

This is peer-reviewed pre-printed version. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Citation: Sonja Novak Lukanovič & David Limon (2014) Attitudes to bilingual education in Slovenia, Current Issues in Language Planning,15(4), 
426-442, DOI: 10.1080/14664208.2014.927092

Attitudes to bilingual education in Slovenia

Sonja Novak Lukanovič,Department of Comparative and General Linguistics, University of Ljubljana and Institute for Ethnic Studies, Slovenia, and David Limon, Department of Translation, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia[footnoteRef:1] [1: Corresponding author, email: sonja.novak@guest.arnes.si
] 


Abstract
The two different models of bilingual/multilingual education that have been developed in Slovenia since the 1950s in the regions of Prekmurje (minority language Hungarian) and Slovene Istria (Italian) are the result of international agreements, education and language policies, and social and demographic factors. The basic aim in both cases is to help ensure, in a specific geographical area, the equal rights of the minority community, their language and culture.In this paper we shall present the historical and social background to the development of these two models, and describe the way in which language and education policies are applied in these two mixed areas. Drawing upon empirical research, we shall also consider how successful the models have been in achieving their stated goals. Finally, we shall present the results of research into attitudes and perceptions among parents and children towards multilingual and multicultural education in these two Slovene regions, using the collected data to compare the relative success of the two different models in the eyes of the local communities.
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Introduction

The aim of this article is to describe the two different forms of bilingual education that have developed in two border areas of Slovenia and to present some empirical research into how successful these have been in achieving educational and language policy goals. We also focus on the perceptions and attitudes of local people towards the two models involved. In order to clarify how the two bilingual models developed, the historical, political and social background is described in some detail. Slovenia has Italian and Hungarian minorities whose rights are defined by international agreements, as well as by the country’s constitution; realizing these rights is achieved through political representation, social and language policy, and educational policy. The organizational differences between the forms of bilingual education applied in these two parts of Slovenia are described, as well as how language policy is applied within bilingual schools. 
The empirical part of the paper presents research into two aspects of bilingual education. First, the language knowledge and skills of pupils in bilingual Slovene-Hungarian schools in Prekmurje and in Italian-language schools in Slovene Istria are compared. The results of testing of Hungarian as L1 and Italian as L1 are discussed, as are the results in the different kinds of schools regarding Slovene as L1. Moreover, a comparison is made with the results in Slovene as L1 in monolingual schools in two ‘control’ areas of Slovenia. Second, the perceptions and attitudes of parents and pupils towards bilingual education in these ethnically mixed areas are evaluated: whether the goal of bringing the different communities closer together is achieved; whether the children enjoy learning the ‘minority’ and ‘majority’ languages; whether the teaching and the balance between languages are satisfactory; who should attend bilingual education; and whether the model applied should be changed in any way. The analytical framework used in the article is thus two-fold: evaluating how successfully policy is applied by testing the language results achieved within the two models; and surveying whether parents and pupils believe that the goals of bilingual education are being achieved.

Historical and socio-political background

Language policy in Slovenia 

Slovenia is a small Central European country, a former Yugoslav republic, with a population of about 2 million. According to a report jointly produced by the Department for Language Policy in Strasbourg and the Slovene Ministry of Education and Sport in 2003-2005,[endnoteRef:1] language policy in the newly independent Slovenia has been heavily influenced by the need to give the national language more “legitimacy”. The authors of the report also comment on the tendency to equate both Slovene nationality and identity with the language itself, which leads to normative and purist attempts to close the language to outside influences. At the same time, a Council of Europe report in 1993 stated that Slovenia could be taken as a model in its treatment of the two recognized national minorities, and a study by Tollefson (1997) stressed that Slovenia's open political system facilitated a positive language policy towards minorities.  [1:  See: http://www.mss.gov.si/fileadmin/mss.gov.si/pageuploads/podrocje/razvoj_solstva/Jeziki/Prerez_politike_izobrazevanja.doc(Accessed 3 April 2013)] 

Language policy in Slovenia thus strongly favors the national language (Slovene), but with certain minority rights guaranteed in two border areas. Article 11 of the Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia states that the official language is Slovene, although in those municipalities where Italian and Hungarian communities reside (defined by law), Italian or Hungarian are also official languages.[endnoteRef:2] Slovenia has signed, ratified and implemented the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, the European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages, and the Council of Europe’s Framework Convention for National Minorities. The Italian and Hungarian national minorities, irrespective of their numerical size, have extensive rights with regard to educational, cultural, economic and public information activities, which are supported financially by the state. They also directly represented in local authority bodies and the National Assembly, where there is one representative each for the Italian and Hungarian communities (Komac, 2002). [2: http://www.us-rs.si/o-sodiscu/pravna-podlaga/ustava/i-splosne-dolocbe/?lang=1 (Accessed 3 April 2013)] 


The status of Italian and Hungarian

Italian has a special status in Slovene Istria and on the coast, where public use of Italian is permitted and protected by minority protection laws and members of the Italian minority are entitled to primary education (compulsory primary education in Slovenia lasts for nine years, roughly from age 6 to 15) and secondary education (four years) in their first language, as well as to radio and television programs, and to communicating in Italian with the authorities. The Hungarian minority, which enjoys similar rights, lives in the north-eastern region of Prekmurje. In the 2002 census, 3762 people (0.19%) stated that their ‘mother tongue’ (the expression used on the official form) was Italian and 7713 Hungarian (0.39%). Interestingly, the numbers declaring themselves to be members of the Italian and Hungarian ‘national communities’ were smaller – at 2258 and 6243, respectively (this discrepancy must at least partly be due to those from ‘mixed’ backgrounds who have a stake in both communities). For comparison, just below 88% of the population stated that their ‘mother tongue’ was Slovene and 83% declared themselves to be ethnically Slovene. Unfortunately from the research point of view, the 2002 census was the last in which respondents were asked questions relating to their language and ethnicity (the 2011 census was register-based), and so we have no way of knowing what the trends are with regard to how many Slovene citizens judge Italian or Hungarian to be their first language or themselves to be part of the Italian and Hungarian national minorities. 

The development of two different models

The educational models established in the ethnically mixed areas of Slovene Istria and Prekmurje are seen as a basis for realizing the equal rights of the Italian and Hungarian national minorities, their languages and cultures, which are defined by Article 64 of the Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia and other legal measures. Due to differences in historical circumstances, socio-demographic structure and international agreements, two different models of bilingual education have been introduced (Nećak Lük, 2003, 67). It is useful to recall here that until 1918, when it became part of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, most of the present-day Slovenia fell under the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Moreover, the Primorska region, which contains Istria, was annexed to Italy after World War I and did not become part of Slovenia (then a Yugoslav republic) until well after World War II. Education for the Italian minority in Slovenia has to take account of the special statue annexed to the 1954 London Memorandum of Understanding which established the standards of protection for the Slovene minority living in the Trieste region in Italy and for the Italian minority in Slovenia. 
By contrast, in Prekmurje after World War II the search for a suitable model was not conditional on international agreements, but was the result of a political decision which had then to be built upon by education professionals. In 1959 the first bilingual class groups began to function in Slovene-Hungarian bilingual schools, replacing the monolingual Hungarian class groups that had existed since the Treaty of Trianon in 1920, which left part of the Hungarian population within the borders of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. This was partly a response to the fact that many parents from the Hungarian community had withdrawn their children from Hungarian-only class groups because of fears concerning their future education. As a final point here, we should add that agreements and legislation always refer to two ‘national communities’ as if these were discrete entities, although of course due to inter-marriage and the presence of other ethnic minorities (e.g. Croats, Serbs, Albanians) the true picture is more complex.
The models differ primarily with regard to the role played by language in the classroom: in the first region, individual schools use either Slovene or Italian as the language of instruction, while the other language is taught as a subject, whereas in Prekmurje the schools are bilingual, with instruction in both Slovene and Hungarian, and children from both language communities (or those from ‘mixed’ backgrounds) learning together in the same classes. Regardless of these differences, the stated goals of education in these two regions, set out in the Act on the Special Educational Rights of the Italian and Hungarian National Communities (Uradni list RS, no. 35, 11.5.2001, 4044-4047), include the following:
· preserving and developing the Italian and Hungarian languages, as well as the culture of the Italian and Hungarian national communities;
· developing language capabilities and skills in both the first language (Italian or Hungarian for members of the minority community) and the second language (Slovene);
· increasing knowledge about the historical, cultural and natural heritage of the Italian and Hungarian national communities and their ‘parent nation’ 
· promoting awareness of belonging to the Italian or Hungarian national community, and a commitment to preserving its cultural traditions;
· promoting respect for and understanding of ethnic and cultural difference, encouraging cooperation between ethnic Slovenes and Italian or Hungarians, and co-existence in ethnically and linguistically mixed areas;
· forging individual and institutional links between individuals and institutions from the Italian and Hungarian national communities in Slovenia and the neighboring states of Italy and Hungary. 
The bilingual education models applied in these two regions are basically maintenance ones, with some enrichment elements (cf. Hornberger 1991, 223; Skutnabb-Kangas,1981): the social goal is cultural pluralism and the language goal is functional bilingualism (Nećak –Lük, 2009).

The educational model in the ethnically mixed area of Slovene Istria

Since 1958, the model applied in the Slovene part of Istria and on the Slovene coast in primary and secondary schools involves using the pupil’s first language, be it Slovene or Italian, as the language of instruction, while the second language of the environment becomes a compulsory subject. Moreover, during other subject classes, all pupils learn about the culture and history of the other nation or ethnic group living on the same territory. We should note here that it is the pupils themselves, or rather their parents, who decide whether their ‘first language’ is Italian or Slovene.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that education institutions using Italian as the language of instruction attract mainly pupils from the Italian minority, but they are also open to others, regardless of their ethnicity. Moreover, no statistics are kept regarding the ethnicity of pupils attending bilingual schools, so we cannot monitor trends regarding the relative numbers of ‘Italian’ or ‘Slovene’ pupils attending these schools. The teachers and other staff are usually members of the minority community with Italian as their first language; Italian is the administrative language, while workbooks and other teaching materials are also in Italian. Awareness raising in both languages begins at pre-school level: in the final two years of kindergarten, where either Slovene or Italian is used, the program stipulates that several times a week teachers take twenty minutes to talk in the other language, so that children, through various games, come into contact with the language, learn to recognize it and acquire some basic vocabulary. 
This model meets the specific needs of the local environment, taking into account cultural and educational traditions, and enhances the status of the minority community (Zudič Antonič, 2012). Teaching the minority language in Slovene language schools and the language of the majority community in Italian language schools ensures mutual familiarity with the languages and cultures present in the local environment. The curriculum in this bilingual area differs from that in most of Slovenia: in Slovene language schools, Italian as a second language is a compulsory subject, taught twice a week; in Italian language schools, adaptations are made to the syllabuses for geography, history, society and music, while Italian is taught as a first language and Slovene as a second language (on average, three hours per week). The goals, teaching methods and levels in the syllabuses for Slovene and Italian as L2 are based broadly on the Council of Europe's Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (1996).[endnoteRef:3] [3: http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Cadre1_en.asp (Accessed 23 May 2013)] 


Italian language schools in Slovene Istria

In Slovene Istria there are three kindergartens, three primary schools and three secondary schools where Italian is the language of instruction. As already indicated, these are open to pupils from non-Italian ethnic backgrounds whose parents regard contact with Italian language and culture as a positive value and an improved opportunity for personal growth in a multilingual environment. For all pupils, the opportunity to use Italian in a school environment is an important motivating factor, but another key factor is readiness to use the language outside school, which promotes intercultural communication in the local communities. In the school year 2011/2012, there were 438 children attending Italian-language kindergartens, 411 pupils in primary schools and 142 attending secondary school.

Italian as L2

Italian as an L2 is offered in 17 local primary schools and 7 secondary schools (two grammar schools, an economic and technical school, a mechanics and trade school, a catering school, a maritime school and a medical-technical school). Pupils have Italian as a compulsory second language right up until the final examinations or matura (the local equivalent of the baccalaureate). The secondary school program in Italian as L2 is also open to pupils who had Italian as an optional subject in primary school (for 3 to 6 years). For those who did not learn Italian at primary level, secondary schools offer a beginner’s program in Italian; pupils then have the option of taking Italian as one of five subjects in the matura examinations.

Slovene as L2

Slovene as L2has a special role in Italian language schools. Its stated goal is to facilitate effective communication in one of the two official languages of this bilingual area, which is also the official language of the state. Pupils are expected to acquire the language skills necessary for appropriate, correct and effective spoken and written communication in different contextual situations, to express what they learn about themselves and the world, to read and appreciate literary texts in Slovene, and to experience Slovene culture (cf. Baloh, 2005). Slovene as a subject has the additional important role of mediating those cultural elements of the Slovene nation (literary, historical, geographical, musical, ethnological, architectural, and so on) that differ from the Italian. The ultimate goal of language learning in this bilingual area is functional literacy in the sense of practical and creative mastery of the two languages, as well as comparative understanding of their basic systemic differences. The secondary school subject Slovene as a Second Language makes an important contribution to individual pupils’ search for their own identity and place in society. It also gives learners the language skills needed for continuing their studies at Slovene universities, where Slovene is the language of instruction. 

Bilingual education in Prekmurje

The educational model is this part of Slovenia is a bi-directional one, aimed at stressing the equality of two languages. Here, compulsory bilingual classes are attended by pupils from both the national communities; both Slovene and Hungarian are languages of instruction, as well as school subjects, and have an equal status in the classroom and outside it, in the functioning of the school, in both spoken and written form. 
Bilingual kindergarten involves two age groups: 1 to 3 and 3 to 6 years. In the school year 2011/2012, 293 children attended such kindergartens. A year before primary school, an optional, free bilingual pre-school program is offered; the smallest number of children for which such a bilingual program can be organized is determined by official standards. In such kindergartens, ‘Slovene’ children learn Hungarian and ‘Hungarian’ children Slovene; children learn the second language in a similar way to how they learned their first, from the functional environment. The teaching model used is ‘one person, one language’: teachers use their first language when communicating with the children. In Prekmurje, first language use is a matter of self-declaration: pupils and their parents decide whether their ‘first language’ is Hungarian or Slovene. 
Similarly, in bilingual primary schools the languages of instruction are also Slovene and Hungarian. The official policy as set out by Slovenia’s National Education Institute[endnoteRef:4] identifies the conditions required for successful attainment of teaching goals within the 9- year bilingual primary education program as: [4:  Izvedbena navodila za izvajanje programa 9-letne dvojezične šole. Zavod za šolstvo, Ljubljana 2005.] 

· an adapted curriculum and subject syllabuses;
· suitable training of staff, who have sufficient mastery of both languages of instruction, involving additional language training and knowledge of bilingual teaching;
· in the first year, text books are monolingual (Slovene or Hungarian), but from years 2 to 9 they are bilingual;
· additional teaching resources and materials are guaranteed for implementing the ‘national’ program;
· adapted educational norms and standards.
Official guidelines for the implementation of the nine-year primary school program organize the differential teaching of both Slovene and Hungarian, as well as the implementation of bilingual instruction. In the first cycle of compulsory education (years 1-3), Slovene is taught as both a first (SL1) and a second language (SL2); in the second cycle (years 4-6), pupils progress from SL2 classes to SL1 classes, and henceforth to a unified curriculum for SL1. In year 4, the school must enable pupils to make the transition from two curricula to a unified one. In differential teaching, streaming of pupils is used to ensure that reinforcement and broadening of learning takes place. The teaching of Hungarian as a first (HL1) or second language (HL2) takes place during all three phases of schooling; at the start of the second cycle, pupils who take HL2 can transfer to HL1. In the school year 2011/2012, 770 children attended bilingual primary school.

The role of language

During bilingual teaching in the first primary cycle there are two teachers present in the classroom – one with a high level of competence in Slovene, the other in Hungarian. Teaching of all other (non-language) subjects involves differentiation and individualization in line with the principle ‘one person, one language’. In the other two cycles, both Slovene and Hungarian are used as languages of instruction; the relative balance between the two languages depends on the specific environment and ethnic make-up of the children in the particular school. When planning individual classes, teachers decide what proportion of the content or teaching components will take place in each language. The school may also form groups for particular subjects where teaching will take place primarily in Slovene or Hungarian; such classes are likely to involvetwo teachers. The written permission of parents is required before pupils are included in such language groups.

Bilingual secondary school

The only bilingual secondary school Prekmurje, in the town of Lendava, began to implement bilingual programs in 1981/82; initially this involved various vocational courses, but in 1990 a two-year bilingual program leading to the matura examinations (qualifying students for university) was introduced. In this academic program, Slovene and Hungarian have equal status as subjects and as languages of instruction. In the first two years of secondary school Slovene is taught at one level and then in years 3 and 4 students who are to take the matura examination in Hungarian 1 can take Slovene with a reduced number of hours. Throughout, Hungarian is taught at two levels: as a first language and as a second language, with external differentiation; the syllabuses for history, history of art and geography are adjusted. There are also adjustments to syllabuses for students following bilingual vocational and technical programs at secondary level. The goals of ‘education for co-existence’ must receive at least half the hours intended for cultural activities in the bilingual school. In the school year 2011/2012, this secondary school program was attended by 308 pupils.

Research into language knowledge in the two bilingual areas

The models of bilingual education applied in Slovene Istria and Prekmurje have been the subject of a number of research projects relating to systemic factors, organization of teaching, didactics and content. The usual research aim is to identify the model most likely to ensure the achievement of both educational goals (attaining certain standards) and socialization goals (attitudes towards linguistically and ethnically mixed communities). Research in this area has been partial and there has been no systematic testing of the effectiveness of the models.
Most research in this area has focused on the primary level and, in particular, on knowledge of the first and second languages, as well as on the perceptions of pupils regarding otherness and cohabitation in the two ethnically mixed areas. The only major comparative research project of this kind was carried out in 2009 by researchers from the Institute for Ethnic Studies, the Faculty of Arts at the University of Ljubljana and Primorska University (see Čok, 2009). The theoretical starting points for this research were Cummins's (2001) interactive model of bilingual education, Gardner's (1985) socio-educational model and Baker's (1992) model of attitudes to bilingualism (see Nećak-Lük, 2009). The aims of the project were: to evaluate the success of bilingual primary education with regard to the socialization of pupils in the two identified areas; to compare knowledge of Slovene as L1 and L2, as well as Hungarian or Italian as L1 and L2, plus a foreign language, among pupils in the 8th year of selected primary schools (age 13/14); and to compare this data with control groups in other parts of Slovenia comparable in terms of socio-economic parameters (the towns of Postojna and Žalec), as well as in Italian border areas with Slovene speaking minorities (the latter are not discussed in this contribution). The sample population was made up of 527 pupils in year 8 of nine-year primary education. The sample was taken from all the bilingual primary schools in Prekmurje (Lendava, Dobrovnik, Prosenjakovci, Genterovci), all the Italian language schools (Piran, Izola, Koper) and some Slovene language schools in Slovene Istria (Izola, Koper, one class in Prade, two classes in Lucija). The comparative analysis included selected minority schools in the Trieste (3 schools) and Gorizia (1 school) areas of Italy.

Evaluating pupils’ language skills

The language knowledge and communication skills of pupils included in bilingual education were measured through a grammar-based test and guided text formation. In evaluating the achieved language standards, the researchers made use of the goals set by the syllabuses for Slovene, Hungarian and Italian as L1, Slovene, Hungarian and Italian as L2, and English as a foreign language. The tests differed slightly in terms of scope and content, but all included a text formation task. To test knowledge of the L1, pupils were required to write a letter to a friend of 160 to 200 words in 30 minutes; for the L2, they had to describe a situation prompted by a series of pictures using 90 to 100 words in 20 minutes; and for the foreign language to write a short dialogue based on picture prompts in 20 minutes (cf. Čok and Simčič, 2009). The evaluative scale used to assess the test results was: goals not achieved, goals partially achieved, goals achieved; the L1 test was scored out of 18 and these three categories corresponded, respectively, to 6 points or less, 7 -12 points and 13 points or more; the L2 test was scored out of 15 and the categories corresponded to 5 points or less, 6 -10 points and 11 points or more. The tests showed that pupils in the two bilingual areas obtained very similar results in both Italian and Hungarian as L1 in terms of the percentage of pupils who completely achieved the set goals. The main difference can be seen in the proportion of pupils who did not achieve the language goals: in this regard, the bilingual Slovene-Hungarian model was more successful (see Table 1).

Table 1: Results of tests for Italian and Hungarian as L1  
	
	Minority language   L1 TEST
	TOTAL

	
	Goals not achieved
	Goals partially achieved
	Goals achieved
	

	Hungarian
	6.1%
	30.3%
	63.6%
	N 33 = 100%

	Italian
	20.0%
	11.4%
	68.6%
	N 35 = 100%



Slovene as L1

A result which confirms the success of both the models under consideration relates to knowledge of Slovene as L1, shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Slovene as L1    
	
	SLOVENE 1
	TOTAL

	
	Goals not achieved
	Goals partially achieved
	Goals achieved
	

	Prekmurje
	11.9%
	69.3%
	18.8%
	N 101 = 100%

	Slovene Istria
	24.5%
	34.9%
	40.6%
	N 106 =100%

	Postojna
	33.3%
	29.9%
	36.8%
	N 87 = 100%

	Žalec
	45.8%
	44.4%
	9.7%
	N 72 = 100%



As can be seen, there were important differences with regard to knowledge of Slovene as L1 between the Prekmurje and Istria samples. The initial starting point between pupils of bilingual schools in Prekmurje, visited by children with either Slovene or Hungarian as their first language, and pupils of schools in Istria with Slovene as the language of instruction was apparent in the level of language knowledge. However, in comparison with the control groups in Postojna and Žalec, the bilingual primary schools were shown to be very successful in Slovene as L1. The results also show that in the Slovene-Hungarian model both first languages achieve a comparative level and are comparable with the control group – in fact, the bilingual children achieved better results than monolingual children (we do not have the data to explain the particularly poor result in Žalec; it may point to lack of motivation on the part of the pupils involved, or some other factor). The test only measured certain communication skills, it was based on the syllabus and so we can probably conclude that the bilingual schools were more successful in teaching the syllabus content. It might also be the case that since ‘bilingual’ schools pay a great deal of attention to language skills they tend to achieve better language results – both in the case of the L1 and the L2 – than comparable  monolingual schools. This fits with research findings reported in Baker (2011, 266) that “bilingualism permits increased linguistic awareness, more flexibility in thought, more internal inspection of language,” leading to better first language performance of those in immersion and other programs designed to promote bilingualism. 

Hungarian as L2, Italian as L2 and Slovene as L2

Differences appeared when comparing the results for Hungarian as L2, Italian as L2 in schools with Slovene as the language of instruction (SLI) and Slovene as L2 in schools with Italian as the language of instruction (ILI); in the case of the latter two there were important statistical differences (see Table 3). Pupils of SLI schools in Istria achieved lower average values in relation to the L2 and so common assumptions about the greater prestige of Italian (compared to Hungarian) in the relevant bilingual environment and as the language of the neighboring country are not confirmed. This is also shown by a comparison between HL2 and IL2, where there is a statistically important difference in favor of Hungarian. 
We should explain here that even when Slovenia was part of Socialist Yugoslavia, the Slovene-Italian border was very open and many Slovenes (as well as citizens of other Yugoslav republics) frequently went to Italy on shopping expeditions; similarly, many Italians came across the border as day visitors and tourists. Moreover, Italian television channels have always been widely watched in Slovene border areas. By contrast, the border with Hungary was relatively closed and there was little cross-border contact between Slovenia and Hungary until the 1990s. Moreover, Hungarian is seen as a difficult language to learn and one with limited economic value (there are few employment opportunities for Slovenes in Hungary and trade with the country is limited). However, the lower success of HL2 (the lower percentage of goals achieved) compared with HL1 might be due to the attitudes or perceptions of pupils to the role Hungarian plays in the local environment and their view of its importance. Without some motivation related to identity (for instance, having one or both parents speaking Hungarian) there is perhaps insufficient incentive for pupils to learn a language that may seem to bring few tangible benefits.

Table 3: Tests for L2
	
	SECOND LANGUAGE
	TOTAL

	
	Goals not achieved
	Goals partly achieved
	Goals achieved
	

	L2 – language knowledge and writing skills
	HL2 (Prekmurje)
	38.2%
	38.2%
	23.5%
	N 68 = 100%

	
	IL2 (Istria)
	58.5%
	26.4%
	15.1%
	N 106 = 100%

	
	SL2 (Istria)
	31.4%
	34.3%
	34.3%
	N 35 = 100%


HL2 = Hungarian as L2; IL2= Italian as L2; SL2 = Slovene as L2.

The poor results of tests regarding IL2 in Istria suggest that the added value offered by Slovene-Italian bilingualism is diminishing or even disappearing, and that pupils may be less motivated to learn Italian. The pupils at the SLI schools feel a high level of identification with the Slovene language, but at the same time their knowledge of Italian as L2 and their attitude to that language suggests a changing attitude towards bilingualism, which is confirmed by the low importance assigned by pupils to the preservation and development of Italian and the fact that more than half the pupils in SLI schools think that learning English is more important than learning Italian (cf. Medvešek, 2009, 140). It seems likely, then, that the pupils' performance in the test for Italian is partly a result of their attitude towards the language.
Moreover, the results of other research[endnoteRef:5] have highlighted further problems – in addition to limited motivation – with regard to the teaching of Italian as L2: unsuitable text books, large class sizes (28 pupils per class, at secondary level 30), unsuitable classrooms particularly at secondary level, teaching methodology (traditional teacher-centered), inadequate use of information technology and too little material from Italy for promoting the language in Slovenia.  [5:  The Comenius 2.1 project Promotion of Minority Languages in Multilingual Areas with an Emphasis on Teacher Education (2003-2006) and the Comenius 2.1 project INFO – Defining a Model for Training Teachers in Multilingual Environments (2005-2007), both led by Nives Zudič Antonič of Primorska University.] 


Research into attitudes towards bilingual education

With regard to learning a language, in addition to linguistic and communicative competence, and intercultural awareness, it is also important to take into account the values expressed by prevailing attitudes and the cultural values of the intercultural space. The research project discussed above (Čok, 2009) also showed that the great majority of pupils agreed with the statement that they should learn more in school about other cultures, in particular immigrant cultures, as well as showing that children with Hungarian or Italian as their first language enjoy learning Slovene. 
It is important here to remember that the model applied in Prekmurje takes in pupils who have Slovene as their first language, as well as those from the Hungarian minority. In other words, the model involves the teaching of both the majority and minority languages to pupils from both communities, which is an integral part of educational and language policy in ethnically mixed areas in Slovenia. The success of this kind of goal can be seen in both the organization and the content of bilingual education (Nećak- Lük, 1999), which also has an influence on the use of the majority and minority languages in different formal and informal domains, as well as on the formation of attitudes. A number of studies (Bourhis, 1983; Baker, 1992; Cenoz, 2009; Dörnyei, 2001) have reported that the attitudes towards language and consequently towards bilingualism and bilingual education held by individuals and groups are highly sensitive to both local conditions and to political and historical changes in the environment; national language policy also has a powerful influence. 
The specifics of attitudes influenced by numerous socio-political factors are particularly apparent in multicultural areas, such as those we are considering in Slovenia. In research carried out among members of the Italian and Hungarian minorities (Novak-Lukanovič, 2008), their views were also ascertained regarding the current models of bilingual education. The empirical part of the research was carried out in 2007, using a structured questionnaire with groups of questions about language use, self-evaluation of language knowledge, and attitudes to the minority language, to the majority language, to bilingualism and to bilingual education. The bilingual questionnaire (in Slovene, plus either Italian or Hungarian) was conducted by post. The survey contained questions on bilingual schools with which respondents could completely agree, agree in general, neither agree nor disagree, disagree in general or completely disagree (i.e. a five-point scale).
In Slovene Istria, members of the Italian minority received 340 questionnaires and the same number was sent to members of the Hungarian minority in Prekmurje. After two weeks 146 (anonymous) responses were received from Istria and 145 from Prekmurje; this represents a 43 per cent realization, which is methodologically acceptable. The data were statistically processed, while quantitative, qualitative and comparative analysis was carried out. The aim of the statistical analysis was not merely to evaluate the validity of the data obtained, but also to compare the two areas (Slovene Istria and Prekmurje); in doing this, we wanted as far as possible to include non-verbal, numerical scales, which are easier to compare. We made use of statistical methods that facilitated the comparison of different variables between the two surveyed groups.The Mann Whitney Test is a commonly used way of evaluating agreement (in our case, on a scale of 1 to 5) with a statement among two different groups (i.e., respondents in Slovene Istria and Prekmurje), where the distribution of responses otherwise makes it difficult to compare.
The results show that members of the minorities are increasingly critical regarding the way that schooling is organized, since they are aware that school is the most important domain for the preservation of their language and identity. As the survey was carried out in two ethnically mixed areas the statements in the questionnaire were adapted to the specifics of the different situations there, but although the statements are formulated differently their content is comparable. A comparison of results highlights the differences in the two educational models; each statement was compared between Slovene Istria and Prekmurje, and degrees of agreement established – the lower the value contained in the right-hand column, the greater the level of agreement (see Table 4).

Table 4: Statements about education in ethnically mixed areas 
(Mann-Whitney Test: a lower value means greater agreement)

	
	area
	N
	mean rank

	1. The current model of education brings pupils from the Italian/Hungarian and Slovene communities closer together. (p=0.000)
	Istria
	139
	182.27

	
	Prekmurje
	146
	105.61

	2. Children from the Slovene community like learning Italian/Hungarian. 
	Istria
	141
	123.25

	(p=0.000) 
	Prekmurje
	146
	164.04

	
	
	
	

	3. Teachers' knowledge of Slovene language is good enough.
	Istria
	139
	151.26

	(p=0.053, p>0.05)
	Prekmurje
	145
	134.11

	
	
	
	

	4. In schools with Slovene as the language of instruction more hours should be devoted to learning Italian. / More Hungarian should be spoken during lessons. 
	Istria
	141
	133.40

	(p=0.033)
	Prekmurje
	145
	153.32

	
	
	
	

	5. It would be better, instead of Italian/Hungarian to spend more time learning a foreign language. 
	Istria
	143
	143.38

	(p=0.727) 
	Prekmurje
	146
	146.58

	
	
	
	

	6. Children from the Italian/Hungarian community like learning Slovene. 
	Istria
	144
	154.97

	 (p=0.039)
	Prekmurje
	146
	136.16

	
	
	
	

	7. In schools with Italian as the language of instruction more hours should be devoted to learning Slovene. / More Slovene should be spoken during lessons.
	Istria
	140
	119.96

	(p=0.000) 
	Prekmurje
	143
	163.58

	
	
	
	

	8. Teachers’ knowledge of Italian/Hungarian is good enough.
	Istria
	141
	127.10

	(p=0.001) 
	Prekmurje
	144
	158.57

	
	
	
	

	9. School with Italian as the language of instruction gives sufficient knowledge for continuing education. / Bilingual school gives sufficient knowledge for continuing education. 
	Istria
	144
	147.90

	(p=0.606) 
	Prekmurje
	146
	143.13

	
	
	
	

	10. In schools with Slovene as the language of instruction we should learn more about Italian culture. / We should learn more about Hungarian culture in school. 
	Istria
	143
	131.45

	(p=0.003) 
	Prekmurje
	146
	159.17

	
	
	
	

	11. School with Italian as the language of instruction should be attended only by children from the Italian community. / Bilingual school should be attended only by children from the Hungarian community. 
	Istria
	145
	122,31

	(p=0.107) 
	Prekmurje
	146
	169,53

	
	
	
	

	12. A more suitable model would be bilingual groups or classes (with Slovene or Italian as the language of instruction). / A more suitable model would be monolingual groups or classes (with Slovene or Hungarian as the language of instruction).  
	Istria
	145
	139,11

	
	Prekmurje
	146
	153,89



Bringing pupils closer together

There was a high level of agreement in Prekmurje with the statement that the current model of education brings pupils from the different communities closer together. This is understandable, since the model of bilingual education there includes all pupils, regardless of their ethnic affiliation. The educational aim of this model that brings together pupils from different language backgrounds is to ensure knowledge of two languages, while at the same time taking into account two different first languages. By contrast, in Slovene Istria, where schools have either Slovene or Italian as the language of instruction and the learning of the L2 is compulsory, respondents did not agree that the educational model applied there brought pupils from different ethnic and linguistic backgrounds closer together. This difference in attitudes is statistically confirmed. The feeling in Istria that school is not bringing pupils from the two communities closer together can be evaluated from another point of view. The curriculum ensures that pupils become familiar with the second language and acquire a certain knowledge and awareness of the culture and history of the other community. But this language knowledge and awareness of the other is only one aspect enabling an individual to communicate with others, to understand their culture, and to establish a relationship based on equality.
Knowledge and awareness may prepare an individual for life in a multicultural environment, but for genuine interaction something more is required. A key factor is active personal contact, which in practice means different types of active cooperation among pupils of both types of schools – Slovene language and Italian language. Some cooperation does take place, but at a more formal level; we have no data about the level or frequency of such contact, so it is difficult to evaluate. But on the basis of the stated attitudes to the bilingual environment, it seems likely that the contact among pupils is insufficient or inappropriate. 

Language and culture

Most of the statements relate to language and culture, since to most people these represent the basic criteria for assessing the success of a bilingual model. The statement relating to the learning of Italian / Hungarian or Slovene shows the differing views as to which language is more important to pupils. The motivation to learn a language is shown by the statement that pupils enjoy learning it. Members of the Italian community think that pupils from the Slovene community like learning Italian, whereas ethnic Hungarians are less convinced that Slovene pupils like learning Hungarian. The difference can probably be explained by the greater confidence among Italian speakers about the relative value of their language, reflecting the fact that Italy is a larger, more influential and economically powerful country. It may also be due to the common perception that Hungarian is a ‘difficult’ language to learn since it is unrelated to most other European languages.
The situation is somewhat different with regard to Slovene language – we could say that it is the opposite, but there is a statistical difference (p<0.05 and p= 0.039). The results show that pupils from the Hungarian community enjoy learning Slovene more than do the pupils from the Italian community. Perhaps this is due to the different status that Slovene has in the educational program (a language of instruction as well as a subject, as opposed to just a subject), leading to different perceptions. That Italian pupils are not so keen on learning Slovene is an attitude of those surveyed that is probably not worth generalizing upon, since the respondents agree strongly with the statement that in schools with Italian as the language of instruction there should be more hours devoted to the learning of Slovene, as well as with the idea that Italian language schools should teach more about Slovene culture. At the same time, respondents agree that Slovene language schools should offer more hours of Italian. This strong agreement with the need to increase the number of school hours devoted to language can be seen as an expression of the fact that the respondents are not completely satisfied with the current model in the ethnically mixed areas of Slovene Istria. 

Bilingualism in the classroom

The survey respondents in Prekmurje showed their attitude to bilingual education through their agreement with the statement that more Hungarian should be spoken during lessons, while at the same time agreeing that more Slovene should be spoken in class. It might be useful to add here the results of research (Novak Lukanovič, 2009) into pupils’ perceptions in Prekmurje regarding the use of the two languages in the classroom. Questions were put to 101 primary school pupils about mathematics, natural sciences, history and geography; the responses of pupils with Hungarian as their L1 and pupils with Slovene as their L1 were analyzed separately. The results showed differences between individual subjects and with regard to which language pupils had as their L1. In the case of math and physics, the great majority of pupils agreed that teaching took place primarily in Slovene. In the case of biology, the balance was better, with roughly similar numbers thinking either that Slovene dominated, or that the two languages were used about equally. But chemistry was the only science subject were the majority (55.9% of SL1 pupils, 69.7% of HL1 pupils) felt that Slovene and Hungarian were used equally in the classroom. The picture for history and geography was better, with a majority of pupils on both programs (SL1 and HL1) agreeing that the two language fared equally well in the classroom. These results are of course subjective, being based on pupils’ perceptions, but it is reasonable to assume that schools have problems finding suitably qualified teachers for certain subjects with the required level of knowledge of the two languages used within the school. This means, of course, an inevitable discrepancy between official policy and its implementation in the classroom.
The majority of the respondents do not agree that a foreign language should be learnt instead of the minority language. This is an important stance and very ‘European’ in a sense, since EU policy places a great emphasis on linguistic diversity, language learning and plurilingualism (e.g. A New Framework Strategy for Multilingualism from 2005, and the Action Plan on Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity 2004-2006[endnoteRef:6]).  [6:  Both documents available at http://ec.europa.eu/languages/eu-language-policy/multilingualism_en.htm (Accessed 23.5.2013)




] 


Who is bilingual education for?

According to data from research among members of the Italian and Hungarian minorities (Novak Lukanovič, 2008), a large majority of respondents in Istria disagree with the statement that schools with Italian as the language of instruction should be attended only by children from the Italian community; there was a similar response in Prekmurje to the idea that bilingual schools should be attended only by children from the Hungarian community.This shows important agreement with the current organizational model. The result in Prekmurje was not unexpected, since the bilingual model there is a ‘unifying’ one that includes all children, regardless of ethnic background, facilitating both direct and indirect contact between the two languages and cultures. It is precisely this bidirectional communication – not only linguistic – that is important for creating a bilingual/bicultural environment in the broadest sense. The result in Istria also confirms the importance of two-way communication, which means that the majority disagrees with the idea that Italian language schools should be reserved for pupils from the Italian community. The openness of the model – the fact that others can attend a school – is a formula that contributes to the achievement of a bilingual environment. The most important condition for inclusion in such a model is an appropriate level of knowledge of Italian.

Do pupils acquire the required language skills?

The majority of respondents agreed that within primary education pupils with Hungarian or Italian as their first language acquire sufficient communication skills in their language to be able to continue their education in Hungary or Italy, so in this sense both models are successful. However, although this is important it is only one aspect of the success of bilingual education. With regard to the other statements, detailed analysis of the responses does not show such an affirmative stance towards the current concept. 

Are local people happy with the current model?

The final statement in this part of the questionnaire relates to the acceptability of the current model or to possible alternatives. Those in Istria were offered the possibility of bilingual classes or groups, as they have in Prekmurje, and those in Prekmuje the kind of model applied in Istria, with monolingual (i.e. either Slovene or Hungarian) classes or groups. In response to these alternatives, the level of agreement was higher in Istria was higher than in Prekmurje (see Table 4, statement 12, the relative value for Istria is lower). The absolute values of responses are shown in Table 5 below. 

Table 5: Responses to the statement about changing the model
	Statement:
	I completely agree
	I agree in general
	I neither agree nor disagree
	I disagree in general
	I completely disagree

	Istria: N=145
Bilingual classes would be more suitable
	14
9.6%
	25
17.1%
	25
17.1%
	13
9.6%
	68
46.6%

	Prekmurje: N=146
Monolingual classes would be more suitable
	17
11.1%
	7
4.8%
	24
16.8%
	19
13.3%
	79
54.1%




A significant percentage of respondents do not have a definite stance towards the educational models and so they neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Although an absolute majority supports the current models (albeit with a higher percentage in Prekmurje than Istria), the result does not represent an overwhelming endorsement, particularly in Istria with 26.7% of respondents leaning towards a bilingual school model. On the other hand, in Prekmurje around two-thirds support bilingual schools and only around 16% seem in favor of a change of model. We looked for other variables that might help us interpret individual results, but in Istria the age, profession or education of the respondents did not seem to have any influence on different stances. However, in Prekmurje there was a connection with level of education: those with higher education do not agree with the idea of monolingual classes and are supportive of the current concept of bilingual schools.
To conclude this part of the discussion, while the majority agrees with the current models, a significant proportion of members of the Italian community and a small minority of the Hungarian community clearly harbor some doubts that the model applied in their area is optimal and would like to see a change from monolingual classes to bilingual or vice versa. Unfortunately, we do not have any empirical data as to where exactly the perceived weaknesses of the current models lie. The results suggest that there is room for improvement, at least in the eyes of local communities, and in a time of rapid socio-economic change perhaps there is a need for innovation or adaptation in relation to school organization and the curriculum.

Concluding remarks

Slovenia offers a good case study of how different models of bilingual education can work. However, it also shows how educational and language policy are only part of the picture when it comes to preserving the vitality of minorities and ethnically mixed communities. The number of Slovene citizens who declare themselves to be members of the Hungarian minority declined steadily from the 1950s onwards: by 44% between 1953 and 2002, and 22% between 1991 and the last full census in 2002 (as already indicated, the 2011 register-based census offered no information with regard to ethnic affiliation, so we cannot say whether this trend is continuing).  Of course, the reasons for this are very complex and as we have already seen, many of those who have Hungarian or Italian as their first language do not necessarily see themselves as part of the relevant national minority. In the case of Prekmurje, the limited economic and socio-cultural links with Hungary mean that there is perhaps less motivation to preserve Hungarian identity and use the language outside of the educational environment. With regard to Slovene Istria, although Italian is on the surface to be a more prestigious language than Hungarian and one that offers more economic opportunities, as we have seen, pupils now see the learning of English as more important than the learning of Italian.
The research that we have summarized in this paper shows that the two models of bilingual education applied in Slovenia's ethnically mixed areas of Istria and Prekmurje are successful with regard their main educational role of facilitating functional bilingualism. It is also striking that pupils from both areas performed better in Slovene as L1 than did the control groups from two other parts of country, which shows that the schools in these two border areas are clearly doing something right. Moreover, the attitudes of local communities towards bilingual schools and the perceptions of parents and pupils with regard to the results achieved are generally positive, although a minority in both regions would like to see changes to the form that bilingual education takes. We have focused particularly on attitudes and perceptions since they are crucial in assessing whether the model is (seen to be) working and whether local people are going to continue to support bilingual education. This is especially important when many parents and children are highly conscious of the potential socio-economic benefits of learning a 'world language' such as English, rather than a second language used in the local environment (although, of course, the two are not mutually exclusive).
Research has shown that members of the national minorities in Slovenia place great importance on the bilingual/bicultural environment and on contact with the national majority in all spheres of life and at all levels. They are aware that without two-way communication with the majority community the linguistic vitality of their own community is threatened. The reality is, however, that the ethnically mixed areas are not and never have been stable ‘islands’, but are subject to migration currents and population mobility, so that the sense of identity and language needs of the local population change. The challenge for language and education policy is to keep pace with these changes, while at the same time maintaining the values of respect for otherness and ethnic difference that bilingual education is supposed to cultivate.
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