daughter started speaking Kurdish better than me in four
months there.

Since the Ekinci family was living in a Turkish-speaking mainstream society, X, the
home domain was not enough for the heritage language transmission. So, Ahmet’s
decision to move to a monolingual Kurdish village in Y produced positive outcomes
for the families’ FLP. His second daughter, Meryem, was born in this village and along

with her sister, they grew up speaking only Kurdish until they went to state school.

Communication with grandparents and extended family members was another driving
force behind their motivation. Ahmet reported that his mother and all his siblings did

not speak Turkish and that it was the case on his wife’s side as well:

If the child only speaks Turkish, she will not be able to communicate with her
grandmother, sister-in-law, grandfather, and uncle. Now, her grandmother speaks
Kurdish to communicate with her. If the child does not know the language, then the
kid feels inadequate.

In other words, the children might feel alienated when they could not express
themselves in their heritage language while communicating with their family elders.
Therefore, Kurdish was necessary for the well-being of the family members’

communication.

Language Practices

According to Ahmet, the home language was mostly Kurdish. When the four family
members were present, the Kurdish dominated the conversation. However, Turkish
was also in family conversations due to the children’s school and his wife’s job at the

shopping mall.

For the language choice between siblings Esra and Meryem, there were two different

periods: Kurdish school experience and Turkish school experience. When Ahmet

moved to Y as a family, they stayed there for about 5-6 months and then moved to

another Kurdish city due to a work-related situation. In 2013, when Esra was 5-6 years
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old, a Kurdish school was opened in the city, and the medium of instruction in this
school was 100% Kurdish. Ahmet enrolled his daughters in this school. Esra studied

there for 3 years and Meryem studied there for a year.

During this Kurdish school experience, the language of communication between
family members was Kurdish. The siblings spoke only Kurdish while communicating
with each other because the Kurdish language was not only the home language but
also the language of instruction. There was a positive transmission from the school to
the home domain. However, 3 years later, the Kurdish-instructed school was shut
down by the Republic of Tiirkiye, and the children had to start a Turkish-instructed

school. This situation influenced the family language practices, in general.

When the children had to start a Turkish school, they had difficulty understanding the

Turkish curriculum, especially Meryem, which Ahmet explained as:

The school (Kurdish) was shut down. Such trauma was experienced, too. Well, when
the child switched to a Turkish school, she (Meryem) had lots of trouble. She couldn’t
express herself. She didn’t know Turkish.

As a result, Meryem, for example, refused to speak Kurdish and asked her parents to
speak Turkish with her, pointing it out to the child’s agency in FLP (Luyks, 2005).
According to what Ahmet reported, he started to accommodate himself while speaking
to his younger daughter so that her development and well-being weren’t affected by
this change in their life. Meryem started speaking more Turkish to succeed at school.
Esra, on the other hand, did not react and kept learning both languages without
rejecting her heritage language. However, the two sisters’ communication became

Turkish dominant due to the formal education in Turkish.

For the communication between the family elders and the children, Ahmet stated that
the fact that the grandparents did not know any other languages besides Kurdish
reinforced the use of Kurdish between two generations. That is, although the children

started to receive education in Turkish, and this impacted their language practices, it
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did not change the language of communication between the family elders and the

children.

Parental Language Management Strategies

Ahmet implemented a flexible approach. He did not force his kids to speak Kurdish
because, according to him, moving to a Kurdish-speaking village was an enough step
for the development of the heritage language. For the strategies, he responded as
follows;

| did nothing. |1 only moved to another place. | mean, | moved from X city to Y city.
The kids learnt the language there. Because everybody speaks Kurdish there. No one
speaks Turkish.

In other words, the children were immersed in a monolingual environment and
exposed to the authentic use of the Kurdish language in everyday communication,
which contributed greatly to the heritage language development.

Moreover, sending their daughters to a Kurdish school was another strategy. Getting
education 100% in Kurdish supported language practices at home and boosted
language development, and production. Receiving education in Kurdish naturally
resulted in Kurdish literacy and Meryem and Esra started to read books in Kurdish to

advance their level.

Another strategy Ahmet implemented was what Lanza called the minimal grasp
strategy (1997). With this strategy, “the adult provides a minimal grasp to the child’s
mixing of languages in interaction, thereby highlighting his or her monolingual role”
(1997, p. 268):

When she went to Turkish school, when she started speaking Turkish, I immediately
responded in Kurdish. But I didn’t say something like this: I didn’t show a reaction
like why you aren’t speaking Kurdish. I offered her that comfort. But still she would
realize it and reply in Kurdish.
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Ahmet reminded his monolingual role that his daughters were supposed to speak
Kurdish to him. Therefore, responding in Kurdish was a strategy to direct the daughters

to the heritage language.

The last mentioned strategy was sending his daughters’ pictures to a Kurdish TV
channel. By doing so, he tried to expose his daughters to Kurdish input via mass media
because the kids were waiting eagerly for their pictures to be shown on TV, and while
they were waiting for them, they were exposed to Kurdish input, which contributed to

the language comprehension skills in Kurdish, as well.

To summarize the FLP of the Ekinci family, perceiving the Kurdish as a marker for
ethnic identity, preserving Kurdish language, and communication with extended
family members emerged as the reasons behind their FLP. When they saw the effect
of the Turkish mainstream society on their first daughter’s language production, they
moved from the Turkish city to the Kurdish city, their hometown to transmit the
heritage language, and there, they managed to reverse the language shift. Therefore,
although Ahmet stated that “I did nothing” regarding the language management
approach, he used internal mechanisms such as using minimal grasp strategy and
external mechanisms such as enrolling his children to the Kurdish school and sending
their pictures to a Kurdish TV channels so that the quality and quantity of the input in
the heritage language could be increased. The language practices, on the other hand,
were affected by the introduction of formal education in state’s school. According to
what Ahmet reported, before state’s school, the family conversations were always
Kurdish. However, when the Kurdish instructed school was shut down and the children
had to start a Turkish instructed school, Turkish as the majority language started to
appear in family conversations, as well. However, the communication with the family
elders were not affected by this change in their life. That is, both Meryem and Esra

kept speaking the heritage language with their grandparents.
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Case Study 3: the Simsek Family

Zozan is 32 years old and works as an English language teacher in one of the states’
primary schools. She studied for her bachelor’s degree in a university in the west of
the Republic of Tiirkiye and has been living in the research site since graduation. Her
husband, Nedim (35), is a doctor, and their only child, Ayse, is 4 years old. Zozan
speaks 3 languages Kurdish, Turkish, and English, and she is literate in Kurdish, as
well. Initially, her husband did not know Kurdish, however, with his wife’s
encouragement, he started learning Kurdish for his daughter. Now, he knows Turkish
and has a good level of Kurdish. However, currently, he mostly communicates in
Turkish with his daughter. Ayse has Kurdish, Turkish, and English in her language
repertoire. According to her mother, she often code-switches the languages she knows;

however, her dominant language is Turkish.

Zozan was born in 1989 in a Kurdish monolingual environment. During her childhood,
Zozan stated that “the societal language was still Kurdish” and she was exposed to
Kurdish both at home and in the streets, contributing to her heritage language
development. She learned Turkish while socializing with her friends in the streets and
developed it at school. When | asked whether schooling had an effect on her language
practices, Zozan reported that since her home language was Kurdish, the school did
not affect her. Yet she drew attention to the political atmosphere of those years. Being
born in the 90s also meant hard times for the Kurds due to political reasons. Speaking
Kurdish, for example, was forbidden, and Zozan shared an anecdote related to this

issue.

| am on my father’s lap, I remember such a situation. We were with my father, we
went out. A police officer stopped us, and | was speaking Kurdish because I did not
know Turkish very much. And | remember the police officer asking why | was talking
like that. I barely remember it. Then, when we sat together and talked about it later,
he says; Yes, because for years, it was forbidden.
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During the interview, Zozan got emotional because it was hard for her to remember
those years and think once more about the reasons behind such practices. According
to Zozan, her mother chose to speak Kurdish in those “hard times” and she decided to
do what her mother did: transmit the heritage language to her daughter, Ayse. That

was one of her driving forces for the transmitting the heritage language.

Language Ideologies

Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

According to Zozan, raising a multilingual child had always been her dream. She
wanted to teach “all the languages that she knew to her daughter” and based one of her

motivations on multilingualism. She stated that:

Mentally, | see advanced developments in my child. She is very perceptive. Although
my daughter hasn’t learnt how to read and write yet, when she looks at the pictures in
an activity book, she can complete the exercise correctly.”

Zozan attributed this development to the child’s language learning process and drew

attention to the advantages of multilingualism on linguistic and cognitive skills.

The other motivation was preserving the heritage language, Kurdish. Zozan said that
“my mother chose to speak Kurdish in hard times. If my mom had done it during the
hardest times, | could do it, as well. And | did it.” In other words, Zozan’s motivation
was a defense of her heritage language, and she wanted to maintain it and secure
intergenerational heritage language transmission. Although, due to political reasons,
Kurds were alienated from their own language, and their levels in Kurdish got
weakened, Zozan wanted to reverse this situation with her daughter, as she put it: “I
want to keep Kurdish alive. I don’t want it to be forgotten, | don't want it to be a

forgotten language.”
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Language Practices

According to Zozan, the home language was Kurdish when her husband was not at
home. However, when he was present, Turkish dominated the family conversations.
She pointed out that the father, Nedim, did not know Kurdish at the beginning of her
pregnancy. He learned it later so that he could contribute to his daughter’s heritage
language development. In the beginning, therefore, he spoke Kurdish to his daughter
until she was around 2 years old, and when he felt inadequate, he gave up speaking
Kurdish and started speaking Turkish. According to what Zozan reported, Nedim was
feeling more comfortable speaking Turkish, given that it was his first language. As a
result, the conversation between the daughter and the father became Turkish-
dominant. The language of communication between the parents was Turkish because
this was how they started and kept using Turkish with each other even after their Ayse

was born.

Zozan, on the other hand, spoke only Kurdish with Ayse when she was pregnant.
Kurdish was her first choice during her pregnancy. When Ayse was born, she started

including English through activities, as well.

When | was pregnant with her, | never spoke English; it was only Kurdish. After she
was born, I tried to add the other language, as well. How was English involved in our
life? Firstly, it was involved in reading books. As Ayse grew older, I used it as a play
language. The daily language was still carried on in Kurdish.

As the above excerpt made clear, Zozan divided domains where she used the
languages. Accordingly, she used Kurdish as a daily language and English as a play
language. She never used Turkish while communicating with her daughter and shared
one of her language activities and explained how she practiced both languages.

72



Figure 5 Zozan’s Language Activities Animal Cards

We always used our animal cards in both languages. It is a rabbit/kivrosk. We used
‘Guess what’ often. I was explaining the features without showing the card, and Ayse
would find the names of the animals. Of course, she sometimes said ‘kivrosk’, and
sometimes said ‘rabbit’.

Moreover, when | asked about the language choice between mother and daughter,
Zozan reported that Ayse spoke only Kurdish with her and kept speaking Kurdish until
about 2 years old. However, when Ayse realized that she wasn’t understood by her
peers while socializing with them in the heritage language, she gave up Kurdish. Zozan

said:

She was using Kurdish to me, she was using English, and she was using Turkish as
well, but in her friend zone, there was no Kurdish. No English. Always Turkish.”

This way, Turkish became Ayse’s dominant language because it was the language of
communication between her and her peers. In other words, in socialization with the
outside world, the friends prioritized the use of Turkish, leading to a decrease in the
use of the heritage language. Although Ayse used Kurdish while talking to her mother,
Turkish also started to have a place in mother-daughter talk after this experience.

Regarding the communication with the family elders, Zozan reported that her
husband’s side chose to speak Turkish because they were not competent or did not feel

competent in their heritage language. Zozan’s mother’s side, on the other hand,
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spoke only and always Kurdish until Ayse was around 2 years old. When Ayse started
speaking more Turkish, Zozan’s mother, for example, started speaking Turkish with
her granddaughter as well. However, Zozan kept reminding her mother that she was
supposed to speak her heritage language. Accordingly, Ayse spoke Turkish on her
father's side and Kurdish on her mother’s side. When she experienced the park incident
described above, she started code-switching. According to what Zozan reported, code-
switching became a natural habit for Ayse, especially when she was speaking to her
mother Zozan.

For example, I, as the researcher, observed an example of Ayse’s language practice
with her mother, and the below conversations were from the field notes I took during
the family visit, which were also congruent with the reported language practices.

Ayse wanted to drink milk and opened the fridge and said to her mother:

Sir yok. (Sir means milk in Kurdish; yok: means There is not in
Turkish)
There is no milk.

And later, when her mother brought milk for her, she uttered her sentence in English:

I want to drink in the blue glass.

Parental Language Management Strategies

Zozan’s language management strategies varied according to the developments in their
life. Initially, Zozan only spoke Kurdish with her daughter, and as she grew older, she
also started using English. However, as stated before, she used Kurdish for daily talk
and English for exercises or plays. She relied on Kurdish music to increase the quality

and quantity of the input in the heritage language.

Secondly, she requested her extended family members to speak only Kurdish with
Ayse, as she shared in the following:
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When Ayse was born, I talked to the grandmother, grandfather, aunt, and uncle and
told them to speak only Kurdish. I forbid you. I mean, you will not speak any language
besides Kurdish. It went well with them, too.

All the family members on Zozan’s side spoke only Kurdish with Ayse.
However, when Ayse gave up speaking Kurdish due to the communication breakdown

with her peers, Zozan looked for external control for the FLP.

Accordingly, she enrolled her daughter in the Kurdish playground three days a week
and hence Ayse was exposed to Kurdish and saw Kurdish-speaking children her age
there. Therefore, when the Kurdish playground was involved in their life, her language
practices were positively influenced, and she started using her heritage language again.

Zozan explained the situation as the following:

My kid had never seen a Kurdish-speaking child before. All of them were the elderly
ones who spoke it such as me, grandmother, grandfather. My child, for the first time,
saw a Kurdish speaking kid there. Naturally, she realized that: she was also understood
in that language. She started speaking Kurdish again.

For a language to be learned and practiced, socialization in the language, especially
with peers, was a crucial step for developing the language in question (Ochs &
Schieffelin, 2008). Therefore, when Ayse socialized into the Kurdish language
through activities and with her peers, her language development in the heritage
language was positively affected, and she went back to Kurdish again.

Additionally, this example also made another thing clear in the city where this study
was conducted, it was hard to see a Kurdish-speaking child, which led Ayse to give up
speaking her heritage language. As a child, she showed an example of child agency
and impacted the family’s FLP, a prevalent factor in FLP studies (Gafaranga, 2010;
Wilson, 2019). This was not the only example of child agency. According to Zozan,
for example, Ayse often told her that “Mom, let’s speak English,” and decided on the
language that she wanted to use for communication and hence affected the FLP of the

Simsek family.
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To summarize the FLP of the Simsek family, multilingualism and preserving the
heritage language emerged as the parental motivations for the transmission of the
heritage language. Accordingly, to manage the practice of the heritage language in
communication, Zozan both used internal and external control for the FLP. She spoke
only Kurdish with her daughter during her pregnancy. When it came to her husband's
language practices, he spoke Kurdish at the beginning. When he felt inadequate, he
returned to Turkish to communicate with his daughter. In other words, it can be stated
that at the beginning, the parents used the heritage language-only strategy; however,
later, it changed due to father’s choice of Turkish and mother’s activities in English.
Moreover, Zozan asked extended family members to speak in the heritage language
while communicating with their daughter to increase the input in the heritage language.
Although the family members on the father’s side chose to speak the majority
language, Turkish with Ayse, the family members on Zozan’s side kept speaking the
heritage language. Accordingly, Ayse kept speaking each language with each side.
When these internal controls were not sufficient for the heritage language
development, Zozan looked for a language support center and enrolled her daughter in
the Kurdish playground, which positively contributed to their FLP and led Ayse to

speak the heritage language in addition to other languages in her repertoire.

76



Case Study 4: the Tung¢ Family

Vedat is 46 years old, and he is a primary school teacher. He is a member of Egitim-
Sen Sendikasi (Education and Science Workers Union), and due to his affiliations with
Egitim-Sen, he was dismissed from his job with KHK on the grounds that he spoke
Kurdish in one of the Egitim-Sen meetings while he was presenting the program.
Currently, he does not work, and his legal fight for his job still continues. He speaks
Kurdish, and Turkish and he is also literate in Kurdish. His wife, Evin (45), speaks
Turkish as her dominant language, and she has a basic level of Kurdish. They have
two children, Siyar Umut, 9, and Silan Deniz, 7. Both their children speak Kurdish and
Turkish. Their level in Kurdish is perfect, and Siyar Deniz, for example, writes stories
in Kurdish.

Vedat was born and grew up in a monolingual Kurdish environment. His
neighborhood, childhood games, friends, and relatives were all Kurdish. He reported
that he did not know Turkish when he started school and barely learned it at the
secondary level. He called this situation “a success for himself and the others in the
same position” because they had to learn a new language and were supposed to be

successful at it.

So, | see it as a great success. After having learned a language like this... taking exams
in this language, and going to university, it is a success.

According to him, although his classmates were his friends from the neighborhood and
he was feeling safe around them, not knowing the language of education caused him
to feel alienation due to the fact that they were not allowed to speak their “mother
tongue.” Similar experiences were also reported in the studies conducted by Coskun
et al. (2010) and Caglayan (2014). The Kurdish participants were feeling inferior due
to the fact that they did not know the language of education, Turkish, and had to remain

silent most of the time in their classes. Vedat stated that “if there had been smooth
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transitions from the language that the child knew to the language of education, the
school process would be more healthy for the well-being of the kids” and added that
his friends and Vedat himself were spending time on this subject-matter: multilingual

education.

Language Ideologies
Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

Vedat defined the heritage language as “some sort of existence, protecting his own
nature and his culture” and perceived Kurdish as a marker for his ethnic identity. That
is, his identity as a Kurd was the sole driving force behind his decision because Vedat
believed that being Kurd required speaking Kurdish. In other words, his heritage
language meant “ethnicity” to him. Therefore, speaking the Kurdish language was the
norm, and he was just obeying what was natural for them: transmitting the heritage
language to their children.

Language Practices

Vedat was very sensitive about the transmission of the heritage language and reported
using only Kurdish with his children since pregnancy. However, when formal
education started, he sometimes used Turkish to help his children with their homework

to check their comprehension.

The language between the children and me is definitely Kurdish. That is, | never
compromise there. | tried to teach her the directions. Now that she has learned those
concepts in Turkish, I explain them in Turkish so that she can understand them.
However, I definitely tell her the Kurdish ones, too; let’s say North. But, at the same
time, | use Bakur as well.

Vedat was consistent in his heritage language use except for homework. However,
even in such cases, he remembered to practice the heritage language, as well. He used
both languages while helping his children with their homework.
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When it came to the language used between the children and the father, Vedat reported
that his children spoke Kurdish with him but mentioned that the school also influenced
their language practices. According to Vedat, school was not only school, but it was
also a place for socialization. He stated that “There are their peers there. There are
games. Everything is Turkish. Therefore, it is a sheer force.” In other words, Turkish,
as the official language and also as the language of education, had more sources for
input and was a strong rival to the Kurdish language. Considering that the children
were more exposed to the Turkish language both in their education life and also in
their socialization with their peers, their level in Turkish became better than Kurdish.
Hence, they sometimes used Turkish while communicating with their father, as well,
which led Vedat to implement different strategies to have his kids speak in the heritage

language.

The other reason for their good level of Turkish was his wife’s role in the family.
Considering that his wife’s dominant language was Turkish, the communication
between the mother and the children and also parents was Turkish, which affected the
language dynamics in the family. That is, Vedat drew attention to the roles of mothers
in language transmission as they were the primary caregivers and stated that his role
as the only-heritage language speaker in the family limited the use of heritage
language.

Regarding the language used between the siblings, Vedat reported that he “lost the
battle in that domain” because his children's main communication channel was not

Kurdish anymore due to social factors such as friends, and school.

In the beginning, it was sometimes Turkish and sometimes Kurdish. Then, from
the moment that they spent time outside, in the neighborhood, school, the use
of Kurdish slowly diminished. The communication between them was gone. In the
beginning, it was not Turkish. I lost that fight.

Socialization in the majority language, Turkish, resulted in a decrease in the use of the

heritage language. Given that Turkish was the language of education and of

communication with their peers, the children’s exposure to the heritage language was
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limited to certain areas such as the home domain and hence, the communication

between the siblings became Turkish-dominant.

Concerning the communication with the family elders, VVedat reported that the children
spoke Kurdish on their father’s side and Turkish on their mother’s side. Moreover,
Vedat shared an anecdote about language practices between his son Siyar Deniz and

his grandparents from both sides.

Once, both grandparents came to visit us, and none of them knew the other side’s
language. That is, my mother is a monolingual Kurdish speaker, and my mother-in-
law is amonolingual Turkish speaker. When we were not around or had to go to work,
Siyar Deniz would act as a translator between both sides and help them to
communicate with each other.

In other words, Siyar Deniz acted as a language broker, which referred to the
“interpretation and translation performed in everyday situations by bilinguals who
have had no special training” (Tse, 1996; p. 486) on behalf of their family members
(Antonini, 2010). As pointed out by Cline et al. (2014) as well, language brokers
played meaningful roles in communication and contributed to family life. As seen from
the anecdote, Siyar Deniz facilitated the communication between two linguistically
different speakers and helped them to understand each other and hence contributed to

the family’s well-being.

As regards literacy practices, Vedat stated that he started to teach Kurdish literacy as

soon as his kids began formal education in Turkish.

When they started primary school, when they learned how to read and write, | taught
them Kurdish literacy, as well. | wanted the children to enjoy reading in both
languages.

For his daughter Silan Deniz who had just started reading and writing in Turkish,
Vedat tried to create words in Kurdish with the letters his daughter learned in Turkish
to balance the literacy in both languages. For example, in below Figure 7, Vedat

prepared an exercise for the letters “b” and “d”.
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ROJIN U ROSTAM

Ez Rojin im. Ez 7 sali me. Dibistana me néziki mala me ye. Rostam 9 sali yve. Dibistane
Rostam dilr e. Em listikan dilizin. Yek, du, sé dora ké ye. Dora Rojin e. Bila Rojin 10 tistén
bi "d" binivise. 1.dayé, 2. dims, 3. dik, 4. dil. 5. diz, 6. diran, 7. derzi, 8. dew, 9. deri, 10..._._.
Ya 10 an nayé bira Rojin é. Kiyé alikariya Rojin € bike. Dayika Rojin & dibé:

- Ezé alikariya bikim; 10. dibistan.
-Eré rast &.

Bila Rostam 10 tistén bi "b" binivise: 1. ba. 2. baran. 3. bér, 4. beq, 5. beni. 6.berx, 7. beran,
H.ben, 9.bero, 10.... Ya dehan nayé bira Rostam. Kiyé alikariva Rostam bike. Bavé Rostam
dibe:

- Ezé alikariya bikim; 10.bask.
-Eré raste

Ka em i bernameye Rostam binerin. Do bernamevya Rostam dermeket. Dibe ku iro bernameya
Rostam derkeve. Disa derneket. Dibe ku sibé derkeve. Emé li benda bernama wi bir. Rojin te
morika sor da ké? Min morika sor da Rigem'é. Ey te morika zer da ké? Min morika zer da
Esma'vé. Le morika kesk kani? Min morika kesk da Zeynep'é

Figure 6 Vedat’s Syllable Exercise for his daughter

I am Rojin. I am 7 years old. My school is close to our house. Rostam is 9 years old.
His school is far from the house. We play games. One, two, three.. Whose turn is it?
It’s Rojin’s turn. Rojin should write 10 words starting with ‘d’.

1: Daye (mom); 2. Dims (grape molasses); 3. Dik (rooster); 4. Dil (heart); 5. beni
(thief); 6. Diran (tooth); 7. Derzi (needle); 8. Dew (ayran); 9. Deri (Door); 10.... What
is the 10th one? Rojin can’t find it. Who will help her? Rojin’s mother helps her:
Mom: I will help you. 10. Dibistan (school).

Yes, it is true.

Rostam should write 10 words starting with ‘b’: 1. Ba (wind); 2. Baran (rain); 3. Bér
(shovel); 4. Beq (frog); 5. Beni (servant); 6. Berx (lamb); 7. Beran (ram): 8. Ben
(rope); 9. Bero (it’s an abbreviated name, like berfin=bero); 10. Rostam can’t find the
10th one. Who will help him? His father helps him:

Dad: I will help you. 10. Bask (wing).

Yes, it’s true.

Come on! Let’s look at Rostam’s schedule. It wasn’t ready yesterday. It’s not ready
yet. Maybe, it will be ready tomorrow. We’ll wait for his Schedule.

Dad: Rojin, who did you give your red bead to?
Rojin: T gave the red bead to Rugem.

Dad: Okay, who did you give your yellow bead to?
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Rojin: | gave the yellow bead to Esma.
Dad: Okay, then where is the green bead?

Rojin: I gave the green bead to Zeynep.

Moreover, Vedat bought Kurdish storybooks for his children. When they were little,
he used to read them. However, after having learned how to read and write in both
languages, his son, Siyar Deniz, for example, started to read on his own and wrote

stories in his heritage language (See figure 7) which exemplified his son’s production
skills in the heritage language.
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Figure 7 Siyar’s Kurdish Story Sano (the Play)

In the story named the Play, Siyar wrote a story about people who lived in a forest and
used to go to the theater every March and enjoyed watching it. The main characters
were Baran, his mother, and his friend, Cinar, whom they came across in the theater.
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Moreover, Vedat also prepared Kurdish crosswords known as Xagepirs to support the

heritage language development through different kinds of materials.

MAN — NOK — KALO — KELEM — MAL — ELOK

-

-

s

=

METE — KANI — KOLAMN — TOL - TEL — NEM

~

KON — MINAK — KOM — TAL — TEMEN — TENE -YEK - ZINAR -

™

=

MAYE —KEMNIYA - YOM - Z0ZAN
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Figure 8 A Kurdish Crossword Xagepirs

Parental Language Management Strategies

Due to his high sensitivity towards the heritage language, Vedat was determined to

speak only Kurdish with his children. He implemented various strategies to secure

heritage language development and maintenance.
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Vedat, for example, used what Lanza (1997) called the minimal grasp strategy to

remind his kids that they were supposed to speak Kurdish with him.

For example, when he told me, “Bawo su bidemin.”

(Bawo: means dad in Kurdish,

Su: Water in Turkish.

bidemin: Get/give me in Kurdish).

I would respond like this: “Su ¢iye? (What is water?)

(Ciye: means “what is” in Kurdish ). I mean, I was pretending that I
didn’t understand him. Then, naturally, he would correct himself
saying, “Dad get me water.”

In other words, Vedat reminded his children that he played a monolingual role in their
communication with them and that they were supposed to speak in the heritage
language with their father. However, instead of using an explicit warning or strategy,
Vedat opted for a minimal grasp strategy and gave his children a clue so that they

could return to Kurdish.

Another language management strategy Vedat implemented was that he was not
visiting his Turkish-speaking friends as a family. Because if they had visited them as
a family, the monolingual Turkish environment of the family visits would benefit the
use of the Turkish language, and hence the children would have been exposed to the
official language, which already had a prestigious place in society. Therefore, instead
of going to the places where children would hear Turkish, Vedat preferred the places
where his kids would be exposed to Kurdish. He stated that “For example, we go to
Kurdish cinema, Kurdish theater. We don't go to the other one (the Turkish one).” This
way, Vedat tried to increase the quality and quantity of the input in the heritage

language with different activities.

Moreover, at home, for example, Vedat reported that he deleted all the Turkish TV
channels because he knew that Turkish was a solid rival for his pro-Kurdish FLP. The
kids were only allowed to watch Zarok TV, which was a Kurdish TV channel that

broadcasted for the kids and explained the rationale as the following:
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For a time, | did something about other TV channels. When | realized that I couldn't
cope with them, so | deleted them. | realized that it was a bit anti-democratic.
Otherwise, it wouldn’t be possible.

If the children had been allowed to watch Turkish TV channels and exposed to the
majority language through media as well, it would have been difficult for Vedat to
implement a pro-Kurdish FLP and gain positive developments in the heritage

language.

As an external source, Vedat enrolled his kids in the Kurdish playground and Kurdish
music course, respectively so that his children could realize that the Kurdish language

was also the language of games and music.

I mean, that language is supposed to give him something. He needs to do an exercise
in that language. He needs to play games in that language. He needs to integrate the
language into his life. When he doesn’t do it, then the kid starts feeling this; he feels
that the language is dictated to him.

The children needed to integrate the language into their life. They needed to live in
that language so that they could embrace it rather than reject it. Therefore, to avoid
experiencing such a rejection, Vedat tried to support the childrens’ heritage language
development through language support centers, as well. As stated before, in the
language support centers, the presence of the Kurdish-speaking peers and Kurdish-
based educational activities positively contributed both to the FLP of the families and
to the children’s development in the Kurdish language as well as Kurdish culture.
Thanks to these centers, for example, his son, Siyar Deniz, started to develop content
in the heritage language and broadcast them on social media so that other heritage

language speakers could also benefit from using such materials.

To summarize the FLP of the Tung family, perceiving the heritage language as a
marker for ethnic identity emerged as the main motivation for implementing a pro-
Kurdish FLP. According to Vedat, language was not separate from his ethnicity, or
his nation. Therefore, he implemented various strategies based on internal and external

sources to be true to his nature and transmit the heritage language. For example,
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as parents, they used the OPOL method, and their children communicated with their
parents accordingly. However, due to the school and socialization with their friends,
the language of communication between the siblings became Turkish dominant.
Moreover, Vedat supported his children’s socialization in the heritage language
through language support centers and also relied on himself to create materials in the
heritage language to contribute to his children's heritage language development. For
example, he prepared Kurdish crosswords, and syllables exercises and taught the kids
Kurdish literacy as well. Thanks to the education the children received both from their
father and the language support centers, the kids developed a good level of Kurdish
literacy as well, and Siyar, for example, produced his own stories in the Kurdish
language. However, Mahir also mentioned that although his kids were currently
speaking in the heritage language while talking to him, he also admitted that he was
competing against a strong rival, Turkish, and was feeling alert all the time to
compensate for its effect on his children’s language production. Moreover, regarding
the communication with the grandparents, Vedat reported that the children spoke
Kurdish on their father’s side and Turkish on their mother’s side. Their son, Siyar
Deniz, for example, acted as a language broker and facilitated communication between

both parties when their parents were not there.
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Case Study 5: the Akin Family

Berrin is 38 years old and is a producer on one of the Kurdish TV channels. At the
same time, she works as a Kurdish language teacher in the same channel and prepares
materials for the Kurdish language. Recently, Berrin received an award for her
contributions to the Kurdish language. She is a high-school dropout and literate in both
Kurdish and Turkish. Her husband, Levent (40), knows Kurdish and Turkish. He
works in the same TV channel as a producer. They have three children; Caner, 14;
Nesrin, 12 and Roza, 7, and they are going to state’s schools. The kids know both

Kurdish and Turkish and they are literate in their heritage language, as well.

Berrin was born in a Kurdish monolingual environment and met Turkish when she
started school. She stated that her introduction to Turkish was awful, and due to this
first lousy impression, she hated the Turkish language and became very prejudiced
against it. She explained her language journey in Turkish as the following and
illustrated how painful it was for her to learn the official language:

It was like that: the person who wanted to teach me the language was always using
violence on me; Physical violence, verbal violence, emotional violence. And this,
whether you like it or not, arouses hatred in you against the language being taught.
Because you say Why, Why? Why am | being tortured? You realized this after a while:
| face violence because I don’t know the language.

In your language, some sounds may sound different. It may sound vastly different in
Turkish. For example, for “g”, you produce “xw”’; there comes a slap. Why do you
produce the sound “xw”? It isn’t “xw”, you’ll produce the sound “g”. Then, you
produce the “H” sound as “X”, and there comes another slap. You’re beaten by the
sticks because you couldn’t learn the language.

The problem experienced here was phonetics. Given that Kurdish and Turkish
belonged to two different language families and had different sounds in their

repertoire, the production of some of the speech sounds would inevitably be different.
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However, the teacher’s approach with regard to these speech productions caused a
source of alienation, and, also first language transfer made the situation even harder
for Berrin. Having experienced such things caused Berrin to invest more in her
heritage language. She believed that “in a place where you feel bad, humiliated, or
tortured, you can’t be successful or feel positive no matter how hard you try”.
Therefore, when she got married and had kids, she decided to take action for her
language, her culture, and this was where her motivations started for implementing a
pro-Kurdish FLP.

Language Ideologies

Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

Berrin was affected by her past language experiences both in the heritage language
and the official language. She recalled her school years and remembered how she was
treated by her teachers and how this situation led her to embrace more her heritage
language. She reported that she saw language as “one’s existence”, and “who she was”
and, therefore, perceived Kurdish as a marker of her ethnic identity. She expressed that
“Because my mother tongue is Kurdish. I am a Kurd. Since | am a Kurd, | need to
protect my mother tongue.” Being a Kurd naturally meant speaking Kurdish for her.
Therefore, when her kids were born, Turkish wasn’t her first choice because she

wanted to develop and contribute to their ethnic identity.

Another motivation was her childhood, the years that she hadn’t met the official
language yet and was feeling free and more confident. Berrin expressed that “when
she was a child and speaking her heritage language, she was sociable and easy-going.”
She believed that “those who spoke and grew up speaking their own mother tongue
became sociable and successful.” She wanted to raise her children in Kurdish because
she wanted them to be confident and feel free just like her. Therefore, her past positive
language experiences in the heritage language also influenced her motivation for

implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP.
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Language Practices

Berrin described that her home was Kurdish, and all the family members were
speaking Kurdish with one another. Both parents always, and only used the heritage
language-only strategy at home, and hence their children’s language practices
naturally became Kurdish. She expressed that she did not speak Turkish with her three
children. She spoke only Kurdish since she was pregnant. Her children learned Turkish

while socializing with the outside world, from society and the school.

However, Berrin was not strict about language practices, either. For example, when
her youngest daughter, Roza, told her what she did with her friends at school in
Turkish, Berrin asked her whether she wanted to speak Turkish or not. In response,

when Roza said yes, they continued their conversation in Turkish.

For the language choice among the siblings, Berrin reported that it was Kurdish. But,
since they were going to state’s school, the kids generally used Turkish while doing

homework.

When they ask something about the lessons, they generally prefer Turkish. Because
they receive education in Turkish. For example, let’s say; when she asks a question
about Turkish, she says, “ Brother, I didn’t get it.” or “Hey! Roza, look! what we
need to do.” Because in order to solve the problem, he needs to make an explanation
in Turkish.

The language of school, in other words, showed itself during the homework, and it was
used as a clarification tool. Apart from this example, the school didn’t influence their
language practices. According to what Berrin reported, in her family, all the family

members had the heritage language as the medium of communication.

Regarding the communication with the family elders, Berrin reported that the
grandparents of both sides were monolingual Kurdish speakers and the children had
no choice but to use Kurdish to be able to communicate with them. In other words, in
their
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family domain, the children were growing up in a Kurdish monolingual environment,

which was a supportive factor for the heritage language development.

To improve literacy practices, Berrin reported that she bought Kurdish story books and
read them. After a while, her son, Caner, for example, became curious about the books
and asked his mother “whether they were really written in Kurdish or not”, revealing
a fact about the Kurdish language that it was not rich in the sense of resources.
Therefore, when he received a positive response from his mother, he started reading
them with his Turkish skills. Then, he learned how to read those books in Kurdish, as
well. Lastly, Berrin bought World Classics Books written in Kurdish and stated that
such practices were still prevalent in their FLP.

Parental Language Management Strategies

When Berrin realized that speaking was not enough for the transmission of the heritage

language, she implemented various strategies to secure the FLP.

For example, she played Kurdish children’s games with her children so that the
journey in language transmission became enjoyable and they could learn the cultural
aspect of the language as well: the childhood games in Kurdish. During the interview,

she mentioned some of them:

The games we played were ‘Heftok’, it is played with 5 round stones, and it has six
different steps. During the game, other players sing a song or tell a tongue-twister
that we name zligotinok in order to distract the player’s attention. The winner has
others tell the tongue-twister, and the game can be replayed; it is played at least by
two people.

The other one is the “Lamb-Shepherd game.” It is played by children of all ages. It is
dialogue centered. Another one is hide-and-seek which we call ‘Vesartok,” and lastly,
all kids’ most indispensable finger game, ‘Hékil Mékil’. The finger game tongue-
twister:
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Hékil mekil dara Xaco ¢imki ¢ilo ya bilbilo masté miya li ser séniya siré firo dixo naxo
tér naxo tiro viro qurnisik.

When they were grown up, Berrin enrolled her first two children in the Kurdish music
course because she believed that language was not separate from the culture. In the
music course, her children socialized into the Kurdish language, received education in
their heritage language, and developed a network of Kurdish-speaking friends, which
contributed to the development and production of the heritage language.

Additionally, when her kids needed to see visual materials in Kurdish, she benefitted
from Zarok Tv, the Kurdish Kids TV channel, and YouTube, as she put it:

Okay, you like watching videos on Youtube. Ohh, look! There is something like this
in Kurdish. Look! For example, there are Kurdish songs, Kurdish stories, Kurdish
films, and Kurdish subtitled films. | implemented such strategies.

Another strategy was the Move-On strategy (Lanza, 1997). That is, when her kids
spoke Turkish with Berrin, she did not force her kids to speak Kurdish. However, she
replied to them in Kurdish every time. This way, they realized that they were supposed

to communicate Kurdish with their mother.

To summarize, the FLP of the Akin family, transmitting the Kurdish language was a
natural process for the family. Since they were Kurds, speaking Kurdish was a must
for ethnic identity formation. However, Berrin’s past negative and positive
experiences in her heritage and the official language exerted great influence on her
decision for transmitting the heritage language to her three children, as well. Although
in her childhood years, she was a happy and confident child, grew up in a Kurdish
monolingual environment, the school years caused her to develop a sense of hatred
against the Turkish language due to the violent approaches her teachers used on her
and hence led her to invest in her heritage language and fight for its maintenance, at
least in the family domain. Accordingly, to realize and secure the transmission of the
heritage language, her husband and Berrin always spoke Kurdish while

communicating with their children and each other. Since the grandparents did not
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know Turkish, the children used Kurdish while talking to their family elders. In other
words, the Akin family constituted a monolingual Kurdish environment for the
children, and in return, the medium of communication remained Kurdish, and it did
not shift to the official language, Turkish. Regarding language management, Berrin
used both internal and external control for the FLP. She played her childhood games
with her children, sent her first two children to a language support center, the Kurdish
music course to have her children socialize in the heritage language and become
familiar with Kurdish music and culture. Moreover, she benefited from the Kurdish
storybooks and mass media or online platforms to support their comprehension skills
in the heritage language, as well, which all produced productive results for a pro-
Kurdish FLP and resulted in having the heritage language as the main tool for

communication in the family domain.
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Case Study 6: the Kaya Family

Derya is 40 years old, and she is a university graduate, the department of Office
Management and Secretary. However, currently, she is not working. Her husband,
Ferhat (40), is an English Language Teacher, yet he is not doing his job. He owns a
shop and works there. They have two daughters; Hevi, 9, and Heja, 6.5. Both parents
speak Kurdish and Turkish. They are literate in both languages. Their older daughter,
Hevi, speaks three languages; Kurdish, Turkish, and English. Also, she is literate in all
three languages. Hevi is in 4th grade. Heja, on the other hand, speaks Kurdish and
Turkish. She is improving her English. Since she is 1st grade, she hasn’t yet learned
how to read and write in any of the languages. However, their level of Kurdish is so

good, according to what their mother said. Also, they are going to a private school.

When we met for the interview to talk about their FLP, Derya reported that she grew
up with a Kurdish identity and she was coming from a family who valued the heritage
language very much. Therefore, deciding to transmit the heritage language to her
children was a “natural practice” for her. She started school without knowing any
Turkish, and although her father was a graduate of a university and knew Turkish, he
did not teach his children because he was working as a teacher who was traveling from
village to village. He would not take his family with him. That is why the children did
not learn the official language. The home language was only Kurdish. According to
what Derya stated, she had many problems due to this language barrier at school. She
remembered her school years with a bitter smile on her face. During her school years,
she was beaten by her teacher and stated that when she decided to transmit the Kurdish

language, she looked at her broken-nail done by the teacher and shared that:

In fact, when | made this decision, | looked directly at my hand. I still have a broken
nail. It is from the time when | was beaten by the teacher at the queque. We spent our

primary school years with lots of punches.
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This situation happened in the 90s, and those years were the times when the Kurdish
language was prohibited or prosecuted. Derya’s experiences within the state’s school
worsened when they moved to another city, a western city, due to her father’s job.
There she started a new school and shared an anecdote regarding the first day of
school: her teacher wanted Derya to introduce herself to her classmates.

Straightforwardly, she said:

I am Derya. [ am coming from Yildiz Primary School, from Y city, (a Kurdish city),
and then, all the class burst into laughter. I mean, what kind of emotion is it? Did

I say something wrong? | am so sure of what | said. But, of course I don’t speak like
them...We went through hard times when we were there..

Experiencing such things, however, did not demotivate her. On the contrary, according
to what Derya said, she became so determined to transmit the heritage language. So
when she got married, the only thing that she and her husband could not reach
a consensus on regarding the Kurdish language was that since both were from different
Kurdish cities, they could not decide which dialect of Kurmanyji to teach their children.

However, later they agreed on academic Kurdish and solved the disagreement.

Language Ideologies

Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

Derya saw Kurdish as a language of “affection,” referring to the emotive function of
the first language, and stated that it was the only tool she had for her cultural roots.
She perceived language as a reminder of “who she was”. Kurdish language was a
marker of her ethnic identity, and Kurdish meant “being a Kurd”. That is, speaking
Kurdish was a requirement for someone to be able to call her/his a Kurd. Moreover,
Kurdish was already her home language; therefore, raising her children in Kurdish was
naturally the norm. Hence, this was one of her motivations for implementing a pro-
Kurdish FLP.

94



Another motivation was preserving the Kurdish language. Derya stated that the use of
the Kurdish language was decreasing daily, which was one of the reasons they wanted
to preserve it inside the family domain. Because she believed that as parents, it was
their “responsibility” to transmit the heritage language and drew attention to the roles

of family in language transmission:

We will achieve language transmission through our children. Eventually, aren’t
languages disappearing like this?Doesn’t it disappear because of families’ decisions
not to transmit the language?

In other words, Derya was well aware of the families’ roles in language transmission,
as echoed by several scholars as well, such as Fishman (1991), Spolsky (2004),
and Schwartz (2010). Especially the language practices inside the family
conversations were perceived as one of the most important factors that determine the
future of the languages (Mirvahedi & Jafari, 2021). Therefore, parents’ approach
played a significant role with regard to the transmission of heritage languages.

Moreover, communication with the grandparents was another driving force behind the
FLP of the Kaya family. Derya said that when she thought of the grandparents, they
did not have an alternative because neither Derya’s mother nor her husband’s parents

parents knew Turkish.

Especially I have no other choice but Kurdish for communication with our family
elders. We wanted them to be able to communicate with our family elders.

Monolingual Kurdish family elders, in other words, exerted influence on their

decisions for transmitting the heritage language and resulted in a pro-Kurdish FLP.

Language Practices

Regarding the language practices, as mentioned before, their heritage language was

already their home language. Hence, as parents, Derya and Ferhat just paid a little
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more attention to their language practices when their children were born. Derya
reported that they did not speak any other language besides Kurdish with their
daughters because they did not want a communication breakdown, especially between
their children and the elderly ones. All the family members spoke Kurdish when
communicating with one another. In other words, the parents used the heritage
language only while communicating with their daughters, and both Heja and Hevi
spoke Kurdish with their parents. The medium of communication did not change until

the kids started school.

We spoke Kurdish as a very consistent practice until 4 years old. After 4 years old,
we allowed Turkish TV channels to be opened. Because before that, it was banned.
They need to get familiar with it because school education is going to start.

That is, when school was involved in their life, the parents kept speaking the heritage
language with their daughters. However, they let them watch Turkish TV channels so
that they became familiar with the language of education before they started formal
education. According to Derya, Turkish started to show itself when the children were
doing homework. They sometimes used Turkish to clarify the meaning and check
their comprehension. However, it was not common, and whenever the children asked
something about the homework, Derya explained it in Kurdish so that they did not
realize that they could speak Turkish with their mother. In other words, Derya tried to

protect her monolingual role in their communication.

Regarding the language practices among the siblings, Derya reported that it was
Kurdish, but they sometimes used Turkish as well due to formal education. However,
it was not common. They played their games mostly in Kurdish, and Derya shared a

bedtime rhyme of her little daughter, who said it just before bedtime.

Sew bas, Hewne xwes,
Sewa te me, Ne gule xos

Good night, a good night’s sleep
My night is so nice.
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The communication between the family elders and the children was always Kurdish
due to the fact that they did not know Turkish. The monolingual role of the family
elders influenced the language practices and created a heritage language-only
environment for the children. This way, for example, the children’s exposure to the
heritage language increased.

With regard to literacy practices, Hevi received Kurdish language education in the
Kurdish music course as a requirement for enrollment. She had good writing and
reading skills in Kurdish. Heja, on the other hand, had just started primary education
and her writing skills were at an elementary level at the time of the data collection.
She took help whenever she wrote something in her heritage language. For example,
as a family, they participated in a project initiated by one of the NGOs, wrote Kurdish
stories and then animated and published them as cartoons.

We have cartoons shot in stop-motion format written by our children and narrated by
the family members.

Having engaged in practices such as producing stories in their heritage language and
then animating them with their daughters played a positive role in heritage language
transmission and encouraged their daughters to produce their own materials in the
heritage language. Starting from this experience, for example, Hevi wrote a story about
animals on her own, which provided an example of her production skills in the heritage

language as well (fig. 9).
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Figure 9 Zarok 1 Pisik a Story by Hevi

The Kid and The Cat

One day, Helin goes to the forest for a walk, and on the way back home, she sees a
kitten.

Mom: Helin! What are you doing? Don’t touch that cat. It is so dirty.
Helin: Mom! Can | bring him home?

Mom: No, my girl. You can’t. How does a kitten live in a house? He sheds his hair a
lot.

Because of these reasons, the mother doesn't accept it and Helin gets upset.

Dad: Why are you sad, my beauty?
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Helin: Dad, | found a kitten on my way back home. | want to bring her home but my
mom doesn’t let me do so.

Another day, Helin’s father brings a friend home for Helin. A cat.
Dad: Helin! Helin! My beauty! | brought a friend for you.
Helin: I am very happy. Thank you.

Helin and the cat become best friends and live happily ever after. ”

Parental Language Management Strategies

Parental language management varied from what Lanza (1997) called Discourse

Strategies to explicit attempts to have children speak Kurdish.

For example, when her kids were little, one of the strategies Derya implemented was
not opening Turkish TV channels until they were 4 years old. Instead, they opened
Kurdish TV channels. During this time, both parents read Kurdish stories to them and
also Derya reported that since Kurdish was the home language of all the extended
family members, they developed a Kurdish network among one another and said that
“Because everybody’s mutual goal was to have kids speak in Kurdish., we informed
one another when we were going to parks.” so that the children could socialize in the

heritage language with their peers.

Further, Derya enrolled her daughters in the Kurdish music course. They started their
education in this center when they were 2 years old. What Derya aimed for was that
her daughters could see other people speaking Kurdish and know that this language

was the language of music, of culture as well. She expressed that:

The time she spent there is very precious to me. Because she met the kids who came
there. She communicated with other kids there in Kurdish. In their free time, her
teacher read her Kurdish books. Such institutions are very precious to us.
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The presence of such institutions was valuable for the parents because their resources
in the heritage language were limited. Hence, both Ferhat and Derya sent their kids to
the music course so that they could increase their input in the heritage language and
contribute to their children’s language skills in the heritage language. Given that the
Kurdish music course was a Kurdish-only environment, their exposure to the authentic
use of the language led the children to have positive attitudes toward the language and

hence enjoy it.

Moreover, Derya implemented discourse strategies such as the repetition strategy or
the minimal grasp strategy to manage language practices. For example, when her
younger daughter, Heja, spoke to her in Turkish due to the school factor, Derya
explicitly told her to speak Kurdish with her mother, as shared in below:

For example, I have frequently started using this nowadays: “She asks, "Ask in
Kurdish, my girl. Speak Kurdish to me.” For example, she starts so excitedly, and I
wait for her to finish so as not to break her heart. She finishes, and I say: “Let me
hear it in Kurdish”. Sometimes I say, ‘I didn’t get it’.

Both minimal grasp and repetition strategies played a monolingual role in
communication. Therefore, by implementing such strategies, Derya made it evident
that she had a monolingual Kurdish role in their family domain, and the children were

supposed to obey this choice of language.

To summarize the FLP of the Kaya family, the transmission of the heritage language
was a natural process. Being a Kurd required speaking Kurdish. Hence, heritage
language as a marker for ethnic identity, preserving the heritage language, and
communication with the family elders emerged as what motivated Derya and Ferhat
to implement a pro-Kurdish FLP. Moreover, although Derya did not mention it
explicitly, her past negative experiences in the majority language through schooling
also impacted her decision. Although it was a natural practice for her to speak in her
heritage language with her children, her nail wound, for example, reminded the bad

years as well. Hence starting from such motivations, Derya used various language
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management strategies to maintain Kurdish in the family domain. She used internal
control for the FLP. For example, she came together with the children of the extended
family members so that the children could socialize in the heritage language. Derya
and her husband, Ferhat, read Kurdish story books and did not open Turkish TV
channels so that the children would not be exposed to the majority language at an early
age. Moreover, the Kurdish music course contributed to their FLP as an external
resource and supported the children’s heritage language development by providing a
Kurdish-only environment in which music, activities, communication, and education
all happened in the heritage language. All these language management strategies
contributed to their FLP, and their language practices were not affected by the majority
language; it remained Kurdish. The children kept speaking their heritage language
both with each other, with their parents and also with family elders.
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Case Study 7: the Cift¢i Family

Yilmaz and Cigdem were the only family in which both parents participated in the
study. I interviewed them together because this was how they felt comfortable. Cigdem
is 37 years old and works as an IT teacher. She knows Turkish and Kurdish. Yilmaz
is 38 years old, and he is a Math teacher. He knows Kurdish and Turkish. Both Yilmaz
and Cigdem can read and write in both languages. However, Yi1lmaz’s level in Kurdish
is better than Cigdem’s. They have two children, a son, Roni, 3.5, and a daughter,
Arjin, 2. The kids speak Kurdish. Turkish has not started to dominate their life yet.
Both parents speak only Kurdish with them, and Roni and Arjin attend the Kurdish
playground together on weekdays. Additionally, Roni goes to the Kurdish music
course as well. When | went to their home, both kids were singing a Kurdish song

and, at the same enjoying their fruits.

Yilmaz and his family were living in the city center (the research site) and as a result
of this location, he grew up hearing both Kurdish and Turkish. However, the home
language and the language spoken with the family elders were always Kurdish because
most of them did not know any other language besides Kurdish. When he went to

school, he did not have any problems related to language.

Cigdem, on the other hand, was born in a Turkish-dominated western city and grew
up speaking Turkish. She was the only participating Kurdish parent in this study whose
first language was not Kurdish. Her parents did not want their kids to learn and speak
Kurdish because of their past negative language experiences. Cigdem did not have
problems at school regarding language use. Since she was living in a Turkish-dominant
environment, she realized her Kurdish identity later on, during her high school years.
The idea of having kids resulted in learning Kurdish. That is, when she got married, it
became a prerequisite for her to learn the heritage language because her husband,

Yilmaz, was very sure about the transmission of the heritage language.

102



He even told Cigdem “not to have kids if she were not going to speak Kurdish to the
children.” As a result, Cigdem started Kurdish language courses to communicate with

her children in the heritage language.

Language Ideologies

Parental motivations for transmission of the heritage language

Yilmaz perceived the Kurdish language as a tool for transmitting cultural heritage and
as a strong marker of ethnic identity. For Yilmaz, it was the main motivation to
transmit the heritage language as part of the ethnic identity. He believed that “language

is the vehicle for culture, history, ethnicity. That is, all these elements are built on it.”

I didn’t decide to transmit this language. Nature did. I didn’t decide to be a Kurd. But
| am a Kurd, right? Again, I didn’t decide on that. My kid didn’t decide to be, either.
This is the law of nature. We obey those laws.

According to Yilmaz, one needed to know the Kurdish language to be able to claim a
Kurd. Therefore, what they did was the norm, intergenerational transmission of the

heritage language to complement the ethnic identity formation.

Another motivation was preserving the Kurdish language. Yilmaz stated that Kurdish
was the language that could not be disappeared or be finished, referring to the 90s. It
was a treasure. However, the use of Kurdish by its speakers was decreasing, which

caused him to be very sensitive and alert about its transmission:

I consider myself a vehicle for transmitting this language. | promised myself this:
Neither I nor my kids, grandchildren of my descent, will let this language be
forgotten. Even if it was just my family’s responsibility, I won’t let this language be
forgotten.

In other words, Yilmaz was well aware of the fact that he was one of the sources for
the language transmission, and his attitude towards the heritage language would play
a crucial role in its vitality, which led him to contribute to the future of the heritage
language by implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP.
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Cigdem, on the other hand, perceived language as a vehicle for transmitting emotions.
Since her first language was Turkish, she reported that she still feels “inadequate” for
showing her affection in Kurdish, which had been reported in the literature as well that
the L1 was the language of emotions (Caldwell-Harris, 2014; Harris et al., 2006;
Pavlenko, 2005) and Cigdem had difficulties expressing herself whenever she wanted
to react to something emotionally. Therefore, her motivation for transmitting the
heritage language came from her husband, Yilmaz. He said to her: “If we have kids,
you are going to speak Kurdish to them. Otherwise, I won’t accept it.” This was how
it started for Cigdem. According to her, if Yilmaz had not asked such a thing, she
would not have thought about it. And Yilmaz gave her wife credit for transmitting the
heritage language as the primary caregiver of the heritage language transmission,
stating that:

Yilmaz: She is the architect of the kids” Kurdish. I mean, I could not do this job on
my own. It is not possible. | am spending most of the time outside due to my job. On
this subject, | thank my wife. She respected my decision.

The role of mothers as primary caregivers exerted significant influence on the
language practices of the children. In other words, since children spent most of their
time with their mothers, what language was used as the medium of communication
between the mother, and the children determined the future of the language in question
(Fishman, 1991; Schwartz, 2010). Considering that Yilmaz had to work to support the
family financially, Cigdem became the primary source of input and therefore, she had
to learn Kurdish as a second language to be able to support her children’s heritage

language development.

Language Practices

Both Cigdem and Y1lmaz described the conversations between one another in Turkish
because Cigdem was expressing herself better in Turkish. However, with the kids,
Yilmaz always spoke, and only Kurdish. Cigdem, on the other hand, initially mixed
both languages. As she became competent in Kurdish, she started to use Kurdish more.

Both Roni and Arjin communicated in Kurdish with their parents.
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Regarding the language practices among the siblings, both Yilmaz and Cigdem
reported that it was Kurdish. When | went there for an interview, | had the chance to
observe their language practices: Roni and Arjin were singing a Kurdish song, and
when they finished it, they communicated with their parents, again in Kurdish. This

observation was in parallel with what the parents said regarding language practices.

The communication with the family elders was Kurdish. The grandparents of both
sides were speaking Kurdish to the children. The communication with the aunts or
uncles again was in Kurdish on Y1ilmaz’s side. On Cigdem’s side, given that her sisters
did not know Kurdish, they communicated in Turkish with their niece and nephew.
However, initially, Yilmaz forbade them from speaking Turkish to Roni and Arjin as

a language management strategy.

For comprehension skills, Cigdem reported that she was reading Kurdish stories to
them. When the Kurdish ones were inadequate, she simultaneously tried to translate
the Turkish ones into Kurdish. However, this was a challenging practice for Cigdem.
As aresult, she wanted to speak Turkish with them after 2 years. When Yilmaz agreed
with her decision, she talked to her son, Roni, who was 3.5 years old, and she was

rejected:

Cigdem: I told Roni: “From now on, I want to speak Turkish to you. I want to read
you Turkish books”. By the way, I spoke Turkish. | uttered these in Turkish, too. He
did not accept it. He refused me in Kurdish.

Roni’s rejection was an example of child agency which meant that kids could exert
power on the FLP of their families and challenge their language practices (Gafaranga,
2010). As in the above example, Roni did not accept his mother’s decision and made

her continue speaking in the heritage language.

105



Parental Language Management Strategies

As a language management approach, Yilmaz implemented strict language
consistency with his children. He tried to control every variable to secure their FLP.

For example, the kids did not know that there were Turkish TV channels.

Yilmaz: Especially we had them watch Kurdish TV channels. For example, my
children haven’t watched any Turkish cartoons yet. They are not even aware of
the presence of Turkish Cartoon TV channels. If they had known, we couldn’t
cope with it.

As Yilmaz made it clear, if the kids had been aware of the Turkish TV channels, they
would have had great difficulty in implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP, given that
Turkish was the official language and had a powerful status in society and was rich in
terms of resources. Therefore, they relied on Zarok TV when they needed visual

materials.

Another strategy was to prevent the kids from socializing in the Turkish language. In
other words, both parents did not allow their kids to socialize in the streets with their
peers. According to Cigdem, “the societal language of the city was Turkish dominant,”
and if they had allowed their kids to socialize there, it would harm their heritage

language transmission.

Hiring a Kurdish-speaking babysitter was another strategy the family implemented.
Yilmaz, for example, said that “It was my first proviso expected from a babysitter. The
first proviso. In fact, the only proviso.” and according to Cigdem, initially, the
babysitter was only speaking Kurdish to Roni. With Cigdem’s explicit warning, she
began speaking Kurdish to both children. The reason behind it was that the babysitter

thought Arjin would not understand her if she spoke Kurdish to her.

Enrolling kids in the Kurdish playground and Kurdish music course was the last

mentioned language management strategy. Here, both parents complained about the

Kurdish playground because the communication language of the children at this center
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was Turkish. Although the teachers were speaking Kurdish and the activities were in
Kurdish, the kids' dominant language was Turkish, which was not a contributing factor
to their FLP.

On the other hand, the Kurdish music course was strict about language consistency. It
was always Kurdish. The learners attending there were also speaking Kurdish, and
according to what Cigdem said, Roni enjoyed being at the Kurdish music course the

most.

Cigdem: In fact, Roni goes there so eagerly. For example, normally if we don’t send
him to the Kurdish playground, he doesn’t go. But, he wants to go to Kurdish
music course.

Roni wanted to attend the Kurdish music course because the education and all the
activities solely were in Kurdish, and more importantly, his peers were speaking
Kurdish. As aresult, he developed a positive attitude towards the Kurdish music course

and his heritage language and embraced it.

To summarize the FLP of the Cift¢i family, perceiving heritage language as a marker
for the ethnic identity and preserving the Kurdish language emerged as the driving
forces behind their motivations, especially for Yilmaz. Accordingly, the parents
implemented various strategies to realize their motivations and support their children’s
heritage language development. They were very sensitive about the transmission of
the heritage language and tried to implement all the available strategies and resources.
For example, they benefited from Kurdish storybooks and Zarok TV. They hired a
Kurdish-speaking babysitter to increase the input in the heritage language and support
their FLP. They sent their children to language support centers such as the Kurdish
playground and music course. Although the parents stated that the playground’s
contribution to their FLP and children’s heritage language development was limited
due to the language of communication among the other children, the Kurdish music

course contributed to Roni’s heritage language production because there was a strict
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pro-Kurdish ideology. Hence, the children were communicating in the heritage
language. Regarding the language practices, it was reported that the communication
between the parents and the children was Kurdish, and this was congruent with what
the researcher observed during the interview as well. Moreover, the communication
with the family elders was also Kurdish. The children spoke in the heritage language
with their grandparents and used Turkish while communicating with their uncles/aunts

on their mother’s side.

And before concluding the findings, | want to finish the chapter by referring to what
Yilmaz said regarding his heritage language, Kurdish, to show his dedication and what

it means to him;

Yilmaz: My child can speak 80 languages. If he does not speak Kurdish, he is a mute
child who, in my eyes, cannot speak.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

For the discussion chapter, thematic analysis was carried out on all cases to identify
the recurrent and significant themes in general independently of the research questions.
Considering that there was a research void in the FLP of the Kurdish families, the
discussion of the findings was done with other heritage language studies conducted in
different sociolinguistic communities. However, Coskun et al.’s (2010) and
Caglayan’s (2014) studies provided a meaningful base for discussing some of the

findings.

5.1. The Parents’ Language Ideologies

One of the components of the family language policy were language ideologies and
they were considered the driving forces behind parents’ decisions for implementing a
certain type of FLP. The term language ideology included the elements related to the
“linguistic culture -the sum total of ideas, values, beliefs, attitudes, prejudices, myths,
religious strictures, and all the other cultural baggage that speakers bring to their
dealings with language from their culture (Schiffman, 2006, p.112; cited in Mirvahedi
& Jafari, 2021), and these variables played a crucial role in the formation of the
language ideologies. Examining this component of the FLP in Kurdish families living
in the Republic of Tiirkiye, therefore, revealed that all the participating parents
considered the heritage language an indispensable part of their life and made

significant commitments to transmit it to their children.
In this research, in terms of language ideologies, preserving the heritage language

Kurdish, perceiving the heritage language as a marker for ethnic identity,

communication with the extended family, and past language experiences emerged as
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the recurrent and significant motivations expressed by the heritage-language parents.
The reported parental motivations were in line with the findings of the other heritage
language studies conducted in different sociolinguistic groups (Bezcioglu-Goktolga,
2019; Hua & Wei, 2016; Kaveh & Sandoval, 2020; Kirsch, 2012; Kopeliovich 2013;
Savikj, 2018; Wilson, 2019).

Preserving the heritage language, Kurdish emerged as the most prevalent and
explicitly stated parental motivation. Heritage-language parents in five cases (except
the Tung and Akin families) considered the preservation and protection of the heritage
language as crucial for a successful intergenerational language transmission and
vitality of the language. For example, Derya emphasized the roles of families in
intergenerational language transmission and stated that ‘language loss happens
because parents do not transmit it to their children’, meaning that the parents played a
crucial role in transferring the heritage language to their children. In another case, for
example, Y1lmaz considered himself a ‘vehicle for transmitting Kurdish’ to the next
generations. Furthermore, Mahir, Zozan, and Ahmet drew attention to the vitality of
the language: ‘We do not want our language to become extinct’ (Mahir); ‘I want to
keep Kurdish alive’ (Zozan); ‘I moved to my hometown to keep my mother tongue’

(Ahmet) and made significant efforts to be able to transfer Kurdish to their children.

The parents’ remarks pointed out that Kurdish had to be protected and maintained in
the family domain to make intergenerational language transmission possible and
reinforce the vitality of the language. The fact that Turkish was the official language
of the country as well as being the language of instruction led the heritage-language
parents to develop a sense of protection towards their heritage language. As Tsui and
Tollefson (2004) argued, the medium of instruction could either contribute to
intergenerational language transmission or serve as a “direct agent of linguistic
genocide” (p.4). Therefore, when the unofficial or heritage languages were excluded
from the education system or did not enjoy any institutional support, the future of such
languages fell on the families’ shoulders (Grenoble, 2011; Yu, 2010). Considering that

the Kurdish language neither had a meaningful place in the official ideology nor was
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a language of instruction, the transmission of Kurdish became the parents’
responsibility. Similarly, the Kurdish parents in this study decided to transfer their
heritage language by stating that it was their responsibility to transmit Kurdish and
contribute to its survival by implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP. They believed that their
children could learn the language of education by socializing into mainstream society,
which they did as indicated. However, if they had not made efforts for the transmission
of Kurdish as the main source of input for the heritage language, their children could
not have learned it or would have had great difficulty acquiring the language. In this
regard, the parents in this study revealed some discrepancies from the parents in
Caglayan’s (2014) study. That is, some of the Kurdish parents in Caglayan’s study did
not make such commitments to transmit their heritage language to their children due
to the fact that Kurdish had no place in education and the use of Kurdish did not
provide any educational or occupational opportunities for their children (2014). The
monolingual education system of the Republic of Tiirkiye, in other words, caused the
parents to value the official language, Turkish the most since it was the ticket for

gaining access to economic, political and educational resources.

In a similar vein, the Turkish-Jews living in the Republic of Tiirkiye also attributed a
high social status to Turkish to increase their linguistic and academic success in society
(Seloni & Sarfati, 2013). As a result, Judeo-Spanish, the heritage language of the Jews
for centuries, was restricted to a limited communicative function which influenced the
vitality of the language. In other words, both Jews in Seloni and Sarfati’s study (2013)
and the Kurdish parents in Caglayan’s study (2014) were influenced by the hegemonic
language ideologies. As Canagarajah put it, “the family unit is not autonomous or
completely free to take responsibility over preserving the language” (2008, p. 172),
indicating that there were factors external to the family domain that exerted influence
on parental language ideologies. However, the Kurdish parents in the current study did
not seek such motivations while implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP. Instead, what they
aimed for was that they wanted to protect and maintain their heritage language so that

it did not become extinct and stay alive, at least in the family domain.
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Secondly, perceiving Kurdish as a marker of ethnic identity was another motivation
stated the most by the parents, and it had been a common finding revealed in heritage
language studies as well (Gharibi & Seals, 2020; Fishman, 1991; Zhang & Slaughter-
Defoe, 2009). The heritage-language parents, namely Yilmaz, Berrin, Derya, Vedat,
and Ahmet, considered the heritage language as a prerequisite to be able to call
themselves as Kurds and stated that if one of them was missing, they would fail to
acquire the Kurdish identity. Ahmet, for example, shared that his daughters had to
know both their heritage language and culture to be able to complement their identity
formation and call themselves as Kurds. Furthermore, Vedat, Berrin, and Derya
perceived their heritage language as a reminder of who they were: ‘Kurdish is my
existence’ (Vedat); ‘because my mother tongue is Kurdish, [ am a Kurd.” (Berrin); ‘the
Kurdish language means being Kurd’ (Derya); ‘culture, history, ethnicity, all these
elements are built on language.’ (Y1lmaz). Their heritage language played a defining
role in their ethnic identity. In other words, the loss of the heritage language was
associated with the loss of their Kurdish identity, indicating that the loss of the heritage
language would also mean the loss of cultural or ethnic identity (Gharibi & Seals,
2020; Lee, 2013).

Therefore, the Kurdish parents in this study based one of their motivations on ethnic
identity formation for the reasons of transmitting the heritage language to their
children and considered it as the norm. Since they were Kurds, communicating in the
heritage language with their children was a default practice. In Yilmaz's own words,
what they were doing was “the law of nature,” and they were just “obeying those
rules.” Furthermore, among the participants, Yilmaz, for example, was very strict
about the transmission of the heritage language and the interplay between the language
and the ethnic identity. He even stated that if his son did not speak Kurdish to him,
then it would mean that “he isn’t his son anymore”. Because in this case, his son Roni
would be rejecting his identity, which meant that “he rejects his father as well”. As
shown, the formation of the identity was associated with the acquisition and
maintenance of the heritage language of the speaker as well as some sort of connection
to the ethnic culture (Val & Vinogradora, 2010).
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In addition to its defining role in ethnic identity, communication with the extended
family emerged as the other reason that encouraged the parents to transmit their
heritage language (Gharibi & Seals, 2020; King & Fogle, 2006; Park & Sarkar, 2007).
In three case studies, the Kurdish parents (Derya, Mahir, and Ahmet) explicitly and in
one case (Yilmaz) covertly stated that Kurdish was their one and only choice when it
came to communication with the grandparents due to their monolingual Kurdish roles
in the family. Hence, the parents reported that they would like their children to learn
and use Kurdish so that they could communicate in the heritage language with their
grandparents or extended family. In other words, being able to speak in the heritage
language would also mean that with a common language of communication, the
children would contribute to the family’s well-being. Considering the monolingual
roles of the grandparents or the extended family, Kurdish emerged as the sole medium

of communication for people from different generations.

Similar findings were also found in the literature. For example, in Gharibi and Seals
(2021) study, Iranian parents attached the utmost importance to the acquisition and
maintenance of the heritage language due to the fact that they would like their children
to be able to communicate in Persian with their grandparents and felt like members of
the family rather than seen as strangers. In contrast, the findings in Caglayan’s study
(2014), for example, showed that the grandparents had to learn the majority language,
Turkish, for the sake of their grandchildren. Blaming their own children, the second
generation, for not teaching Kurdish to their grandchildren, the grandparents stated
that due to this language barrier between them, as the first generation, they tried to
learn Turkish and use it while spending time with their grandchildren. In other words,
there was a transmission of Turkish from the third generation to the first generation,
which led to a communication breakdown and a limited transmission of “emotions,
thoughts, and experiences” as well (Caglayan, 2014, p.82). Therefore, the Kurdish
parents in the current study aimed to transmit the heritage language to prevent having
similar experiences to those of Caglayan's study and contribute to the family’s well-

being.
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Lastly, the past language experiences of the heritage-language parents were another
reason that motivated the Kurdish parents to implement a pro-Kurdish FLP, a finding
supported in the literature as well (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; King & Fogle, 2006).
Almost all the Kurdish parents in this study stated that they met Turkish when they
started formal education and this first introduction of Turkish to their life was not a
positive one. That is, during their school years, while some of the Kurdish parents had
to remain silent (i.e. Vedat, Mahir), others faced violence (i.e. Berrin, Derya) due to
the fact that they did not know Turkish, the language of instruction.

In this regard, Salmi (2000) mentioned four types of violence: direct violence, indirect
violence, repressive violence, and alienating violence, and how these types of violence
could be reproduced or work best in education to prevent the violence. Direct violence,
for example, referred to physical acts that aim to deliberately harm the human life and
included examples such as murder, massacre, or genocide. Indirect violence referred
to the indirect acts that violate one’s right to survival, and it consisted of two sub-
categories as violence by omission and mediated violence. Violence by omission
referred to the situations when a problem such as hunger, disease, poverty, or accidents
were not prevented due to the lack of protection, and mediated violence referred to the
dangerous modifications done to the environment whose adverse effects revealed itself
later on, and decreased the quality of resources in society. The third category,
repressive violence was the violation of fundamental human rights such as deprivation
of civil rights (i.e. freedom of speech, freedom of religion, equality before law),
political rights (i.e. freedom to vote, freedom of holding meetings), and social rights
(i.e. freedom to go on a strike or form a union). Lastly, alienating violence was the
deprivation of one’s right to have access to psychological, emotional, cultural, or
mental health and included racism, living in fear, cultural repression, or social
ostracism (Salmi, 2000; p. 2-6).

In light of these terms, therefore, the data gathered from the participants revealed that

the heritage-language parents were subjected to these types of violence during their
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school years due to the language barrier. Vedat, for instance, shared that even if there
were his Kurdish-speaking friends in the classroom, he had to stay silent because he
didn’t understand the teacher, and also, it was “forbidden” to use their heritage
language in school settings among friends. Moreover, Derya and Berrin, for example,
stated that they were being beaten by their teachers with sticks just because they did
not know the language of instruction and had difficulty understanding the topics. In
this regard, what the Kurdish parents were going through was the reflection of these
types of violence. Firstly, it was direct and repressive violence because the Kurdish
parents in this study were physically harmed for speaking their heritage language in
class or with their friends. Secondly, it was indirect violence because the language of
instruction caused psychological, educational, and social problems. Thirdly, it was
alienating violence because the Kurdish parents were forced to receive education in a
language foreign to them. As seen, the Kurdish parents in this study, as in the
participants in Coskun et al (2010) study, faced different kinds of violence and
developed their own life trajectories, which influenced their decision to implement a
pro-Kurdish FLP.

However, unlike the studies of Curdt-Christiansen (2009) or King and Fogle (2006),
in which parents had past positive language experiences and considered implementing
a bilingual or multilingual FLP as an opportunity to increase their children’s social
mobility in the wider society, the parents in the current study had past negative
language experiences caused by their school years and perceived the transmission of
their heritage language as a defense mechanism against the society’s monolingual
ideology. However, the majority of the Kurdish parents in Caglayan’s study (2014)
did not transmit their heritage language due to the fact that they did not want their
children to experience the same difficulties they had in their school years. They wanted
their children to acquire the language of instruction and be competent at it so that they
could reach education or occupational opportunities available in the wider society. In
this regard, the Kurdish parents in the current study diverged from the parents in
Caglayan’s study (2014) because they did not abandon their heritage language.

Instead, they tried to contribute to its vitality and promote its use in the family domain
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by transmitting it to their children. Therefore, parental past language experiences
emerged as one of the driving forces for implementing a pro-Kurdish FLP, and it also
emerged as one of the reasons that led Kurdish parents to become conscious and adhere

to their Kurdish identity more than ever.

5.2. Language Practices

Considered the “real” language policy (Spolsky, 2009, p.4) or the “practiced language
policy” (Bonacina-Pugh, 2012, p.213), the language practices, the second component
of the FLP, referred to the language choices in interaction among family members
(Lanza, 2007; Spolsky, 2004). The parental language ideologies were manifested
through language practices, and they might or might not be congruent with the reported

language practices (Nandi, 2018).

In the current study, the language practices data came from the interviews, and
observations and they were based on parents’ reported language practices, although in
some cases, the researcher managed to observe the kids’ communication in Kurdish

with their parents (i.e.the Simsek and Cift¢i families).

The majority of the participating parents in this study (Vedat, Mahir, Zozan, Yilmaz,
and Cigdem) reported that they used Turkish as the main tool for communication with
each other due to the fact that they were two linguistically different speakers. In the
remaining families, however, the Kurdish language was the common language of the

parents, which showed its positive effects on children’s language practices as well.

Regarding the language practices with their children, all the participating parents in
this study stated that they mostly used Kurdish as the main tool for communication
with their children. That is, apart from the Simsek and Ciftci families, the children of
the remaining families (the Demir family, the Ekinci family, the Tung family, the Akin
Family, and the Kaya family) were at school age and attending a state’s school.

Therefore, in the case of homework, the parents sometimes had to use Turkish, the
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language of instruction, in order to check the comprehension and help their children.
However, according to what the Kurdish parents reported, the homework case was the
only example where Turkish appeared. Even in such cases, the heritage-language
parents did not miss the chance to practice the heritage language along with Turkish.
For example, Vedat stated that “I explain the directions in Turkish, however, |
definitely tell her the Kurdish ones, as well” indicating that he was consistent in his

language use with his children and used every opportunity to increase the heritage

language input.

Furthermore, the data illustrated that the language choice between the parents and the
children showed variations though parents reported that they mostly used the heritage
language in their communication with their children. According to what the parents
said, some of the children did not use the heritage language as frequently as their
parents. For example, in Demir’s family, the son of Mahir, Serdest, mostly responded
to his father in the majority language, Turkish. Moreover, in Zozan’s case, for
example, her daughter Ayse decided on which language to use for communication,
which showed an example of child agency as well (Gafaranga, 2010; Luykx, 2005).
That is, the children played an active role in communication with their parents. They
sometimes conformed to or challenged their parents’ ideologies, causing them to
accommodate themselves according to the needs of their children. Similarly, in the
Simsek family, Ayse challenged her mother's FLP and decided on which language to
speak by herself. However, in the remaining case studies, Kurdish parents, namely
Vedat, Berrin, Derya, Yilmaz, and Cigdem reported that their kids used Kurdish when

speaking to their parents.

Regarding the communication between the siblings, since two of the families, the
Demir and Simsek families had one child, the data for the siblings’ talk came from the
five of families. Apart from the Ekinci and the Tung families, the remaining heritage-
language parents (Berrin, Derya, Yilmaz, and Cigdem) reported that their children
mainly used the heritage language in their conversation with one another, considering

that they employed consistent pro-Kurdish language strategies. In the Tung family,
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Vedat, for example, stated that he lost the battle in the siblings’ language choice of
communication due to factors such as school and socialization into the majority
language with peers. Hence, the siblings mostly started using Turkish in their
communication with each other. Research also showed that siblings could use societal
language in their communication with each other due to several reasons such as school,
friends, or mainstream society (Gharibi & Mirvahedi, 2021; Kheirkhah & Cekaite,
2018; King & Mackay, 2007).

For example, Kheirkhah & Cekaite studied Iranian families living in Sweden and
siblings as socialization agents. The findings of the study showed that the siblings
mostly used the majority language, Swedish, in their social interactions and hence
contributed to the language shift from the heritage language Farsi to the societal
language, Swedish. The older siblings acted as “literacy mediators in school
languages” (p. 270) and brought the societal language to the home domain in different
forms of literacy practices (2018). Similarly, in the Tun¢ family, the language choice
of the siblings became Turkish dominant due to the socialization outside the home
context and state school. In Gharibi and Mirhavedi’s study as well, for example, the
mothers reported that although in a few cases the good proficiency of the older sibling
in their heritage language, Persian positively impacted the younger one’s heritage
language practice, the older children mostly engaged in English practices with their
younger siblings (2021). That is, the introduction of education in the societal language
or socialization into the societal language brought different outcomes for the siblings’
language practices. For example, as in the Ekinci family, Ahmet reported that after the
introduction of the Turkish instructed school into their lives, Meryem, his younger
daughter, started to reject speaking her heritage language, while Esra did not show
such reactions. Therefore, as the children started interacting with their surroundings or
attending schools, they could develop their own attitudes toward languages and hence
might create a different pattern of language practice from their parents (Kayam &
Hirsch, 2012).
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Regarding communication with the extended family or grandparents in particular, the
majority of the parents (Yilmaz, Derya, Berrin, Ahmet, Mahir, Vedat) reported that

the children had to use Kurdish while speaking to their grandparents due to the fact
that their grandparents were monolingual Kurdish speakers and did not have any other
alternative besides Kurdish. For example, Mahir stated that his mother did not know
any Turkish besides the sentence “How are you?”. Similarly, Derya also said that
“Kurdish was the only choice” when she thought of grandparents of both sides.
Therefore, according to what parents reported, the communication between the

grandparents and the grandchildren was and remained Kurdish.

In other words, the results of this study showed that the parents were largely consistent
in their language practices and acted as the main source of heritage language input.
The children, on the other hand, showed variations based on whom they were speaking
to. In this regard, the results of this study diverged from the studies revealing that the
declared parental language ideologies were not congruent with the actual language
practices in the family. For example, Kirsh (2012) interviewed and observed seven
middle-class Luxembourgish mothers who aimed to raise bilingual children in
Luxembourgish and English. The findings of the study illustrated that although the
parents had strong identifications with their heritage language and were aware of their
role in the transmission of the Luxembourgish, the monolingual ideology of the
society, which supported the use of English, caused the parents to accommodate
themselves according to their children’s request to speak English. As a result, the use
of Luxembourgish was reduced, and the chances for raising bilingual children were

limited.

In another study, Romanowski (2021), for example, demonstrated that although
Polish-speaking parents in Melbourne considered Polish as a crucial element for
reasons such as cultural identity, communication with the family elders or the
advantages resulting from being bilingual, their language ideologies did not manifest

themselves in their language practices. Especially with the introduction of schools into
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their lives, the Polish-speaking parents discontinued using Polish and invested more
in the majority language, English. However, in the current study, the Kurdish-speaking
parents were not influenced by the language of the education and continued using their
heritage language while communicating with their children. They were consistent in

their heritage language use.

Regarding the literacy practices, it was seen that all the participating parents were
literate in their heritage language and transmitted or aimed to transfer this skill to their
children, as well. For example, the majority of the children in this study, except Ayse,
Roni, and Arjin, who weren’t at the formal school age, were able to read and write in
Kurdish thanks to the education they either received from their parents or from the
language support centers they attended. In fact, some of them had already started
producing their own materials in their heritage language. For example, Siyar Deniz
wrote a story named the Play in Kurdish and also, Hevi wrote a story about a kitten
and then animated it with the help of her parents. Therefore, it could be said that the
majority of the children in this study acquired reading, and writing skills in Kurdish
and they kept improving themselves in their heritage language, as well. Considering
that the Kurdish language mainly had an oral status (Opengin, 2012; Sherwani &
Barlik, 2020), the results of this study provided a meaningful contribution to the
vitality of the Kurdish language, offering a hopeful future for the language.

5.3. Parental Language Management Strategies

The last component of the FLP, language management, was defined as conscious or
explicit interventions implemented by actors who aim to maintain or exert control over
the subjects’ language choices in communication (Shohamy, 2006; Spolsky, 2009).
Since parents were the language planners in the home, language management at the
family level referred to the parental attempts or choices made to promote or maintain

the use of a specific language among family members (King, 2016).
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In this study, in all cases, the heritage-language parents implemented various what
Schwartz (2010) called external and internal language management strategies to secure
heritage language transmission. Using heritage language-only strategy, language
support centers, Kurdish TV channels, reading Kurdish story books, and implementing

discourse strategies emerged as the most prevalent strategies among the cases.

The majority of the parents used a heritage language-only strategy in their FLP, a
common strategy implemented by heritage-language parents in literature as well (Hu
& Ren, 2016; Kaveh, 2018; Wilson, 2019; Zheng, 2015). For example, both parents in
the Akin, the Ekinci, the Ciftgi, and the Kaya families solely spoke Kurdish with their
children. Kurdish was the default language of their families, and being immersed in a
Kurdish monolingual environment, therefore, brought positive developments in terms
of language production, as well. That is, the children in these families communicated

in Kurdish not only with their parents but also with their siblings and extended family.

In this regard, it was seen that the children whose parents implemented a consistent
heritage language-only strategy in the family kept speaking the heritage language even
after school became a part of their life. However, the children whose families used the
OPOL method were not using their heritage language as frequently as the children in
the families who opted for a heritage language-only strategy. As stated by De Houwer
(2007), in a case where both parents used the societal language alongside the OPOL
strategy, it was unlikely that the children actively used both languages. For example,
in the Tung family, the parents were using Turkish among each other, and with their
children, the father was using Kurdish while the mother was speaking Turkish. Hence,
although the children kept speaking the heritage language while communicating with
their father Vedat, when they started school, the siblings’ talk became Turkish
dominant. That is, the amount of input the children received in Turkish increased while
the amount of input in Kurdish remained limited to the father. Therefore, when the
children started their formal education, they were subjected to Turkish not only in the

school domain but also in their surroundings, and in their socialization with their peers.
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As a result, Turkish became their dominant language, and the use of their heritage
language decreased. In Demir’s family, the OPOL method also resulted in the Turkish
language's favor. Although Mahir kept using Kurdish while talking to his son, Serdest
communicated mainly in Turkish. Considering that Turkish was the language of
education and also the language of socialization with his peers, Serdest formed his
own attitudes toward his heritage language and either consciously or implicitly chose

to speak Turkish.

Moreover, gender might also have played a role in children’s preference for Turkish.
That is, in the Demir and the Tung families, the Turkish-speaking parents were the
mothers and since they were seen as the primary caregivers in raising children
(Fishman, 1991; Gharibi & Mirvahedi, 2021; Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984), the children’s
increased exposure to Turkish, when combined with the society as well, was
inevitable. Therefore, being exposed to the Turkish language inside the family might

have also contributed to the children’s Turkish competence.

Secondly, all the Kurdish parents reported using language support centers such as the
Kurdish-instructed school, Kurdish playground and Kurdish music course to have their
children socialize in the heritage language. Since the Kurdish language was mainly
restricted to the family domain, the parents shared that the presence of such institutions
was meaningful and contributed a lot to their heritage language transmission. Through
such language support centers, the children had the opportunity to hear the heritage
language outside the home domain, from their peers, as well. In literature, the presence
of language support centers and their contributions to heritage language development
was reflected in some studies (Andritsou, 2020; Curdt-Christiansen & Lanza, 2018;
Hu & Ren, 2016). For example, Turkish parents in Melbourne sent their children to
Turkish classes to contribute to their heritage language development (Et-Bozkurt &
Yagmur, 2022). Similarly, Chinese parents in Singapore also enrolled their children in
Chinese language classes to contribute to their heritage language development to
compensate for the dominant language practices, English as a prestigious language

(Hu & Ren, 2016). As seen, the heritage-language parents looked for support in the
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heritage language outside their family domain so that they could maintain the heritage

language in family conversations.

Using Kurdish TV channels such as Zarok TV for heritage language development was
another strategy held by the Kurdish-speaking parents (namely Derya, Yilmaz, Vedat,
Berrin, and Ahmet). Since the dominant and powerful language was Turkish, which
was rich in linguistic or non-linguistic resources, Kurdish TV channels provided a
limited but meaningful contribution to the families’ pro-Kurdish FLP. Furthermore,
some of the children and their parents worked with Non-governmental organizations
and children’s programs (i.e., Derya and her daughters, Vedat and his son) and
produced language-related works in Kurdish. For example, Vedat’s son actively
attended the Kurdish music course and shot Kurdish activities, and later, they were
broadcasted on Kurdish TV channels. In Derya's case, for example, her daughter wrote
Kurdish stories and animated them, and later published them on Youtube. In
Caglayan’s study, for example, the researcher mentioned Turkish cartoons such as
Pepe and Caillou and how they contributed to Kurdish children’s Turkish language
development, especially to their Turkish pronunciation (2014). Therefore, mass media,
whether it was in Turkish or in Kurdish, had a defining role in language development,
and in case of lack of resources, Kurdish TV channels, especially Zarok TV, acted as
a supplementary factor for the heritage language development.

Reading Kurdish storybooks as a strategy was also common in six cases, except for
the Ekinci family. Various literacy practices as language management forms were also
present in FLP studies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Maseko, 2016; Schwartz, 2010;
Schwartz & Verschik, 2013). As illustrated by De Houwer and Bornstein (2016) as
well, “Regardless of which language(s) and how many languages they are learning,
young children need regular and frequent input to learn a particular language” (2016,
p.681). In other words, consistent literacy practices in the heritage language would
contribute a lot to the children’s language development in the language in question,
which was Kurdish in this case. Accordingly, all the families reported using Kurdish

storybooks for heritage language development. In the case of a lack of
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pedagogically good books, some parents bought Turkish story books and implemented
translation methods to compensate for the lack of good Kurdish materials. As shared
by the participating parents as well, the literacy practices in the heritage language were
among the limited resources that the Kurdish language had, but still, the presence of
them lightened their burden to some extent. In Wilson ‘s (2019) study as well, for
example, French parents living in Britain bought storybooks in French to develop their
children’s heritage language development in an English-dominant environment. In
another study done by Maseko (2016), the Kalanga and Tonga language-speaking
minority parents in Zimbabwe, for example, encouraged their children to read stories
written in heritage language and tried to form a habit of literacy practices in the
heritage languages to promote proficiency in the languages in question. In the current
study as well; the Kurdish parents tried to support their children’s comprehension and

production skills in the heritage language to reinforce the use of the Kurdish language.

Lastly, Discourse Strategies (Lanza, 1997; 2007) emerged as another strategy
employed by Kurdish parents. Lanza identified 5 types of discourse strategies that the
parents used to socialize their children into a particular language such as Minimal
Grasp, Expressed Guess, Adult Repetition, Move-on, and Code-switching. With the
Minimal Grasp strategy, “the adult provides a minimal grasp to the child’s mixing of
languages in interaction, thereby highlighting his or her monolingual role” by using
questions such as ‘what did you say?’ or a statement such as ‘I did not understand’
(Lanza, 1997, p.268). In the Expressed Guess strategy, the adult attempted to
reformulate the child’s utterance in the other language and asked for confirmation as
well. In the Repetition strategy, the adult repeated “the child’s mix in the appropriate
language in a non-question form” (Juan-Garau & Pérez-Vidal, 2001, p.68). In the
Move-On strategy, the adult did not pay attention to the child’s mixing of the
languages. Rather, the focus was given to the content of the conversation. In the last
strategy, Code-switching, the use of both languages became the natural practice of
family conversations, and adults did not interfere in their children’s use of language
(Lanza, 1997; 2007; Montanari, 2005). As the adults moved from the minimal grasp

strategy to the code-switching, the monolingual role of the adults gradually decreased.
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In this research, for example, in four cases, the heritage-language parents (Berrin,
Vedat, Ahmet, and Derya) used discourse strategies such as Minimal Grasp (Ahmet,
Derya, Vedat), Move-On (Berrin) and Repetition (Derya) to promote and cultivate
their children’s development in the heritage language, Kurdish and remind them
the FLP of the family. As Lanza (1997) and De Houwer (2015) pointed out, strategies
such as Minimal Grasp and Repetition played an essential role in the active use of the
heritage language since they created a monolingual environment for the language in
question. Similarly, the Kurdish parents who used the minimal grasp and repetition
strategies secured the use of Kurdish as the default language of communication with
their children. For example, in the Ekinci, Kaya, and Tung families, the children’s

language of choice with their parents remained Kurdish thanks to the consistent
monolingual input they received from their parents. In the Akin family, although
Berrin sometimes used the Move-On strategy, since Kurdish was the home language,

the children's language practices were not influenced by the move-on strategy.

5.4. Challenges Encountered

In this research, almost all the parents considered the transmission of the heritage
language as a ‘struggle’ and stated that they had difficulty while implementing their
FLP. Given that the Kurdish language did not enjoy state support and lacked the
resources necessary for the vitality of the language, the heritage language transmission
primarily became the parents’ job. Hence, some of them expressed that they got both
mentally and physically tired and always felt alert against the majority language,
Turkish. For example, Mahir expressed that ‘the state should take the responsibility.
They were supposed to give this language.”, pointing out the fact that the state was not
contributing to the development of the Kurdish language. Although Kurdish was
started to be given at the secondary level and Kurdish language departments were
opened in some of the state universities (Caglayan, 2014) with the EU, the reality
reflected just the opposite (Opengin, 2015). In other words, the transmission of the

Kurdish language fell solely on the parents’ shoulders. In literature, the transmission
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of the heritage language as a struggle was revealed in some studies, as well. Okita
(2002), for example, studied the child-rearing practices of English-Japanese families
living in the UK and the findings showed that the Japanese parents described their
efforts in their children’s heritage language development as invisible work and stated
that implementing pro-heritage language practices at home was a demanding and a
time-consuming task given that the parents were living in mainstream English society.
In Wilson’s (2019) study as well, French-speaking parents living in the UK also
described their efforts in heritage language transmission as “hard” and “challenging”
(p. 211). In other words, the heritage-language parents needed different kinds of
support so that they could continue using their heritage language easily in societies

where monolingual ideologies were held.

Moreover, most of the parents complained about their own language community and
criticized them for not speaking the heritage language. In other words, the societal
language in the research site turned into the majority language, Turkish, due to the
reasons such as Turkish being the language of education and of economy, the past
negative language experiences remained from the 90s. Hence, the Kurdish language
was restricted to the home domain, which was a negative factor for heritage language
transmission. Naturally, the heritage-language parents complained about the lack of
resources necessary for the development of the heritage language. Cigdem, for
example, stated that “we have difficulty finding Kurdish books.” In another case, for
example, Derya expressed that “even the opening of Zarok TV has lightened our
burden.”. Therefore, support from the community members and language-supporting
resources were missing in the case of the Kurdish language in the Republic of Tiirkiye,
and this situation posed great difficulty for the heritage-language parents. In other
words, the parents in this research could not rely much on the strategies external to the
home domain. As expressed by Zozan, for example, “the number of places such as
Kurdish playground or Kurdish music course is limited although the city is densely
Kurdish dominated.” As illustrated in literature as well, parents might look for
strategies external to home to find support for the heritage language development such

as living in a particular neighborhood, sending their children to community heritage
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language schools, or being in touch with the heritage language community members
(Gharibi & Mirvahedi, 2021; Gu & Han, 2021; Hollebeke et. al. , 2020; Kaveh &
Sandoval, 2020; Liang & Dong-Shin, 2021). However, in the case of Kurdish-speaking
parents in the Republic of Tirkiye, the families lacked the necessary resources,
although they lived in a densely Kurdish-populated city. Hence, the Kurdish parents
had to use the resources available in the society, and this situation also caused families
to develop different strategies such as translating Turkish storybooks into Kurdish or

preparing Kurdish crosswords to support the heritage language development.

127



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This final chapter provided the key findings of this study as well as its limitations,

contributions, and possible recommendations for further research.

6.1. Key Findings

The current study explored the FLP of the Kurdish families living in the Republic of
Tiirkiye with regard to the transmission of Kurdish to their children. The FLP as a field
primarily had been investigated in Western immigrant contexts with a focus on
European languages (Lanza, 2020; Smith-Christmas, 2017). In this regard, there was
aresearch void in the FLP of the Kurdish families in the Republic of Tiirkiye regarding
the transmission of the Kurdish language. Therefore, to fill the research gap and
contribute to the literature, the current study asked two research questions to uncover

the language ideologies-practices-management of Kurdish parents.

In conformity with the scope of the current study, the present study asked the following

questions:

1. What are the family language ideologies of Kurdish parents?

1.1. What parental motivations shape their FLP?

2. What are Kurdish parents’ language practices and language management

strategies regarding the transmission of their heritage language?

The first question was asked to disclose the parental language ideologies, and the
second research question was asked to explore the family language practices and

parental language management strategies implemented to keep Kurdish in the home
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domain among family members. The data were gathered from 7 families through semi-
structured face-to-face interviews, field notes, and Kurdish language materials. The
data were first analyzed by the Tripartite FLP model (Spolsky, 2004; 2009; 2012) to
provide a holistic picture of the FLP of each family, and secondly, thematic analysis

(Braun & Clarke, 2006) was carried out to identify the emerging themes.

Based on the research questions, this study showed that Kurdish parents living in the
Republic of Tiirkiye had strong motivations for heritage language transmission and
made significant efforts to support their pro-Kurdish FLP. In terms of language
ideologies, preserving the heritage language, perceiving heritage language as a marker
for ethnic identity, communication with the extended family, especially with the
grandparents, and past language experiences emerged as the language ideologies
behind the parental decisions for the heritage language transmission. In this regard, the
findings showed that the language ideologies of the Kurdish parents were similar to
those living in different socio-linguistic communities or mainstream societies. As
shown in the literature as well, the majority of the heritage language parents based
their motivations mainly on communication with the grandparents, preserving the
heritage language and culture, considering heritage language as a defining feature in
ethnic identity formation, considering bi/multilingualism as an asset at job market
(Berardi-Withshire, 2017; Brown, 2011; Kaveh, 2018; King & Fogle, 2006;
Kopeliovich, 2010; Park & Sarkar, 2007). Therefore, the FLP of the Kurdish families
living in the Republic of Tiirkiye revealed the language ideologies of an understudied
group, the Kurdish families, and contributed to the literature in the sense that the FLP
of the Kurdish families provided insights from a different context, the Republic of

Tiirkiye, and an understudied language, Kurdish.

Moreover, the findings of this study also showed that Kurdish language transmission
was not solely the job of the mothers. That is, when the literature was reviewed, it was
seen that the heritage language transmission largely fell on mothers’ shoulders, and
they had to deal with this issue on their own (Kaveh, 2018; Okita, 2002; Romanovski,
2021; Wilson, 2019). However, the FLP of the Kurdish families in the
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Republic of Tiirkiye illustrated that independently of gender, both Kurdish-speaking
mothers and fathers tried to contribute to their children’s heritage language
development and aimed to transmit and maintain Kurdish in a Turkish mainstream
society where the official ideology was in favor of monolingualism. Therefore, the
Kurdish parents showed that the transmission of Kurdish was a shared responsibility,
and all the Kurdish-speaking parents spoke the heritage language and contributed to
the FLP of the family.

Regarding language practices, it was seen that the parental language ideologies were
congruent with the reported language practices. The literature showed that there
existed a gap between the declared language ideologies and language practices due to
several reasons such as the language of education, child agency, or language attitudes
(Canagarajah, 2008; Fogle & King, 2013; Kheirkhah, 2016). For example, heritage
language parents living in mainstream societies did not continue to use their heritage
language when the school domain was involved in their life. Rather, they switched to
the societal language, the language of education, to help their children succeed at
school and increase their social mobility (Mirhahedi & Jafari, 2021; Romanowski,
2021). However, all the Kurdish-speaking parents in the current study declared that
they mainly used the heritage language in their communication with their children
even after school, an external factor, was involved in their lives. That is, although the
Kurdish parents sometimes used Turkish to help their children with their homework
and check their comprehension, in general, they were not influenced by the language
of instruction and continued to use Kurdish whenever they communicated with their

children.

To manage the heritage language use inside the family domain among family
members, the Kurdish parents employed various external and internal strategies such
as using heritage language-only, discourse strategies, language support centers such as
Kurdish playground or Kurdish music course, Kurdish TV channels like Zarok TV and
reading Kurdish story books. All the language management strategies were reported

to be effective and essential for heritage language development and contributed greatly
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to heritage language practices. Of all the strategies, it was seen that the heritage
language-only and language support centers emerged as the most effective strategies.
For example, in families where both parents were speaking the heritage language,
Kurdish was the default language of the family, and it remained so even after the
school domain was involved in their lives. In other words, the monolingual
environment of the home domain supported the use of the heritage language, and it
helped to maintain Kurdish in the family domain. Using language support centers was
another strategy that revealed productive results in terms of language practices. All the
Kurdish parents reported that the Kurdish playground or the Kurdish music course
helped their FLP in the sense that they created an environment where the children
socialized into the heritage language outside the family domain. The children had the
opportunity to speak Kurdish to their peers and their teachers. The language support
centers gave them the idea that the Kurdish language was not limited to their parents
only. It was also the language of education, music, and games. It was a valuable

language that could be cultivated and used in each domain.

Moreover, as illustrated in the discussion chapter as well, the Kurdish parents
described the heritage language transmission as a struggle. As illustrated in the works
of Wilson (2019) and Okita (2002), heritage language transmission was a demanding
and time consuming-task, more importantly, the parents’ efforts went unnoticed.
Similarly, considering that Kurdish families were living in Turkish mainstream society
and Kurdish did not enjoy state support, the resources necessary for the promotion and
cultivation of the language were not present, and sometimes it became the Kurdish
parents’ responsibility to create their own materials in the heritage language to
compensate for the lack of Kurdish materials or use every opportunity such as
language support centers, Kurdish TV channels or discourse strategies to support and
reinforce the use of the heritage language among family members. Therefore, the FLP
of the Kurdish families revealed that heritage language speakers needed a diverse
range of materials to contribute to their FLP and preserve the heritage language among

family members.
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6.2. Limitations of the Study

With regard to the limitations of the study, firstly, the data on language practices were
based on parental-reported language practices. Although, in some cases, the researcher
managed to observe the interaction between the children and the parents, the majority
of the data came from the parents’ reported language practices. Therefore, the Kurdish
parents might have been biased in their reported language practices. However,
considering that the data were collected during the Covid-19 pandemic and also,
working with children and observing their language practices was a sensitive issue and
would require a different ethics approval form, the conditions were limited, and the
researcher had to narrow the scope of the research.

Secondly, the perspectives of the children were not the focus of this study. However,
as illustrated in literature, children played active roles in shaping their parents’ FLP.
Therefore, including their voices in the study could have revealed different

perspectives related to heritage language development and transmission.

Thirdly, this study focused on Kurdish parents who aimed to transmit their heritage
language, Kurdish, to their children and made commitments to maintain it in the family
domain. However, studying the Kurdish parents who did not transmit the heritage
language and supported the use of the majority language, Turkish, could also reveal
different perspectives regarding the understanding of the Kurdish families and enable
a cross-case analysis of the issue.

Fourthly, the case studies described in this research were based on a limited sample,
and hence, the FLP of the Kurdish parents in this study did not represent all the Kurdish
parents living in the Republic of Tiirkiye. Besides, the details regarding the
demographic information and life stories of the participants were provided so that the

readers could make a judgment on the transferability of the findings.
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6.3. Contributions and Recommendations for further Research

As stated in the introduction of this study as well, there was a research void in FLP of
Kurdish families regarding the transmission of Kurdish as a heritage language.
Therefore, this study contributed to the FLP studies in general and Kurdish language
studies in particular. In other words, this study brought the understudied contexts and
language to the forefront and provided valuable insights for the development of the
field and the Kurdish language. The current study uncovered the language and child-
rearing practices of families in non-Western contexts, illustrated the status of the
Kurdish language in a private context and gave voices to the Kurdish parents whose

practices and efforts were unnoticed and missing in the literature.

Based on the findings of this research, three main suggestions can be made for further
research. Firstly, this study lacked the observed language practices among family
members. However, it is important to see whether the reported language beliefs are
congruent with the actual language practices or not. Additionally, the time spent data
collection was limited. Therefore, a new study with a prolonged engagement in the
fieldwork and observation of the family language practices can produce valuable

insights and develop the FLP studies.

Secondly, the Kurdish children’s perspectives were missing in the current study.
Therefore, a study based on children’s perspectives or their roles in heritage language

development and transmission can also be another suggestion for future research.

Thirdly, exploring the language practices of the Kurdish families who decided not to
transmit the Kurdish language along with the families who decided to transmit the
Kurdish language can be another suggestion for further research. Exploring the
language ideologies of two different groups can reveal different perspectives and
contribute to the understanding of the issue going on in Kurdish families.
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B. CONSENT FORM

THE VOLUNTEER CONSENT FORM

This research is carried out by Leyla EROGLU, who is writing her master's thesis, under the
supervision of Assoc. Prof. Dr. Betil EROZ-TUGA, at the Department of English Language
Teaching (ELT) at Middle East Technical University. This form has been prepared to inform
you about the research, your rights and explain what is expected of you as the participant of
the study.

This research is carried out to explore the Family Language Policy (FLP) of the Kurdish
families living in Turkey with regard to the transmission of the Kurmanji dialect of Kurdish
language to their children. The aim is to understand and provide a holistic picture of the
Kurdish families’ language ideologies, practices and management strategies. The methods
planned to be used to achieve the aims of the research are as the following;

» Face-to-face interviews (audio recording or hand notes)
« If needed, follow-up questions might be asked during the data collection process.

As a participant, you are expected to participate in interview questions that will reveal your
FLP and share your experiences with the researcher. While the interviews are being conducted,
the interviews can be made by recording or by just taking notes by hand. Audio recordings
will only be used by the researcher for the purpose of the study. In the data collection process,
recording interviews allows the researcher to collect the data in a more natural context and
take notes by including the observation skills in the process. It is entirely up to you as a
participant to allow audio recordings. If permission is not granted, the researcher will conduct
the interview by taking notes with the classical pencil-notebook method.

Your answers will be kept completely confidential. The data collected from you will be used
for the master's thesis and will be read by the thesis advisor and jury members. The data you
provide will not be matched with the identity information collected in the consent form and
will be evaluated under anonymous names.

Interview questions generally do not contain questions that will cause personal discomfort.
However, if you feel uncomfortable during participation because of the questions or any other
reasons, you can stop participating and withdraw from the research. In such a case, it will
suffice to raise the issue.

Thank you in advance for your participation in this study. If you would like to receive more
information about the study, you can contact the researcher at

I have read the above information and participated in this study completely voluntarily.
(After completing and signing the form, return it to the practitioner).

Name Surname Date Signature

A
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C. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION AND LIFE STORY

Demographic Information

Age of Participant:

Educational Status:

Ethnic identity and languages spoken:

How well do you know Kurmanji?

Ethnic identity and languages spoken by the spouse?
Age and gender of their children:

Do they go to school? (Private/State)

What languages do children speak?

© 0 N o g bk~ w DR

Place of birth and, if any, places of residence?

Life Story:

1. Can you tell me a little bit about yourself? What kind of childhood did you
have? What languages did you grow up speaking? What languages were

spoken around you?
2. Can you share your own experiences with education? Did you know Turkish,

the language of instruction, when you started school? Was your heritage

language allowed to be spoken in school settings?
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D. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERWIEWS ON FAMILY LANGUAGE
POLICY

Introduction to Family Language Policy

Questions Regarding the Language and Family Language Planning

1. Let's start with a general question. What does language mean to you? When
we talk about the concept of language, what kinds of meanings do we attribute
to the term language? (For example, the general opinion is that it is a
communication tool. What do you think?)

2. Speaking in the context of Kurmanji, what would you like to say about your
Heritage language? Do you think that this language is valued? (you can also
comment on your language community or in general in the Republic of
Tiirkiye?)

3. How and why did you decide to transmit Kurmanji to your children? Why is
it important for you to speak this language? Can you talk about the
reasons/aims that led you to take such a/an action/decision? What are the (dis)
advantages of speaking this language for your child?

4. How did you plan it? Did you make this decision alone, or did your
husband/wife support you? When did you start speaking this language with
your children? Did you follow a flexible method or solely use a heritage
language-only strategy? Did you make different plans with your children from
different age groups?

5. How did the process go after you had decided to transmit Kurmanji to your
children? Did you have conflicts with your child? Like rejecting to speak the
heritage language or being willing to speak it with family members? Did you
encounter such situations? What can you say about this?

6. If you have school-age children, how did the school factor affect your
language policy/planning? Did your child know Turkish while starting school?
Did you need to review and adjust your language planning? What did you do?
Did the school factor/ socialization with peers influence your language
planning? How?

7. After making language planning, have you ever felt hopeless while
implementing your FLP? How do you evaluate yourself?
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Language Practices

1. Can we talk about your language practices at home among family members?
What is the language of the house? In which language or languages does

communication take place? Possible questions to ask:

e Which language(s) is/are used while communicating with family
members?

Mother-father?

Mother-child?

Father-Child?

If there is more than one child, what language is spoken between
siblings?

e Extended family members (great-grandparents, cousins, etc.)

2. What is the language of the city, streets, and parks? In which language(s) do
your children communicate with their peers? What is the situation regarding

the language of the city and of the family?

3. Do different environments or situations affect your communication with

your children?

4. (If any) After having the school factor, were your language practices at home
among family members divided into as preschool and after-school? Did the
school factor exert an influence on your language practices? Did you try a

different plan because of this situation?

5. If you had children of different age groups or more than one, did you

communicate in different languages?

6. Do you and your partner still communicate in the same language, or has this

changed? If yes, what prompted you to make this change?
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Language Management Strategies

1.

What did you do/are you doing to transmit/develop the heritage language?
(School preference, language groups, coming together with Kurmanji-
speaking families, etc.).

Did you get help from anyone?

Did you implement a specific strategy? (Like a parent a language)

Did you/do you impose a sanction when your child does not comply with the
strategy you set during communication? If your answer is yes, what kind of

sanctions do you apply?

How do you approach your child’s use of Kurmanji and Turkish? Did you/do

you allow him/her to mix them?

If you received help from a caregiver while raising your child, did you have a

priority in choosing a caregiver, such as the Kurmanji-speaking babysitter?

What is your child’s level in reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills in

Kurmanji?

How do you evaluate yourself in the language transmission process? Would
you say that you had a family language policy? Do you think you are successful

at transmitting Kurmanji to your child(ren)?

External Factors Affecting the Process

1.

Let's speak about your language community. For example, is Kurmanji alive
or a living language here in the research site? Can we say that the language of

the street is Kurmanji? Why is that? Is there any change?
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2. How do you evaluate the general situation among the Kurds? If you had the
chance to observe, could we mention that the Kurds invested in their heritage
language and had a goal of transferring it to the next generations? For example,
what is the state of language among the elderly? As we move from the first
generation to the third generation, what kind of a picture do we encounter for

Kurmanji?

3. What factors do you think play a role in transferring a language to the next
generation? What opportunities in the country or in your own language

community would contribute to the language transmission?

e Does the government make a contribution?
e Education in your heritage language?

Interview questions may not be limited to the above questions. Depending on the flow
of the conversation, the order of the questions may change. Depending on the
participant's answers, the researcher may revise the follow-up questions, ask additional

questions, or remove some questions based on the participant's answers.
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E. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

KURT AILELERIN AILE-DIL POLITIKASININ INCELENMESI

Bu c¢alisma Tirkiye’de yasayan Kiirt ailelerin, aile-dil politikasini incelemeyi
amagclamaktadir. Calisma, ailelerin dil politikalarini agik (Shohamy, 2006) ya da gizil
bir sekilde (Schiffman, 2006) nasil planladiklarin1 ve Kiirt ebeveynlerin Kiirt¢e nin
transferi noktasinda dil planlamalarini, dil pratiklerini ve dil yonetimini nasil

yaptiklarini arastirmaktadir.

Calismanin Sunumu

Bu c¢alisma, aile ortaminin, ¢ocuklarin dilsel ¢evrelerini olusturmada oynadig: kritik
rol nedeniyle dillerin 6grenilmesi, slirdiiriilmesi ve sonraki nesillere aktarilmasi igin
onemli bir ortam oldugu diisiincesinden hareket etmektedir (Fishman, 1991; Spolsky,
2004; 2012). Ornegin, ailelerin dil ile ilgili ideolojileri ve dil pratikleri, dili siirdiirmede
“dayanak noktas1” olarak kabul edilmektedir (Fishman, 2001, p.467) ve bu nedenle
ailelerden, ozellikle de ebeveynlerden dillerin aktarimi ve siirdiirimii ic¢in tutarh
cabalar gostermeleri beklenmektedir (Melo-Pfeifer, 2015). Bir baska deyisle,
ebeveynlerin dilsel ideolojileri ve evde ebeveynler ile cocuklar1 arasinda gerceklesen
dil pratikleri, miras dillerin sonraki nesiller boyunca korunup korunmayacagini
belirleyen temel itici giiclerden biri olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Fishman, 1991;
Schwartz, 2008; Spolsky, 2004; 2012). Bu bilgiler 1s181nda, bu ¢alisma aile ortaminin
ve ebeveynlerin dilin siirdiirimii ve transferinde oynadigi role katilmakta ve Kiirt
ailelerin, Kiirtgeyi miras dil olarak ¢ocuklarina aktarmasini aragtirmak amaciyla Aile-

Dil Politikasini teorik ¢erceve olarak kullanmaktadir.

Aile-Dil politikasi, aile ortaminda, aile iiyeleri arasinda belirli bir dilin kullaniminin

acik ya da ortiik bir sekilde nasil planlandigin ifade eder ve dil ideolojileri, dil
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pratikleri ve dil yonetimi gibi birbirleriyle iligkili fakat ayni1 zamanda bagimsiz {i¢
temel 6geden olusur (Spolsky, 2004; 2009; 2012). Bunlardan ilki olan dil ideolojileri
genel olarak dile atfedilen degerler, dil planlamasinin arkasindaki sebepler veya dil ile
iliskilendirilen inanglara atifta bulunur (Spolsky, 2004; Blackledge & Pavlenko,
2002). Ikinci 6ge olan dil pratikleri ise aile iiyeleri arasinda hangi dilin iletisim dili
olarak kullanildigina isaret ederken (Lanza, 2007), iiclincii unsur olan dil yonetimi
bahsi gecen dilin siirdiiriimii ve transfer edilmesi noktasinda ne tiir stratejilerin
uygulandigina gonderme yapar (King, 2016; Spolsky, 2009). Aile ortaminda
ebeveynler dil planlamacilart olarak ortaya c¢iktiklarindan (Schwartz, 2010),
ebeveynlerin dil ideolojileri, aile dil pratiklerini etkiler ve aile {iyelerini bahsi gecen

dilin kullanimin1 destekleyici ortamlar hazirlamalar1 konusunda tesvik eder.

Bu baglamda farkli dil topluluklarinda yapilmis calismalar incelendiginde, ailelerin,
Aile-Dil Politikalarini planlarken dil ideolojileri olarak belirli bir dili aile ortaminda
aile tliyeleri arasinda korumak (Kopeliovich, 2010) , dili etnik kimligin bir pargasi
olarak gormek (Park & Sarkar, 2007), ¢ok dilliligi bir avantaj olarak gérmek (Berardi-
Withshire, 2017; Curdt-Christiansen, 2009, 2014; Hua & Wei, 2016), ¢ocuklarinin
biiylikanne-babalar1 ile konusabilmelerini saglamak (Kopeliovich, 2010; Park&
Sarkar, 2007), kiiltiirii korumak (Kirsch, 2012) gibi sebeplerden etkilendikleri
goriilmiistiir. Buna ek olarak, dil pratikleri, ebeveynlerin dil ideolojilerinin sonucu
olarak ortaya ¢ikmakta ve dil ideolojileri ile uyumlu olabilecekleri gibi, tersi bir
durumun goriilmesi de olasilik dahilinde oldugu saptanmistir. Bir baska deyisle,
literatlir ayn1 zamanda ailelerin dil pratiklerinin her zaman dil ideolojileri ile
uyusmadigini gostermistir. Yapilmis olan caligmalar, ailelerin dil planlamalarinin
egitim dili, ekonomi, ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin onlarla kullandig: dili reddetme,
akranlarla sosyallesme gibi sebeplerden kaynakli olarak giigliiklerle karsilastigini
gostermistir (Luykx, 2005; Spolsky, 2004).

Ornegin, Avustralya Melbourne’da Polonyali ailelerle yapilmis olan bir ¢alisma sunu
gostermistir (Romanovski, 2021); Polonyali ebeveynler dilleri Lehge’yi etnik

kimliklerinin bir pargasi olarak gérmelerine ve Lehce kullanimin aile i¢in 6nemli
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oldugunu dile getirmelerine ragmen, Ingilizcenin okul dili olarak hayatlarma girmesi,
ebeveynlerin Lehge dil pratiklerinde azalmaya yol agmis ve bir siire sonra ingilizce
’ye daha fazla yatirim yapmalari ile sonuglanmistir. Benzer sekilde, iran’da yasayan
Azerbaycanl ailelerin dil ideolojileri ve dil pratikleri arasinda da uyusmazliklarin
oldugu saptanmistir. Azerbaycanli aileler Fars¢a’nin iilkenin hem egitim hem de
ekonomi dili olmasi sebebiyle, ¢ocuklarinin toplumdaki konumlarini yiikseltmek ve
basarili bir gelecege sahip olmalarin1 saglamak i¢in resmi dile, Fars¢a’ya daha ¢ok

yatirim yapmislardir (Mirvahedi & Jafari, 2021).

Dil ideolojileri ve dil pratiklerine ek olarak, ¢alismalar, ailelerin belirli bir dili aile
ortaminda aile iiyeleri arasinda, 6zellikle ¢ocuklar ile konusabilmek ve konusmalarini
saglamak i¢in, ebeveynlerin pek ¢ok strateji uyguladigini gostermistir. Bu baglamda
Schwarzt (2010) uygulanan dil yonetimi stratejilerini i¢ ve dis kontroller olarak ikiye
ayirmistir. Bunlardan ilki, dil yonetimini aile i¢i, ebeveynlerin kendi uyguladiklar
hedef dilde kitap okuma, etkinlik hazirlama, sadece miras dili konusma, bir dil bir
ebeveyn gibi yontemleri icerirken, dis kontroller aile digsinda kalan dil destekleme
merkezleri, miras dili konusan topluluk tiiyeleri ile bir araya gelme gibi stratejileri
icermektedir. Ornegin Schwarzt vd. ’in (2011) Israil’de yasayan gé¢men Rus
ebeveynler ile yaptiklar1 calisma, Rus ebeveynlerin ¢cocuklari ile iletisime gegerken i¢
ve dis kontroller kullandiklarin1 géstermistir. Aileler, ¢ocuklari ile iletisime gecerken
kullandiklar1 dile dikkat ettiklerini, baskin dil olarak Rusg¢a kullandiklarini ve okul
secimi olarak Israil’de bulunan tek-dilli ya da iki-dilli egitim veren kurumlara
yoneldiklerini dile getirmislerdir. Bir baska ¢alismada Kaveh (2018) Amerika’da
yasayan Iranli ailelerin aile-dil politikasini incelemis ve ebeveynlerin strateji olarak
sadece Farsca, bir dil bir ebeveyn, yani anne ve babanin farkli iki dil kullanarak aile-

dil politikasina katki sunduklar1 sonucuna ulagmistir.

Bu bilgiler 1s18inda, Aile-Dil Politikasi, Tiirkiye baglamima nasil bir katki
sunmaktadir? Genel olarak Aile-Dil Politikasi alanyazini incelendiginde, bu alanda
yapilmis ¢aligmalarin birgcogunun Batili, sanayilesmis iilkelerde veya agirlikli olarak

gocmen baglamlarinda yiritildikleri goriilmiistir (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018; Lanza
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& Gomes, 2020; Lomeu, 2018). Fakat, Smith-Christmas’in da dile getirdigi {izere,
Afrika ya da Orta Dogu’da bulunan iilkeler gibi tipik Batili devletler disinda kalan
yerlerde yapilacak olan caligmalara da ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir (2017). Bu baglamda,
Aile-Dil Politikasi, Tiirkiye’de ¢ok az ¢alisilmis bir alan olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir
ve Seloni ve Sarfati’nin (2013) Tiirkiye’de yasayan Sefarad Yahudiler arasinda Ladino
dilinin kullanimin azalmasina iliskin ¢alismasi disinda, Tiirkiye’de Aile-Dil Politikasi
caligmalarin1 ele alan bir yayin tespit edilememistir. Buna ek olarak, Lanza ve
Gomes’in (2018) de belirtmis oldugu iizere Aile-Dil Politikas1 gogunlukla Ingilizce,
Fransizca gibi Avrupa dilleri lizerine yogunlagmistir ve Tiirkiye’de yasayan Kiirtler ve
Kiirt¢e’ye dair yapilmis ¢aligmalar bulunmamaktadir. Bir baska deyisle, Kiirt dilinin
ve Kiirt dilini konusanlarin devlet politikalar1 tarafindan nasil ele alindigina dair
degerli bilgiler saglayan saygin bir literatiir olmasina ragmen (Ugarlar, 2009;
Zeydanlioglu, 2008, 2012; Coskun vd., 2010; Jugel, 2014; Opengin & Haig, 2014),
Kiirt ailelerin, Kiirt dilini ¢ocuklarina aktarmak icin aile diizeyinde isleyen dil
politikalarinin arastirilmasina yonelik yapilmis ¢ok fazla arastirma bulgusu yoktur.
Kiirtge’nin aile ortaminda, aile iyeleri arasindaki durumunu inceleyen, Kiirt
ebeveynlerin dilin aktarimi i¢in gdstermis olduklar1 ¢abalar1 aciga cikaran bir alan

boslugu bulunmaktadir.

Dolayisiyla bu calisma, Aile-Dil Politikasini teorik ¢erceve olarak kullanarak hem
Aile-Dil Politikas: literatiirine hem de Kiirtge c¢alismalarina katki sunacaktir.
Tirkiye’de yasayan Kiirt ailelerin Aile-Dil Politikasini incelemek, Kiirt ebeveynlerin
Kiirtce’ye dair dil ideolojilerini, dil pratiklerini ve Kiirtgeyi siirdiirme ve transfer etme
noktasinda kullandiklar1 stratejileri aciga ¢ikarmak, literatiire Tiirkiye’den katki
sunacaktir. Calismanin ¢ikis noktasini alanyazindaki bu aragtirma bosluklari
olusturmustur. Bu baglamda, Kiirt ailelerin Kiirtgeyi transfer etmekteki dilsel
ideolojilerini, dil pratiklerini ve dil yonetim stratejilerini agiga ¢ikarmak amaciyla iki

arastirma sorusu sorulmustur.
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Arastirma Sorulari

1. Kiirt ailelerinin dilsel ideolojileri nelerdir?

1.1. Ebeveynlerin, Aile-Dil politikalarini sekillendiren motivasyonlar nelerdir?

2. Kiirt ebeveynlerin dil pratikleri ve miras dilin aktarimina iliskin uyguladiklar

dil yonetimi stratejileri nelerdir?
Yontem

Calismanin kapsamina uygun olarak, Kiirt ailelerin, Aile-Dil Politikasini aragtirmak
ve Kiirt¢e’yi miras dil olarak aktarirken ne tiir deneyimler kazandiklarini aciga
c¢ikarmak amaciyla nitel arastirma ve Coklu Vaka caligmasi yontem olarak
kullanilmistir. Denzin ve Lincoln’un (1994) belirttigi gibi, nitel arastirma yontemi,
katilimcilar i¢in 6nem arz eden dogal bir ortamda veri toplar ve katilimcilarin
arastirilan konuyla ilgili neler sdylediklerine odaklanir. Baska bir deyisle, veri
katilimcilarin kisisel deneyimlerden toplanir, sorular aragtirmaci tarafindan konuya ve
baglama uygun olarak hazirlanir, veri yiiz yiize yapilan goériismeler, tutulan saha
notlar1 ve kullanilan materyal gibi pek ¢ok farkli veri toplama yontemiyle elde edilir
ve aragtirmanin gidisati yeni bilgiler 1s18inda yeniden diizenlenir (Creswell, 2013).
Vaka calismasi ise, gercek diinyada meydana gelen giincel bir konuyu arastirir (Yin,
2014) ve vakay1, zaman ve yer (Creswell, 2013); zaman ve arastirilan durum (Stake,
1995) ya da vakanin tanimlanmasi ve gerceklestigi baglam (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
olarak tanimlayip sinirlandirir. Benzer sekilde, bu calismada vaka “Kiirt ailelerin Aile
Dil Politikas1” ve vakanin gerceklestigi ortam ise “Tirkiye’de Kiirt niifus agirlikli bir
sehir” olarak belirlenip sinirlandirilmistir. Arastirilan konuya dair veri, 10 Aralik 2021

ile 2 Subat 2022 tarihleri arasinda toplanmistir.

Arastirma yontemlerine karar verdikten sonra, ne tiir bir vaka calismasi yapilacagi
sorusu onem kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, her ailenin aile-dil politikas1 kendilerine
0zgii oldugundan ve her ailenin arastirilan vakaya katki sunacag diisiiniildiiglinden,

Coklu Vaka caligsmasi kullanilmistir. Coklu vaka ¢alismasi arastirmaciya, konuyu
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detayl1 bir sekilde ¢alismasina (Creswell, 2013), goriisme esnasinda dile getirilmemis
fakat vaka i¢in 6nem arz eden niianslar1 yakalamasia (Wilson, 2019) ve katilimcilar
arasinda karsilastirma yapmasina firsat tanmiyarak konuyu daha detayli bir sekilde

aktarmasina olanak saglamasindan otiirii se¢ilmistir (Yin, 2014).

Mevcut ¢alismanin giincel ve gergek hayattan bir konuyu, Kiirt ailelerin Aile-Dil
Politikasi, arastirdigini, verileri vaka i¢in 6nem arz eden dogal bir ortamda, yogun Kiirt
niifuslu illerden birinde; yiliz yiize yapilan yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler, saha
notlari, dil transferinde kullanilan materyaller gibi farkli pek ¢ok veri toplama araci ile
farkli Kiirt aileleri ile goriismeler yaparak toplandigi diisiiniildiiglinde, nitel aragtirma
ve ¢oklu vaka caligmalarinin, arastirmanin amacina en uygun iki yontem olarak 6ne
ciktiklar1 goriilmektedir. Creswell’in (2013) de belirttigi lizere, eger bir grup
hakkindaki veriler eksik ya da gercegi yansitmiyorsa, insanlarin hikayelerini dile
getirip, seslerini yiikselterek onlar1 goriiniir kilmak istiyorsak nitel arastirma
yontemlerini kullaniriz. Buradan hareketle, bu ¢alisma literatiirde pratikleri,
deneyimleri ve cabalar1 géz ardi edilmis ya da yeterince ¢alisilmamis Kiirt ailelerin
aile dil politikalarini c¢alisarak dilsel ideolojilerini, Kiirt¢e dil pratiklerini ve Kiirtce
dilinin siirdiirimii i¢in uyguladiklar1 dil stratejilerini aciga cikarmak ve Kiirt
ebeveynlerin seslerinin duyulmasina yardimci olmak amaciyla nitel arastirma yontemi

ve ¢oklu vaka calismasini kullanmistir.

Arastirma Tirkiye’nin Kiirt niifus yogunluklu illerinden birinde yapilmistir. Bahsi
gecen sehir hem cok dilli hem de ¢okkiiltiirlii olmas1 bakimindan oldukc¢a 6nemli bir
merkez olmakla birlikte, sehirde Kiirtce ’ye dair miizik festivalleri, Kiirtce etkinlik
yaptiran oyun merkezleri, Kiirtce miizik kurslar1 ve Kiirtge tiyatro yapan merkezler
olmas1 dolayisiyla olduk¢a canli bir aragtirma alanidir. Sehirde her yil mayis ayinin
5’inde Kiirt¢e Dil Bayrami kutlanmakta ve film festivalleri, saglik ve egitim alanindaki
sendikal calismalar gibi etkinlikler Tiirkge ve Kiirt¢e dillerinde hazirlanmaktadir.

Dolayisiyla, calisilan vaka i¢in olduk¢a 6nemli bir merkezidir.
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Calismanin katilimcilarimi ise Kiirtge-Tiirkge ¢ift dilli, Tiirkiye’de yasayan Kiirt
ebeveynler olusturmustur. Katilimcilara ulagsmak amaciyla {i¢ adet arastirma Kriteri

belirlenmistir:

1. Anadili Kiirtgenin Kurmanji lehgesi olmasi ve Tiirkiye’de yasiyor olmasi
2. Cocugunun olmas1 (Okul ¢aginda olmasi zorunlu degil)

3. Cocuguna Kurmanji aktarmay1 amaglamis olmasi.

Arastirma kriterlerine uyan katilimcilara ulagsmak igin, arastirmaci ilk dnce kartopu
ornekleme (Frey, 2018; Parker et. al., 2019) teknigini kullanmistir. Aragtirmaci
arkadas cevresine, Kiirtceyi transfer etmeyi amag haline getirmis Kiirt ailelerin, Aile-
Dil Politikasin1 aragtirdigini ifade etmis ve katilimcilara bu yol ile ulagmaya
calismistir. Katilimcilara kartopu 6rnekleme teknigi ile tanidiklar araciligiyla ulasmak
iki taraf arasinda giiven duygusu olusmasina zemin hazirlamig ve katilimcilara
ulasmay1 kolaylastirmistir. Nitekim arastirmacinin bu yontem ile c¢alismanin
kapsamina uyan is arkadasinin kuzeni ile goriismesi olumlu sonuglar dogurmus ve ilk
katilimc1 arastirmaciyi, aragtirma profiline uyan katilimeilar bulabilecegi iki farkli
kuruma yonlendirmistir: Bu kurumlardan ilki Kiirt¢e etkinlik yapan bir oyun merkezi,
digeri ise Kiirt kiiltiir ve miizigi lizerine ¢aligmalar yapip, egitimler veren Kiirtge miizik
kursudur. Bu andan itibaren, katilimcilara ulagma amacli 6rnekleme yontemi (Lewis-

Beck vd., 2008) ile gerceklesmistir.

Aragtirmanin amaglarina ulagsmak ve arastirilan vakayi derinlemesine g¢aligsabilmek
icin 5-10 aile ile goriismeye karar verilmistir. Arastirma kriterlerine uyan katilimcilarla
ilk 6nce bahsi gegen kurumlar iletisime gecmis ve goniillii olarak ¢alismaya katilim
saglayacaklarmi dile getiren aileler ile sonrasinda arastirmaci gdriismiistiir. 11k énce
telefonda yapilan goriisme ile arastirmaci kendini tanitmis ve arastirmanin amacini
aileler ile paylasmistir. Sonrasinda veri toplamak i¢in her iki tarafa da uyan tarih
belirlenmigtir. Veriler, Demir ailesi, Ekinci ailesi, Simsek Ailesi, Tung ailesi, Kaya
ailesi, Akin ailesi ve Cift¢i ailesi olmak iizere 7 Kiirt aileden, yliz ylize yari

yapilandirilmig goriismeler, saha notlar1 ve ¢ocuklarinin Kiirtge dil bilgisini
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gelistirmek i¢in kullandiklar1 materyaller araciligryla toplanmistir. Bir bagka deyisle,
7 Aile ile yapilan goriismelerde, veriler demografik bilgilerden, katilimcilarin dilsel
gegmislerini aydinlatacak ve dil planlamalarinin daha iyi anlasilmasina olanak verecek
hayat hikayelerinden ve Aile-Dil Politikasinin ii¢ unsurunu (dil ideolojileri, dil
pratikleri ve dil yonetim stratejileri) aciga ¢ikaracak sorulardan olusan miilakatlardan
toplanmistir. Ek olarak ebeveynlerin g¢ocuklarmin Kiirtge dilindeki gelisimleri
desteklemek amaciyla kullandiklar1 materyaller de saha notlarina eklenerek topluca
incelenmistir. Sehir merkezi disinda yasayan iki ailenin haricinde (Tun¢ ve Kaya
ailesi), geriye kalan tim aileler ile goriismeler katilimcilarin  evlerinde
gerceklestirilmistir. Goriigsmeler, Kiirtge Aile-Dil Politikasin1 uygulayan ve veri
toplama esnasinda uygun olan ebeveynler ile gerceklestirilmistir. Bu baglamda sadece
Ciftei ailesinde, her iki ebeveyn calismaya birlikte katilabilmislerdir. Diger aileler,
yogun ¢alisma tempolari, Covid-19 gibi sebeplerden kaynakli olarak birlikte katilim

saglayamamiglardir. Goriismeler Tiirkge gerceklestirilmistir.

Saha ¢alismasindan sonra demografik bilgiler, goriigmelerin ses kayitlari, saha notlari
ve dili gelistirmek i¢in kullanilan materyaller aynen yaziya dokiilmiis ve word belgesi
olarak diizenlenmistir. Transkripsiyon siireci, arastirmacinin verilere asina olmasini ve
ortaya ¢ikan temalar hakkinda diisiinmeye baslamasini saglamistir (Gibson & Brown,
2009; Riesmann, 1993). Toplam 309 sayfa desifre edilmis veri olusturulmus ve nitel
analiz yazilim programi olan MAXQDA'ya aktarilmistir. Tiim goriismeler ve veriler,
anlam ntianslarin1 korumak i¢in Tiirk¢e olarak analiz edilmistir. Farkli kategoriler i¢in
secilen alintilar, veri analizi asamasmnda Ingilizce ‘ye ¢evrilmistir. Ek olarak, bu

calismada Kiirtge ve Kurmanji kavramlari birbirlerinin yerine kullanilmiglardir.

Veriler ilkin Spolsky’nin Aile-Dil Politikas1 (2004) modeline gore incelenmistir.
Coklu vaka ¢alismalarinda, her vaka, konunun anlasilmasina olanak saglayacagindan,
her bir ailenin aile-dil politikasi ailelerin dilsel ideolojileri, dil pratikleri ve dil yonetim
stratejilerini agi3a cikaracak sekilde tek tek incelenmistir. Ikinci olarak da siklikla
bahsi gecen temalar1 bulmak ve vakalarin karsilagtirmasini  yapip konuyu

derinlemesine ¢aligmak amaciyla tematik analiz yapilmistir. Tematik analiz Braun ve
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Clarke’1n (2006) 6 adimdan olusan tematik analiz modeli dikkate alinarak yapilmis ve
bulgular kisminda rapor edilmislerdir. Elde edilen veriler 151ginda varilan sonuglara

gecmeden Once arastirmacinin roliine ve etik konusuna deginilecektir.

Bilindigi iizere nitel arastirma yontemlerinde veriyi arastirmacinin kendisi toplar ve
verinin incelenmesi, islenmesi ve bildirilmesinden sorumlu olur (Creswell, 2013;
Mackey & Gass, 2015). Bu yiizden aragtirmacinin g¢aligmay1 yiiriitiirken, veriyi
objektif bir sekilde isledigine ve bildirdigine emin olmak adina, sahip oldugu roli
belirtmesi gerekir. Bu calismada arastirmaci miras dilin transferine kendi ailesi i¢inde
tanik oldugundan ve siirece hdkim oldugundan ¢alismanin bir pargasi, fakat ayni
zamanda aile-dil politikasin1 uygulayan ebeveynlerden deneyimleri farkli oldugu igin
de calismanin disinda, nesnel bir role sahiptir. Bir baska deyisle arastirmanin
katilimcilar1  ikinci  nesil olduklarindan ve kendi aile-dil politikalarini
uyguladiklarindan, deneyimleri arastirmacinin kendisinden farklidir. Bu sebeple
aragtirmaci, katilimcilara sorulara rahatlikla cevap verecekleri bir alan sagladig: gibi,
medeni durumu, ti¢iincii jenerasyon olmasi gibi sebeplerden dolay1 veriye objektif bir
sekilde yaklasmay1 miimkiin kilacak alan1 da agmistir. Ek olarak, katilimcilara baski
altinda hissetmemeleri i¢in ¢alismanin amacinin sadece onlarin deneyimlerini
dinlemek ve anlamak oldugu bildirilmistir. Ebeveynleri rahatsiz etmemek adina,
aragtirmaci, ailelerin aile-dil politikasina yo6nelik olumlu-olumsuz beyanda

bulunmaktan kagimmustir.

Etik hususlar noktasinda, arastirmaci iki temel onlem almistir. Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi Etik Kurulundan alimus etik onay: ile hem katilmcilarin hem de
arastirmanin gerceklestigi sehrin adi gizli tutulmus ve asli yerine takma isimler
kullanilmustir. Ikinci olarak da her bir ebeveyne onam formu imzalatilmistir ve
istedikleri her an ¢alismadan gizlilikleri korunarak vazgecebilecekleri ifade edilmistir.
Orijinalligi korumak adina, Tiirk¢e isme sahip katilimcilara Tiirkge, Kiirtge isme sahip

katilimcilara ise Kiirtge takma isimler verilmistir.
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Bulgular

Her bir ailenin Aile-Dil Politikas1 incelendiginde her vakanin kendine has oldugu,
farkliliklar oldugu gibi benzerliklerin de bulundugu gorilmiistiir. Katilimeilarin ilki
olan Demir ailesi, Mahir (38), Nurdan (37) ve ogullar1 Serdest (9) olmak iizere 3
kisiden olusmaktadir. Goriisme dil politikasini uygulayan Mabhir ile yapilmistir. Mahir
psikolog olarak c¢aligmaktadir, esi ise bir MEB okulunda &gretmen olarak
caligmaktadir. Ailenin bildigi dillere bakildiginda, Mahir Kurmanji, Tiirkge,
Nurdan’in ise Zazaki ve Tiirkge bildigi fakat Zazaki dilindeki seviyesinin zayif oldugu
Ogrenilmistir. Bu sebeple aile ¢ocuklarma sadece Kiirtcenin Kurmanji lehgesini
aktarmay1 hedef haline getirmistir. Buna ek olarak Serdest’in Kurmanji, Tiirkge,
Ingilizce ve cok temel seviyede Zazaki bildigi, babasi Mahir tarafindan ifade
edilmistir. Ailenin aile-dil politikasi incelendiginde, baba Mahir Demir’in dilsel
ideolojiler olarak ¢ok dilli bir ¢ocuk yetistirme, miras dili muhafaza etme, Kiirt¢e tek
dilli olan biiyiikanne-baba ile konusmalarini saglamak gibi motivasyonlarla Kiirtce
onciillii bir dil planlamasina gittigi goriilmiistiir. S6z konusu dil ideolojilerinin Kiirtge
dil pratiklerine transfer edildigi bulgusuna varilmakla birlikte, Serdest’in babas ile
konusurken okul ya da annenin dilinin Tirk¢e olmasi gibi sebeplerle cogunlukla
Tiirkge iletisime gectigi goriilmiistiir. Ek olarak Kiirtge tek dilli biiyiikanne-baba ile
Serdest Kiirtge iletisime gegmeye devam etmistir. Bu baglamda uygulanan stratejilere
bakildiginda, Mahir’in hem i¢ hem de dis kontroller kullandig1 gériilmiistiir. Ornegin,
baba Mahir Demir sadece Kurmanji konusurken, anne Nurdan Demir sadece Tiirkge
kullanmistir. Bir baska deyisle Demir ailesinde ebeveynler Bir Ebeveyn Bir Dil
stratejisini kullanmiglardir. Buna ek olarak Kiirtce hikaye kitaplart ile Kiirtce dil
becerileri desteklenmistir. Dig kontrol olarak Demir ailesi ¢ocuklarimi, Kiirt¢e dilini
destekleyici Kiirtce kres, Kiirtce etkinlik yapan oyun merkezi ve Kiirtce miizik kursu

veren kurumlara gondermislerdir.

Katilimcilarin ikincisi olan Ekinci ailesi, Ahmet (40), Zelal (40) ve kizlar1 Esra (12)
ve Meryem (10) olmak iizere 4 kisiden olusmaktadir ve tiim aile tiyeleri Kiirt¢e-Tiirkce

cift dilli bireylerdir. Aile iiyelerinden Ahmet’in 6rgiin egitime dahil olmadigi,
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Tiirkgeyi sivil toplum kuruluglarindan birinde 6grendigi, Ahmet tarafindan ifade
edilmistir. Ote yandan anne Zelal Ekinci ise lise mezunudur. Ekinci ailesinin, aile-dil
politikasina bakildiginda, miras dil Kiirt¢eyi aile i¢inde muhafaza etme, Kiirt¢e tek
dilli biiylikanne-baba ve akrabalar ile iletisim kurabilmelerini saglama ve Kiirtge dilini
etnik kimliginin bir gostergesi olarak kabul etme gibi motivasyonlardan hareketle dil
planlamasina gidildigi gortilmistiir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore, dil ideolojileri, Kiirtce
dil pratiklerine transfer edilmistir. Fakat ¢ocuklar okul ¢agina geldiklerinde, 6rgiin
egitime baglamalar Tiirk¢e kullaniminda artisa da yol agmistir. Ahmet Ekinci’nin dile
getirdigine gore, kizlart her ne kadar anne-babalari ile Kiirtge iletisime gegiyor olsalar
da egitim dilinin ve arkadas ¢evrelerinin Tiirk¢e olmasindan otiirii kardesler arasindaki
dilin Tiirk¢e agirlikli oldugu da elde edilen bulgular arasindadir. Fakat Kiirtce tek dilli
biiylikbaba-anne ve akrabalar ile iletisim dilleri Kiirtce olmaya devam etmistir. Dil
yonetimi stratejileri noktasinda ise, aile hem i¢ kontroller hem de dis kontrollerden
yardim almistir. Ornegin her iki ebeveyn de ¢ocuklar1 ile sadece Kiirtce
konusmuslardir. Baba Ahmet Ekinci, Kiirt¢e televizyon kanallarini agarak ¢ocuklarin
farkli kaynaklardan Kiirt¢e ‘ye maruz birakmistir. Dis kontrol olarak da daha 6nce
yasamis oldugu Batidaki X sehrinden memleketine donerek, Kiirtgenin giinliik dil
olarak topluluk iiyeleri tarafindan yogun bir sekilde konusuldugu memleketine

taginmustir.

Ucgiincii aile olan Simsek ailesi Zozan (32), esi Nedim (34) ve kizlar1 Ayse (4) olmak
lizere 3 kisiden olusmaktadir. Nedim doktor, Zozan ise Ingilizce 6gretmenidir. Her iki
ebeveyn Kiirtce ve Tiirkge bilmektedir. Ek olarak Zozan iiciincii dil olarak Ingilizce’ye
hakimdir. Kizlar1 Ayse Kiirtce, Tiirkge ve Ingilizce bilmektedir. Ailenin aile- dil
politikas1 incelendiginde, ¢ok dilli bir cocuk yetistirme ve Kiirtge dilini aile ortaminda
muhafaza etme motivasyonlarmin ailenin dilsel ideolojilerini olusturdugu
goriilmiistiir. Dilsel ideolojileri, Kiirtge dil pratiklerine aktarmak i¢in anne ve baba
kizlar1 ile 2 yaglarina kadar Kiirtge konusmustur. Fakat sonrasinda baba Nedim’in
kendini Kiirtce’de eksik hissetmesi ve Ayse’nin arkadaslari ile sosyallesirken

Kiirt¢ce’den otiirii anlasilmamasi durumu Tiirk¢enin lehine ¢evrilmistir. Bir bagka
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deyisle Ayse daha ¢ok Tiirk¢e konusmaya baslamistir. Ote yandan bu dil pratiklerine
ek olarak, anne Zozan, oyun aktiviteleri ile kizina Ingilizce’yi aktarmustir. Kiirtge’yi
giinliik dil olarak kullanirken, Ingilizce’yi oyun dili olarak pratik etmislerdir. Anne
Zozan kizi ile Tiirkge iletisime gegmemistir. Dil stratejileri icin, Ayse 2 yasinda Kiirtce
konusmay1 reddedinceye kadar, aile i¢ kontrollerle, aile i¢inde miras dili kullanmaya
calismistir. Aile bireylerinden Ayse ile sadece Kiirtge konusmalarini isteyerek, Kiirtge
hikaye kitaplar1 okuyarak ve Kiirt¢e miizikler dinleyerek, miras dilde girdi miktarin
arttirmaya calismiglardir. Kizlar1 Ayse’nin Kiirt¢e’yi konusmay1 reddetmesi iizerine,
aile dis kontrol olarak kizlarin1 Kiirtge etkinlik yapan oyun merkezine gondermistir.
Anne Zozan’in ifade ettigine gore, Kiirtce etkinlik yapan oyun merkezi aile-dil
politikasini olumlu etkilemis ve Ayse yeniden Kiirtce iletisime gegmeye baslamistir.
Fakat hangi dilde iletisime gegecegine kendisi karar vermistir ve bazen her tig dili de

kullandig1 gézlemlenmistir.

Dordiincii aile olan Tung ailesi, Vedat (46), esi Evin (45), oglu Siyar Umut (9) ve
kizlar1 Silan Deniz (7) olmak iizere 4 kisiden olusmaktadir. Ebeveynlerden Vedat ¢ok
iyi derecede Kiirtce bilmektedir. Anne Evin’in miras dildeki seviyesi olduk¢a zayiftir.
Bu sebeple ¢ocuklar ile baba Kiirtce konusurken, anne Tiirkce iletisime gegmistir.
Cocuklarin her ikisi de Kiirtge-Tiirkge cift dillidirler ve miras dildeki seviyeleri ¢cok
tyidir. Dolayisiyla ailenin, aile-dil politikas incelendiginde Kiirt¢e’yi etnik dilin bir
gostergesi olarak gdrmek tek itici gii¢ olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bir bagka deyisle,
aile, Kiirt olduklarindan 6tiirii Kiirtge konusmalarinin norm oldugunu ve birbirini
tamamladigini ifade etmistir. Dil pratikleri olarak, babanin istikrarl bir sekilde Kiirtce
konusmasi, ¢cocuklar ve babalar1 arasindaki iletisimin Kiirtce kalmasini saglamistir.
Ote yandan anne ile olan iletisim ise Tiirkce devam etmistir. Fakat, egitim dilinin
Tiirkce olmasi ve sosyal ¢evreleri ile Tiirkce iletisime ge¢meleri, kardesler arasindaki
iletisim dilini Tirkgeye dondiirmiistir ve Tirkgedeki dil seviyeleri daha hizli
ilerlemistir. Ote yandan, Kiirtce tek dilli biiyiikanne-babalari ile olan iletisimleri ise
Kiirt¢e kalmaya devam etmistir. Bu baglamda, ¢ocuklarini miras dilde sosyallestirmek
icin, Tung ailesi i¢ ve dis kontroller ile dilin yonetimini saglamaya calismislardir.
Ornegin ailecek Tiirkge konusan arkadaslarina misafirlige gitmemislerdir. Tiirkge

173



yayin yapan kanallar silip, yerlerine Kiirtce yaym yapan Zarok TV gibi kanallar
acmislardir. SOylem stratejileri denilen, cocuklarinin Tiirkge iletisime gectigi
durumlarda, onlar1 anlamamazliktan gelme gibi yontemler uygulamislardir. Ek olarak,
cocuklarimi Kiirtce miizik kursuna yollayarak, miras dilde akranlar1 ile beraber

sosyallesip, egitim almalarini saglamislardir.

Besinci aile olan Akin ailesi, Berrin (38), esi Levent (40), ¢ocuklar1 Caner (14), Nesrin
(12) ve Roza (7) olmak {izere bes kisiden olugsmaktadir. Her iki ebeveyn bir Kiirtce TV
kanalinda yapimci olarak ¢alismakta ve Kiirtce igerik tiretmektedirler. Her iki ebeveyn
de Kiirtge-Tiirkge ¢ift dillidirler ve Kiirtge evin dilidir. Bir baska deyisle tiim aile
Kiirtge’yi iletisim dili olarak kullanmaktadir. Odevler haricinde, Tiirkge ailenin
iletisim dilinde varlik gostermemistir. Ailenin, aile-dil politikasi incelendiginde, miras
dili etnik kimligin gostergesi olarak gérmek ve anne Berrin’in kendi okul yillarindan
kalma ge¢mis dil deneyimlerinin Kiirt¢e nin aktariminda rol oynadigi goriilmiistiir.
Dilsel ideolojilerin, Kiirt¢e dil pratikleri ile uyumlu oldugu goriilmiistiir. Cocuklar,
Kiirt¢e’yi sadece kendi gekirdek aileleri iginde degil, Kiirt¢e tek-dilli akrabalari ile de
konusmaya devam etmislerdir. Dil yOnetimi stratejileri olarak, her iki ebeveynin
Kiirtce konusmasi aile dilinin Kiirtge kalmasina katki sunmustur. Kiirtce kitaplar
okumak, Kiirtge miizik dinlemek ve ¢ocuklart Kiirtce miizik kursuna géndermek ve
sOylem stratejilerine bagvurmak yaygin olarak kullanilan stratejiler olarak karsimiza

¢ikmaktadirlar.

Altinc aile olan Kaya ailesi Derya (40), esi Ferhat (40) ve kizlar1t Hevi (9) ve Heja
(6.5) olmak tizere 4 kisiden olusmaktadir. Ailenin dili Kiirt¢edir. Tiim aile bireyleri
birbirleri ile Kiirtce iletisime gegmektedirler. Tiirkce aile konusmalarinda yer
edinmemigstir. Ailenin dil politikasina bakildiginda; miras dili etnik kimligin bir
gostergesi olarak gormek, Kiirtge tek dilli biiyiikanne-baba ile iletisimi saglamak,
miras dili aile ortaminda muhafaza etmek, ve ortiilii bir sekilde dile getirilen, anne
Derya’nin gecmis okul deneyimlerinden kaynaklanan k6tii anilari dilsel ideolojiler
olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadirlar. Ebeveynlerin ikisinin de iletisimde Kiirtce dilini

kullanmalar1 aile bireylerinin iletisim dilinin Kiirtce olmasini ve dyle de kalmasini
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saglamistir. Boylelikle, cocuklar biiyiikanne-babalar1 yahut diger Kiirt¢e konusan aile
bireyleri ile de Kiirtge konusmaya devam etmislerdir. Dil yonetimi stratejileri olarak
Kaya ailesi, akrabalar arasinda bir araya gelerek ¢ocuklarini miras dilde
sosyallestirmislerdir. Bunlara ek olarak anne Derya okuldan dolay1 kizlar1 Tiirkge bir
sey sordugunda anlamamazliktan gelme ya da Tiirk¢e sarf edilen ciimleyi Kiirtce
tekrar ettirme gibi sOylem stratejileri kullanarak, ¢ocuklarini miras dilde iletisime
geemek durumunda birakmistir. Ek olarak, kizlarini Kiirt¢e miizik kursuna gondererek
hem miras dilde egitim almalarimi hem de akranlari ile sosyallesmelerini

saglamislardir.

Son olarak Ciftci ailesi, Yilmaz (38), esi Cigdem (37), ogullar1 Roni (3.5) ve kizlari
Arjin (2) olmak tizere 4 kisiden olugmaktadir. Ailenin dili Kiirtgedir ve ¢ocuklar,
sadece anne-babalar1 ile degil, Kiirtge konusan biiyiikanne-babalar1 ya da amca,
halalar1 ile de Kiirtce iletisime gec¢mislerdir. Bu baglamda ailenin dil politikasi
incelendiginde, Kiirtceyi etnik kimligin bir gostergesi olarak gérmek ve miras dili aile
ortaminda muhafaza etmek ailenin dil ideolojileri olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Miras dili
aile ortaminda, aile bireyleri arasinda stirdiirmek icin de ¢esitli dil yonetimi stratejileri
uygulanmustir. Ornegin, ¢ocuklarin Tiirkge dilinde sosyallesmelerini engellemek,
sadece Kiirtce TV kanallarim1 agmak, Kiirtce bilen dadi tutmak, aile bireylerinden
cocuklar ile sadece miras dilde iletisime ge¢cmelerini istemek ve Kiirtce hikaye
kitaplart okumak gibi i¢ kontroller uygulamislardir. Dahasi, cocuklarini Kiirtce
etkinlik yapan oyun merkezine ve Kiirtge miizik kursuna gondererek, miras dilde

girdiye maruz kalmalarini arttirmaya ¢aligsmislardir.
Tartisma ve Sonug¢

7 aileden elde edilmis bulgular g6z Oniine alindiginda, miras dili aile ortaminda
muhafaza etmek, Kiirt¢e’yi etnik kimligin bir gdstergesi olarak gérmek, gecmis dil
deneyimleri ve Kiirtce tek dilli akrabalar ile iletisim kurabilmek 6ne ¢ikan dilsel
ideolojiler arasindadir. Bu baglamda, Kiirt ailelerin, dilsel ideolojilerinin diger farkli

toplumsal dil gruplarinda yiiriitiilmiis olan aile-dil politikasi ¢alismalarina benzer
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oldugu gorilmistiir ((Bezcioglu-Goktolga, 2019; Hua & Wei, 2016; Kaveh &
Sandoval, 2020; Kirsch 2012; Kopeliovich 2013; Savikj, 2018; Wilson, 2019).

Ornegin, Kiirteyi aile ortaminda muhafaza etme motivasyonu, Kiirtce’nin resmi
ideolojide bir yeri olmadigi, egitim dili olmadig1 ve devlet desteginden yoksun oldugu
gerceginden hareketle, Kiirtce’nin gelecegini ailelerin sorumluluguna birakmistir.
Tsui ve Tollefson (2004)’da belirttigi iizere, egitim dili nesiller aras1 dil aktarimina
katki sunabilecegi gibi, tamamen ortadan kaldirmaya da sebebiyet verebilir.
Dolayistyla Kiirt ailelerin, miras dili korumaya yonelik uyguladiklart dil politikalar
dilin sonraki nesile aktarilmasi acisindan 6nemlidir. Benzer sekilde, bu ¢alismada yer
alan ebeveynler de miras dili aktarmanin kendi sorumluluklart oldugunu dile
getirmislerdir. Bu baglamda, bu c¢alismadaki Kiirt ebeveynler, Caglayan’in (2014)
calismasindaki Kiirt ebeveynlerden miras dili ¢ocuklarina aktarimini saglamalari ve
Kiirtge ‘ye yatinm yapmalar1 gergeginden hareketle ayrilmaktadirlar. Baska bir
deyisle, Caglayan’in ¢alismasindaki Kiirt ebeveynler, Kiirtge dilini ¢ocuklarina
aktarmay1 reddedip, egitim dili olan Tiirk¢e yatirnm yapmay1 se¢mislerdir. Tiirkceyi
1yi bir kariyere sahip olmak, egitime ulasmak ve i sahibi olmak i¢in 6n kosul olarak
gormeleri dil pratiklerini farkli sekillendirmelerine sebep olmustur. Ote yandan,
mevcut ¢aligmada ebeveynler bu tlir motivasyonlardan kaginmislardir. Miras dilin yok

olmasini engellemek i¢in Kiirt¢e onciillii bir aile dil politikasi uygulamiglardir.

Ikinci olarak, Kiirtge’yi etnik kimligin bir pargasi olarak gérmiislerdir. Dilin, kimlikten
bagimsiz olmadigini savunmuglardir. Dilin yok olusunu etnik kimligin yok olusu ile
iliskilendirmislerdir (Gharibi & Seals, 2020; Lee, 2013). Dolayisiyla, bu calismada
Kiirt ebeveynler ¢cocuklariin Kiirt kimligini tamamlamak i¢in miras dili ¢ocuklarina
aktarmayr se¢mislerdir. Bir baska deyisle Kiirt olmak, Kiirtce konusmayi
gerektirmistir. Bu iki motivasyona ek olarak, Kiirtge konusan aile iiyeleri ile
konusmalarimi saglamak ve farkli jenerasyondan insanlarla kiiltiirel ve dilsel aktarimi
gerceklestirmek icin ¢ocuklarina miras dili aktarmay1 amag¢ edinmislerdir. Gharibi ve
Seals’in (2021) Iranli ailelerle yaptign ¢alismada da goriildiigii iizere, miras dili

konusan ebeveynler, cocuklarmin tek dilli biiyiikanne-babalar1 ile konusabilmelerine
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biiyiik dnem atfetmis ve dilsel ideolojileri bu nedenlerden etkilenmistir. Ote yandan,
Caglayan’in (2014) calismasina bakildiginda nesiller arasinda Kiirt¢e dil aktariminin
sekteye ugradigi, biiylikanne-babalarin Kiirtce bilmeyen torunlart ile iletisime
gecebilmek i¢in Tiirkce 6grenmek zorunda kaldiklari goriilmiistiir. Bu c¢alismada,
aileler benzer sonugclarla karsilasmaktan kaginmak i¢in Kiirt¢e’nin aktarimina biiytik

onem vermislerdir ve ¢esitli stratejiler uygulayarak ¢aba gostermislerdir.

Son olarak ge¢mis dil deneyimleri ebeveynleri, Kiirtge dnciillii bir aile-dil politikasi
uygulama konusunda motive eden gii¢ olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Kiirt ebeveynlerin
bir¢ogunun, okula baslarken egitim dili olan Tiirk¢e’yi bilmemeleri, ilkokul yillarinda
kétii tecriibeler edinmelerine yol agmistir. Ornegin katilimeilardan Derya ve Berrin,
ogretmenlerinden fiziksel siddet gordiiklerini dile getirirken, Mahir ve Vedat ise
derslerde sessiz kaldiklarindan bahsetmislerdir. Salmi’nin (2000) siddet tiirleri {izerine
yazdig1 makalesinde belirttigi lizere, Kiirt ebeveynler egitim ortaminda fiziksel siddet,
yabancilastirici siddet gibi ¢esitli siddet tiirlerine maruz kalmiglardir ve bu deneyimler
aileleri, miras dillerini aktarma noktasinda motive etmistir. Bagka bir deyisle, gecmis
dil deneyimleri, ebeveynleri, etnik kimlikleri konusunda daha bilingli yapmis ve
Kiirtge’yi muhafaza etmek ve sonraki nesillere aktarma noktasinda motive etmistir.
Caglayan (2014) ve Coskun vd. (2010) calismalarindaki Kiirt ebeveynlerin aksine, bu
calismadaki ebeveynler cocuklarina miras dili aktarmayi se¢mislerdir. Literatiire
bakildiginda, ailelerin miras dilleri aktarma sebepleri arasinda ¢ok dilligi is sektoriinde
avantaj olarak gorme, sosyal refah1 yiikseltme gibi sebeplerle aktardiklar: gortiliirken
(Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; King & Fogle, 2006), bu calismada ebeveynler Kiirt¢e’nin
toplumdaki durumunu goéz oniine alarak, motivasyonlart dillerini korumaya yonelik

gelistirmislerdir.

Dil pratikleri noktasinda ise literatiirdeki ¢ogu ¢alismanin aksine (Curdt-Christiansen,
2016; Mirvahedi & Jafari, 2021; Romanowski, 2021), Kiirt ailelerin ¢ocuklar1 ile
Kiirtce konustuklar1 ve okul faktorii dahil olduktan sonra bile Kiirtceyi iletisim dili
olarak kullanmaya devam ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda, her iki ebeveynin de

miras dili konustugu ailelerde, tiim aile bireylerinin iletisim dilinin Kiirtce devam ettigi
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goriilmiistiir. Ote yandan bir ebeveyn bir dil tekniginin kullanildig1 ailelerde ise baskin
dilin Tiirk¢e oldugu saptanmistir. Kardesler arasi dil se¢imi incelendiginde ise, bazi
ailelerde (Ekinci ve Tung aileleri), egitim dilinin ¢ocuklarin dil se¢imini Tiirk¢e lehine
sonuclandirdigr goriilmiistiir. Bu ailelerde, cocuklar Kiirtge konusan ebeveynleri ile
Kiirtce konusmaya devam etmelerine ragmen, kardesleri ile Tiirk¢e konusmuslardir.
Benzer sekilde, Kheirkhah ve Cekaite (2018)’de egitim dilinin kardesler arasi iletisimi
nasil baskin dil yoniinde etkiledigini gostermistir. Isve¢’te yasayan iranli ailelerin dil
politikasin1 inceleyen arastirmacilar, okul dilini eve getiren biiyilk c¢ocuklarin,
kardeslerinin dillerinin Fars¢adan Isvegceye degisimi noktasinda katki sunduklarim
gostermiglerdir. Bir bagka deyisle, egitim dili, aile-dil politikalarin1 farkli sekillerde

etkileyerek, aile tiyeleri igin farkli sonuglar dogurmustur.

Dil yonetimi stratejileri noktasinda Kiirt ailelerin, Schwarzt’in belirttigi gibi (2010)
cesitli ic ve dis kontroller kullandiklar1 gériilmiistiir. Ornegin, sadece miras dili
kullanmak, ¢ocuklari miras dili destekleyici merkezlere kaydetmek, Zarok Tv gibi
Kiirt¢e yayin yapan kanallar takip etmek ve sdylem stratejileri kullanmak en yaygin
sekilde kullanilan stratejiler olarak ortaya c¢ikmaktadirlar. Bu stratejiler arasinda,
sadece miras dil kullanimi1 ve miras dili destekleyici merkezlere bagvurumu en etkili
dil yonetim teknikleri olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadirlar. Her iki strateji de cocuklar: Kiirtge
tek dilli bir ortama maruz biraktiindan, miras dildeki dil gelisimini olumlu yonde
etkilemis ve c¢ocuklarin miras dilde iletisime ge¢melerini saglamislardir. Benzer
sekilde, Ingiltere yasayan Fransiz ebeveynlerin dil politikasini inceleyen Wilson
(2019) da dil destekleyici merkezlerin kullaniminin hedef dile katki sundugunu ve
ailelerin yiikiinii hafiflettifini gdstermistir. Avustralya’da yasayan Tirk aileler de
cocuklarin Tiirkge seviyelerine katkida bulunmak amaciyla Tirkce egitim veren

kurumlardan yararlandiklarini dile getirmislerdir (Et-Bozkurt & Yagmur, 2022).

Aile-Dil politikas1 modelinin ii¢ unsuruna ek olarak, Kiirt aileler, Okita (2002) ve
Wilson (2019) calismalarindaki ebeveynlerin de dile getirdigine benzer sekilde, miras
dil aktariminin zorlayici bir siire¢ oldugunu ve siirekli baskin dil olan Tiirkge *ye karsi

miicadele etmenin yorucu oldugunu dile getirmislerdir. Bu duruma ek olarak, Kiirtce
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materyal eksikliginden ve kendi topluluk iiyeleri olan Kiirtlerden, Kiirt¢eyi sehirde
konusmadiklarindan otiirii sikayet¢i olduklarini da dile getirmislerdir. Bir baska
deyisle, aragtirma sahasinda Kiirt¢e cogunlukla evde aile bireyleri ile sinirli kalmis, bu

da miras dilin gelisimi noktasinda olumsuz etken olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Sonuc¢

Sonug olarak, Kiirt ailelerin, Kiirtce 6nciillii aile dil politikasi, Kiirt ebeveynlerin dilsel
ideolojilerini, Kiirtce dil pratiklerini ve dil yonetimi stratejilerini agia ¢ikararak
literatiire katkida bulunmustur. Bu ¢alisma ile, Kiirt ebeveynlerin sesi goriiniir kilinmig

ve Kiirtce dil aktarimi1 deneyimleri alanyazin ile paylasilmistir.
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