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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY

Multilingual families face decisions about the linguistic upbringing of their Received 16 July 2020

children. These decisions shape their family language policy (FLP) which Accepted 25 November 2020

potentially impacts the children and their family. Departing from this

hypothesis we conducted a systematic literature review applying the - - -

PRISMA guidelines, screening three databases, using search terms Bilingualism; multilingual
b= b . education; family language

related to FLP (building on Spolsky's framework). After a title- and policy; language beliefs;

abstract-based initial screening, 191 retained articles were scanned for a language practices;

connection between FLP (components) and outcomes. We classify forty- language management

two studies that describe such a link in multilingual families with focal

children under the age of thirteen. Based on our results, we argue that

studies exploring the socio-emotional (9) and cognitive outcomes (13)

are underrepresented, especially because all but one of these studies

also largely focus on linguistic outcomes (41). When it comes to the

separate components of FLP, practices are found to have the most

impact (41 studies), either exclusively (16) or combined with

management (12), beliefs (6) or both (7). Based on this review, we

recommend future studies to further explore the socio-emotional and

cognitive spheres and all their aspects, preferably in families with young

children, including families from various language groups or

communities, and adopting a longitudinal design.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

Multilingual families, whether they have multiple home languages or the home language(s) differ(s)
from the institutional language, face decisions about the linguistic upbringing of their children.
These decisions shape their family language policy (FLP, i.e. how a family views and organises
language use) which potentially impacts children and the family as a whole. This insight goes
together with scholars’ growing interest in multilingual child-rearing, often focusing on children’s
(linguistic) home environment and families” language policies. But even though linguistic diversity,
in and outside the family domain, is, more than ever, a reality, beliefs on the impact of early multi-
lingualism still differ greatly. While most scholars shifted from bilingual disadvantage theories stat-
ing multilingualism leads to confusion and lower intelligence (e.g. Saer 1923) towards a more
nuanced or even appreciatory approach (as evidenced in Barac and Bialystok 2011 and Byers-Hein-
lein and Lew-Williams 2013), society often remains sceptical. Some policymakers and ECEC (Early
Childhood Education and Care) professionals, for instance, still advise against multilingual child-
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rearing (e.g. Kirsch 2012; Aghallaj et al. 2020), causing parents raising their family in a multilingual
context even more concern about the linguistic, cognitive and socio-emotional development of
their children.

Research on family language policy frequently addresses these concerns when studying ‘[w]hat
beliefs, practices, and conditions lead to what child language outcomes?’ (King 2016, 729), often
even going beyond outcomes in the linguistic domain. This is evidenced in several research time-
lines and review studies on family language policy, family factors for childhood bilingualism or
well-being in bilingual settings (e.g. De Houwer 2017, 2020; Hirsch and Lee 2018; King and
Fogle 2013; Pearson 2007; Schwartz 2010), each of which describes how certain factors (e.g. parental
language use) may lead to certain outcomes (e.g. children’s proficiency or well-being). However, we
argue that, in order to better find associations between FLP components and outcomes and gener-
alise claims on the potential impact of FLP, the literature ought to be addressed systematically. In
light of this hiatus, we methodically analysed the connection between FLP components (based on
Spolsky’s framework) and their outcomes, applying the PRISMA guidelines. This way of systema-
tizing FLP research not only enables us to uncover potential connections between FLP (com-
ponents) and outcomes on individual and family level, but might also enable us to better
support families in making educated decisions concerning their language policy, taking into
account their possibilities and goals. In addition, by examining both FLP as a potential predictor
variable and used research methods in the literature, we aim to divulge lacunae and make rec-
ommendations for future FLP studies.

Theoretical framework
Family language policy (FLP)

As the family domain soon proved to play a key role in processes such as language maintenance or
language shift, the study of family language policy has established itself in the literature over the past
two decades (e.g. Caldas and Caron-Caldas 2000; Curdt-Christiansen 2009; King and Fogle 2006,
2013; Spolsky 2012; Tannenbaum and Howie 2002) and has evolved and expanded considerably
since Ronjat’s (1913) diary studies on his son’s bilingual upbringing to today’s interdisciplinary
research connecting child language acquisition and language policy (King, Fogle, and Logan-
Terry 2008).

In studying multilingual families, Spolsky’s (2004, 2012) language policy framework is com-
monly adapted to the family domain, examining one or all three components of the non-unitary
construct (F)LP; i.e. beliefs (beliefs about and attitudes towards language(s) and language use),
language practices (language(s) used in families’ daily interactions and employed strategies), and
language management efforts to shape the language use and learning outcomes (King, Fogle, and
Logan-Terry 2008; Spolsky 2004).

This framework has received some remarks over the years, of which the constraining focus on
explicit choices probably is the most common one. Several scholars (e.g. Caldas 2012; Curdt-Chris-
tiansen 2009; Fogle 2013) therefore, recommend including covert and implicit language choices, as,
according to Caldas (2012, 352) the majority of parents do not strategically plan a policy and in
reality

family language policies lie along a continuum ranging from the highly planned and orchestrated, to the invis-
ible, laissez-faire practices of most families. Somewhere in between are found the pragmatically inspired
language strategies employed by families in sociolinguistic contexts that confront them with real choices
that have real consequences for their children.

Irrespective of the consciousness of their linguistic choices, any multilingual family’s language pol-
icy is continuously susceptible to internal and external changes and influences. Societal pressure to
adopt the dominant language; advice (e.g. Okita 2002) from family members, ECEC professionals,
or teachers; parental expectations (e.g. Curdt-Christiansen 2009); the family’s socio-linguistic
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background; and the broader context within which the family lives (Caldas 2012) can all shape and
affect the FLP. One of the strongest described influences, however, probably is the influence
(school-age) children exert on their family’s language policy. The observation that children are
important agents in modifying the FLP, even though they lack their parents’ authority (Gyogi
2015; Kheirkhah and Cekaite 2015, 2018; Revis 2019; Said and Zhu 2019; Tuominen 1999) was par-
tially addressed by Spolsky’s (2019) latest addition to the original model, introducing advocates to
the management component (individuals without authority wishing to change language practices).
The addition of self-management or efforts speakers make to modify or increase their own linguistic
repertoire and proficiency (Spolsky 2019), has also been observed and described in several FLP
studies (e.g. adoptive parents learning the birth-language of their adopted children (Fogle 2013;
Shin 2013)).

Possible outcomes of FLP

Since FLP research arose to bridge the gap between language policy studies and research on child
language acquisition (King, Fogle, and Logan-Terry 2008), much of the early work centred on the
impact of FLP on child language development. Reported outcomes in the linguistic sphere, such as
children’s proficiency, but also language use, and language maintenance or shift, therefore, seem
self-evident and are well researched. The potential impact of FLP, however, goes beyond the linguis-
tic domain, as research also uncovered outcomes in the socio-emotional and cognitive sphere.
Below we describe different outcomes (as categorised by us) and several ways in which they are
potentially influenced by FLP. Most studies point at children’s outcomes, often linked to parental
practices, ideologies and management. Children’s agency or influence and parental outcomes seem
to be examined less frequently, but are addressed in the literature nonetheless. Furthermore, one
should bear in mind that the reciprocity, interplay and dynamic character of both FLP (com-
ponents) and outcomes, make it challenging to clearly pinpoint the connection and its
directionality.

Linguistic outcomes

Proficiency

Various studies observe a link between FLP and language proficiency, the outcome most examined.
Practices seem the most influential component affecting children’s lexical and grammatical devel-
opment, where a higher quality and/or quantity of language input lead(s) to earlier and/or better
language acquisition (Blom 2010; Hoff et al. 2012; Paradis 2011; Place and Hoft 2011; Quiroz,
Snow, and Zhao 2010). Not only parental, but also siblings’ language use is proposed to affect chil-
dren’s proficiency, often favouring the IL (Duursma et al. 2007). In addition, children’s linguistic
development benefits from positive beliefs. This holds for both parental (Makarova, Terekhova,
and Mousavi 2019) as children’s own attitudes (Schwartz 2008, 2012; Zhang and Slaughter-
Defoe 2009). Lastly, parental management efforts such as enrolling children in heritage language
classes (Mattheoudakis, Chatzidaki, and Maligkoudi 2017) can also positively affect children’s
proficiency.

Language use

Analogous to children’s proficiency, their language use is suggested to be another outcome associ-
ated with FLP. Children’s language use is linked with parental attitudes and linguistic choices,
which shape parents’ practices (overview by De Houwer 1999). Practices in the form of exposure
in particular, either via parental input or peers’ and siblings’ language use, can influence focal chil-
dren’s language use. Lastly, management, such as parental discourse strategies, affects not only chil-
dren’s language use, but also their active bilingualism, and/or tendency to codeswitch (Dopke 1988,
1992; Lanza 1992, 1997, 2001), where explicit strategies are more successful regarding children’s use
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of the minority language. It is important to note that language proficiency and use are interrelated
outcomes that can affect one another, as evidenced in Pearson’s (2007) input-proficiency-use cycle.

Language maintenance or shift and degree of bilingualism

In addition to being separate outcomes, language proficiency and use are valuable indicators to
measure the direction and degree of language maintenance or shift, and the degree of bilingualism
(i.e. active or passive; balanced or unbalanced), which are therefore also expected to be influenced
by FLP. Since language maintenance requires intergenerational transmission of a language, it is a
process in which families and their policies play a key role (Fishman 1991, 2001; Schwartz 2008;
Spolsky 2004, 2012). When a family is unable or unwilling to transmit the heritage language
(HL) to the next generation(s), a language shift starts to occur in favour of the institutional language
(IL). This language shift can be measured by comparing the use of and/or proficiency in the IL ver-
sus the HL across generations (de Bot 2001). Family members’ degree of bilingualism can be
approached in the same way.

Socio-emotional outcomes

Several studies connect socio-emotional outcomes to FLP. Firstly, the influence of linguistic out-
comes cannot be overlooked when addressing well-being, these outcomes are therefore seen as
part of FLP. Secondly, we argue socio-emotional outcomes might indicate a (mis)match, for
instance between FLP components (beliefs, practices, and management); between expectations
and reality; between individual family members’ language use, beliefs, or proficiency; etc. We pro-
pose a distinction between linguistic and general socio-emotional well-being. Linguistic well-being,
on the one hand, refers to positive or negative emotions related to language acquisition, proficiency,
use, etc (e.g. parental frustration due to a child’s low HL proficiency or reluctant HL use). Socio-
emotional well-being, on the other hand, involves family relations, identity, general feelings of
well-being, etc.

All three FLP components play a role in affecting linguistic and general well-being. Conflicting
ideologies (King, Fogle, and Logan-Terry 2008; Shohamy 2006; Spolsky 2004) or children and
parents not sharing a language (Portes and Hao 1998; Soehl 2016; Tseng and Fuligni 2000;
Wong Fillmore 2000), for one, might negatively impact communication, identity, family cohesion
and emotional bonding. Furthermore, HL management at home that feels too effortful, leads to the
expression of shame, disappointment, frustration, stress and tension (De Houwer 2017; Okita 2002;
Schwartz 2008). Positive socio-emotional outcomes are also observed. A stronger emotional con-
nection to the heritage language and culture (Kopeliovich 2010; Okita 2002), more psychosocial
and emotional well-being (Liu et al. 2009) and more family cohesion (Tannenbaum and Berkovich
2005; Tannenbaum and Howie 2002), for instance, are potentially connected to pro-heritage
language homes and/or higher HL proficiency. As with other outcomes, however, defining direc-
tionality is challenging. Family cohesion, for instance, can generate greater management efforts
to maintain the HL, but concurrently, HL maintenance could lead to closer family relationships
(Tannenbaum and Howie 2002).

Cognitive outcomes

Lastly, numerous studies report advantages of multilingualism in young children on inhibitory con-
trol, working memory and selective attention (i.a. Bialystok, Craik, and Luk 2012; Bialystok et al.
2010; Carlson and Meltzoft 2008; Struys et al. 2015). Most studies, however, do not explicitly
link cognitive results with FLP. Approaching the examined influencing factors (often age of acqui-
sition, exposure, and proficiency) via the FLP framework, we could classify some of them as prac-
tices or management. Increased language input, for instance, is said to give children more
opportunities to develop the cognitive processing skills needed for vocabulary learning (Cheung
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et al. 2018; Marchman, Fernald, and Hurtado 2010). In addition, exposure to the minority and/or
majority language at home (Carlson and Meltzoft 2008; Gathercole et al. 2010) or the frequency of
codeswitching (Soveri, Rodriguez-Fornells, and Laine 2011) might influence children’s cognitive
control. Beliefs might play a role in steering language practices and management, but don’t seem
to be directly connected to cognitive outcomes.

Present study

Since both FLP and its main outcome, child language development, are already well-researched and
detailed, we decided not to focus on the conceptualisation of, but rather on the connection between
both concepts, going beyond outcomes in the linguistic domain. Considering the possible impli-
cations language practices, beliefs, and management have on multilingual families with young chil-
dren, a thorough overview comparing existing literature on the subject was deemed necessary. As
methodological comparisons enable us to generalise claims on the potential impact, we systemati-
cally reviewed the current literature, selecting, analysing, and classifying available studies on FLP as
a potential predictor variable in an attempt to answer the following research questions:

(1) Which outcomes are found to be connected with family language policy (FLP)?
(2) Which components of FLP specifically are found to be connected with these outcomes?
(3) Which research methods are used in the selected studies?

With the first question we aim to investigate the ways in which FLP might affect multilingual families
and their children. However, as the definition of a successful policy largely depends on the goals an
individual family has set, this review does not refer to policies as successful or unsuccessful. The
second research question helps us to pinpoint the specific component(s) of FLP linked to these out-
comes. By addressing these first two questions, we might be able to support families in making edu-
cated decisions concerning their language policy, depending on their goals. In order to shed a better
light on the included studies and to make recommendations for future studies, the methodology
used to explore a link between FLP and possible outcomes should be examined. Exploring our
third research question, we aim to achieve a better understanding of the currently available expertise
and lacunae in terms of language sociological settings, study designs and age categories.

Methodology

In conducting this study, we employed PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses), the standardised protocol for conducting systematic reviews and delivering
transparent reporting (Liberati et al. 2009). Following the PRISMA guidelines, checklist and flow
diagram, a systematic search strategy with pre-selected search terms and eligibility criteria was
applied. The databases Web of Science, Scopus, and Education Resources Information Center
(ERIC) were systematically, and in this order, searched for peer-reviewed articles on the connection
between bi-or multilingual families’ language policy (components) and possible outcomes on an
individual and family level. The cut-off date for the search was July 2019, whereas no ‘start date’
limiter was imposed. Due to the origination and use of the term ‘family language policy’ in the
early 2000s, however, we anticipated obtaining mostly search results from the past two decades.

Search terms

Procedure

The queries, based largely on the components in Spolsky’s framework, in Figure 1 were entered in
the three databases, searching anywhere in the article, refining the search via quotation marks. This
search method culminated in approximately 720 unique hits (calculated via extrapolation) to which
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famil* language polic*
famil* language polic* + | bilingual*
famil* + | language practice* multilingual*
language management
language belief*
language ideolog*
language planning
language strateg*
language attitude*
parental discourse strateg*

parental attitude*

parental belief*

parental practice*

effect* of home language*

Figure 1. Search query.

we applied a title- and abstract-based initial screening. First, the titles of the unique hits were read,
immediately excluding articles of which the title clearly was unrelated to the topic of FLP. When the
title was not a conclusive reason for exclusion, the abstract was read in order to decide whether the
study met our inclusion criteria (note: in this stage we included all minors, 0-18 years). When this
was unambiguously not the case, the study was dropped. In case the abstract did not provide
sufficient information for exclusion, the study was retained. As for language, articles written in
another language than English were only included if at least one of the authors had sufficient recep-
tive knowledge of that language. Apart from the articles written in English (187), this led to the
inclusion of one article in Dutch, one in French and one in German. One article written in Galician
was excluded for that reason (Figure 2).

All of the 190 retained articles were skimmed to determine inclusion. In this stage articles not
reporting original data (4) were removed first. Subsequently, articles were scanned for a link
between FLP and outcomes. Due to the focus of our review, only articles mentioning a potential
connection (either merely descriptive or via statistical analyses) qualified for our systematic review,
as such both FLP and outcomes needed to be described explicitly. Studies mentioning the effects of
multilingualism (e.g. cognitive effects, language proficiency) without giving attention to FLP (com-
ponents) were removed, as were records mentioning effects related to an undescribed factor or gen-
eral approach (e.g. general educational openness or strictness). In this stage, 118 studies were
excluded, leaving 68 studies.

Of those sixty-eight, twenty-six records were rejected based on the age category of all focal chil-
dren in the study, which was at this point limited to twelve years old (0-12 years).

Only studies describing a link between FLP (components) and outcomes in multilingual families
in which all focal children were younger than thirteen years were included, resulting in the selection
of a total of forty-two articles.

Inclusion criteria

The following inclusion criteria were applied: (a) peer-reviewed studies published in English or a
language mastered by one of the authors, (b) conducted and published (or in press) before July
2019, (c) research population is limited to bi- or multilingual families in which the focal child is
0-12 years old, (d) the study describes a connection between FLP (components) and outcomes
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Records identified through
database searching Records excluded after title- and
(n=720) abstract-based initial screening

and feasibility in terms of language
(n=530)

r

Records assessed for eligibility

based on title and abstract
Records excluded due to non-
(n=190) \

original data
(n=4)
y
Records assessed for eligibility
based on full text skimming Records excluded due to no
(n=186) \ explicit mention of either FLP or
potential outcomes
(n=118)

y

Records assessed for eligibility

based on full text reading
(n=68) \ Records excluded due to age focal

child{ren)
(n=26)

Records assessed for eligibility
limiting the age to 12 years
leaving only studies included
in systematic review
(n=42)

Figure 2. PRSIMA flow diagram.

within the family domain or on the level of the individual family members. We are aware that our
methodology and inclusion criteria do leave out certain influential FLP research, as we specifically
focus on studies indicating a connection between FLP and outcomes.

Given the assumption that the FLP established and implemented during early childhood is the
foundation of children’s linguistic, cognitive and socio-emotional development, we decided to con-
centrate on studies involving young children. Nonetheless, the age limit was adapted during the
course of the selection process. We started the initial screening with studies focusing on minors
(0-18 years), in order to maximise the amount of valuable search results. As for the final selection
we initially intended to use age seven ((elementary) school attendance) as a cut-off. Due to the lim-
ited variation in outcomes for that age category, however, the cut-off was raised to age thirteen (sec-
ondary school attendance). No distinction was made between included languages (e.g. status,
language family, number of speakers, etc.), but studies focusing only on language varieties (i.e. dia-
lects) were excluded in the earliest possible stage.

Results

Based on the final selection of forty-two articles, we attempt to answer the three research questions
formulated earlier. Table 1 presents an overview of the selected studies and comprises of infor-
mation on (a) applied research methods, (b) age of the focal child(ren), (c) languages and country,
(d) observed outcomes (L stands for linguistic outcomes, S-E for socio-emotional outcomes and C
for cognitive outcomes), and (e) connected family language policy components (B stands for beliefs,
P for practices and M for management). The languages in italics present minority and/or heritage



_
<<
—
[
w
x
w
[2a]
w
a
)
o
I

(panupuod)

Auewan

b) UewIdn 3 ISAWDUIIIN uaJIp|iyYd €€1
™ uewuan g yspng SB1/3UDWISSISSEe dNsInBul|
d pue uewJan uj A>uspyoid Bunum UeWIID) 1§ UbISSNY of LI ‘asreuuonsanb [ejuaied ‘MalAIIUL PIYD pUe [RIUIRY (#102) ‘|e 1@ auenqg
elU0IS]
UeIUOIST % YSIyiny
Buraq URIUO}ST 7§ YSIpaMS
-|l9m [e1auab pue dnsinbul| :3-s URIUOIST 3 UDIUBAO[S (salj1wey ) ulppYd §
W'd £ouanyoud ‘asn abenbue| 17 ueIUOIST % MAIGaH ok Z'11-8'y aJteuuonsanb |ejuased ‘MalnIaiul [eURIRY (8107) 31fog
p] uaIp|iy> 801
Buiag-jjom |esauab :3- vsn $91005 1591
d Aouapyoud ysi|bug 3 ysiuods ok Z1-01 pasiplepuels ‘suodal Jaydesa ‘asreuuonsanb pliyd (5861) uosjoq
wnibjag
STH 42410 + uaipiyd 71 (6107)
W'd'g Kouapyoud 37 yoIng 19 42qiag 10/pup 21qoiy ok Z1-01 aJreuuonsanb pjiyd SUIARIS pue Jaskaxag
wnibjag
STH 12410 +
yaang
(depiano surewop,) 13 sabonbup| upadoin3 uiaisp3
asn abenbue| jeuonows :3- y2mng R yspny uaJp|iyd 005 (8L07)
d'g asn abenbue| [euonows yoIng % 1294ag io/pup 21qoiy ok Z1-01 auteuuonsanb pjiyd bepaiby pue 1askaxag
wnib|ag saljlwe} 6681
d asn abenbue) 7 yoIng B STH [pIands oA 01-9 aJieuuonsanb |eyuasey (£007) 49MnoH 3Qq
(Ajnwey 1) uaipiyd ¢
b) syuow 9| Jano
Bulag-jam |esauab :3- 3N S9LIUD AJelp |eIURIRd ‘MBIAIDIUL J3YIRD) ‘MIIAIDIUI
d £ouanyoud ‘asn abenbue| 17 ysi|bu3 g asaupdpr k9 ¥ PIIY> pue [eluaied ‘uoreAlasqo/bulpioday (8107) ofueq
buiaq alodebuig
(d odeys -||9m [esauab pue dnsinbul| :3-s ysijbug g jlwej (so1j1wey €) uaJp|IYd |e204 €
NETIEL)} Ylys abenbue| ysi|buz 3 Kejeyy M3IAIRIUI |eIUDIRd (9102)
d'g ‘f>uapyoud ‘asn abenbuey 7 ysi|bug 13 UaBP|OH/uULIRPUR 0ok /-G ‘upne 474 ‘syruow Xis JI9A0 UOIRAIISCO/buIpioday UasuensUYI-IpINd
uaJp|iy> ¢6
b) vsn MBIIAISIUI JAYDED) ‘UOIIRAISGO/DUIPI0dDI
W'd Aouapyoud 1 ysi|bu3 g asauojup) ow /86y  “Sel/AudWSSasse disinbul| ‘aaieuuolisanb ejualed (8107) ‘|e 3@ bunayd
(e10ym uaJpjiys 59
e se paIpNISs ) [oeis| Sisel
W'd'g Aouapyoud pue asn abenbue| ] M3IQaH 1 ubissny oA 6:9-9'%  /audwssasse disinbul| ‘MalaIlul [ejuased pue pliyd (¥1L02) "|e 39 uewyy
(s)yusuodwiod (s)awo2nQ A1unod pue sabenbue uaJp|iyd |e204 pouylay Apnis
d14 paiejey 9by (uespy)

“(s)ausuodwiod 414 paiejas pue s3|qerieA SWodIno ‘A1unod ‘sabenbue| ‘(uaJ)p|iyd |30y Jo dbe ‘poyisw BuiguISIP ‘SAIPNIS PIIIB[3S JO MIIAIBAQ °L d|qeL



JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUAL AND MULTICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT . 9

(panunuo)d)
p] vsn ualpjiyds /¢
d Kouaspyoud ysijbug g asauiy) ok g-/ ¥Se1/uawssasse dnsinbull ‘aireuuonsanb [eyuaied (LLOZ) epoy pue n]
b) alodebuig uaJp|iyd 9/
Wd Aouapyoud ysijbug 3 asauiy) ow 899 ¥Se1/uawssasse dnsinbull ‘aireuuonsanb [eyuaied (9107) ue] pue I
p]
Aoesau)1q pue wsijenbuljuy ua4p|Iyd |ed04 €
J0 93163p ‘@xueudUIRW epeue) U01173(|02 1USWNJ0P ‘MIIAIDIUL
W'd'g ‘fouanyoud ‘asn abenbue| :7  ysi|bu3 R asauoup) J0/pup ULIDPUDY ok /—9  J3yded) ‘M3lAIRIUI [elUBIRd ‘UOIIeAISSCO/BUIpI0dRY (9002) N
vsn uaIp|iy> €6
W‘d Aouapyoud ysijbug 3 ysiuods ow 99-€  Sel/auswissasse dnsinbull ‘aireuuonsanb jejualeq (91L07) "|e 19 SImMa]
(salj1wey yi) uaIpliyd [y
ysey/auawissasse dnsinbul
vsn ‘SUOI1RAIDSCO ‘SUOIIBN[BAD JBYDIR3SI pue [eludied
W ‘d ‘g wsienbuljiq jo aa163p ‘Aouapyoid ysijbug 3 asauiy) ow z/-0€ ‘SMaIAI)UI [elualed ‘aiteuuonsanb ejualeq (¥61) ony
uaipjiyd ¢
vsn syjuow G| xoidde sano
W'd ad1oyd/asn abenbue| 7 ysi|bu3 g asaupdpr of L'y-0L' syodal |eyuased ‘uonealasqo/buipiodsy (8661) eAnsey
PIY> L
ureds ok s1eak 331y} ‘xoidde 1ano (1002) |epIA
W 'd SD jo a1es ‘wsijenbul|iq jo 3316ap uejele) 3 ysibuz Ty—€'1 wouy saLuL Aielp |ejuased ‘uoleAIasqo/buiplioday -2319d pue nesen-uenf
meatou |O0Yds 3y} 0} pauyuod sem diqely g7 119y} .>>w‘_£wI
U _wm‘_m_ LT Yyum uaapiyo Lz ‘u_nmhd. jo mhmxmmaw AU wNL _Lwhﬁ__f_”V m*
W d Aouspyoud MIIQIH B gDy ok 0L-8 ¥Se1/uaWssasse d1sinbul| ‘aareuuonsanb [eyuaied (£102) "|e 3@ wiyeiq|
usipiys /vy
splodal [ooyds
b) vsn ‘M3IAIB1UI J9YDED] Y Sel/IUdWSSasse diisinbul|
d Aouapyoud 1 ysijbug 3 ysiupds ok oL 3 0K 8 ‘s ‘uoneAasqo/buipiodal ‘aaieuuoiisanb [ejualed (#102) ‘|e 13 plemoH
(sawoy [enbuijiq 1o
buyeads-ysiueds wouy ualpjiyd 6EL) UAIP|IYD 8/ L
vsn ow 09 syuow AUyl 1ano
d fouapyoud 1 ysi|bu3 3 ysiubds 0} ow Q€ Woly yse1/auawssasse dnsinbul| ‘aireuuonsanb |eyuaied (8107) ‘|e 1@ JOH
uaJpjiys 0089
b) vsn ok s1eak dAY J9AO (Z102)
d Kouaspyoud ysijbug B S7H [pJaA3S G O} YUIQ WOy 3Se1/IURWISSISSe d1ISINBuI| ‘MaIAIIul [eluRled  [9bojplep pue ‘937 ‘ueH
uol3|a.-J13s buidojansp :ay3o, eljensny
busag arow
-[lem _m\_wr_wmw pue S @C. 3-S sawod3q asauemie] ‘Buiuinofos ayy buunp,) 1€303 Ul UaIp|iy> 8 JO sisyiow 9
W Kouspyoud 1 ysijbug 3 asaubmip| ok 0L-G MaIAI3UL [euRled ‘alleuuonsanb |elualey (6L07) "|e 19 sejyouasiy
(s)yuauodwiod (s)awo02nQ Aiunod pue sabenbue uaJp|iyd |e204 Apnis
d74 palejay aby (ueap)

"panunuo) | ajqey



10 |. HOLLEBEKE ET AL.

(panupuod)

epeue)
(fuoujw) STH [p1243S 1§

wsljenbuljiq sa wsijenbuljinw (abenbue| Ayofew |epYjo) ysijbug uaup|iyd 0/1
W'd'g ‘wisiienbuljnw/-1q jo 9316ap 1 13 (3benbue| Aouiw [ePYIO) YIUIIH of g'g aJeuuonsanb |ejuased (£107) novjAe|S
uaip|iys> 04
ddueudUIRW BN 3SBI/IUDWISSISSe
W'd‘g abenbue| ‘Aouapyoid M3IQaH B ubissny G'/-1l'9 onsinbull ‘asreuuonssnb pjiyd pue |elualed (8002) ZHEMYDS
uaIp|iy> 661
vsn $se} punos
d fouapyoud 1 ysi|bu3 3 ysiuods ok 9!9—¢  pue AlejngedoA aAldNpoid ‘asreuuonisanb [ejuaied (6107) ‘|e 1o ouidieds
Auewssn uaIp|Iyd 61 (£107) dsydes pue
d Aouapyoud UewdD) B yspny ow 9¢-4¢ ysey/auawssasse dnsinbul| ‘aieuuonsanb eyuated  ‘19|buads-appng ‘Inuly
uaip|iys> ¢
ok ¥'z syiuow | ‘xoidde 1ano
ueder -1l woy R MBIIAID)UL DJed-Aep ‘sallelp aJed-Aep ‘saljuad Aielp
asaueder i ubwuan % ysibug of |e3uased ‘uoleAIDSO/BUIPI0IDI “{SRI/AUBWISSISSe
W'd wsljenbuluy jo aa1bap asaueder ® asauly) % ysybuz  QL‘L 01 | woiy dnsinbull ‘malaialul [eyudled ‘aiieuuonsanb eyuaieqd (z107) Aend
vsn uaIp(IYd 69
d Aouapyoud ysijbug 3 asawbulaip of 9!8-9!g 3sey/auawissasse dnsinbull ‘asreuuonsanb [euased  (8107) uoidi] pue weyd
vsn uaIpiiys ££ (£107) piteg uosdwis
d Kouaspyoud ysijbug 3 ysiuods oA G- 3SR1/IUBWISSISSE D1ISINBUI| ‘MIIAIdIUI [eIURIRY pue “19|qry ‘sopejed
Auewuan ‘adueld ‘pueal| ‘|2eis| ‘YN
UeWUdD) B yspn|
Youal4 1 asanbnyiod
usu| 3 ystjbug
M3IGIH B ystjbug
p] ysiibu3 B ysijod uaIp|iys> 0S¢
d fouapyoud ysi|bu3 g asaypy ow 9¢—4¢ yse1/auawssasse dnsinbul| ‘aireuuonsanb |eyualed (£107) "|e 3@ 91001,0
of gi¢ ualpiyd ¢
S Jo 31el ‘wsljenbu vsn -Gz woy R Jeak auo "xoidde Jano
Wd Jo 3a163p ‘ad10Yd/3sn abenbue ysijbug 3 asaundpr  0Azic—€iz woly uoneAIasqo/bulpioday (LLOZ) HOW-BUIYSI
pueai| ‘N uaJp|iyd (ysiibu3) |lenburjouow ¢g pue jenbu
d'g Aouapyoud ysijbug 3 ysiod ow 9¢-4¢ ysey/auawissasse dnsinbull ‘asreuuonsanb [ejuaieq (£107) "2 10 ZSDIdIN
(£107) 1pnoybijepy
b) EEETL) syualed 70z pue ‘pjepiziey)
W'd Kduamyoud ‘asn abenbue| 7 39349 1B UDIUDLq|Y ok 0L-6 aJleuuonsanb |eyuaieq ‘splepnoayep
epeue)
STH [puonippp + uaJpjiys o€ (6107) Inesnopy pue
d'g Kouapyoud ysijbug 3 upissny ok /-G 3SeY/AURWISSISSe d1sinbul| ‘ireuuonsanb [ejuaied ‘eno|RI3] ‘BAOIRNRN
(s)rusuodwiod (s)owo2nQ Aiunod pue sabenbue uaJp|iyd |e204 poylapy Apnis
d14 paiejsy aby (uespy)

"panunuo) * ajqey



JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUAL AND MULTICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 1

9dueusiuliewl

eljessny

uaJp|iyd oL
UOIIeAISSCO
/Buip10331 “iser/AuaWISsasse d1IsinBul| ‘ML

W'd’‘g abenbue| ‘fousdyoid ysi|bu3 g asaupdpr ok LL-0L PJyd pue |ejualed ‘aiieuuonisanb pjiyd pue |eyuased (0007) NSHWIYSOA
abenbue| Ayiouiw
9y) buiuies) 104 uoreaow
pue spJemo} sapnilie pjiyd
(49430, uemie| uIp|IYd $£T
d 10) 3-S pue 7 Jo uoneuIqwo) 9S3UBMIR] 1§ ISAWDUIIIA ok Z1-L aJieuuonsanb piiyd  (§107) usyd pue ‘oH ‘YsA
SpueliaylaN uaIp|iyd |enbuljouow zg pue [enbu
yoing % 12g4ag 1o/pub 21qpiy S} 9AI (£107) uewasa
d b) yong g yspung ok ¢  “jsel/uawissasse d1sinbul| ‘sreuuonsanb |eyuased pue “4ap|ny ‘usbeyiap
(ssa20ud diweudp ‘Guiobuo
3y} 03 anp ‘awodino dnsinbull e pue ddeid _t:_m_wm
abenbue| e se y10q 1D3JA|IWE) MIIA dM,) Em\\m:m Amw___rcmh— NV usip|iys g
buiag-jjam |esauab :3-s SawjawWos+) yoIng 1 uLppubyy (z Awey) syuow 9 pue
d'gq 9lA|1wey yang B ysiuods 0 9-7 (L wey) s1edA 7 1SOW|e JOAO UOIIRAIISCO/BUIpI0daY (8L07) [9SUS uep
(Alnwey 1) usapjiyd
wnibjag syiuow (£107)
W'd wsljenbuljiq Jo 9a169p 7 Y2INQ R asaury) uLDpUD)y (UO SNJOY) ofk 6% 8 ¥'T 9 JIAO UOI1RAIDSCO/BUIPIOIDI ‘MIIAIRIUI [RIUDIRY OBA pue [3SUIJ UBA
vsn
ysijbug g (asaubmip uJp|IYd 6/
d Aouapyoud 10 “asauo3up) ‘uLppubyy) asauly) ok /¢ seiauawssasse dnsinbull ‘aireuuonsanb [eyuaieqd (Z107) ‘|e 1 tesy
(puepods) yn
Bulag-jlom |esauab :3-s (x21u0> pIY> L
d'g £ouapyoud ‘asn abenbue| Jooups ut Ajuo sippeny) YS!IBUT B 210D ok g uoneAIasqo/bulpioday (£107) Sewlsuyd-yuws
wsijenbuljiq pIy> L
J0 93163p ‘uoI1eAIIIRAI pue YIYs epeue) ok s1eak z'z ~xoidde sano
W'd Juonune abenbue| ‘“Aouapyold = ysi|bu3j 3 uobupvbing €'7-1'0 wouy salud Kielp |eyuased ‘uoleAIasqo/bulploddy (SL07) royAelS
(s)rusuodwod (S)awodnQ A1unod pue sabenbue ua.p|iyd |e304 poyIW Apnis
d14 pajejdy aby (ueap)

‘panunuo) °L 3jqey



12 (&) I HOLLEBEKE ET AL.

aunsodxa/asn H [eljiwe
92uaiaaid abenbuel pjiyd ‘(syuaied
yum Jo Auapuadapul Jayua) saimAIe paje|as Adeid)| (dnBuoy Jayow) || S,uIp|iyd
awoy 1e buiydesl JH pue aduepulie
J00Yds TH Se yons suoys Juswabeuew “JH 1 7| ul Aouspyoud [ejuased ‘A131d0s 1soy
QY1 ur smels Auouiw J1vYl jo suondadiad [euaied “TH R 7| SpPIEMO) SSpNIIe [elURIR
buyjj914101s
(u1 piiy> buibebua) jo A>uanbaiy ‘asn 7| pjiyd ‘Buipeas yooq pjiyd-1aylow ‘ainsodxs TH
Kouapyoud 9| uo abe s,pjiyd Jo 1939 Juedylubis
(21nsodxa Aq papadwi jou sem 7j) buipeas L101s ‘pjiy> pue juased
usaMIaq pue syuaied uaaMlaq asn abenbue| ‘asn abenbue| sAlle[as ‘sapnine [ejualed
210Yd [ooyds ‘2insodxa | 19 TH [00YIS pue SWOH (10} 3310y 3121jdx3)
ainsodxa 7| |ooyds pue SWoH
swoy 1e ainsodxa TH 7 7| JO S|2A3] Swies 3yl uaAlb ‘uonisinboe | piyd J91sey i
2Insodxa 71 8 TH
£ouapyoud 7| jeyuased ‘asn | jeljiwey
Bujuinofog
pualie ualp|iyd [ooyds jo adA} ay} pue 1oeIU0D
71 JO UOIIRIN IO} P3|[043UOD UBYM 3seaidp Indul 7| dAlRIIUBND |eljiwe) JO SIS |
ndui 7] 3 TH [eljiwey jo Aujenb pue Amuenb :aunsodx3
S31401s dwipaq Huipeal
‘(peAp-pjiyd-1uaied ayy ui se j[am se peAp-juaied ul asn TH) ainsodxa/asn abenbue
(3]qeneA yuspuadapul
ue uey} Jayes Jo1dey HuludAIIul Ue 3 0} SWds) abenbue| swoy ulew se asn TH
pIiy> Aq Bunayoiq abenbue| ‘Aduspyoid 7| sJayiow ‘asn 7| sbuljqis :Kouapyoad )
si9)1ew osfe Ad1jod |ooyds Jo M3IA S,plIYD
(Juswabeuew =) piy> Aq buujolq abenbue| ‘(wsijenbuljinw uo padeld
9>uenodwi 1d1dwi 03 anp Ajqissod) asnoy ayy ur usyods sebenbue| Jj-uou jo Jaquinu
‘fouspyoud TH s 9yrow ‘(Juaied suo Ises| 1) asn TH |elualed ‘(1033 ou aAey TH
10 7| SPJEMO] SSPNIIIIR UMO S,UdJP[IYd) TH Spiemo) sapniimie [euaied :fousapyoad TH
pIlYy> Aq paniddiad se syusuodwod ||y
(seniunyioddo bujuies) abenbue| AepA1ans buunp 7| woiy uaipjiyd
pue Jayjow bupyeads H Jo uone|osi-j|as A|jeadsa 3 70d0) asn abenbue| |eyudieyd
ysij6u3 ui Juadyoud 3q 03 aunssaid [e13120s pue ||\ SpJemol
sapniie aAlebau siaquiaw Alwe4/s1aA1ba1ed 01 anp indul (3nBuoy Jaylow) [\ JamoT
indui/asn 718 IH s,6 S
‘(Ajiwey yum Buiked ‘pnoj 1o Huipeas “Jauulp) saidAlde dydads ul asn | 19 TH [eljiue
syuased ueyy sbuljqis pue sisad jo aduaNjul JajeAID
d14 |enbuijiq 01 ssauuado pue 474 TH-04d Jo ssaudLIS
(Ao110d |enbuljig-o1d pue JH-0id pjiw “TH-01d 10111S) SjOYM B Se paIpnIs 414

sbpajmou
Kiejngedon |elo Ajeadss
d ‘s|Ipjs A>etay| pue abenbue| 1H

W-d SIM|Ige UMM pue |eio I

HINH
W-d-g bunum pue buipeas ‘bupjeads 7| 8 TH
uojsuayaidwod |eio

W-d  pue Aiejngedoa aaissaidxe | %9 TH

W-d-9 T8 H
W-d £deandde pue paads buipeas 7 % TH

d uolsuayaidwod buipeas 7|

TR H
s||s 1 aadnpoud
(Butuinofos buunp 7| seawo033q) TH

Saa

d Kouspyoud bunum TH B 7|
W-d ™

Kouaiyoud Huipeas
d TH ‘fouspyoud TH pue [enbuljig

W-d-g £ouayoid 7| 3 TH panodai-43s piyd

d TH
d4 ysiibuz 18 LN
W-d abpajmouy Aiejngedoa | 3 TH

£ouapyoud jenyoe ‘(bupjeads)
W-d-g Aouanyoud 78 TH pauodai-fas pjiyd

(1107) epoy pue nq

(9107) uey pue 17

(9002) N

(9107) " 12 sIma]
(v£61) ony

(€107) "o 19 wiyeiq|
(7107) "[e 39 piemoH

(81L07) 'Ie 13 HoH
(2107) '[e 33 HoH

(6L07) ‘[e 32 sejyouasi3

(7107) "[e 19 dueng
(8107) 3fo@

(5861) uosjo@

(6107) SUaA31S pue JaskaxaQ

(8107) ofueq

(9107) Udsuensuyd-1pIn)

(81L02) '|e 33 Bunayd

(#L02) |e 19 uewyy Aouapyoad abenbue

ojul [euoippe usuodwo)

jusuodwo) UO SN0} /Ojul [RUOIIPPE :BWOINQ

Apnis awWo2InQ

2Jayds dnsinbull 3y ul

SAWOJIN0 YIIM SIIPNIS Pajd|as JO MIIAIBAQ *T d|qeL



JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUAL AND MULTICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 13

(panupuod)

sbuljqis 01 7| asow ‘syussed 0] asn
TH 310w :d74 Sy} Joanew ou inqg ‘syuased ueyy sbuigis pue s19ad Jo duUINYuUI IS1LAID
d14 [enbuijiq 03 sssuusdo pue 474 TH-04d Jo SSudLIS
(A>110d |enbujig-oid pue TH-0i4d pjiw “TH-04d 114IS) BjOoyM € Se palpnIs d14
(e1eA3SNY Ul YJoMISU Ssaueder
e JO 95N ‘Dwoy 1e SaMiAlde TH ‘Buijooyds Aepinies *6'9) suoys Juswabeuew |ejuased
‘s)00q TH bulpeas spiemol sspniiiie pjiyd “JH uies| 03 saAleIuL PlIyd ‘asn sbenbue| pjiyd

(uonejuauo [eanynd [eyuated Aq paisais A|qissod) asn TH [eauaieqd
(jooyds 1e Ajuo ‘awoy 1e dijpen Aue Ajaaeq/ou) Indul jooyds pue |eljiwey ‘(3benbue|
|ooyds se dij9en buiwesy ‘piiyd Aq asn d1jsen buisiewsou-ap H:3) sapnime [ejusled
1X33u0d 1H |enbuijouow
ysijqelsa o1 salbaresls |ejualed 1dijdxs ‘(eebing o1 duy Aep-g| ‘swoy 1e 1040) 34nsodx3]
sjooyds Adesal|-TH Jo Hoddns
‘suoya/sadnoeld Aoeisl| TH ‘92U1sIXe-0d | B TH Jo uolssiwuad [eyusied ‘(uonisinboe
£>ei311] TH 3 dwoy e sabenbue| y1oq Jo JuUsWAO[IASP SPIEMO)) SIPNLILIR S,UdIP|IYD
speAp-p|iyd-1ayiow
u1 3sn | B TH (sawod1no TH Joy Ajje1adsa) pjiyd> pue (sawodIno 7| 104 A[jeadsa) [euiale|y
(10U J0 1x33U0D Ajlwey/sawoy 0) parejas :3jos e Aeid pip A10631ed piom ay3)
ainsodxa TH [eljiwey jo Auenb pue Auend
(Aowaw ed1bojouoyd ‘abe) s101oe} [eUIRIUI-P|IYD 0} palejdl Ajuo sem Aduapyold |
$10108} |[BUIDIUI-P|IYD |RIDADS
‘saniAnde H ‘andur H |euased jo Aujenb pue Aiuenb ‘ainsodxa | % TH aAlRINWND
sa1lAIe bulp|ing
K1eingedon Ajiea ul Juawabebua ssa| 01 anp A|qissod ‘s3103s A1ejngedoA | 3 TH Jamo|
aAey aJed |ejualed ur swoy e buikels ualp|iyd :3jos e Aejd 03 swads os|e aed piyd
(A>uanyoud 7 [eussiew yum padsuuod 3q ybiw) indur 7| jeusslepy
‘9104 e Aejd os|e wybiw abe
pIy> pue ‘sniels uonednps |ejuaied quswdolansp sbenbue| 1noge suisdUOD [elUIeY
(andut
paxiw aiow Jo Aduapyoud | [ejuased panwi| jo asnedaq Ajqissod ‘(A1) Aiejngedop
je10] 8 (AD1) Aiejngedop [enidaduo) e1o] 01 A|aAebau saejal asn 7| [ejualed
*6'9) Aouapyoud [eyuaied ‘Buixiw ‘2unsodxa TH 1§ TH [eljiwey jo Ayjenb pue fiuenp
19A9)
uoledNpa [euldiew ‘(A1ejngedoa qj) asn abenbue 7| ,sbuliqis ‘(A1ejnqedoA TH paywi))
3sn | %9 TH |eusdew paywi| ‘(KiejngedoA H) A1e[ncedoA pajiwi| 03 ANAIISUIS Jdy3el Jo
abenbue| 1noge uiadu0d [eyua.ed ‘(KiejngedoA | % TH) 3sh 7| B TH Jo Aouanbaiy s,uaipjiyd
(TH sp4emo} sapninie [eyualed
dAIIsod wouy wals 03 A|3y1]) uonowoid TH |eyudsed ‘sasse|d TH eIA pue swoy e ainsodx3

2.nsodxa/asn abenbue| |eijiwey pue sapnylie |eyusied

W-d-4

W-d-4

d-4

W-d

W-d-4

W-d

d-4

asn JIN P[IYy> pue |ejuaied

1% H

H
£ouspyoud

9A13d3D3I pue 3AISsIdXD TH
(1x21U0d [00YdS
ul pasn abenbue| Ayiouiw) d1j9eD

isinboe abenbue| 1H

H

Anwixoid piom-sjoym
|ed1bojouoyd :sanijige [edibojouoyd
Kiejngedoa aadnpold 1H

Kiejngedon
dAINpoad pue aAidadal ) % TH

A1e[ngedon |

AL ADL ‘9zis Aieingedson 7 3 TH

9zis A1ejngedoA 7| %9 TH
Bbunum
pue bujpeas ‘uoisusyaidwod H

H

(9107) uasuensuyd-ipind

(#107) "|e 19 vewy

(0007) NSHWIYSOA
(TL07) "|e 13 tes].
(£107) sewisuyd-yaws

(5L07) AoxAe|S

(8007) zueMYdS

(6107) "[e 19 ouidiedg

(£107) 3sydes
pue ‘43|buads-appng “Uaquly

(8107) uoxdi] pue weyq

(£107) piieg
uosdwig pue “19|g1y ‘soejed

(£107) '|e 19 3j001,0

(£107) "2 12 ZSHIN
(£107) 1pnoxbijely pue
‘Deplziey) ‘siyepnoaynep

(6107) 1nesnoy
pue ‘enoyya4a] ‘erotexely

asn abenbue



|. HOLLEBEKE ET AL.

<

awoy e buiyoes) JH pue duepuane

Jooyds TH Se yans suoyd Juswabeuew “JH B | ul AHouapyoid [eyualed ‘A13100s 1soy JSIEMT]
QY3 ul sniels Aliouiw a9y} Jo suondadiad [eyuaied “TH B | SPIEMO] SapnUIe [eluUdley W-d-9 pue wsijenbuljuy/-1q Jo aduejeg (9002) N
Kouapyoud | uo abe s,pjiyd Jo 19349 Juedylubis
(a1nsodxa Aq papadwi Jou sem ) Buipeas £103s ‘pjiyd> pue uaied
udaM1aqg pue syuated usamiaqg asn abenbue| ‘asn abenbue| aAIR|RI ‘SOPNUNIE [RIUDIRY W-d-9 duejeg (bL61) ony
(L002) wsijenbuljnw
N 03 du ‘s3addnd jenbBuijouow Jo asn ‘saibalells 3SIN0ISIP [ejudled W-d wsljenbuljiq SAIDY  |EPIA-Z2I9d pue nesen-uenf /1q jo 334baQg
(e1jeaasny ul yJomiau asauedef
e JO 3sh ‘awioy 1e saAnde TH ‘Buljooyds Aepinies "6'3) syioys Juswabeuew [euaied
‘3000 H bulpeal spiemol sapniIe plIyd “TH Ulea| 03 SIAIRIIUL PIYd ‘asn abenbue| pjiyd W-d-9 ddueudUIRW (0007) NSHWIYSOA
a1ed-Aep 7| 1xa1u0d TH |enbuijouow
ysijgeisa o3 saibalents |eruaied 1d1jdxa ‘(euebing 03 duy Aep-g| ‘dwoy e 1040) dinsodx3y W-d UOI1PAIIDR3I puB JIys/uoniie (5107) AoxAR|S
sjooyds Adeial|-1H Jo uoddns
‘sHoya/sad13eid £deI9)l| TH ‘9IUd1SIXD-0d | 1§ TH JO uoissiwiad |eualed ‘(uonisinboe
£oei3)1) TH %@ dwoy e sabenbue| y10q o JuUSWAO[IASP SPIEMO]) SIPNIIIIR S,UdIP|IYD W-d-9 ddueudUIeW (8002) Z1eMYPdS
awoy 1e buiydeal JH pue aduepualle
|ooYds TH Se yans suoys Juswasbeuew “JH B | ut Aouapyoid [euaied ‘A19100s 150y
9y} ul snieis Ayouiw J19y) jo suondadiad |eyualed “TH 1 | SPAEMO) SIpNIIIE [eIURIRY W-d-9 ddueudulew (9002) 1
ysijbu3 ui uapyoid aq 01 ainssaid [e3a0s pue ‘ysijbul B |\ ddueudjuiew
SpJemo} sapnine siaquiaw Ajiwed/s1aaibaied 0} anp indui (3nbuol Jayiow) [\ 19moT d-9 Ylys (9107) uasuensuyd-pin) 10 Yiys abenbueq
£>uayoud d1j9en pjiyd jo buinbiud jeuased spgns
‘(Jooyds 1e Ajuo ‘awoy 1e dij9en Aue Aja1eq/ou) ndul jooyds pue |eljiwe; ‘(dbenbue|
Jjooyds se d1aen bujwely ‘pjiyd> Aq asn d1pen buisiewlou-ap *6'3) sapninie |elualed d-g (£107) Sewisuyd-yyws
Buixiw
10 6 ‘asn abenbue| pjiy> 03 uoieaI pue salbalells 3sINodsIp ‘asn abenbue| [ejuaied W-d Buixiw pue S ‘asn TH pIIYd (LLOZ) HOW-BUIYSIN
(TH spJiemo) sapnyne |eyuased (£107) 1pnoxbiey pue
aAsod wouy wials 03 Ajy1f) uonowoid TH [ejuaied ‘sasse(d TH BIA pue awoy je ainsodx3 W-d TH  ‘Dlepiziey) ‘spepnoaynep
awoy 1e bujydeal JH pue aduepualle
]0oyds TH Se Ydns suoya Juswabeuew “TH 3 7| ul Louapyoid [eyualed ‘A1a100s 10y
9y) ul sniels Ayuouiw J1dy) Jo suondadiad [ejuaied “TH B | SPIEMO] SapNULIe [elUdIRY W-d-9 1% H (9002) N
£ouR3s1SU0d pue s31631eIIS ISINOISIP [RIUIRY W-d TH (8661) eAnsey|
$31101S dwpaq buipeal ‘(spekp-pjiy>-1uased ul buixiw
‘peAp-p|iy>-1uaied ayy ul se |9m se pedp-uaied ul asn TH) ainsodxa/asn abenbue W-d TH (8L07) 31fog
uolsinbe TH spJemol sapniilie pjiyd ‘(suollenlis uorowsa aAiebau ul | 19ya1d 01 APy
2J0wW “7 1) J3Y3e} Y3 Jo syuased yioq ‘sbuljqis yum uoedluUNWwWod jo abenbue| Alewnd d-g asn abenbue| jeuonowsa (8107) bepiiby pue Jaskayag
(susoned) indur abenbue| jeuaied d 18 H (£007) 49mnoH 3@
(santunyioddo bujuiea) abenbue| AepA1ans buunp 7| woiy uaipjiyd
pue Jayjow buryeads H Jo uone|osi-j|as Ajjenadsa B J0d0) asn abenbue| |eyuaieyd d TH (8107) ofueqg
SI9qUIBW AjiLey JUIBYIP dY3 JO asn
abenbue| saduanyul (nBUO) Jayow) |\ SpIemo} sapniiie dleledsip sidquaw Ajiwed
ojul [euonippe :usuodwo) juduodwo) UO SN0} /Ojul [BUOHIPPE :PBWODINQ Apnis aWwodInQ

"panunuo) *z ajqey



JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUAL AND MULTICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 15

(s)rua.ed juesbiwwi (bupjeads TH) yum buiall ‘swoy e asn TH [elualed
asn abenbue| [eyjiwey ‘Buixiwspod pue uonesedss
abenbue| spJemol sapnle ‘ANAIRWIOU 1O SS9UIIRII0D Yd9ads Buipiebal saibojoap)
Buixiw
10 §) ‘asn abenbue| pjiy> 03 uondeas pue sa1bajells 3sIN0IsIp ‘asn abenbue| |euaied
N 01 du ‘s1addnd jenburjouow Jo asn ‘saibaresls 9sinodsIp ‘asn sbenbue| eusiey
sa1631e43S 954N0JsIp pue asn abenbue) |eyuaied ‘ainsodx3
1X21u0d TH [enbujjouow
ysi|qeisa 03 saibajesys [eyuased 1d1jdxa ‘(etebing 01 duy Aep-g| ‘swoy 1e 1040) a4nsodx3
SUWIHWWOD Adeidll| TH |eauased ‘sbuljqis yum asn abenbue| pjiyd ‘spekp-pliyd
-judied pue spekp-jualed uj asn abenbue| [eluaied ‘9xuepualie [ooyds TH ‘buljooyds
Jo abenbue| ‘(wsijenbulninw 03 sspninie sAnisod Jo Joiedipul 3|qissod) adloyd [00YdS
s91631e11S 35IN0ISIp pue asn abenbue| |eyuaied
Buixiw
10 §) ‘asn abenbue| pjiy> 03 uondeas pue sa1bajells 3SIN0ISIP ‘asn abenbue| |ejuaied

TH uJe3| 0} UOlRAIIOW
pue spiemoy sapnine pliyd

13JA|1wey

($L07) UayD pue ‘OH ‘YaA
(8107) [3SUB UeA

(110T) HOW-_UIYSIN

(1007) [ePIN-Z219d pue nesen-uenf

wsienbuljiq sy
wsijenbuljiq sy

smouy p|iy> sabenbue| jo
Jaquinu + wisijenbuljinw/-1q ALY
wisijenbuijul aAIDY

wsijenbuljiq sy

(£10T) OBA pue [3SUS|A UBA
(S107) AoxAR|S

(£10T) rodne|s

(z102) Aend

(L107) HOW-eUIYSIA

1BY10

S) jo ey



|. HOLLEBEKE ET AL.

O

'S3W02IN0 3AIIUB0)

abenbue| Ayouiw

(5107)

(s)auased ueibiwwi (bupjeads TH) yum Bulal ‘Swoy 1e ash H [eiudied d 9y} Hulules| Joj UOBAIIOW puUR SPIEMO] SIPNINE PIIYD  USYD pue ‘OH ‘YsA
uoisinboe H spiemol
SapNIIe pjIyd ‘(suonenis uollows dAnebau ul | 4agud 01 A1) 210w (8107) bepuby
J1) 43414 3Y3 Jo syuased yroq ‘sbuiiqgls yum uonedjunwiwod jo sbenbue| Aewid d4-9 asn abenbue| [euonowy pue JasAay9Qq »pYy10
19)A|1wey d sal Ajlwey pue puoq [euonowy  (8L07) [SSUS UBA
£>uaiyoud d119e9 pjiyd jo buinbnud [eualed spgns ‘(jooyds e Ajuo
‘awoy 1e d1jpen Aue Ajaieq/ou) indul jooyds pue [eljiwey ‘(dbenbuel jooyds (£102)
se d1[ae buiwely ‘piyd Aq asn dijpen Buisnewlou-ap "6'9) sepnimie |ejusied d-9 PIIY> ylom-jjas pue suonejas Ajiwey A|qissod Sewsuyd-yuws
S91BWSSE|D Y)IM 1DIJUOD ‘DUeISISaI
/UOI||243J ‘UOIIBAI}OW ‘9IUSPYUOD ‘SBISIINO0 A[1wey (6102)
Aouapyoud pjiyd ‘buiuinofos W yum Buipuoq ‘Buipuoq pjiyd-1aylow ‘uoirewloy Ausp| ‘|e 13 se|youasiy
Aouapyoud |ejusied Auap! ‘leanynoiq/jenbuljiq buisq Joy paam, se
‘fouapyoid TH pjiyd ‘peAp-p|iyd-lusied sy ul pue pedp-jualed ui asn sbenbue W-d panRdaad Bulaq ‘buljasy-uesbiw, 1no Ys| bulesy syusled (8107) 3foq
(3]qerieA yuapuadapul ue
uey} Jayies ‘1010e) BulusAIsIul Ue 3 0) SWIIS) abenbue| swoy ulew se asn TH d |O0YdS e uol1deId)ul pue Juawisn(pe [eos-oydAsd (5861) uosjog
asn abenbue| Jusnbaiy/eduaiagaid 7| piiyd ‘(" Jsylow
abusjjeyd 01 7| buisn “4ayiow 1oJwWod 01 TH BuIsh :1X31U0D [EUOIIOWS-01D0S Ul
uaJp|Iyd Ag pasn sawiLwWos) ain3jnd asaueder pue ueder “TH J0j JUSWIPOQUID
se sad11deld abenbue| jeusajew pue Jayow ‘asn sbenbue| pjiyd pue [ejualed
Bundiyuod ‘(saniunyoddo Bujuies| sbenbue| AepA1ana bunp | wouy uaIp|iyd 1no 3| buiaay Jualed H ‘inynd pue Ayuapl
pue Jaylow HBupyeads TH Jo uo1IR|0SI-}|3S B 10J0) ash abenbue| |euaied d Jo uondadiad ‘(buipuoqun pue buipuog) suone|a. Ajiwe (8107) ofueg
ysibu3 ur yuspyoid aq (91027) buraq
03 aJnssald |e13120s ‘siaquidW A|iwey UsIMIS] |\ SP4eMO) SIpNHIe Burdijuo) 4-9 SUOISU) [BIDOS  UISUBIISLIYD-IPIND  -||9M [eldudn
inolAeyaq (6107)
pajesisniy pue juanedwl ‘sa1ewisse|d Yyum PIPuod < Auspyoid payiwi W uonessniy pue dusnedwi pjiyd ‘|e 13 sejyduasiy
Aouapyoid TH pjiy> ‘saniols swnpaq buipeas ‘(pedp
-pjiy>-1udsed sy} uj se ||om se pedp-juaied uj asn TH) ainsodxa/asn abenbue W-d TH Yeads 03 3duepnjas s,pjIyd ‘syudied Jo uoneIudWE] (8107) 3foQ
431199 1Pedwi/suoneadxs |ejuased pue sadnoeid
KepAians yuanibuodul pue ‘(indul | ybnoua buipiroid Jou Joy 191631
*6-9) sadnoeud pue saibojoap! [ejuased jusnibuodu; ‘ysijbug ul Juadyoid 3q (9102) burag-jjom
03 aJnssald 2131205 ‘siaquidW Ajiwey UsaMISq |\ SP4eMO) SapNHIe Bulldijyuo) 4-94 121631 ‘uonesISNI4  USSUBISUYD-IPIND onsinbury
ojul |euoiippe :uauodwio) jusuodwo) UO SN0} /Ojul [RUOLIPPE :DWOINQ Apnis awodINQ

*319yds [2UOIIOWS-0ID0S 3} U] SDWOIINO YIIM SIIPNIS PAIID[3Ss JO MAIAIBAQ °€ d|qel



JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUAL AND MULTICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT . 17

Table 4. Overview of selected studies with outcomes in the cognitive sphere.

Study Outcome: additional info/ focus on Component Component: additional info

Cheung et al. (2018) Conceptual knowledge P Familial HL & IL use in specific activities
(dinner, reading out loud, playing with
family), sibling’s HL & IL use/input

Danjo (2018) Linguistic creativity (e.g. grammatically or P Parental language use (OPOL & self-isolation
phonologically adapting ‘loan words’ of HL speaking mother and children from IL
from one language into the other) during everyday language learning

opportunities)

Dolson (1985) Literacy, academic grade point average P HL use as main home language (seems to be
(also: being held back, mathematics, an intervening factor, rather than an
effort grade point average) independent variable)

Duarte et al. (2014) Written language abilities IL and HL P Exposure: quantity and quality of familial HL

& IL input

| effects of familial quantitative IL input
decrease when controlled for duration of IL
contact and the type of school children
attend

Han, Lee, and Waldfogel School readiness, early reading and math P Familial IL use, parental IL proficiency, SES

(2012) skills

Howard et al. (2014) English word reading skills P Home and school IL exposure

Ibrahim et al. (2013) Reading speed and accuracy P-M (explicit choice for) Home and school HL & IL

exposure

Li (2006) Literacy skills B-P-M Parental attitudes towards IL & HL, parental

perceptions of their minority status in the
host society, parental proficiency in IL & HL,
especially management efforts such as HL
school attendance and HL teaching at home
Li and Tan (2016) Written language abilities P-M Children’s MT (mother tongue) literacy
related activities (either independently or
with parents), child language preference

Li and Koda (2011) HL language and literacy skills, especially P Familial HL use/exposure
oral vocabulary knowledge

Mattheoudakis, HL reading and writing skills P-M Exposure at home and via HL classes,

Chatzidaki, and parental HL promotion (likely to stem from

Maligkoudi (2017) positive parental attitudes towards HL)

O'Toole et al. (2017) Total Conceptual Vocabulary (TCV) P Quantity and quality of familial HL & HL

exposure, mixing, parental proficiency (e.g.
parental IL use relates negatively to Total
Conceptual Vocabulary (TCV), possibly
because of limited parental IL proficiency
or more mixed input)
Parental concerns about language
development, parental education status,
and child age might also play a role.

Verhagen, Mulder, and  Inhibitory control, self-control P Exposure to multiple home languages,

Leseman (2017)

parental language use

languages (HL), the others (always last) are majority and/or institutional languages (IL). The differ-
ent outcomes, connected FLP components and used methods per age group are further expanded in

Tables 2-5.

Which outcomes are found to be connected with FLP?

All studies, but one (Verhagen, Mulder, and Leseman 2017), report outcomes in the linguistic field.
Socio-emotional (9) and cognitive (13) outcomes are referenced less frequently.

Linguistic outcomes

Thirty-one selected studies point to results we classified as children’s language proficiency, either in
the heritage language, the institutional language, or both. Language use as a linguistic outcome is
described in eleven studies, one of which (Dekeyser and Agirdag 2018) is restricted to children’s
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emotional language use. Two studies address children’s rate of codeswitching (CS) connected to
FLP, i.e. parent using specific discourse strategies in order to establish and maintain a monolingual
context in parent—child interactions. Children’s degree of bi- or multilingualism, is described in
eight studies, six of which observed active bilingualism, whereas two describe how FLP impacts
the balance of proficiency in different languages. As stated in the theoretical framework, the degree
of bilingualism interlinks with language proficiency and language use, as does heritage language
maintenance or shift, described in five studies. Lastly, two studies are categorised as other, one
of which (Van Mensel 2018) describes the familylect or multilingual family repertoire. We classify
this family repertoire, which Hiratsuka and Pennycook (2019, 5) define as ‘a set of shared multilin-
gual practices within the family that play a significant role in creating and maintaining family life’
both as a linguistic result and a predictor of socio-emotional outcomes.

Socio-emotional outcomes

Nine studies observed outcomes in the socio-emotional sphere. Linguistic well-being was assessed
in three studies and seems strongly linked to parental expectations. In all three studies parents
reported regret for not providing their child with sufficient opportunities to acquire the HL or frus-
tration due to their child’s low HL proficiency and use. Furthermore, they reported children’s own
frustration towards low HL proficiency and their resistance to speak the heritage language. Seven
studies report on general well-being (e.g. family cohesion and stronger family ties, children’s multi-
lingual identity and identification with the heritage culture, children’s psychosocial adjustment and
interactions at school) or a lack thereof (e.g. parents feeling excluded or rejected when their child
does not use the HL in conversations; tensions or unbonding between parents and children due to
conflicting (ideas about) language use). Ultimately, children’s emotional language use and their atti-
tudes towards or motivation for heritage language learning relate positively to the heritage language
use and management efforts at home. We argue these last two outcomes pertain to both the linguis-
tic and the socio-emotional sphere.

Cognitive outcomes

A rather broad definition of the cognitive domain was applied. Literacy abilities and conceptual
vocabulary, for instance, were approached as a combination of linguistic (comprehension) and cog-
nitive (decoding abilities) outcomes, except for when the study specifically described only one
aspect as related to FLP. Due to this broad definition, thirteen studies demonstrate cognitive results.
Ten of which report literacy skills (e.g. writing and reading skills, speed and accuracy) as a result of
home (literacy) practices and management. Verhagen, Mulder, and Leseman (2017) links inhibitory
and self-control to exposure to multiple home languages. Lastly, conceptual vocabulary, linguistic
creativity, mathematics skills, school readiness, and academic grade point average are also found to
be connected with FLP.

Which FLP components are found to be connected with observed outcomes?

As not all FLP studies employ Spolsky’s language policy framework (in the same way), we classified
the components based on our interpretation of the framework in order to be able to compare the
selected studies. Tables 2-4 expand on the connected components per study. Distinguishing
between practices and management can be challenging, as language policies not only involve expli-
cit, but also implicit actions (Caldas 2012; Curdt-Christiansen 2009; Fogle 2013). Furthermore, we
argue that management initially aims to steer practices, but over time, as family members habituate
themselves with certain efforts, these efforts might become part of the family’s practices. Parents
might, for instance, try to maximise their child’s exposure to a specific language, which could mani-
fest in greater parental use of that language. When labelling the language policy components in the
selected studies, language use (i.e. languages spoken by family members in family interactions),
without further explanation, was classified by us as part of language practices. Explicit strategies
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or efforts trying to influence language use (e.g. discourse strategies, reading out loud, HL classes ...),
were recorded as management, regardless of the classification used in the study. In most cases, a
combination of practices and management was observed. When describing the separate FLP com-
ponents, practices seem to exert the most influence (as suggested by forty-one studies), either exclu-
sively (16) or combined with management (12), beliefs (6) or both (7).

Practices and management

Our review supports the well-accepted premise in both scientific and popular contexts that
exposure, in the form of practices (such as language use) or management, is of crucial influence
for children’s language proficiency. Furthermore, this review illustrates the important role language
use in the family plays in predicting children’s language use, rate of codeswitching, degree of bilin-
gualism, language shift or maintenance, children’s and parents’ linguistic and general well-being,
and certain child cognitive aspects. Especially in the case of the vulnerable heritage language,
sufficient input and management efforts are needed in order for children to acquire, use and even-
tually master this language. Increased exposure to the minority language, even in the form of a trip
to the heritage country, can add to children’s HL proficiency, use, and maintenance. More impor-
tantly, increased minority language input does not hinder majority language acquisition and
proficiency.

We differentiate between familial (unspecified language use at home), child, parental and sib-
lings’ language use. Parental (and familial) language use often is key in supporting the HL, whereas
siblings frequently introduce or establish the IL. In case of minority language use amongst siblings,
however, siblings are also influential in children’s HL use. Additionally, children’s own language use
can predict their proficiency, where greater majority language use, for instance, negatively affects
the minority language competence.

As for (explicit) management efforts, the influence on child outcomes is also described clearly in
some studies. Parental HL promotion, HL classes, parental discourse strategies (especially explicit
strategies), a trip abroad or sojourning, and reading activities all affect children’s (HL) language
proficiency, use, language maintenance, literacy skills, rate of codeswitching, and well-being. Cer-
tain efforts, such as parental discourse strategies that affect children’s willingness to continue a
monolingual interaction context, however, might be influenced by children’s language proficiency,
illustrating the circularity between FLP and language development and use.

Beliefs

Beliefs are rarely described as a direct influencing FLP component, but are connected with observed
outcomes nonetheless. We distinguish two ways in which beliefs can impact family and child out-
comes rather indirectly. Firstly, beliefs are often the driving force shaping family practices and man-
agement. Several studies, for instance, propose that positive parental HL attitudes lead to a richer
HL environment at home or greater HL supporting efforts, which in turn lead to children’s higher
HL proficiency and use. Negative attitudes, on the contrary, create less learning opportunities. Some
studies, however, claim that children’s, rather than parental, beliefs are crucial. Only when children
display positive attitudes toward the heritage language and HL acquisition, a higher proficiency and
frequency in HL language use, and, ultimately language maintenance, is perceived.

Secondly, beliefs are strongly associated with FLP’s socio-emotional impact, which becomes
especially clear in case of a mismatch between parental attitudes or expectations and children’s atti-
tudes, language use or proficiency. Conflicting language ideologies lead to tensions, which, as men-
tioned earlier, can, in turn, shape family language practices. Curdt-Christiansen (2016) describes
three types of conflict: ‘conflicting beliefs of different family members, contradictions between
beliefs and practices, and contradictions between practices and expectations’. (706) These conflict
types lead to (parental) frustration and regret, child’s lower self-worth and motivation, and nega-
tively influence family relations.
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Which research methods were used?

In order to get a clearer understanding of the currently available expertise on the connection
between FLP and possible outcomes, the methodology used in the selected studies was examined.
Only this way the lacunae in terms of, study design, age category, and language sociological settings
can be addressed. Table 5 gives an extensive overview of the specific methods that were used divided
per age group. Regarding the age groups, we distinguish between ages 0-3 (infant or toddler poss-
ibly in day-care), 4-6 (in kindergarten or preschool), 7-12 (in elementary school), and studies over-
lapping these groups (i.e. 0-6 and 4-12 years).

Out of the final forty-two studies, thirteen are case studies, whereas twenty-seven count with
thirty or more focal children. The majority of the selected studies are quantitative or mixed method.
The quantitative research methods used most often (usually combined) are linguistic assessments or
tasks (23) and parental questionnaires (23). Some studies also included cognitive control tasks or
standardised test scores and one study included parental linguistic assessment. Even though all
studies examined outcomes on child level, only six studies surveyed children themselves (of
which four surveyed only children and two surveyed both parents and children). Regarding quali-
tative methods, home or school recordings and observations (16) were employed most frequently,
followed by parental interviews (9), parental diary entries (4), and interviews addressing both
parent and child (4). No studies reported interviewing only children. Divided per age group, we
notice, rather unsurprisingly, that (parent) child questionnaires are limited to the older group,
and parental diary entries are only used in studies with children under 7. Linguistic assessments
were used in all age groups, but the type of assessment (e.g. vocabulary checklists such as CDI, Pea-
body Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT), literacy tasks ...) logically corresponds with the specific ages
for which it was used.

Most selected studies were conducted in Western countries. Fourteen studies were organised in
the US, five in Belgium, four in Canada, the UK, and Israel, three in Germany. Whereas Australia,
Singapore, and Ireland accounted for two studies each. The remaining studies were conducted in
Estonia, Greece, Japan, the Netherlands, Spain and France.

While most studies examined a specific community or language combination (e.g. Spanish
speaking families in the US, Chinese immigrants in Canada...), only fifteen studies comprised
of more than two different languages or language combinations. One of these studies, however,
observed one specific language combination (Russian & English), mentioning additional heritage
languages, and three studies looked at the Chinese community differentiating between languages.
Regarding the individual languages, the top three consists of English (29 studies, often as the insti-
tutional or majority language), Chinese languages (13 studies focusing on the Chinese community,
9 distinguishing between languages: Mandarin, Cantonese and Taiwanese), and Spanish (7 studies).
For the other languages, we refer to Table 1.

Discussion and conclusion

Our systematic review illustrates several examples of linguistic (41), socio-emotional (9) and cognitive
(13) outcomes related to family language practices, beliefs and management. The vast majority of
studies describing linguistic outcomes is not surprising, as the original focus of FLP studies was to
explain children’s language development connected to language policy. The occurrence of other out-
comes illustrates the expansion of the field. King and Logan-Terry (2008) and Yamamoto (1995)
suggest that singling out one responsible factor for observed outcomes might be impossible. We
agree that determining the accountable variable is rather difficult due to the amount of internal and
external influencing factors; the reciprocity between certain outcomes and FLP; the difficulty in
classification (e.g. some outcomes could be(come) part of FLP, management efforts might in time
become practices ...); and the connection between different outcomes. However, our systematic
review shows consistent and strong evidence across the studies that FLP does play a crucial role in
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explaining observed outcomes. Our overview helps confirm, discover and narrow down patterns or
connections that could be investigated further. Howbeit, this review does not claim to assess direction-
ality of the described connections. One of our findings is the varying influence of the different com-
ponents, with practices being reported in forty-one studies, management in twenty studies and beliefs
in only eleven studies. Even though fewer studies account beliefs as an influencing component, the role
of beliefs should not be discarded, as they shape practices and management, (indirectly) affecting i.a.
language use and proficiency (see also King, Fogle, and Logan-Terry 2008). Incidentally, most selected
studies, refer to parental attitudes. However, children’s own beliefs should also be given attention, as
two selected studies claim children’s attitudes strongly influence language maintenance, a finding that
is supported by, amongst others, Zhang and Slaughter-Defoe (2009).

Exposure is crucial to linguistic and cognitive outcomes

Our review shows that practices and management efforts connected to language exposure are crucial to
linguistic and cognitive outcomes. With this finding, we corroborate the research on the importance of
language exposure on several linguistic outcomes such as language proficiency, use, maintenance or
shift, the degree of bilingualism and the rate of codeswitching (e.g. Hakuta and D’Andrea 1992; Hoff
et al. 2012; Paradis 2011; Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Exposure in the selected studies is defined by
language use at home (i.e. practices and management) or (extracurricular) language classes and reading
activities (i.e. management). Furthermore, several selected studies also address the influence of specific
management efforts such as parental discourse strategies and consistent language use on children’s HL
development and use. These studies support Lanza’s (1992) suggestion that explicit strategies are more
successful regarding children’s use of the minority language than implicit or codeswitching strategies.
Remarkably, even though circularity (i.e. language use can be regarded either as a predictor variable (in
the form of practices or management) or an outcome variable) should be considered, language use as an
outcome in the selected studies almost exclusively refers to the language use of the (focal) children,
whereas language use as an influencing variable refers to the language use of all family members.
The same goes for the rate of codeswitching.

Our review also supports the claim that parental practices and management efforts are especially
important for the minority language. Increased HL exposure positively affects children’s proficiency
in that language, without impeding their proficiency in the majority language. The continued
finding that minority language exposure is not detrimental to majority language acquisition is valu-
able information to counter contradicting beliefs held by some parents and ECEC professionals.
Furthermore, the efficient efforts observed in our review (i.e. consistency, creating the need for chil-
dren to learn and use the HL and increasing HL input) are in line with research on language acqui-
sition. However, explicit strategies (e.g. request for translation, pretending not to understand, etc.)
seem to work for younger bilinguals, but could potentially threaten the social aspect of family inter-
actions, as illustrated in Kheirkhah and Cekaite (2015) where the child’s (7 years old) resistance and
refusal to react to the strategies was recurrent.

Moreover, various studies in this systematic review support the assumption that exposure and
management efforts also influence children in the cognitive domain (cf. Carlson and Meltzoff
2008; Cheung et al. 2018; Gathercole et al. 2010; Marchman, Fernald, and Hurtado 2010; Soveri,
Rodriguez-Fornells, and Laine 2011). It should be noted, however, that our rather broad definition
of cognitive outcomes (including for instance cognitive and self-control, literacy skills, conceptual
vocabulary, school readiness ...) resulted in a larger selection of studies demonstrating a link
between the cognitive domain and practices and/or management.

The influence on socio-emotional outcomes is mediated

FLP’s effect on the socio-emotional domain seems more indirect, often occurring via linguistic out-
comes, such as language use, proficiency and maintenance. Several scholars, for instance, attribute
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‘negative self-image, loss of cultural identity or embarrassment about heritage language and culture,
racism, [...], and the destruction of family relationships’ (Cummins 2001; Kouritzin 1999; Parks 2013
in Makarova, Terekhova, and Mousavi 2019, 475) to heritage language loss. Preservation of the heri-
tage language, on the other hand, can be regarded as a ‘positive symbol of cultural pride’(Schwartz
2010, 175), a connection with the cultural values, and a key element for family cohesion (cf. Okita
2002; Schwartz and Verschik 2013a; Tannenbaum 2005; Tannenbaum and Howie 2002; Wong Fill-
more 2000). Some of these connections resonate in our review, as intergenerational tensions or stron-
ger family ties were reported in connection to children and parents’ (in)congruent language use and/or
proficiency. Furthermore, the selected studies also tie FLP to children’s identity formation, psychoso-
cial adjustment and interactions at school, emotional language use, their motivation for heritage
language learning, and parents’ and children’s linguistic well-being (here: their regret and frustration).
Negative socio-emotional outcomes (e.g. frustration, conflict, resistance ...) seem to result from a mis-
match, either between family members’ attitudes or language use, between parental expectations and
children’s language use, or between parental management efforts and their children’s language use or
proficiency. Positive outcomes, on the contrary, point to a congruence.

Used methodology

Examining the methodology used in the selected studies can help us frame the observed outcomes
and connected components. Remarkably, only eleven out of forty-two studies count with a longi-
tudinal research design (varying from six months to five years), which, given the complex, dynamic
and time-bound nature of the topic, is rather little. Secondly, most studies are limited to one specific
(migrant) community or language and might therefore not be representative of the general migrant
population in that country, let alone multilingual families worldwide. This claim adds to scholars’
pleas and increasing efforts to include less conventional languages and family types (King 2016;
Macalister and Mirvahedi 2017; Schwartz and Verschik 2013b). Moreover, most studies include
English as one of the examined languages. The status of English as a global (majority) language,
however, makes generalisation difficult.

Furthermore, most studies on socio-emotional results are qualitative in nature, uncovering the
greater opportunities case studies and interviews offer when investigating this domain. It might, how-
ever, be interesting to attempt generalising socio-emotional outcomes via carefully thought-out
quantitative measures. Another remarkable finding is that interviews or questionnaires are often lim-
ited to parents. Children’s reports are usually dismissed as unreliable because they count with chil-
dren’s perceptions rather than the actual situation. Children’s perceptions, however, are of utmost
importance, because they steer children’s behaviour, subsequently influencing the FLP.

The low number of studies focusing on babies and young toddlers is also concerning, as we know
relatively little about linguistic, socio-emotional and cognitive effects in the early childhood, com-
pared to the school age. Yet research suggests the early onset age of outcomes in all three domains
(e.g. language acquisition, bonding and cognitive control).

However challenging, we recommend examining families with very young children, as the early
childhood lays the foundation of several outcomes.

Recommendations

Even though there is consistent and strong evidence across the studies that FLP plays a crucial role
in explaining outcomes, it remains difficult to name FLP as the predictor variable. Therefore, more
longitudinal research focusing specifically on the connection between FLP and outcomes is needed.
Studies combining a longitudinal and quantitative approach might be valuable in order to compare
different FLPs and their respective (long-term) outcomes in a larger section of multilingual families,
so that we could further refine tailored advice. In addition, it might be interesting to include chil-
dren’s viewpoint. Furthermore, we urge scholars to include families from various language
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communities and family types and to focus on languages besides English. This systematic review
does not pay specific attention to the differences in transcription and used databases, how systema-
tic they are and how they are managed in order to collate results. Future (review) studies, however,
could contemplate including this issue, as these methodological issues might have had an impact on
the outcomes reported.

We also recommend future studies to further explore socio-emotional outcomes and their source,
preferably in a large body of families with young children. Considering how family relations and well-
being in a language contact situation might, in turn, influence FLP and language use and proficiency,
an extension of research on socio-emotional results seems essential and could help discover ways to
counteract negative outcomes in multilingual families. Lastly, we encourage studies on multilingual
children’s cognitive abilities to investigate the link with FLP (components). As cognition studies are
largely language-independent and thus have the potential to examine multilingualism more objec-
tively and surpass the deficit thinking that is sometimes still associated with multilingual education.
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