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Ozet

Dilsel Edimler ve Anadilinde Egitim: Tiirkiye’de Kiirtce
Anadilinde Egitime Dair Bazi Sorunlar

Tirkiye’de ozellikle Kiirtce ekseninde ilerleyen anadilinde
egitim tartigmalarmin siyasallagtirilmis  dogasi, konunun
toplumsal ve dilsel temellerinin kismen goézard: edilmesine yol
agmaktadir. Neticede, Kiirt¢e anadilinde egitimi savunan
soylem(ler), biiyiik olglide kimlik-kiiltiir degerleri iizerinden
olusturulmakta ve One siirilmektedir. Halbuki, anadilinde
egitimin temel arglimanlarindan biri, cocuga sosyalizasyonunun
gergeklestigi ve duygusal diinyasinin bi¢imlendigi anadilinde
egitim sunmak suretiyle, aile ve yakin g¢evre dili ile okul dili
arasindaki  kopukluktan meydana gelebilecek olumsuz
psikolojik ve entelektiiel sonuglar1 dnlemektir (Kangas 1999).
Bu argiliman, ¢ocuklarm ilk sosyalizasyonlarmin anadili ya da
dilsel toplulugun dilinde gerceklestigini ve ¢ocuklarm bu dilde
daha {istiin dilsel yeteneklere sahip olduklar1 varsayimi iizerine
kuruludur. Dolayisiyla, bu c¢alismada, Tirkiye’nin Kiirt
bolgesindeki mevcut ikidillilik ve/veya diglosi baglaminin,
Kiirtge anadilinde egitim i¢in ne derece sahici bir
toplumdilbilimsel zemin arz  ettigini  degerlendirmek
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amaglanmigtir. Caligma, mevcut toplumdilbilimsel baglamin
anadilinde egitim konusunda hassas birtakim imalarni
sunmaktadir. Buna gore, bir taraftan, 6zellikle geng nesillerde
gozlemlenen dil kaymasi, anadilinde egitimde anadilinin salt
aragsal yonlerinden yararlanma argilimaninin zayiflama
egiliminde oldugunu gostermekte, diger taraftan, anadilinde
egitimin, toplumdilbilimsel baglamin anadilini gii¢lendirecek
yonde evrilmesinin vazgecilmez sartt oldugunu gdstermektedir,
zira dilin muhafazasmi saglayacak olan asil faktér, anadilinin
‘aile-yakin ¢evre-okul’ gercevesinde etkin bir iletisim roliine
sahip olmasidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dil Kaymasi, Anadili Vasitali Egitim,
Diglossia, Dilsel Edim.

Abstract

Language Practices And Education In Mother Tongue:
Some Problems Concerning Kurdish Mother Tongue
Medium Education In Turkey

In Turkey, the heavily politicized nature of the discussions
around the education in mother tongue, especially when it
comes to Kurdish, conceals the social and linguistic
underpinnings of the issue. As a result, the discourses
promoting the mother tongue education in Kurdish are mostly
constructed on the identity-culture values. However, one of the
important arguments for the education in mother tongue is the
prevention of negative psychological and intellectual
consequences caused by a rupture between the language of the
family and close environment on one hand and that of the
educational domain on the other hand (Kangas, 1999). This
argument evidently presupposes a linguistic context where the
preliminary socialization of children takes place in their mother
tongue and they possess better linguistic capabilities in their
mother tongue. Hence, in this paper, the aim is to see to what
extent the bilingualism or diglossic situation in Kurdish region
in Turkey assures a genuine ground for the education in mother
tongue in Kurdish. It is shown that the language shift observed
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especially among young generations renders it difficult to
promote the instrumental aspect of the language as an argument
for mother tongue medium education, while at the same time it
calls for the urgency of the education in mother tongue to
contribute to the creation of a sociolinguistic setting in which
the mother tongue is empowered.

Keywords: Language Shift, Mother Tongue Medium
Education, Diglossia, Language Use.

Kurte

Prézeyén Zimani G Perwerdeya bi Zimané Zikmaki: Hinek
Pirsgirékeén li ber Perwerdeya bi Zimané Kurdi li Tirkiyeyé

Li Tirkiyeyé xwezaya politizekirl ya munaqgeseyén 1i ser
perwerdeya bi zimané zikmaki, bi taybet di ¢arcoweya zimané
Kurdi de, heta pileyeké dibe sebeb ku himén wé yén civaki G
zimani béne pistguhkirin. Di encamé de gotarén/disktirén ku
perwerdeya bi kurdi diparézin zehftir li ser nirxén nasnameyi 0
candi tén avakirin G péskéskirin. Lé diyar e argumaneke sereki
ya perwerdeya bi zimané zikmaki ew e ku bi dana perwerdeya
bi zimané zikmaki, ku sosyalizasyon 0 dinyaya hest G atifl ya
zarokan bi zimané zikmaki sikl 0 qalibé xwe digire, ew
neticeyén neyini yén derlini 0 fikri dé béne berbendkirin ku ji
qutblina tékiliya di navbera zimané malbat-derdora néz 0
zimané dibistané de digewimin (Kangas 1999). Ev arguman
xwe dispére fereziyeya ku sosyalizasyona pési ya zorokan bi
zimané zikmaki, an ji bi zimané civaka zimani, pék té G ku
zarok di wi zimani de xwediyé€ siyanén rasertir in. Lewma di vé
xebaté de mebest ew e bé vekolin ka rewsa duzimani an ji
digolosiya li heréma Kurdan ya Tirkiyeyé heta ¢i dereceyé
zemineke rasteqine dabin dike ji bo perwerdeya bi zimané
zikmaki Kurdiyé. Xebat balé dikése ser hinek xalén hessas én
rewsa zimannasiya civaki ya heyl li ser perwerdeya bi zimané
zikmaki. Di vé cargoweyé de, li aliyeki, hatiye destnisankirin ku
zelina/guherina zimani, ku bi taybeti di nav nifsén ciwan de
berbelav e, argumana sGdwergirtina ji aliyén bes
amrazi/enstrimental én zimané zikmaki di perwerdeya bi
zimané zikmaki de zeif dixe; li aliyé din, xebaté nisan daye ku
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perwerdeya bi zimané zikmaki, serté bingehi G wazjénehén e ji
bo werar 0 guherina rewsa zimannasiya civaki bi rengeki ku
zimané zikmaki bi héz bike, lewre faktera bingehi ji bo
teqezkirina muhafizeya zimani ew e ku zimané zikmaki
xwedané roleke ¢alak/kara ya danfstandiné be di nava
carcoweya “malbat, derdora néz 1 dibistané” de.

Peyvén Sereke: zelina zimani, perwerdeya bi wasiteya zimané
zikmaki, diglosya, prézeyén zimani.
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Introduction

Skuttnab-Kangas (1999, p.55) suggests that the question of
“under what circumstances can ethnicity and language(s) become
positive forces and strength in people’s lives?” should be the guiding
concern of an educational system. A Kurdish child of Kurdish mother
tongue is deprived of benefiting from his/her background strengths; that
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is, in Turkey, the public sphere which categorically excludes the use of
Kurdish in educational domain ignores or negates the strong points of the
student’s personality and background. Two recent studies, Derince (2010)
and Coskun, Derince and Ugarlar (2011) assert that the considerably low
academic achievement of Kurdish students in Kurdish region is closely
related to such a linguistic and social negation, combined with a whole
set of surrounding factors. In the same vein, a number of studies
questioning the role of the mother tongue in education have shown a
positive correlation between the importance of the mother tongue in
educational system and academic achievement (cf. Fishman, 1980;
Ramirez, 1992; Thomas and Collier,1997; 2002; Cummins, 1997, 2000).
Hence, it is reasonable to claim that there is a close relationship between
numerous colossal social problems, usually worsened by academic
failure, and the absence of mother tongue medium education (henceforth:
MTM education). In other terms, the structural deficiencies of the
educational system that ignores the intellectual and affective capital of
the student acquired in the family and in the immediate environment are
partly responsible for many of the academic and social problems.

Therefore, a founding argument of MTM education should be the
prevention of negative psychological and intellectual consequences
caused by a probable rupture between the language of the family and
close environment and that of the educational domain. Adapted to the
Kurdish context, this argument would presuppose the existence of a
generation of Kurdish children with better language proficiency in
Kurdish and a generation whose intellectual and affective worlds are
shaped in Kurdish, in short, who have had Kurdish as the primary
medium of socialization in the family and close environment. This paper
scrutinizes the taken-for-granted claim that a generation of young
Kurdish children with high linguistic proficiency in Kurdish is out there.
The aim is to address the question whether the education in mother
tongue in Kurdish benefits from a genuine objective sociolinguistic
ground in terms of language use and choice practices. The analysis will
have two complementary parts: on one hand, a brief document analysis
will provide the background information on the education in Kurdish
region in Turkey; on the other hand, a questionnaire analysis will provide
information on language choice and use practices and linguistic
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proficiency of Kurdish speakers from different generations, genders and
socio-economic backgrounds.'

1. The General Situation of Education in Kurdish
Region

Education and schooling rates have always been inferior in the
Kurdish region compared to other regions in Turkey. Socio-cultural and
infrastructural deficiencies can be discussed, yet only several salient
aspects of this inferiority will be illustrated here.

Since the introduction of 8 years of compulsory primary
education in 1997, rates of schooling have remarkably increased in
Turkey. Hence, according to the data of the Ministry of Education
reporting the statistics in primary schools in 2004-2005, the schooling
rate in Turkey is of 95%; 99,6% among boys and 92% among girls. As
for the Kurdish region, it remains at 85,6% in the East Anatolia while it
is higher in the South-East Anatolia with 93,2%. However, two field
studies (TESEV 2006, p.107; Kurban and Yolagan 2008, p.27) conducted
in the region indicate that these statistics do not reflect the reality for
there is a very high rate of absenteeism especially during the seasons of
agricultural work.

As for the schooling in the high schools, the lag between the
Kurdish region and other regions of Turkey is much wider. The East
Anatolia with 45,1% and the South-East Anatolia with a rate of 42,5%
have quite lower values than the avarege of Turkey which is 66,5%.
These rates decrease even more among girls. The inequality in access to
education can also be observed in the low level of higher education
enrolments amog the students of the region, as indicated every year in the
results of the centralized country-wide university entrance examinations.

' Note that in this study the reasons or sociopolitical factors leading to the described current
sociolinguistic situation are not discussed, rather the study is deliberately restricted to the
implications of language use practices of the speakers as far as they relate to the matters of
education in mother tongue. For such broader perspectives on the topic, the reader is invited
to refer to Haig (2003) for an analysis of official treatment of Kurdish in language politics in
Turkey; Opengin (2009) for an evaluation that interprets the patterns of linguistic behaviors
in Kurdish speech community against the background of related historical and sociopolitical
factors surrounding the linguistic community; Coskun, Derince and Ugarlar (2011) for the
state policies regarding the use of mother tongue in Turkey and the consequences of not
using mother tongue in education; also cf. Hassanpour et al. (2003), Opengin (2011).

’Ct. http://www.osym.gov.tr/BelgeGoster.aspx?FOE10F8892433CFFF88F742D0D7112511578
FAESE296E410 (Acessed on June the 7th, 2009). The name of this exam changed to YGS
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1.1 Kurdish in Educational System

In the traditional medrese (religious schools) based school system
in the Kurdish populated areas in the past, Kurdish was the medium of
communication but only partly a medium of instruction. Thus, the
language had a certain instrumental function; however, with Tevhid-i
Tedrisat (‘Unification of Education’) law of 1924, education was
officially closed to any usage of Kurdish. Thus, the school, as the
institution par excellence for the application of the ‘republican condition’
and as an institution whose internal rewarding system principally operates
for strengthening the dominant social and political rewarding systems (cf.
Fishman, 1980), has served as an efficient tool to the official discourse
for the negation of Kurdish and its replacement with Turkish since then.
Presently, Article No 42 of the Constitution states that no language other
than Turkish shall be taught to Turkish citizens as mother tongue in
education. However, within the frame of reforms to harmonize with EU
principals®, starting in August 2003, the right for private learning of
“regional languages” was assured by law. Following this reform, seven
private courses for teaching Kurdish were launched in Istanbul and some
big cities in the Kurdish region. However, because of a series of political,
legal and economic concerns, these courses were not able to survive and
eventually in August 2005, the directors of the courses announced the
closure of the courses.*

This experience may seem as a defeat of private Kurdish teaching
or an indication of indifference of the speakers vis-a-vis their mother
tongue, informed principally by the fact that the certificates offered by
the courses had very little, if any, institutionalized capital value (cf.
Bourdieu, 1986). However, it is also possible to consider, as Haig (2003,
p.20) does, the measures imposed on the content and management of the
courses, as attempts of a total exclusion of Kurdish from the educational
system. The courses nevertheless distributed certificates to 1179 language
learners among 1780 who registered to the courses until they were closed
down (Akin, 2007, p.35). On the other hand, the Kurdish courses in two
private universities, Bilgi University and Sabanci University, form an
exception to the strict exclusion of Kurdish in educational system;

(Yiiksek Ogretime Gegis Smavi — Exam of Entrance to Higher Education) and LYS ( Lisans
Yerlestirme Smavr) in 2010.

* For an account of the linguistic reforms introduced by the laws adopted in 2002, see Akin
(2003).

* For a detailed analysis and critics discussing the shortcomings of these courses see Akin
(2007); Haig (2003).
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moreover, the efforts and discussions around the creation of departments
of Kurdish language and literature at some universities in the Kurdish
region show that the authorities are determined to restrict its scope as
much as possible while at the same time indicating that the issue is a very
complex one with probable serious difficulties. However, it should be
taken into account that these advancements are not related at all to the
teaching of Kurdish to children and to its inclusion in public school
system. This shows to what extent the authorities are prudent and
reductionist in any minimal overture in regard to the inclusion of Kurdish
in education.

Being excluded from education and teaching domains, Kurdish
has been taught “illegally” and in the Kurdish cultural organizations in
big cities since 90s. For instance, NCM (Navenda Canda Kurdi), a
Kurdish cultural center founded in 1991 in Istanbul, has held many
Kurdish courses. Moreover, the Kurdish Institute of Istanbul, founded in
1992, has constantly organized Kurdish courses to create a potential of
Kurdish teachers. Hence, the director of this institute declared in 2009
that there were about 4000 learners following informal Kurdish courses’
organized by a civil movement of activism for Kurdish, called TZPKurdi
founded in 2006.

Despite the presence of a certain activism in the domain of
Kurdish teaching, it is worth reminding that all these activities take place
on a voluntary basis and that a large part of the instructors and learners
spare their leisure time to attend these courses. Moreover, the instructors
are not specifically educated for teaching Kurdish; thus, they rely mostly
on their competence in Kurdish and they are supposed to transfer their
knowledge in their respective domains to the teaching of Kurdish. The
shortage of teaching materials for Kurdish is another obstacle. Lastly,
these teaching activities are not directed to the young and in general the
aim is to teach literacy in Kurdish to those who already can speak
Kurdish.

2. Method and The Questionnaire

The data on language practices were collected by a questionnaire
designed on the theoretical underpinnings of the concepts of diglossia and
domain analysis of Fishman (1967, 1968, 1991) and subjective

* Cf. http://www.enstituyakurdi.org/modules.php?name=News&file=article&sid=192
(Acessed on June the 12", 2009)
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ethnolinguistic vitality of Bourhis et al. (1981). Diglossia refers to a
relatively stable stage in which the languages or varieties in a contact
situation are used in complementary manner; that is the languages are
functionally seperated across a set of social domains and communicative
situations.

The questionnaire was administered in Turkish and Kurdish to a
sample of 76 speakers from 18 families in three settings, namely urban
(Diyarbekir/Diyarbakir), semi-urban (Semzinan/Semdinli) and rural
(three villages in Semzinan) settings. The variables of setting, gender, and
to some extent the age and education were controlled; thus, language
choice and use practices were examined according to (1) interlocutors, (2)
communication situations, (3) social domains, (4) speech themes, as well
as (5) self-evaluation of the speakers on their language competences and
the situation of the language.

The data are analyzed in the form of frequency tables and
graphics identifying the general tendencies, and through X* (chi-square)
tests to look for probable correlations between variables. A corrrelation is
considered to be significant if its X2 value is below 0,05.

3. Language Use and Choice Practices

In this part of data analysis the linguistic behaviors of the locutors
are analyzed in respect to the variables such as generation, educational
level, language proficiency and daily language use and choice practices.

3.1 The Decline Of The Usage With The Generation

The language use varies drastically according to the interlocutor,
yet the exclusive usage of Kurdish is most frequent in the communication
between grand-parents, parents and children. The graph 1 indicates that
95% of the respondents speak “exclusively in Kurdish” to grandparents.
Kurdish is also the main medium of addressing to the mother, with 70%
of “only in Kurdish” and 20% “mostly in Kurdish”, while 40% of
respondents use Turkish in different degrees in their conversations with
their father. Kurdish seems to be the principal language of parents to
educate their children, for only 10% of the parents seem to be using
Turkish more than or as much as Kurdish. However, only 39% of the
respondents speak to their siblings only in Kurdish, which means that the
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communication between the siblings favors the introduction and
installation of Turkish in the home domain.
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Graph 1. Language use according to interlocutor (in %) Tr: Turkish; Kr: Kurdish

Turkish is used along with Kurdish even more frequently in out-
of-home communication situations. Hence, around 50% of the
communication with friends, acquientances, neighbors and relatives goes
on in two languages. The usage of Turkish is remarkably more frequent
with friends (around 38%) and siblings (around 27%).

In short, Kurdish is used in a much higher degree with immediate
social environment and with relatively old people while the usage of
Turkish is reinforced in out-of-home domains. The significant part of
Turkish in communication among friends indicate that the language of
out-of-house socialization is principally Turkish. It should be noted that
the use of Kurdish increases when they are the parents, especially the
mother, speaking to the children. To the contrary, a fall of 10% is
observed when the children address their parents. This difference is quite
significant for it points to a transformation in intergenerational
communication patterns and illustrates, to a certain extent, a language
shift in the new generation. At the same time it points to a generational
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and gender-related tendency in respect to langauge use: among older
generations, the women are more loyal and apt to Kurdish than men®.

3.2 Language Proficiency

Language proficiency is shaped by a clear difference in written
and oral language abilities. That is, generally the speakers declare that
they are rather competent in understanding and speaking than writing and
reading. However, while almost 80% of the speakers have a language
proficiency sufficient to take up a conversation in Kurdish only about
20% of the speakers declare a relative capacity in reading and writing in
Kurdish. Although the tendency of having higher levels of proficieny in
oral abilities goes on even in Turkish, very high levels of written
language abilities are observed in Turkish, thus only about 20% of the
respondents declare that they do not possess sufficient competency to
hold written activity in Turkish.

Language proficiency in Kr compared to the proficiency in Tr.
35 7

30

25

20

15

10 ~

o 1

much weaker weaker equal better much better

Graph 2. Language proficiency in Kurdish compared to the
proficiency in Turkish.

5The social and economic factors behind this tendency and the results emanating from it require
a lengthy treatment, which can not be undertaken here. For a related discussion see Smits
and Giindiiz-Hosgor (2003).
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The comparison of general language proficiency (graph 2.) in
Kurdish and Turkish shows that 30% of the speakers have a better
mastery of Kurdish while those claiming a better proficiency in Turkish
are around 10%. Around 50% of the speakers think that they have a better
command in Kurdish while 30% are better in Turkish. 18% do not see
any difference between the two languages. This comparison indicate that
on the one hand the majority of the speakers do not percieve a seriously
low level of language proficiency in Kurdish while on the other hand
bilinguality or bilingual language proficiencies are quite heterogenous.
We will try to see whether this heterogenity and other aspects of language
use and proficiency have any relation with the generation variable.

3.3 The Differentiation in The Usage Of The Two Languages
Across Generations

The results of all the the y? tests in which the “generation” is the
independent variable showed significant relationships with the use of
respective langauges. The age of the speakers are categorized into three
generations, namely <20; 20-40 and >40 yaers. The ¥ test value for the
relationship between the generation of the speaker and the language she
speaks to her siblings is “0,00001” (table 1).

In what language do vou speak to vour siblings?

Observed frequency Expected frequency

A B C D E Total A B C D E Total
=20 6 7 8 4 7 32 1237 7,68 469 3584 341 32
2040 7 10 3 5 1 26 1005 624 381 312 277 26
=40 16 1 o 0 0 17 637 408 249 204 181 17
Total 29 18 11 & & 175 29 18 11 ) g 15

Table 1. Language choice when speaking to siblings accross generations.

(Scale: A=in Kr;, B=mostly in Kr; C=Kr-Tr;, D=mostly in Tr; E=in Tr)
p=0,00001: significant

A comparison of actual values and expected values across the
three generations in the table above can be interpreted as (1) a quasi-total
exclusion of Turkish among speakers over 40 years; (2) a dominant usage
of Kurdish along with a significant usage of Turkish among speakers of
20-40 years; (3) a relatively higher usage of Turkish among speakers
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below 20 years. The same tendency can be observed when it comes to the
interactions with friends (p=0,000). However, this time the usage of
Kurdish is radically weaker among the respondents below 20 years. (see
appendix 1). This fact implies that Turkish becomes more and more
dominant when the interactions take place outside the house.

As for the media, the generation factor is again quite significant
when it comes to, for example, the choices of the speakers in watching
TV programs (0,00001) (see appendix 2). The younger the speakers the
more they tend to watch the TV programs in Turkish. However, what is
common to all three generations is that none of them watch programs
exclusively in Kurdish. Moreover, the young generation is distinguished
by a general predominance of Turkish TV channels while the
indermediary generation (20-40) balances the rates between the programs
in two languages with a certain dominance of Kurdish. The older
generation is the one who consults the least to Turkish TV channels.

How do you evaluate your proficiency in Kurdish in comparnson to your
proficiency in Turkish?
Observed frequency Expected frequency

AB C D E Total A E C D E Total
<20 1 13 €& 10 2 32 084 2284 580 674 068 32
2040 1 &8 7 6 4 26 068 718 479 547 787 26
=)0 0 0 1 0 17 18 047 497 332 379 345 18
Total 2 21 14 16 23 76 2 21 14 16 23 76

Table 2. Language proficiency in Kurdizh across the generations.

(Scale: A=much weaker; B=weaker; C=equal; D: better; E: much better)
p=0,000: significant

There is also a strong relationship between generation and
proficiency in Kurdish (p=0,000, see table 2). Language proficiency in
Kurdish is high among the speakers over 40 years; while the speakers
between 20-40 years show a weaker proficiency. As for the young
speakers, they have obviously higher proficiency ratings in Turkish than
in Kurdish.
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3.4 Education Level And Language Practices

Education level of the respondents holds significant correlations
with many variables. Although the X* test does not postulate any causal
relationship, the crossing of education level with for example the
dependent variable “the language of more fluent expression” indicates
that the relationship is highly significant and in no way hazardous, as its
test value is 0,0004598. As a matter of fact, the interpretation of Table 3
shows that the respondents who have not received a formal education are
exclusively fluent and comfortable in Kurdish while as the level of
education increases the comfort of expression clines towards Turkish;
thus, the respondents who have completed high school or undergraduate
levels are clearly more at ease when expressing their thougths in Turkish.

In which langnage vou feel that vou speak more comfortably?

Obszerved frequency Expected frequency
Education lewvel Er Tr Total Er Tr Total
Uneducated 17 0 17 10,74 6,26 17

Primary 17 2 25 15,79 921 25
Secondary 3 3 2 3,05 205 2
High-school T 10 17 10,74 6,26 17

Undergraduate 2 T o 3,68 332 9
Total 48 28 T6 48 28 T6

Table 3. The language in which the speakers have a betier expression across the

education levels.

p=0,0004598: significant

In the same vein, the education level has significant relationships
with the language choice in interactions with friends (p=0,0006) (see
appendix 3). In this case, the category of uneducated speakers is marked
by prevalent usage of Kurdish. The primary level, however, is
distinguished by wider usage of Turkish. It is important to note that 6 out
of the 8 speakers of primary level who declare to have a better command
in Turkish expression are actually from the young generation. In this
sense, it seems that education and generation differences together make
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up important determining dimensions of language use patterns among
Kurdish speakers.

A wider usage of Turkish can be associated with higher education
levels such as high school and undergraduate. The observation is that the
more the education level increases the less usage and competence in
Kurdish are assured.

Results and Discussion

The analyses indicate that Kurdish remains as the dominant
language in family domain, principally due to the fact that it is the
language in which traditionally intergenerational communication is
assured; yet the presence of Turkish is remarkable among young
members of the family. What’s more, even if the exclusive usage of
Turkish is symbolic at home, the majority of respondents use the two
languages in this intimate domain traditionally associated to exclusive
usage of Kurdish. This marks the violation of functional
compartimentalization of languages, a situation capable of limiting the
usage of the low language Kurdish more and more. The analyses also
indicate that Kurdish is no more the default language of communication
to its speakers. As a matter of fact, the older, the closer and the less
educated is the speaker, the more Kurdish is used; to the contrary, the
younger, educated and out of the family network s/he is, the less Kurdish
is used. This marks a dramatic change in the language use practices
where a more generalized usage of Turkish is at stake.

The age or generation variable turned out to suggest significant
relationships with language use and language proficiency of speakers.
The general tendency can be summarized in three points though: firstly,
Kurdish is prevalent among the respondents over 40 years; secondly,
Kurdish and Turkish both are present among speakers between 20 to 40
years with a certain dominance of Kurdish; finally, Turkish is the
dominant language of all linguistic activities of speakers below 20 years.
This schema of regression and shrinking of the usage of Kurdish
illustrates a case of language shift across generations. Language use and
proficieny is also weak among speakers who have completed higher
education; however, the younger speakers who are at the primary level of
their education are clearly more competent in Turkish and they opt to use
it more often than Kurdish.
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The present study is far from being representative to all Kurdish
speech community, yet it has the claim of indicating some salient
tendencies in the community. It is the claim of this paper then that
Kurdish is in the process of replacement by Turkish in the socialization of
children. This situation at the same time paves the way to a linguistic
stage where there may be little realistic ground to promote arguments in
favor of MTM education on the basis of instrumental and affective
aspects of the mother tongue in education; for in such a stage where the
language of the school (Turkish) is also the dominant language of home-
socialization, and consequently the language in which they have better
proficiencies, the threat of “a probable rupture between the language
world in the family and school domains which can potentially harm the
child’s intellectual and affective worlds” will no longer persist, at least
not in terms of conflicting linguistic worlds.

The symbolic violence behind such a situation should be obvious,
but it should also be mentioned that even after immediate social
functioning of the language has radically diminished among the members
of the community, the surrounding pragmatic/symbolic functions of
language, such as identification, symbolic value and so on, may well
remain intact, if not even more empowered as a reaction. In this sense, at
this intermediary stage where the language perceptions and practices in
Kurdish speech community are subject to dramatic modifications,
introduction of mother tongue medium education in Kurdish can play a
crucial role in restoring and assuring the social functions of language in
‘home -close environment-school’ circle. This is also the way to avoid
the probable consequences of discrepancy between the language of self-
identification and the dominant language in social and affective dealings.

Lastly, the above analyses, in line with widespread arguments in
literature, point to the crucial relationship between schooling and
langauge maintenance; however, this should not be interpreted as if the
mother tongue medium education could definitely reverse the language
shift. Indeed, as it is observed in other contexts (Fishman 1980; Boyos
2005, among others), even in the presence of a well-functioning system
of MTM education, the widespread usage of the language may not be
guaranteed because the education may well provide the learners with
knowledge of the language, yet the usage of the language in social
functions requires a social context where the natural transmission of the
language and widespread usage of it are the norms, not acts of political or
cultural/linguistic activism. Restoring such a sociolinguistic context,
though, can only be attained through a process of linguistic normalization
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led by local and national cultural and political activisms and decision-
making processes.
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Appendices
Appendix 1

Table 1 Language choice when speaking to friends with respect to
generations.
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In which language do you speak to your friends?

Observed frequency Expected frequency

A B C D E Total A B C D E Total
<20 1 2 0 7 12 32 12,21 7,58 4,63 3,79 3,37 32
20-40 3 10 10 2 26 9,92 6,16 3,76 3,08 2,74 26
>40 14 4 0 0 0 18 6,87 4,26 2,61 2,13 1,89 18
Total 29 18 11 9 8 76 29 18 11 9 8 76

(Scale: A=in Kurdish; B=mostly in Kurdish; C=Kurdish-Turkish;
D=mostly in Turkish;, E=in Turkish)

P=0,000014: significant

Appendix 2

Table 2 Language choice in TV programs with respect to generations

In which language do you watch TV programs?

Observed Frequency

A B C D

<20 0 1 10 21
20040 0 11 5 7
>40 0 11 5 0

Total 0 23 20 28

Total
32
25
17
74

Expected Frequency
A B C

0,00 9,95 8,65

0,00 7,77 6,76

0,00 528 4,59
0 23 20

D
12,11
9,46
6,43
28

E
1,30
1,01
0,69

3

(Scale: A=in Kurdish; B=mostly in Kurdish; C=Kurdish-Turkish;

D=mostly in Turkish; E=in Turkish)

P=0,00001: significant

Appendix 3

Table 3 Language spoken to friends with respect to education level

Total
32
25
17
74
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In which language do you speak to your friends?

Observed frequency
A B
uneducated 14 3
primary 3 5
secondary 0 2
high-school 1 4
undergradu. 0 3
Total 18 16
(Scale

ISR VS B )

20

N W = N

9

[SS I S5 R S I

13

Total
17
25

76

Expected frequency

A B C
403 3,58 447
592 526 658
1,89 1,68 211
4,03 3,58 447
213 1,89 237
18 16 20

2,01
2,96
0,95
2,01
1,07
9

E
2,91
428
1,37
2,91
1,54

13

Total

76

: A=in Kurdish; B=mostly in Kurdish; C=Kurdish-Turkish;
D=mostly in Turkish; E=in Turkish)

P=0,0006: significant

" This article was first presented as a paper in Kurdish at XIV World Congress of Comparative
Education Societies (2010), Bogazi¢i University, Istanbul. I thank M. Serif Derince and
Metin Bagriacik for their suggestions and important comments for improving the

presentation of this article. Neddless to say, all the shortcomings are mine.
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