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    ABSTRACT


    The present research aims at understanding the process of becoming a member in a diverse and multilingual primary school in Luxembourg. It is a case study about one child belonging to one of the ethnic and linguistic communities most affected by school failure. ‘Romanophones’ or romance-language speaking students in Luxembourg are touched by low achievement rates of school success. Also newcomers find themselves in challenging situations and are also affected by this problem. Some scholars (e.g., Horner & Weber, 2005, p. 246) propose “parallel systems” or “two-track” literacy system where romance-language speakers (either newcomers or children born in Luxembourg with a romance language family background) could follow a literacy program in French instead of German. They state that this system could eventually give these children a better chance of school success as well as improve their social mobility in the Luxembourgish society.


    By following this child during one academic year an epistemological conflict between ‘agentivity’ and ‘structure’ is proposed. The seven-year old child, Nuno, had to follow lessons in German and Luxembourgish when he had no knowledge of these languages at all at his arrival in November from another primary school in Brazil. A close look at his interactions and identity processes with his peers and teachers revealed a re-evaluation of Nuno’s capital and resources which affected his academic progress as well as his identity during the year. This re-evaluation resulted in a “decapitalization” (Martín Rojo, 2008; 2010) of some of Nuno’s pre-existing resources (e.g., Portuguese language), which could otherwise be used as a positive resource in his progression towards “full membership”, and the eventual formation of a “community of practice”.


    Nuno’s initial agentivity resisted categorizations and also what could be classified as gatekeeping practices towards him. Along the academic year some major changes took place (a change of teacher and teaching philosophies, the arrival of another Brazilian newcomer) which affected Nuno’s behaviour, learning and identity. The interview data and the audio-visual recordings provide insights into the difficulties a ‘romanophone’ newcomer must confront as well as the fact that a community of practice is in constant construction. Some of the implications of the present study involve the raise of awareness concerning these children and the difficulties they must face in this new environment.
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    TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS


    The transcription symbols used in this study have their origin in different transcription conventions (i.e., GAT). I use an eclectic and simplified version, which is also partially explained in Chapter Three (3.10.1). The following symbols apply for the audiovisual transcriptions for one part (more detailed due to the visual factor), and the interviews for the other.


    - Audiovisual recordings


    
      
        
        
      

      
        	
          /

        

        	
          Short pause (0,5 seconds)

        
      


      
        	
          //

        

        	
          Longer pause (between 0,5 and 1,5 seconds)

        
      


      
        	
          [

        

        	
          Overlapping in the beginning

        
      


      
        	
          ]

        

        	
          Overlapping in the end

        
      


      
        	
          […]

        

        	
          Previous interaction not relevant

        
      


      
        	
          (inaudible)

        

        	
          Inaudible segment

        
      


      
        	
          (between brackets)

        

        	
          Approximate transcription of inaudible segment

        
      


      
        	
          CAPITAL LETTERS

        

        	
          Emphasis

        
      


      
        	
          ((gestures))

        

        	
          Description of physical movements (i.e., gaze)

        
      


      
        	
          <<low tone>>

        

        	
          Description of mode of speaking

        
      


      
        	
          <<language>>

        

        	
          Description of language use

        
      


      
        	
          :

        

        	
          Lengthening of vowel or syllable

        
      


      
        	
          translation

        

        	
          Translation in italics

        
      


      
        	
          ?

        

        	
          Rising intonation

        
      


      
        	
          ALL

        

        	
          All children intervene

        
      


      
        	
          OTH

        

        	
          Other children intervene, not identified

        
      


      
        	
          TEA

        

        	
          Any teacher (Claire, Simone, Izabel, Julie). See corresponding background information

        
      

    


    - Interviews (pseudonyms excluding the researcher)


    
      
        
        
      

      
        	
          italics

        

        	
          Interview transcription

        
      


      
        	
          bold and italics

        

        	
          Translation

        
      


      
        	
          (approximate transcrip.)

        

        	
          Approximate transcription of segment

        
      


      
        	
          ((laughs))

        

        	
          Relevant mode of talking

        
      


      
        	
          (inaudible)

        

        	
          Inaudible segment

        
      


      
        	
          [context]

        

        	
          Context information

        
      


      
        	
          [e]

        

        	
          Missing vowel or consonant (in translation)

        
      


      
        	
          […]

        

        	
          Previous interaction not relevant

        
      


      
        	
          TE

        

        	
          Any ‘main’ teacher (Claire, Simone). See corresponding background information

        
      


      
        	
          TF

        

        	
          Teacher Foyer (Julie)

        
      


      
        	
          TP

        

        	
          Teacher Portuguese (Izabel)

        
      


      
        	
          FA

        

        	
          Father (Nuno’s stepfather: Rui)

        
      


      
        	
          RE

        

        	
          Researcher (Roberto Gómez)

        
      

    


    The interviews were conducted in several languages, depending on the speaker and the context: English, French, Spanish, and a mixture of Spanish and Portuguese. In most cases, one of these languages was used as a ‘lingua franca’ for the interviewer and the interviewee. This being so, the interviews contain numerous grammatical mistakes which I have decided to leave uncorrected. My intention, here, is to offer the reader the original form of the interviews without any further intervention on my part.


    - List of pseudomyns used


    
      
        
        
      

      
        	
          Claire

        

        	
          First main teacher (November & December)

        
      


      
        	
          Simone

        

        	
          Second main teacher (January onwards)

        
      


      
        	
          Izabel

        

        	
          Portuguese teacher (Introduction to Sciences in Portuguese)

        
      


      
        	
          Julie

        

        	
          Teacher at the day-care centre

        
      


      
        	
          Rui

        

        	
          Nuno’s stepfather

        
      


      
        	
          Nuno

        

        	
          Newcomer and child ‘case’

        
      


      
        	
          Tiago

        

        	
          Child and new ‘newcomer’

        
      


      
        	
          Maria, Afonso, Sergio, Sunita, Stephan, Fabio, Max, Cathy, Jose, Sara, Miguel, Celia

        

        	
          Other children in the classroom

        
      

    

  


  
    INTRODUCTION


    The experience of a newcomer from one of the most unsuccessful groups in multilingual schools in Luxembourg


    The main topic of this research, the experience of being a newcomer in a multilingual school, originates from research that took place during the years 2008 and 2009 in a Luxembourgish primary school. In the initial stages of this research one of the main objectives was to document the process through which a random newcomer (of Portuguese or Brazilian origin1) became just one more pupil in the classroom community. Taking into account that this research focused on a conventional classroom (as opposed to a bridge or special needs classroom) and that one of the main issues in this process of becoming just another pupil involves the different languages taught and spoken (Luxembourgish, German, Continental Portuguese, Brazilian Portuguese), the reader may begin to appreciate the difficulty of such a process for a seven-year-old child.


    However, as soon as the research was narrowed down, it seemed logical to focus on the resources and the capital brought and used by this newcomer on his way to membership. Along this path to membership there were many conflicts regarding capital and resources. Some agents also treated the newcomer differently. This study focuses on a process, on key moments during the academic year, either during interviews or in classroom interaction, and it analyses this data according to the research questions and the selected theoretical framework. This study claims to address a lacuna regarding current understanding of newcomers, especially within the context of primary schooling in Luxembourg. At the same time, it puts forward ways of understanding these newcomers. Once the scientific community acknowledges the relevance of the matter, more measures can be taken into consideration and hence these newcomers will have “an extra hand” on their difficult path in their new school and country.


    Study overview


    The present study is divided into three main parts. The first part consists of three chapters and deals with:


    
      
        	
          i)

        

        	
          the contextual information and the motivation which drives the research (chapter one)

        
      


      
        	
          ii)

        

        	
          the theoretical framework selected to respond to the research questions (chapter two)

        
      


      
        	
          iii)

        

        	
          the methodological tools employed (chapter three)

        
      

    


    In the first chapter I take a look at the challenging situation regarding the Luxembourgish educational system. I explore some of the main concerns regarding migration and languages in addition to raising possible solutions for educational failure. I then take a look at an increasingly common situation in this context: the newcomers. I try to understand their context and the way they are received in classrooms. Finally, taking all these points into consideration, I turn to the research questions, before introducing the justification, rationale and analytical framework for the current study.


    In the second chapter I explain the integrated approach to the questions and the data. I then describe the broad frame of a social view on learning and supplement it with both an interactional approach and an ethnographic perspective. I then take a look at some child development theories, as the current research takes place in a primary school, thus focuses, either directly or indirectly, on identity formation and learning processes. Later, I introduce the ideas of “communities of practice”, together with legitimate peripherality and access, which are of particular relevance for the first moments of the newcomer at school. I then continue to explore the concepts pertinent to the correlation between membership, socialization and learning, which is significant for the middle phase of the newcomer at school. Finally, the concepts of continuity and change are introduced as both relate to the newcomer, community identity and evolution. This chapter concludes with a summary (or review) of other major related case studies and an appraisal of their relevance, strengths and potential weaknesses.


    In the third chapter I deal with all the relevant methodological aspects. The main points in this chapter are:


    
      
        	
          i)

        

        	
          the research objectives

        
      


      
        	
          ii)

        

        	
          the selection of the case

        
      


      
        	
          iii)

        

        	
          the research design

        
      


      
        	
          iv)

        

        	
          the types and methods of data collection

        
      


      
        	
          v)

        

        	
          the main characters or agents surrounding the child case

        
      


      
        	
          vi)

        

        	
          data organization, treatment (e.g., transcription issues) and analytical processes (e.g., clip selection)

        
      

    


    The second main part of the study comprises three chapters of analysis, each of which covers a different period of the academic year of the newcomer. Hence the first chapter on analysis (Chapter Four), which involves the initiation of the newcomer into his new school, focuses on the first weeks of the child case. Throughout this chapter I explore the main moments regarding the welcoming of the new “member”, but also the first so-called conflicts. Other points of focus are the newcomer’s different potential resources at that stage and the possible gatekeeping practices on the part of a number of agents in the classroom.


    Chapter Five comprises the middle period in the newcomer’s academic year. The main issues addressed here are:


    
      
        	
          i)

        

        	
          the arrival of another newcomer and the relationship between the two newcomers

        
      


      
        	
          ii)

        

        	
          the arrival of another teacher with concomitant changes to classroom rules and routines

        
      


      
        	
          iii)

        

        	
          the inevitable reorganization of resources for the newcomer

        
      


      
        	
          iv)

        

        	
          the potential gatekeeping practices of some agents in the classroom

        
      

    


    The final analytical chapter (Chapter Six) addresses the last period in the academic year. In this chapter the devices employed in order to “categorize” others play an important role in understanding other issues such as membership and learning processes. This work explores once again the different configuration of resources for the child case as well as their interconnection with the categorizations displayed in the classroom. To these categorizations may be included the positioning displayed by the child case as well as the way the teacher behaves regarding issues such as diversity. A further concern is also the potential end of the gatekeeping practices.


    Finally, the last and third part of the study, Chapter Seven, summarizes the different previous sections and challenges their validity with the aim of proposing future studies in the field. This chapter also covers the possible implications of the current study with regard to theory, practice and research itself. The chapter ends with a summary, followed by bibliographic references and appendices.


    Table 0.1. Explanation of the different contents of the present study.


    
      
        
        
        
        
        
      

      
        	Section

        	Chapter

        	Main contents

        	Data

        	Main theory
      


      
        	 

        	Introduction

        	Motivation behind the research and structure of the study

        	 

        	 
      


      
        	I

        	Ch. 1.

        	Educational and legislative context regarding romanophone children in primary schools with special attention to newcomers. Research questions and unit of analysis

        	Legislative and administrative documents Research studies

        	Davis (1994), García (2006), Horner & Weber (2005; 2008), Martín Rojo (2004; 2007; 2008), Noesen et al. (2008), Skilbeck (1982), Weber (2008)
      


      
        	I

        	Ch. 2.

        	Social, interactional and ethnographic approaches. Previous case studies

        	Research studies

        	Barnard (2009), Berger & Luckmann (1966), Corona et al. (2008), Corsaro (1993; 1997), Goffman (1959, 1974, 1981, 1982), Heller & Martin-Jones (2001), Heller (2004), Hellermann (2006), Lave (1990; 1996), Lave & Wenger (1991), Maurer-Hetto (2009), Wenger (1998), Young (2004)
      


      
        	
I

        	Ch. 3.

        	Methodological approach. Description of the different steps of the research

        	Pictures and tables

        	Duranti (1997), Mason (2002), Merriam (1998), Pallotti (1996), Yin (2009)
      


      
        	II

        	Ch. 4.

        	First period of the newcomer in the school. Welcoming stage

        	Transcriptions of classroom interaction and interviews

        	Bourdieu (1977, 1982, 1984), Bourdieu & Passeron (1977), Erickson (1987, 2001), Goffman (1959, 1974, 1981, 1982), Heller (2001a; 2001b), Heller & Martin-Jones (2001), Lave & Wenger (1991), Martín Rojo (2008, 2009, 2010), Mehan (1998)
      


      
        	II

        	Ch. 5.

        	Second period of the newcomer in the school. Stage of changes regarding the teacher and the arrival of another Brazilian newcomer

        	Transcriptions of classroom interaction and interviews

        	Fuller et al. (2005), Heller & Martin-Jones (2001), Lave & Wenger (1991), Martín Rojo (2003, 2008, 2009, 2010), Wenger (1998)Wortham (2004a, 2004b)
      


      
        	
II

        	Ch. 6.

        	Third period of the newcomer in the school. Final categorization stage

        	Transcriptions of classroom interaction and interviews

        	Erickson (1987, 2001), Heller (2001a; 2001b), Heller & Martin-Jones (2001), Holland & Lave (2001), Martín Rojo (2007, 2008, 2010), Wenger (1998), Wortham (2004a, 2004b)
      


      
        	III

        	Ch. 7.

        	Conclusions and implications of this study in the current state of the art

        	 

        	 
      


      
        	 

        	Appendices

        	 

        	Pictures, transcriptions, legislative documents

        	 
      

    

  


  
    PART I. Looking for a place in a complex community

  


  
    CHAPTER 1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM


    
      
        	1.1.

        	Luxembourg and its language profile
      


      
        	1.2.

        	An overview of the Luxembourgish educational system
      


      
        	

        	1.2.1.

        	Key subjects (and languages) in the Luxembourgish primary school
      


      
        	

        	1.2.2.

        	The so-called model of “separation”?
      


      
        	

        	1.2.3.

        	A parallel “track” for romanophone children?
      


      
        	1.3.

        	Another challenge: The newcomers
      


      
        	

        	1.3.1.

        	The main challenges for non-Luxembourgish children in the Luxembourgish primary school
      


      
        	

        	1.3.2.

        	Guidelines for newcomers’ integration in the Luxembourgish primary school
      


      
        	1.4.

        	The research questions
      


      
        	1.5.

        	Justification, rationale and analytical framework for the study
      


      
        	1.6.

        	The unit of analysis
      


      
        	1.7.

        	Summary
      

    


    1.1. Luxembourg and its language profile


    “Wann net an der Schoul, wa se net do integréiert gin, wou dann?”2


    The rather small country of Luxembourg, with 2,586 square kilometres, is located at the heart of Europe. It has a population of 524,900 residents, of which 43,8 % (229,900 people) have a nationality other than Luxembourgish on 1st January 20123. This percentage is without doubt the highest in the whole of the European Union. The largest group among the foreign residents comprises citizens of Portuguese origin, with 85,300 residents in Luxembourg, followed by the French being the second largest group with 33,100 residents (Horner & Weber, 2008; STATEC, 2012). Furthermore, not only is there a high number of incoming migrants who live in Luxembourg on a permanent basis, there are also the “frontaliers” or border-crossing commuters who live in one of their neighbouring countries but work in Luxembourg. Latest figures show that these frontaliers total 154,900 people (STATEC, 2012), the French frontaliers being the most important group (76,300), followed by the Belgians (38,900) and the Germans (38,900)4. The frontaliers (around 120,000 people) coming from France and Belgium are, in their majority, French-speaking, and those coming from Germany are primarily German-speaking (Horner & Weber, 2008).


    The migratory flux continues in Luxembourg and it brings more diversity to the “meeting-point of the Romance and Germanic worlds” (Weber, 2008b, p. 65). The main two migratory fluxes to remain positive hereafter are the Portuguese and French speaking communities respectively. The Portuguese have a differential of 32.1 % and the French of 21.3 %. The next table (1.1) summarizes the main nationalities and their arrivals and departures for the year 2009:


    Table 1.1. The main nationalities regarding international migration to Luxembourg in 2009. Source: Thill-Ditsch / STATEC (2010, p. 7). Régards sur l’évolution démographique5.


    [image: image]


    The following figure not only confirms the percentage of foreign residents in Luxembourg in January 2010, but also documents the migration patterns in Luxembourg for the last one hundred years. It is also important to remark that this flux has decreased for the first time in 2010 since the Second World War. This is one of the consequences of the application of the dual nationality law of 23rd October 20086 (Thill-Ditsch / STATEC, 2010). See figure 1.1.


    Figure 1.1. Foreign residents in Luxembourg in the last 100 years. Source: Thill-Ditsch / STATEC (2010, p. 4). Régards sur l’évolution démographique.


    [image: image]


    Demographic development in Luxembourg over the past 30 years and in relation to nationalities is summarized in Table 1.2. This table confirms the general increase in the population as in the number of migrants, of which the two major groups are the Portuguese and the French:


    Table 1.2. Resident population in Luxembourg from 1981-2012 by nationality. Source: STATEC (2012)7.


    [image: image]


    This diverse population contributes to the richness of the linguistic make-up of Luxembourg today. In 1984, a new law recognizes three official languages within Luxembourg: Luxembourgish, German, and French, of which one is the national language (Luxembourgish (Lëtzebuergesch))8. This linguistic situation is frequently referred as triglossic. Luxembourgish is preeminently an oral language whose written functions are covered either by French and / or German (Horner & Weber, 2008). A number of factors currently bear upon this oral-written relationship between Luxembourgish, French and German. The case of French is most curious. Originally a prestige language used for administrative purposes and by the upper class, nowadays French has become a kind of “lingua franca between Luxembourgers, immigrants and cross-border commuters.” (Weber, 2008a, p. 159). There is also a rise in the use of Luxembourgish as a written language (Horner & Weber, 2008).


    Language use in Luxembourg, however, is not only affected by nationality and origin, but by age and social class. As Davis (1994) noticed, young people seem to be the primary users of Luxembourgish in diverse contexts and support its use with a sense of nationalism:


    
      […] However, young people do not always follow the language preferences of older relatives, but will often use their native language. In several of the listening, reading, and writing areas within social life, youth have proven more affected by the rise in status of Lëtzebuergesch than any other age group (e.g. radio programs, correspondence with friends, Lëtzebuergesch literature). A strong sense of nationalism through native language use was apparent in interviews and the student language use questionnaire […] (p. 80).

    


    This kind of linguistic nationalism or defence of Luxembourgish has atttracted the attention of the media and these media have also positioned themselves. The editor of one of the main newspapers in Luxembourg (La Voix du Luxembourg), for example, voicing his support for the multilingualism in Luxembourg, states that to leave behind one of the three official languages would not only make the country poorer but also constitute an old-fashioned nationalism9: “Mettre en retrait l’un ou l’autre de ces trois volets linguistiques consisterait à appauvrir le pays et à faire preuve d’un nationalisme borné.” (2007, p.1). Figure 1.2. summarizes multilingualism in Luxembourg and beyond:


    Figure 1.2. Multilingualism in Luxembourg and beyond. Source: Eurobarometer / European Commission (2006, p. 10). Europeans and their Languages10.


    [image: image]


    Social and economic class are also other elements to take into account when talking about language use in Luxembourg. These different social classes possess different economic, cultural and language capital (Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977). Davis (1994)11, who divides the classes into i) the elite, ii) upper-middle class, iii) lower-middle class and iv) lower class, goes on to explain the different language uses of each class. In brief, the elite class is characterized by its inclination to travel to different countries as well as its linguistic versality and love of foreign languages. The upper-middle class tends to imitate the elite class despite the lower economic capital of the former. The lower-middle class seems to interact much more in Luxembourgish and German than the other two classes mentioned above. This group seems to be more traditional and spends more time (e.g. holidays) in Luxembourg or in Germanic countries. Finally, the working or lower class typically has a lower educational background and speaks mainly Luxembourgish in addition to reading in, or using German media. This group is usually isolated from foreign lanaguage experiences with the exception of some low-skilled workers from other countries. The Luxembourgish working class seems to criticize these foreign low-skilled workers for not learning Luxembougish12.


    So far I have provided a general description of the “melting pot” of Luxembourg and its language diversity. Certain issues, for instance the role of French, are significant in relation to school. As Weber (2008a) points out, the Luxembourgish school still teaches a high variety of French despite the fact that the classrooms are filling up with “a large number of students speaking vernacular and contact varieties of French.” (p. 159, see also Horner & Weber, 2005; 2008). Concerns such as these still have to be adequately addressed within the Luxembourgish school system. Weber (2008a) signals that, regardless of the fact that the Luxembourgish society has changed dramatically in the last hundred years, as corroborated in the first pages of this section, “[…] the school system has failed to respond to this challenge and the basic structure has remained unchanged for almost a hundred years […]” (p. 159).


    1.2. An overview of the Luxembourgish educational system


    The Luxembourgish educational system is unique in Europe. It is the only one confronted, on the one hand, with the global practice of bilingualism (or trilingualism if one takes into account Luxembourgish). On the other hand, the Luxembourgish classroom comprises an average of almost 40% of foreigners, many of whom do not speak any of the three national languages (Ministère de l’Éducation national et de la Formation professionnelle [MENFP], 199913, MENFP, 2008). Trying to guarantee children’s equal access to the three official languages is everything but an easy task. The high proportion of immigrants represents an extra challenge to the trilingual system, with some of them ending up in special reception classes where they are taught German or French (Hoffmann, 1998). Taking the challenge of this evolving situation into account, Luxembourgish schools endeavour to integrate all students into the system. The different stages of the school comprise kindergarten (spillschoul), preschool, primary, and secondary14. The different languages are introduced at different moments, even at the university level. The next table summarizes the different levels within the Luxembourgish school system (in French):


    Figure 1.3. Luxembourgish school system. Source: MEN & CASNA (Cellule d’accueil scolaire pour élèves nouveaux arrivants / reception desk for newly arrived pupils) (2008b, p. 1). Bienvenue à l’école luxembourgeoise! Informations pour parents et élèves étrangers (Welcome to the Luxembourgish school ! Information for foreign parents and students)15.


    [image: image]


    The diversity of the Luxembourgish society is reflected in its schools. Foreign residents represent 43,8 % of the total population. It could be stated that at almost every educational level, foreigners represent more than 40 % of the total student population. The foreign population is particularly high at the preschool and primary levels, 47,5 % and 49,4 % respectively, but also in the technical branches of the secondary school (Enseignement secondaire technique), namely 43,2 %. The only level where foreigners are under-represented is at the secondary level or lycée classique, which is not the technical branch but the one that usually leads on to university (19,1 %). A summary of the statistics regarding the last years is provided in the next table:


    Table 1.3. Number and percentages of foreign students at different educational levels for the last 10 years. Année scolaire (school year) 2011-2012. Source: Service des Statistiques et Analyses, MENFP (2013, p. 2). L’enseignement luxembourgeois en chiffres.


    [image: image]


    Upon closer analysis of the different nationalities16, the reader may observe a number of disparities. Let us just compare the two largest nationalities in Luxembourgish schools: the Luxembourgish and the Portuguese (see table 1.4). If one looks at the preschool and primary school figures (e.g. latest data corresponding to the school year 2010/2011), we observe that there are 24,323 Luxembourgish children in comparison to 11,722 Portuguese children, hence 52,6 % and 25,3 % of the total respectively. The numbers change between primary and secondary school. In the classical secondary school, or lycée classique, there are 10,428 Luxembourgish pupils (81,3 %) and only 873 Portuguese (6,8 %). This constitutes a radical change from the primary school. What is more, if we also look at technical secondary schools, or lycée technique, the numbers speak for themselves: 14839 Luxembourgers in comparison to 6,916 Portuguese teenagers, 57,3 % and 26,7 % of the total respectively, a slightly higher percentage than for primary school. For an overview of the figures and percentages according to nationality (as opposed to merely ‘foreign’ and ‘Luxembourgish’), please see the following table (table 1.4):


    Table 1.4. Students by nationality. Source: Service des Statistiques et Analyses, MENFP (2012, p. 16). Les chiffres clés de l’éducation national: statistiques et indicateurs. Année scolaire (school year) 2010-201117.
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    Recognizing such diversity at school, coupled with a trilingual educational system, we can begin to understand how difficult it is for any non-Luxembouger to grasp the full complexity of the situation. Regarding the use of languages at school, Luxembourgish is spoken in spillschoul or kindergarten and preschool, and is assumed to be the “bridge” language or springboard to German itself, the language for literacy in primary school (see Maurer-Hetto et al, 2003, p. 17). Luxembourgish is called the “integration” language, not only in schools but also in the Luxembourgish society in general:


    
      La familiarisation avec la langue et la culture luxembourgeoises est une priorité, compte tenu de la nécessité d’une bonne intégration dans l’école d’abord, dans la société ensuite. La langue luxembourgeoise ne doit pas devenir un facteur d’exclusion, voire de discrimination, mais doit jouer un rôle unificateur. (Ministère de l’Éducation national et de la Formation professionnelle et des Sports [MENFPS], 2000, p. 4).

    


    The third language, French, is introduced in the second semester of the second primary year. The newcomers in most cases may have missed the preschool Luxembourgish language learning and therefore this so-called bridge to German and French comes as another challenge. As we will see later, newcomers end up learning both German and Luxembourgish at the same time along with the other subjects. The next table summarizes the languages taught and used as the medium of instruction from pre-school to the end of secondary school (secondaire classique):


    Table 1.5. The Luxembourgish school system from pre-school to secondaire classique, adapted from Horner & Weber (2008, p. 89)


    
      
        
        
        
      

      
        	 

        	Main languages taught

        	Medium of instruction
      


      
        	Pre-school (3 years)

        	 

        	 
      


      
        	
précoce (age 3/4)

        	Luxembourgish

        	Luxembourgish
      


      
        	
précolaire (age 4/6)

        	Luxembourgish

        	Luxembourgish
      


      
        	Primary education (6 years)

        	 

        	 
      


      
        	(age 6/7)

        	German as language of literacy, (Luxembourgish: only 1 hour per week)

        	Luxembourgish, German
      


      
        	(age 7/8

        	German, (Luxbg), French added in the 2nd semester

        	Luxembourgish, German
      


      
        	(age 8/12)

        	German, French, (Luxbg)

        	German
      


      
        	
Secondaire classique (7 years)

        	 

        	 
      


      
        	(age 12/13)

        	German, French, (Luxbg)

        	German, French
      


      
        	(age 13/14)

        	German, French, English (or Latin)

        	German, French
      


      
        	(age 14/15)

        	German, French, English

        	German, French
      


      
        	(age 15/18)

        	German, French, English

        	French
      


      
        	(age 18/19)

        	German, French, English (choice of two of these languages in some streams)

        	French
      

    


    1.2.1. Key subjects (and languages) in the Luxembourgish primary school


    As I mentioned in a previous section (1.2.), there is a “selection” of students who are left behind between primary and secondary school. Most of those who are left end up in technical schools. This “selection” takes place, for the most part, during the years of primary education. One of the main “causes” indicated as responsible for this “selection” (besides it being the fault of the “victims” themselves) is the study program (see, for instance, Weber, 2008b). By this I could refer to the main issues such as the choice of subjects, languages, order of contents, teaching methodologies, and the fact that there is only a single track for all the students.


    With regard to the subjects and languages, Luxembourgish primary schools teach French (from the 2nd year onwards), German and Maths: “Le français, l’allemand et les mathématiques constituent les trois branches décisives pour la décision de promotion. Dans les deux langues, le livret distingue les domaines de l’oral, de la lecture et de l’écrit.” (Plan d’études de l’enseignement primaire, MENFP, 2004, p. 8). The fact that Maths is taught in German makes the mastery of that language crucial. Furthermore, the same “plan d’études” (study program) stresses the importance of the principal subjects (i.e., German and Maths) for the first two years of primary school, as they constitute the children’s first steps into primary education. From the 3rd year of primary school onwards, the teaching of German is intensified; more material is covered in the same number of hours. From this point on, there is a direct correlation between the children’s background (i.e. local or migrant) and their academic success (MENFP, 1999a).


    Some reports partly blame the academic failure of romanophone children on the German literacy only track: “La sélection au sein de l’école luxembourgeoise se ferait donc par le bas et la langue allemande en constituerait l’instrument principal. Les acteurs en donnent pour preuve les élèves portugais. […] seulement 2% d’entre eux fréquenteraient l’enseignement secondaire ‘classique’.” (Noesen et al., 2008, p. 277). Others also state that, on the other hand, Luxembourgers usually have trouble with the French language “[…] le français reste encore trop souvent, pour les enfants luxembourgeois, une langue qu’ils n’arrivent pas vraiment à s’approprier.” (MENFP, 1999a, p. 8). Some even criticize the methodology used for teaching French. The “Profil de la politique linguistique éducative” (Gouiller et al. / MENFP, 2006)18 states that: “Si l’apprentissage de l’allemand relève, pour des enfants luxembourgophones, d’une didactique proche de celle d’une langue maternelle, l’acquisition du français renvoie, pour ces mêmes élèves, à une méthodologie propre à l’enseignement d’une langue étrangère.” (p. 39).


    The mastery of both German and French are essential for success in the Luxembourgish educational system, although objections have been raised regarding the fast learning pace of German in comparison with a rather slow pace in the case of French (Martin, R. / CEPS/INSTEAD, 1995). Furthermore, being a foreigner means that besides learning all the languages of the school, one still has to learn the heritage language and is thus confronted with four languages (Berg & Weis / MENFP, 2005). As the MENFP (1999a) points out, the Luxembourgish educational system has always been very elitist, with 40-50 % of pupils failing to gain their diploma. Tomassini (MENFP, 1999a) blames the institutional trilingualism and an incomplete19 educational system for such a high failure rate, with its commensurate potential as a social immobiliser. The Ministry of Education stresses the correlation between language learning and content learning:


    
      La réussite scolaire des élèves dépend en effet de façon évidente de l’acquisition des langues d’instruction successives pour les différentes disciplines. La langue véhiculaire des épreuves lors des évaluations est celle utilisée pour l’enseignement de la discipline et cette langue change pour plusieurs matières au cours du cursus scolaire. (Gouiller et al. / MENFP, 2006, p. 17).

    


    Finally, Weber (2008b), referring to the numbers of students completing secondary education (16.7 % according to STATEC20), states that this German-French “bilingual” education policy may also be understood as a gate-keeping device, despite the fact that the official discourse constructs it as a valuable asset (p. 66).


    1.2.2. The so-called model of “separation”?


    Noesen et al. (2008) claim that the Luxembourgish model of education is characterised by early selection, a lack of individual treatment and frequent “redoublement” (“resitting”)21. This model is applied mainly in countries of central Europe such as Germany, Switzerland, Austria, and Luxembourg. For Martín Rojo (2007), also researching in a linguistically diverse scenario, education is characterized by the “marginalizing” model towards diversity. Cultural and linguistic assimilation is not just achieved through submersion into the cultural and linguistic forms of the majority, but through the strategic and temporal separation of those who are considered different (p. 64)22.


    Some scholars have based their critiques of such a model on the PISA scores for Luxembourg. Dupriez et Cornet (2005), also taking into account the scores of Finland and Sweden, explain that it is better for the country to support the progress of all students for as long as possible rather than simply a number of them: “Le fait d’être ambitieux le plus longtemps possible pour tous les élèves semble donc être une des voies les plus sûres pour accroître l’efficacité moyenne des systèmes scolaires et la qualité des ressources intellectuelles d’une nation.” (p. 56).


    It is also essential to mention that while schools in Luxembourg have tried to maintain their homogenization against heretogeneity (as previously mentioned by ‘separating’ the different by early selection, a lack of individual treatment and frequent “redoublement”), the Luxembourgish population has become increasingly heterogeneous. Facing this diversity in the school means facing new phenomena for the school system such as students with a different or immigration background. Even if there is a consensus on the need to adapt to Luxembourg’s society, it seems complicated to insist upon a model whose sole solution to diversity is to make students to resit a year: “[…] la majorité des intervenants ne semble pas prête à abandonner le redoublement et la séparation des élèves en tant que principales variables d’ajustement du système luxembourgeois face à l’hétérogénéité scolaire.” (Noesen et al., 2008, p. 285). In the context of special needs, it is worth mentioning that Luxembourg signed the Treaty of Salamanca (UNESCO, 1994) on special needs in education. One of the paragraphs of this treaty states (p. viii):


    
      Les personnes ayant des besoins éducatifs spéciaux doivent pouvoir accéder aux écoles ordinaires, qui doivent les intégrer dans un système pédagogique centré sur l'enfant, capable de répondre à ces besoins.

    


    The same adaptation of ordinary schools to pupils’ individual capacities is stressed in the “Profil de la politique linguistique éducative” (Gouiller et al. / MENFP, 2006, p. 21 & p. 30). The authors of this report go even further when they state that plurilingualism should be heterogeneous and not homogeneous in the sense of letting every student have their own, legitimate linguistic profile without being categorized as a failure:


    
      […] toute compétence plurilingue est nécessairement et naturellement déséquilibrée et évolutive. Ce principe permet de reconnaitre que chaque élève peut légitimement présenter un profil linguistique différent, sans que cette différentiation soit perçue comme le signe d’une insuffisance individuelle ou même d’un échec. (2006, p. 31).

    


    They also state that there have been many propositions to improve the educational system, notably in primary school. One such proposition – though it remained purely “on paper” – relates to a “dual immersion education” program, in which the germanophones could assist the romanophones in the learning of Luxembourgish and / or German, and the romanophones assist the Luxembourgish with French (Gouiller et al. / MENFP, 2006). Other scholars (e.g. García et al., 2006) argue in favour of a short-term segregation of pupils, taking into account the minorities and their languages: “Claiming that one wants the children to maintain their language and develop it further sounds hollow if the school system is not prepared to organize education that makes this possible.” And she continues: “Unless the non-dominant language is used as the main medium of education for a number of years, competence in it necessarily remains shallow.” (p. 21).


    The “Plan d’études de l’enseignement primaire” (Studies program for primary education) (MENFP, 2004) stresses that the Luxembourgish school is the school for all. They state that the school must support all the children, stimulating the strongest but also those less advantaged, with an emphasis on the weakest: “L’école primaire doit aider tous les enfants, stimuler les plus forts, encourager les moins doués, protéger et appuyer les plus faibles.” (p. 4). In the same report and in the section on intercultural education it is stated that this type of education should allow equal opportunities for foreign children whilst enabling them to keep their own identity:


    
      L’éducation interculturelle implique une attitude à la fois réceptive et créatrice de toute la communauté, notamment des différents partenaires scolaires. Elle doit permettre aux enfants étrangers d’accéder à l’égalité des chances à l’école et dans la vie professionnelle tout en sauvegardant leur identité culturelle. (p. 3)

    


    It is even recommended that, in order to ensure intercultural educational success, teachers could learn some basics of the language(s) of the migrants: “-permettre aux instituteurs en activité de service de parfaire leur formation en ce qui concerne une éducation interculturelle et d’acquérir, le cas échéant, une connaissance élémentaire de la langue des migrants.” (p. 3). García et al. (2006) also comments on teacher training vis-à-vis minority students. She states that the wish to ‘integrate’ the minority students together with the lack of adequate teacher preparation to deal with a heterogeneous group, leave other linguistic and educational concerns in the background (p. 21).


    Finally, in the same report (MENFP, 2004) and in the section on cooperation between primary schools and families, there is a paragraph that makes reference to the lives of the children in an out-of-school context. The authors of the report state that schools and teachers should adapt their methodologies in order to support those children who have a family background that does not provide enough learning possibilities, and / or one which means the children are faced with ‘language disadvantages’:


    
      3. Les activités et les méthodes à l’école primaire doivent tenir compte de la vie extrascolaire des enfants. Elles se basent sur une pédagogie centrée sur les intérêts et les besoins des enfants. Cela implique que le personnel enseignant adapte, d’une part, les travaux d’apprentissage au contexte socioculturel des enfants dont il a la charge et que, d’autre part, il s’occupe davantage des enfants qui n’ont pas dans leur milieu familial des possibilités d’apprentissage « suffisantes », c’est-à-dire les enfants socialement ou linguistiquement désavantagés. (p. 2)

    


    Horner & Weber (2005), in an article on the representation of immigrant students in official and media discourse, summarize the different educational ideologies and compare them with the situation in Luxembourg. Like Skilbeck (1982), recapitulated in the table below, they explain the four existent ideologies i) classical humanism, ii) utilitarianism, iii) progressivism, and iv) social reconstructionism. The “utilitarianism” ideology, however, is not discussed by Skilbeck (1982).


    Table 1.6. Educational ideologies (Skilbeck, 1982).


    
      
        
        
        
        
        
        
      

      
        	 

        	Central metaph or

        	Main aspect(s)

        	Def. of man

        	Def. of school

        	Personification
      


      
        	Progressivism

        	Growth (children growth)

        	Communitarian and individualistic

        	Living in harmony with others. One’s development is conditioned by social relations

        	Critical and creative role

        

        Curriculum as part of a strategy of social renewal

        	Piaget and Rousseau
      


      
        	Reconstructionism

        	Renewal

        	Man-making

        	Vulnerable

        	Education key in lessening social conflict and for developing new patterns of life

        	Dewey and Plato
      


      
        	Classical humanism

        	Elitism and social reproduction

        	Reproduction of an elitist system

        

        Utopian view of the past

        	Two men:

        

        “Folk” culture

        

        “High” culture

        	Two curriculums:

        

        A common-core and an elitist one (this one characterized by discipline and high attainment)

        	Plato and Prof. Bantock
      

    


    Horner & Weber (2005), analysing the discourse23 of the Ministry of Education, conclude that it supports an ideology of “classical humanism”: “[…] the analysis below will reveal that the emphasis of the Ministry document is predominantly on the “social cohesion” or “preservation of order” aspect of classical humanism and that the other three ideologies play only very minor roles.” (p. 244). Skilbeck (1982) interprets “classical humanism” as an old, elitist ideology whose tendency is to reproduce a system of elites and idealize the past “[…] there is a sense in which things are never as good as they have been in the past […]” (p. 17). Within an educational context, therefore, such “classical humanism” is frequently associated with discipline so that “Education may be active but is always primarily as assimilative process: induction into institutions; acceptance of defined values and standards; initiation into clearly articulated modes of thought and action.” (ibid p. 17-18).


    Martín Rojo (2007) also describes four different models regarding classroom diversity. Using an ethnographic and critical approach, she explores four secondary schools located in Madrid. Martín Rojo analyses different educational policies, the value of certain resources for the participants and the repercussion of these resources in teaching-learning processes. She confirms the existence of an assimilative ideology whose main goal is to eliminate cultural and linguistic differences. New programs, therefore, when aimed at the foreign population and its descendents, fail to introduce any change with regard to pedagogy in the contents or the methodology of the classroom24. Martín Rojo (2007) then introduces four possibilities or models regarding diversity: i) the assimilative model, ii) the paternalist model, iii) the integrative model, and iv) the marginalizing model25. The researcher also points out that the fourth model is the one applied in compensatory education. These programs are specially designed for students of immigrant origin; many of whom end up on an educational path similar to their peers in Luxembourgish technical schools. Finally, Martín Rojo (2007) states that these programs are therefore conceived for students with “problems” or “deficit” and such centres are thus considered “second class” (p. 64-65).


    1.2.3. A parallel “track” for romanophone children?


    Many statistics presented so far confirm the division within Luxembourgish public schools. This division is frequently not seen as supporting “meritocracy”26, in other words, a system in which the talented are chosen on the basis of their achievement27 at school and in society by and large. Other factors such as children’s socio-economic status bear upon the results of PISA tests in Luxembourg and the correlation of scores (Horner & Weber, 2005). As Noesen et al. (2008) state, this constitutes an extra difficulty for some students:


    
      […] les élèves issus d’un milieu défavorisé, dès le début de la scolarité, auraient des chances de réussite moindres que les enfants issus d’un milieu socio-économique plutôt favorisé. Ces enfants caractérisés par un statut économique social familial faible, dans leur majorité des enfants non luxembourgeois, engrangeraient les difficultés au fur et à mesure de leur carrière scolaire et seraient donc les grands perdants du système scolaire actuel. La sélection au sein de l’école luxembourgeois se ferait donc par le bas et la langue allemande en constituerait l’instrument principal. Les acteurs en donnent pour preuve les élèves portugais. Ces derniers se retrouveraient massivement dans l’enseignement secondaire technique et seulement 2% d’entre eux fréquenteraient l’enseignement secondaire « classique ». D’après les propos des acteurs, il est dès lors logique de se demander comment une part importante de la population luxembourgeoise et, incontestablement, la force économique du Grand-Duché soit aussi faiblement représentée au sein du secondaire dit « classique ». (p. 277)

    


    A proposed solution for the progressive “marginalization” of students with immigrant background or those with special difficulties in technical schools is an early parallel track. As Horner & Weber (2005) point out, the solution could consist in introducing “a French-language literacy program alongside the existing German-language one.” (p. 246). This proposition, which may be found in several articles28, brings a number of potential benefits:


    
      Thus, the widespread fear that such a two-track system might undermine social cohesion is misplaced, especially considering that a two-track system already exists at secondary school level (namely, in the split between lycée classique and lycée technique). On the other hand, the advantages would be numerous: apart from the all-important one of no longer damaging some romanophone school children psychologically and socially, they include at least an economic and a pedagogical advantage. (Horner & Weber, 2008, p. 97)

    


    Although such an early two-track system may well be the solution to the problems arising from the possibly unfair selection which takes place at school, “this solution is also rejected by the Ministry because, they claim, it would work against the aim of integration.” (Horner & Weber, 2005, p. 246). However, as Horner & Weber (2005) stress, the existence of this parallel track would not necessarily end up splitting “ethnic” and “non-ethnic” Luxembourgers, as not only may some “Luxembourgish” children choose the French track, but, equally, some “foreign” children may opt for the German track.


    Several scholars emphasize that the linguistic rigidity in Luxembourgish schools creates several problems, particularly for foreign students (Horner & Weber, 2008; Horner & Weber, 2005; Weber, 2008b). Horner & Weber (2005) stress the fixed “idealized model of trilingualism” in a document from the Ministry of Education, entitled Pour une école d’integration (1998):


    
      On the first page of Pour une école d’integration, Luxembourg is described as a multicultural society; but it soon turns out that multiculturalism is understood to be synonymous with the idealized model of individual Luxembourgish-French-German trilingualism in this document. The others should integrate into this “multiculturalism” and if they do not or cannot, then they constitute a problem.” (Horner & Weber, 2005, p. 246)

    


    Pour une école d’integration (MENFP, 1998) is formulated according to a discourse of separation: of us vs. them, and harbours a vision of the foreigner as the origin of the problem rather than as a “cultural enrichment” (Horner & Weber, 2005, p. 246). There is also a discourse of “blaming the victim”. Following Horner & Weber (2005): “[…] the ‘multiculturalism’ and ‘integration’ rhetoric seems to be used as a way of maintaining the status quo. It is a system that marginalizes immigrants, and then blames them for their marginalization.” (p. 247). A similar phenomenon, albeit in a different context (Madrid), was found by Martín Rojo (2008). When explaining the educational system’s lack of adaptation to the multicultural reality of the classroom, Martín Rojo (2008) draws our attention to ethnocentric and assimilatory practices:


    
      A repertoire of knowledge that is considered to be legitimate is established in classroom interactions, and it ‘must be learnt and understood’ by every student. The ideology of assimilation that pervades educational practices becomes evident in interactions that do not just contribute to the construction of otherness. This leads to the configuration of ‘us’, as those who share the language, knowledge and norms, and ‘them’, as those who don’t. (p. 37)

    


    The “deficit theory” is also mentioned by Martín Rojo (2004) as something largely questioned but which nonetheless has the tendency to reappear. This theory understands all difference as a lack, which requires assistance (p. 197)29. In both contexts (Luxembourg and Madrid) the educational system’s lack of adaptation to the ever-changing necessities of the population seems an urgent problem which still needs to be addressed.


    1.3. Another challenge: The newcomers


    As far as can be seen, Luxembourgish schools still face many challenges. Adapting to a new reality, as is the case in Madrid, is becoming more and more necessary. Frequently, “migrant” pupils are children who were already born in the country and are descendants of their migrant parents. Another group, and one which is on the increase, comprises those children born abroad and who must, therefore, face the school reality in the new country. These children are the “newcomers”, “primo arrivants” or “élèves nouvellement arrivés”. According to the CASNA (Cellule d’accueil scolaire pour élèves nouveaux arrivants)30 the number of newcomers is high and constantly on the increase: 373 newcomers between the age of 12 and 18 years for the school year 2005-2006; 462 for 2006-2007, 496 for 2007-2008, 519 for 2008-2009, 489 for 2009-2010 and 608 for 2010-2011. The main nationalities concerned are the following:


    Table 1.7. The main nationalities of newcomers in Luxembourgish schools. Source: MENFP (2012, p. 82), Rapport d’activité 201131.


    
      
        
        
        
        
        
      

      
        	Principales nationalités

        	2007/08

        	2008/09

        	2009/10

        	2010/2011
      


      
        	portugaise

        	54,44 %

        	40,66 %

        	40,90 %

        	42,60 %
      


      
        	serbe

        	2,82 %

        	0,19 %

        	0,20 %

        	9,05 %
      


      
        	luxembourgeoise

        	5,24 %

        	9,25 %

        	9,41 %

        	7,89 %
      


      
        	capverdienne

        	8,67 %

        	8,09 %

        	7,77 %

        	5,59 %
      

    


    Interestingly, the fourth largest group of newcomers are Luxembourgish. As the authors of the report explain, these are students who come back to Luxembourg after being schooled in a neighbouring country (Belgium for the most part). In any case the lusophone (i.e. Portuguese-speaking) students represent 48,19 % of the total newcomers, without taking into account the rest of students whose mother tongue is also of Latin origin (e.g. Spanish, Italian, French, etc). On the very same page, the authors of the report (MENFP, 2012) stress the following “generalities”:


    
      En ce qui concerne les élèves accueillis, plusieurs constats sont à faire:


      • l’immigration en provenance de la Serbie a fortement augmenté;


      • la prédominance des élèves lusophones (portugais, capverdiens, brésiliens) entraîne par endroits des classes à concentration élevée d’élèves parlant le portugais entre eux;
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