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Abstract 

This thesis examines how students of migrant parentage construct their language identities 

and how these identities relate to their sense of belonging. The data was collected in 

Helsinki, Finland, with nine interviewees attending grade 9, the final year of basic education. 

The research focus is related to a large part of the city’s student body, as in every fifth 

school, one in two students are of migrant parentage. Finnish basic education is known for 

scoring well in international assessments, having highly trained and respected teachers and 

little difference between schools. At the same time, the performance gap between students 

of migrant parentage and their peers is one of the largest worldwide. Prior studies show that 

although the national curriculum promotes linguistic and cultural diversity, attitudes and 

operations present at schools rest on monolingual and monocultural ideologies.  

This narrative inquiry draws from the theoretical lenses of intersectionality and critical 

multiculturalism. It acknowledges that our language identities and belonging are shaped by 

our intersectional realities, constrained by the hierarchies and power relations of the wider 

socio-political context. The participants represented a diversity of backgrounds and linguistic 

repertoires, totalling up to 15 languages, and had fluid, multiple and dynamic language 

identities. The various ways they perceived themselves as language speakers were impacted 

by their social divisions and interactions, including the language-related hierarchies at 

school. The relationship between language identities and belonging was two-fold. First, the 

participants were the multilingual ‘others’ amid the monolingual landscape of their 

surroundings, leading to contested belonging. Second, they resisted such ideologies through 

multilingual strategies and solidarity, generating a sense of belonging. The findings indicate 

that Finnish schools must hold off from external definitions of students’ language identities 

and engage in critical inquiries into their processes that maintain and produce 

marginalization of particular student groups. 
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Ágrip 

Öðrun og mótspyrna: Tungumálaauðkenni og tilfinningin að tilheyra nemendum af 

innflytjendaættum 

Þessi lokaritgerð rannsakar hvernig nemendur af innflytjendaættum byggja upp 

tungumálaauðkenni sín og hvernig þessi auðkenni tengjast upplifun þeirra af því að tilheyra. 

Gagna var aflað með viðtölum við níu nemendur í 9. bekk, þ.e. á lokaári í grunnskóla, í 

Helsinki í Finnlandi. Rannsóknin fjallar um efni sem varðar stór hluta grunnskólanemenda 

borgarinnar, þar sem í fimmta hverjum skóla er um helmingur nemenda innflytjendabörn. 

Finnsk grunnskólamenntun er þekkt fyrir að skora vel í alþjóðlegu mati, en landið státar 

almennt af þaulmenntuðum og virtum kennurum auk þess sem gæðamunur á milli skóla er 

lítill. Á sama tíma er bilið á milli námsárangurs nemenda af innflytjendaættum og jafnaldra 

þeirra eitt það stærsta á heimsvísu. Fyrri rannsóknir sýna að þrátt fyrir að aðalnámskráin ýti 

undir fjölbreytileika í tungumálum og menningu, þá hvíli viðhorf og starfssemi skólanna á 

eintyngdri og einmenningarlegri hugmyndafræði. 

Þetta rannsóknarverkefni sækir í fræðileg sjónarmið um samtvinnun mismunabreyta og 

gagnrýna fjölmenningarhyggju. Það viðurkennir að tungumálaauðkenni og upplifun okkar af 

því að tilheyra mótast af samtvinnuðum raunveruleika hvers og eins, sem takmarkast af 

stigveldum og valdatengslum í víðtæku félagspólitísku samhengi. Þáttakendur 

rannsóknarinnar voru málnotendur með fjölbreyttan tungumála- og menningarbakgrunn. 

Sem fulltrúar samtals 15 tungumála, bjuggu þeir yfir fjölbreyttum og sterkum 

tungumálaauðkennum. Sjálfsvitund þeirra sem málnotendur var mótuð af áhrifum frá 

stéttaskiptingu og félagslegum samskiptum, þar með talið tungumálatengdum stigveldum 

innan skólanna. Tengingin á milli tungumálaauðkennis þeirra og upplifuninni af því að 

tilheyra var tvíþætt. Annars vegar voru fjöltyngdu þáttakendurnir álitnir ,,aðrir” í hinu 

eintyngda samfélagi, sem leiddi til umdeildrar upplifunar af því að tilheyra. Hins vegar gengu 

þeir gegn slíkri hugmyndafræði með fjöltyngdum aðferðum og samstöðu, og sköpuðu þannig 

tilfinninguna að tilheyra. Niðurstöðurnar benda til þess að finnskir skólar verði að útiloka 

utanaðkomandi skilgreiningar á tungumálaauðkennum nemenda og líta gagnrýnum augum á 

eigin öðrunarferla sem stuðla að einangrun og útskúfun tiltekinna nemendahópa. 



6 

 

 

Table of contents 

Preface ..............................................................................................................................3 

Abstract .............................................................................................................................4 

Ágrip .................................................................................................................................5 

Table of contents ...............................................................................................................6 

Table of figures ..................................................................................................................8 

Table of tables ...................................................................................................................9 

1 Introduction .............................................................................................................. 10 

1.1 Terminology .................................................................................................................. 14 

1.2 Thesis outline ................................................................................................................ 16 

2 Troubling integration to society and schooling ........................................................... 17 

2.1 Multilingual Finland: A ‘90s phenomena? .................................................................... 17 

2.2 Migration to Finland ..................................................................................................... 18 

2.2.1 Integration to society ............................................................................................ 20 

2.3 Finnish basic education ................................................................................................ 22 

2.3.1 Narrative shift of the curriculum ........................................................................... 23 

2.4 Education of students of migrant parentage ............................................................... 24 

2.4.1 Integration to schooling ........................................................................................ 27 

3 Theoretical and conceptual background .................................................................... 29 

3.1 Intersectionality ............................................................................................................ 29 

3.2 Critical multiculturalism ............................................................................................... 31 

3.3 Identity ......................................................................................................................... 31 

3.3.1 Language identity .................................................................................................. 33 

3.4 Belonging ...................................................................................................................... 34 

3.4.1 Belonging at school ............................................................................................... 36 

4 Literature review....................................................................................................... 38 

4.1 Construction of language identities ............................................................................. 38 

4.2 Monolingual and monocultural ideologies at school ................................................... 40 

4.3 Negotiations of identities and belonging ..................................................................... 44 

5 Research methodology .............................................................................................. 48 



 

 

 

7 

 

 

5.1 Narrative inquiry ........................................................................................................... 49 

5.2 Data collection .............................................................................................................. 50 

5.2.1 Pilot interview ....................................................................................................... 51 

5.3 Participants ................................................................................................................... 52 

5.4 Data analysis ................................................................................................................. 52 

5.5 Ethical considerations................................................................................................... 56 

5.5.1 Research with minors and minorities.................................................................... 56 

5.5.2 Informed consent and confidentiality ................................................................... 58 

5.5.3 My subjectivity ...................................................................................................... 59 

5.5.4 Limitations of this research ................................................................................... 61 

6 Language identities and belonging............................................................................. 64 

6.1 Language identities are constructed in a myriad of ways ............................................ 67 

6.2 Language identities are shaped by affirmation and rejection ..................................... 69 

6.3 Schools hold monolingual and hierarchical attitudes and practices............................ 74 

6.4 Students of migrant parentage resist the monolingual ideology ................................ 80 

7 Discussion and implications ....................................................................................... 85 

7.1 Students themselves should define their language identities ..................................... 86 

7.2 From contested belonging to mirroring the student body .......................................... 90 

8 Conclusion ................................................................................................................ 97 

References ....................................................................................................................... 99 

Appendix A: Interview guide .......................................................................................... 112 

Appendix B: Personal information sheet ........................................................................ 116 

Appendix C: Consent form for students (English) ............................................................ 117 

Appendix D: Consent form for students (Finnish) ........................................................... 119 

Appendix E: Consent form for parents (Arabic) ............................................................... 121 

Appendix F: Consent form for parents (English) .............................................................. 123 

Appendix G: Consent form for parents (Estonian) ........................................................... 125 

Appendix H: Consent form for parents (Finnish) ............................................................. 127 

Appendix I: Consent form for parents (Russian) .............................................................. 129 

Appendix J: Consent form for parents (Somali) ............................................................... 132 

Appendix K: Consent form for parents (Sorani)............................................................... 135 



8 

 

 

Table of figures 

Figure 1. Intersections of some social divisions ....................................................... 30 

Figure 2. Six-phase thematic analysis....................................................................... 55 

 



 

 

 

9 

 

 

Table of tables 

Table 1. Subjects and support for students of migrant parentage .......................... 25 

Table 2. Participants' aliases and linguistic repertoires ........................................... 65 

 



10 

 

 

1 Introduction 

“When the message, implicit or explicit, communicated to children in the school is 

‘Leave your language and culture at the schoolhouse door’, children also leave a 

central part of who they are - their identities - at the schoolhouse door” (Cummins, 

2001, pp. 19–20).  

 

This thesis explores the ways students of migrant parentage construct their 

language identities and how these identities exist in a relationship with their sense of 

belonging in the context of Finnish schools. It is built on the premise that questions 

related to language, identity and belonging are not only personal in nature but also 

social (Antonsich, 2010; Latomaa, Pöyhönen, Suni, & Tarnanen, 2013; Lawler, 2014). 

When migrants and their children settle into neighbourhoods, schools, the labour 

market and society, their interactions with their surroundings impact how they regard 

languages and themselves as language speakers (Latomaa et al., 2013). 

Representatives of the majority population are more than observers in this process: 

their language-related attitudes and practices influence how individuals of migrant 

parentage construct their language identities and negotiate belonging (Latomaa et al., 

2013). Particularly schools play a critical role by signalling the legitimate language for 

society and assigning less value to other languages and linguistic variations (Bourdieu, 

1991).  

Proficiency in the national language is often presented as the precondition for successful 

integration to society, expecting migrants to become “one of us” in terms of how they talk 

and sound (Toivanen, 2013, p. 28). In Finland, basic education is seen as having an integral 

role by ensuring that children of migrant parentage develop their skills in the national 

language to a level that enables them to become active and equal members of the society 

(Act on the Promotion of Immigrant Integration 1386/2010, § 11; Finnish National Agency 

for Education, 2016). At the policy level, the national core curriculum constructs Finnish 

schools as equal learning opportunity providers, environments where students are not 

positioned differently due to their linguistic and cultural backgrounds (Finnish National 

Agency for Education, 2016). However, the previous three Programmes for International 

Student Assessment (PISA) show that students of migrant parentage are scoring well behind 

their peers from the majority population in reading, math and science (Ikeda & Schwabe, 

2019; Kupari et al., 2013; Vettenranta et al., 2016). This gap in academic proficiency is the 
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largest of almost all countries surveyed (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development [OECD], 2018a). Also, students of migrant parentage are often on a different 

educational path, continuing less to upper secondary level and being at a greater risk of 

dropping out of school (National Audit Office of Finland, 2015; OECD, 2017; Trade Union of 

Education in Finland, 2015). Considering that Finland is credited internationally as having 

‘the best’ schools and teachers in the world (Punakallio & Dervin, 2015), these differences in 

educational outcomes and trajectories are both surprising and cause for concern. 

Prior research connects the schooling challenges of students of migrant parentage in 

Finland to language (e.g. Sinkkonen, Kyttälä, Karvinen, & Aunio, 2011; Sinkkonen & Kyttälä, 

2014). Although the primary language of instruction, Finnish, is thought to have a complex 

grammar to learn (OECD, 2018b), the linguistic barrier of Finnish basic education has more to 

do with the monolingual ideology in place. Literature shows that recognizing the 

multilingualism of students’ of migrant parentage benefits their educational outcomes and 

trajectories (Straszer, 2014), while monolingual attitudes and practices position them 

differently from the rest of the student body (Pulinx, van Avermaet, & Agirdag, 2017; 

Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011). According to prior studies, Finnish schools and teachers 

uphold language and culture-related hierarchies, which privilege students from the majority 

population and marginalise others (Juva & Holm, 2016; Riitaoja, 2013). They rest on the 

persistent narrative of Finland being an exceptionally homogenous country: a linguistic, 

cultural and ethnic unity (Tervonen, 2014). Particularly, the Finnish language is constructed 

to signify Finnishness (Tervonen, 2014). However, this myth of one nation under one 

language is called into question just by looking at the constitution: Finland is officially a 

bilingual country, with Finnish and Swedish being the two national languages and the Sámi 

languages, Finnish Roma, Finnish sign language, Finland-Swedish sign language and Karelian 

also having a legally recognized status (Institute for the Languages of Finland, n.d.). 

Compared to its many European counterparts, one would expect Finland to have a head-

start in education built on multilingual learners and be able to bridge the gap between 

students of migrant parentage and their peers (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). On the contrary, it 

appears that Finnish basic education fails to recognise and encourage the language identities 

of students of migrant parentage (e.g. Juva & Holm, 2016; Riitaoja, 2013; Sinkkonen et al, 

2011), contesting their belonging at school at the linguistic level. 

This thesis contributes to the investigation focusing on students of migrant parentage 

attending Finnish schools, a pressing research area that requires more knowledge on these 

students’ educational experiences. Resting on prior studies that connect their schooling 
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challenges to language (e.g. Sinkkonen et al., 2011; Sinkkonen & Kyttälä, 2014), the purpose 

of this thesis is to explore the relationship between their language identities and belonging 

at school. First, I seek to understand how students of migrant parentage construct their 

language identities, touching topics such as language use and self-assessed proficiency, 

including their perceptions of the roles of different languages in their linguistic repertoires. 

Second, I explore whether their language identities are being encouraged or discouraged by 

their educational environment, that is to say, whether they are understood, accepted and 

appreciated as their linguistic selves in Finnish basic education. These two topics then inform 

me of the relationship between their language identities and sense of belonging. To best of 

my knowledge, this specific focus has not been explored in detail by prior studies done in 

Finland. My research questions are as follows: 

 

My overarching research question is: 

How do the language identities of grade 9 students of migrant parentage relate to 

their sense of belonging? 

My sub-questions are: 

(1) How do grade 9 students of migrant parentage construct their language identities 

and the roles of different languages within those identities?  

(2) How has support at school encouraged or discouraged their language identities? 

 

The questions are approached from the students’ perspective to avoid any external 

definitions of their language identities and linguistic repertoires. I argue that to transform 

Finnish schools to be more understanding, accepting and appreciative of their multilingual 

learners, research must validate the knowledge such students hold. By focusing on the 

students’ perceptions, I recognize that they are the ones most affected by school policies 

and practices but hardly consulted in relation to them (Nieto, 2005). At the same time, I 

acknowledge that although the matters of identity and belonging concern each of us, they 

are present “in much more acute way” in the lives of migrants and their children, as their 

identities and belonging are often contested by the majority population (Krzyżanowski & 

Wodak, 2008, p. 95).  

I chose narrative inquiry as my research methodology and thematic analysis as my 

method of making sense of my data. The data was collected at a public lower secondary 

school in Helsinki, the capital of Finland. Questions related to language identities and 

belonging concern a great part of the city’s student population, as in almost every fifth 



 

 

 

13 

 

 

school, about half of the student body is made up from students, whose registered language 

is other than Finnish, Swedish or the Sámi languages (City of Helsinki, 2020). I carried out 

nine individual in-depth interviews with students of migrant parentage attending grade 9 

(students aged around 15 years), the final year of Finnish basic education (Eurydice, n.d.). 

Although the interviews were conducted at a single school, the participants’ perceptions 

were understood to reveal commonalities of the education system at large. For my research, 

I drew on intersectionality and critical multiculturalism, using them as theoretical starting 

points rather than analytical tools, to understand the complexity of the students’ 

perceptions, shaped by the intersections of their social divisions and the existing hierarchies 

and power relations of the wider socio-political context (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016; May, 

2005a). 

While there is a body of literature with a focus on students or young people of migrant 

parentage in Finland, I consider there to be very little research examining the interplay 

between their language identities and sense of belonging. The relationship between 

language and identity has been explored by a few articles and dissertations, focusing often 

on a single language group (e.g. Iskanius, 2006; Straszer, 2012, 2014). In the field of social 

psychology, research has been carried out on cultural and national identities of youth of 

migrant parentage and their perceptions on discrimination, from a quantitative, group data 

perspective (e.g. Jasinskaja-Lahti, Mähönen, & Liebkind, 2012; Liebkind, Jasinskaja-Lahti, & 

Solheim, 2004). A number of studies have been carried out on students of migrant parentage 

and the means of support tailored to them by Finnish basic education (e.g. Latomaa & Suni, 

2011; Sinkkonen et al., 2011; Sinkkonen & Kyttälä, 2014). In recent years, researchers within 

the network Nordic Centre of Excellence (NCoE) Justice through Education in the Nordic 

Countries (JustEd) have produced investigation on social justice in education, focusing on 

questions of diversity and marginalization in Finnish policies and schools (e.g. Juva & Holm, 

2016; Lappalainen & Lahelma, 2016; Zilliacus, Paulsrud, & Holm, 2017). 

This thesis was set in motion by my orientation to social justice and questions on 

language use and proficiency and their relation to migration and belonging. I identify both as 

a migrant and multilingual, having lived outside my country of birth for a number of years 

and switching between three languages in my daily communication. Particularly following 

my experience of teaching multilingual students in Finland and abroad, I became concerned 

about the question ‘Who gets to define one’s language identity?’. For instance, as a 

substitute teacher in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, I came across with generalisations and 

stereotypes attached to students of migrant parentage and their language skills. I found that 
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their language identities were often defined externally, focusing on limitations in the 

language of instruction and disregarding competence in other languages. I also became 

familiar with these students often being referred to as a singly unity, boxed under the 

monolithic umbrella of ‘immigrant student’, fading out their diverse backgrounds and 

personalities. Thus, my journey to this thesis began from my personal experience of 

migration and multilingualism and, at the same time, teaching multilingual students and 

those of migrant parentage, often being deeply aware of the privilege of my position 

compared to the children and youth I worked with. With this research, I wish to engage in 

discussion on the existing hierarchies and power relations of sameness and difference, 

validating the knowledge of students of migrant parentage on language, identity and 

belonging. I recognize that my interpretations of their personal stories can capture only 

parts of their experiences, but I hope they find my thesis as an attentive and respectful 

representation of their perceptions. As I explain next, the consideration of how the 

participants possibly wished to be portrayed in this research (Clandinin, Caine, Lessard, & 

Huber, 2016) also consisted of a reflection on the terminology used. 

1.1 Terminology 

I must define some of the key terms of my research before moving forward. In this thesis, I 

apply the term ‘students of migrant parentage’ to refer to students who are either foreign-

born and have migrated to Finland (the so-called first-generation migrants) or native-born 

and have migrant parents (the so-called second-generation migrants) (Statistics Finland, 

n.d.c). In Finnish policies, schools and research, these individuals are often labelled as 

students with immigrant backgrounds (maahanmuuttajataustaiset oppilaat) or immigrant 

students (maahanmuuttajaoppilaat) (e.g. Latomaa, 2010). The two terms are understood as 

neutral and non-stigmatizing and used to administer particular subjects and support (Kurki, 

2018). However, grouping children and youth of such diverse backgrounds and experiences 

under either term paints a false picture of homogeneity, which can lead to generalizations 

and stereotypes (Alitolppa-Niitamo, 2004). At the risk of stating the obvious, not all students 

of migrant parentage are the same, and their differences across the social divisions of 

gender, race, ethnicity, class, nationality, language, age, sexuality and (dis)ability, to name a 

few, need to be recognized (Kurki, 2018). Moreover, prior studies show that individuals to 

whom these terms are attached are uncomfortable with the label ‘immigrant’, finding it 

insulting (e.g. Kurki, 2018; Ríos-Rojas, 2011). The participants of this research did not apply 

the term at all and rather talked about ethnicities, nationalities and language use when they 

wanted to make a distinction between themselves and others. The literature demonstrates 
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that particularly in Finland, the label ‘immigrant’ is based on the social divisions of race, class 

and nationality, being primarily attached to non-white and non-Western individuals 

(Leinonen, 2012; Riitaoja, 2013).  

The terms ‘immigrant’ and ‘with immigrant backgrounds’, or just as well ‘migrant’ and 

‘with migrant backgrounds’, also imply that migration is an experience that is never-ending 

and inherited. We must question how many years individuals are migrants after their arrival: 

are they migrants forever (Alitolppa-Niitamo, 2004)? We must also wonder about how many 

generations migrant backgrounds can be handed down (Riitaoja, 2013). Native-born children 

of migrant parents have not experienced migration themselves, so referring to them as 

migrants, second-generation migrants or even having migrant backgrounds seems senseless 

(Kurki, 2018). After contemplation, I opted to use the term ‘students of migrant parentage’ 

to highlight that the participants of this research were not connected by their own migration 

experiences but rather that of their parents, as some of them had lived their whole life in 

Finland, in the same city and even in the same neighbourhood. Having said that, the term 

‘students with immigrant backgrounds’ was used at the proposal stage, and in Chapter 5.5.4, 

I explain in greater detail the implications of this word choice to the recruitment of 

participants. I acknowledge that grouping the students under any single term, even the one 

applied in this thesis, is not without ethical concern. Such choice runs the risk that although I 

seek to value the participants’ personal stories and perceptions, the umbrella term might 

lead to flattening their accounts to some interchangeable migrant experience. Thus, I 

caution the reader to be aware of and avert any generalisations (Birman, 2006). 

Another term needing definition is heritage language. With heritage language I refer to 

the languages the participants had learned from their parents as children. During the 

interviews and in this finished thesis, I chose not to apply the term ‘mother tongue’ while 

talking about the students’ heritage languages. I consider mother tongue to be a 

problematic term, as it rests on the simplified understanding of language identities: that 

“only the language learned at the mother’s knee could convey the true self of the speaker” 

(Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2001, p. 246). It implies that there exists only one authentic 

language: the one learned first that must also be the strongest and closest language 

(Riitaoja, 2013). However, students of migrant parentage have more than one language in 

their linguistic repertoires, possibly possessing multiple mother tongues, multiple first 

languages and multiple strongest and closest ones (Latomaa, 2010; Latomaa et al., 2013). 

They might not be proficient in all areas of a particular language but still consider it as their 

authentic one (Latomaa, 2010). To reflect this, I referred only to languages in general during 
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our conversations and avoided questions such as ‘What is your mother tongue?’ and ‘What 

is your first language?’. However, some participants did apply the term ‘mother tongue’ in 

their descriptions of their linguistic repertoires. Later, as I was writing up this thesis, I opted 

to use the term ‘heritage language’ to reflect the literature review and participants’ accounts 

on the connection between cultural and ethnic heritage and the language learned from 

parents. Having said that, one of the subjects of Finnish basic education explored in this 

research is mother tongue education (oman äidinkielen opetus), officially named and 

translated so by Finnish National Agency for Education (Finnish National Agency for 

Education, 2016). It consists of students’ of migrant parentage heritage language classes. I 

chose not to rename the subject for the purpose of this research. Thus, mother tongue 

education is applied when referring to the heritage language classes provided by Finnish 

basic education. 

1.2 Thesis outline 

This thesis is organized into eight chapters. It began with an introduction, presenting the 

research purpose and questions as well as the terminology used throughout the following 

chapters. Chapter 2 offers an overview of the broader context of migrants and their 

children’s integration to Finnish society and schooling. In Chapters 3 and 4, I detail my 

theoretical lenses, key concepts and literature review that guided my analysis. Chapter 5 

provides a discussion of the methodology and ethical considerations of this research. In 

Chapter 6, I lay out my report of the four themes I generated from the data collected. 

Chapter 7 brings together the findings, discussion and implication of this research, 

presenting its contribution to the investigation concerning students of migrant parentage in 

Finland. Finally, the conclusion in Chapter 8 closes this thesis. Appendixes are included at the 

end, including the interview guide and consent forms. 
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2 Troubling integration to society and schooling 

For understanding the broader context in which the participants live and attend school, this 

chapter outlines some of the key characteristics of migrants and their children’s integration 

to Finland and Finnish basic education. I identify demographic, social and economic factors 

related to migration, with a focus on the capital, Helsinki. As the data collection for this 

research took place at a public lower secondary school, I give an overview of Finnish basic 

education and means of support tailored to students of migrant parentage. Some 

commonalities related to their educational outcomes and trajectories are also explored. The 

focus of this chapter is largely on the current situation of migration and education, but first, I 

draw attention to a persistent narrative shared in the society: the myth of Finland as a 

linguistic, cultural and ethnic unity, constructed in the nineteenth century and onwards. 

2.1 Multilingual Finland: A ‘90s phenomena? 

In Finland, there exists a strong and stubborn narrative of a particularly homogenous 

population that was a linguistic, cultural and ethnic unity until the increase in migration in 

the 1990s (Leinonen, 2012, Tervonen, 2014). This belief is often repeated in public and 

political discussion as well as research (Tervonen, 2014), including some of the studies 

reviewed for this thesis. Thus, while one reads literature on migrants and their children’s 

integration to Finland, it is common to come across descriptions of the society and schools 

as ‘facing the challenge of the new phenomena of’ multilingualism and multiculturalism. This 

imagined homogeneity of the past is only a delusion (Kurki, 2018). It is a nation-building 

narrative that rests on monolingual and monocultural ideologies that erase the history of the 

linguistic, cultural and ethnic diversity of the area known as Finland (Leinonen, 2012; 

Tervonen, 2014). 

In Europe at large, it is a common false premise that populations’ diversity is a result of 

the migration of recent years (Grigoryev, Batkhina, van de Vijver, & Berry, 2019). While there 

is no question that migration to Finland has increased since the 1990s, as presented in more 

detail in Chapter 2.2, the country is guilty of the same historical amnesia of its nation-

building process (Leinonen, 2012). The narrative of a homogenous Finnish population began 

to find its form at the end of the nineteenth century, similar to contemporary European 

movements (Tervonen, 2014). Finland, having been under the rule of Sweden and Russia, 

started to construct itself as distinctively different from the two neighbours (Boyd & 

Palviainen, 2015): a linguistic, cultural and ethnic unity (Tervonen, 2014). First and foremost, 
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this was a political quest for independence, supported also by some demographic 

developments of that time (Tervonen, 2014). It led to many families to abandon their 

‘foreign-sounding’ surnames (Tervonen, 2014) and switching to Finnish as their dominant 

language (Boyd & Palviainen, 2015). Anything that contradicted the idea of a homogenous 

Finnish population was now problematic, leading to the disappearance of multilingualism 

and multiculturalism from the national narrative up to this day (Tervonen, 2014). Particularly 

Finnish-speakers became to represent the Finnish population (Tervonen, 2014). 

The traces of linguistic, cultural and ethnic diversity of the past can be seen simply by 

looking at the two official languages, Finnish and Swedish, and the legally recognized status 

of the indigenous Sámi languages, Romani, local sign languages and Karelian (Institute for 

the Languages of Finland, n.d.). Swedish-speaking Finns continue to account for 5.5 % of the 

population (European Commission against Racism and Intolerance [ECRI], 2019), forming the 

majority in certain municipalities that are administratively Swedish (Boyd & Palviainen, 

2015). The Sámi is an indigenous community of the North and the Finnish Roma settled in 

the country several centuries ago (ECRI, 2019). Neither linguistic, cultural and ethnic 

minorities nor migration are anything new (Leinonen, 2012; Tervonen, 2014), and one would 

expect Finland to be equipped to integrate newcomers. Compared to its many monolingual 

counterparts, officially bilingual Finland should have had a head-start (Latomaa & Suni, 

2011), particularly in basic education with ‘the best’ schools and teachers in the world 

(Punakallio & Dervin, 2015; Schatz, Popovic, & Dervin, 2017). However, as Chapter 2.4.1 

reveals, there exists a significant gap between students of migrant parentage and their peers 

regarding educational outcomes and trajectories (Ikeda & Schwabe, 2019; Kupari et al., 

2013; National Audit Office of Finland, 2015; OECD, 2017; Trade Union of Education in 

Finland, 2015; Vettenranta et al., 2016). Many surveys and studies carried out among 

migrants and ethnic minorities in Finland also demonstrate that their integration to the 

society has proven challenging, due to the persistent problems of discrimination and racism 

(European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights [FRA], 2017, 2018; Kuusio, Seppänen, 

Jokela, Somersalo, & Lilja, 2020; Könönen & Himanen, 2019; Larja, 2019; Pitkänen, 

Saukkonen, & Westinen, 2019a; Rask & Castaneda, 2019). The questions of migration and 

discrimination are explored next, before moving on to the education of students of migrant 

parentage.  

2.2 Migration to Finland 

For years, Finland was a country of net emigration, with around one million Finns migrating 

abroad during the twentieth century, to countries such as the United States, Canada and 
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Sweden (Statistics Finland, n.d.b). In the 1990s, Finland became a country of net 

immigration, as the number of arriving migrants started to increase (Statistics Finland, 

n.d.b). In 1990, less than 1% of the population (37,618 persons) had a foreign parentage 

(Statistics Finland, n.d.a) compared to over 7% (402,619 persons) in 2018 (Statistics Finland, 

n.d.a, 2019). This data includes all residents of Finland, whose both parents or the only 

known parent were born abroad, that is to say, the so-called first-generation and second-

generation migrants (Statistics Finland, n.d.c). Of the 402,619 individuals of foreign 

parentage in 2018, 67,205 were native Finns born to migrant parents, doubling in numbers 

over ten years (Statistics Finland, 2019). 

 Regarding the languages spoken, there are about 390,000 speakers of the so-called 

foreign languages (all languages other than Finnish, Swedish or the Sámi languages) 

registered in Finland (Statistics Finland, n.d.d), totalling up to about 150 different languages 

(Institute for the Languages of Finland, n.d.). Russian is the largest language group (over 

79,000 persons in 2018), followed by Estonian, Arabic, Somali and English (Statistics Finland, 

n.d.d). It must be noted that these statistics paint a misleading picture of the linguistic 

landscape of Finland, as they do not allow more than one language to be registered per 

resident (Latomaa, 2010). In the case of minors, the language listed is decided by their 

parents or guardians (Latomaa, 2010, Latomaa et al., 2013). Thus, individuals’ multilingual 

identities and diverse linguistic repertoires remain hidden (Latomaa et al., 2013). The term 

‘foreign language’ is also a sign of a monolingual approach. For migrants and their children, 

their language is not foreign; it is foreign only to the majority population (Latomaa, 2010). 

Since the 1990s, one of the principal destinations of migration has been Helsinki 

(Statistics Finland, 2019). In 2018, about one-fourth of the foreign-born individuals in Finland 

lived in the capital, making up nearly 16% of the city’s population (City of Helsinki, 2019b). 

Many have settled to areas dominated by rental housing, where most residents belong to 

lower-income brackets: both the majority population and individuals of migrant parentage 

(Bernelius & Vaattovaara, 2016; Vilkama, 2011). This has created multilingual and 

multicultural concentrations in particular areas (Vilkama, 2011). Settling to such 

neighbourhoods and blocks is most common among individuals with sub-Saharan 

backgrounds (Vilkama, 2011), and particularly Somali-speakers have expressed a preference 

in living alongside others from the same language group (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). 

Schools in more multilingual and multicultural areas have the highest number of 

students, whose registered language is other than Finnish, Swedish or the Sámi languages 

(Riitaoja, 2013). They make half of the student body in nearly every fifth school in Helsinki 
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(City of Helsinki, 2020). In fact, language differentiation between schools has grown greater 

than between neighbourhoods (Riitaoja, 2013), and registered foreign-language speakers 

can form anywhere between 0 and 80% of schools’ student bodies (City of Helsinki, 2020). 

This is due to, among others, parents’ right to opt out of the assigned school (Bernelius & 

Vaattovaara, 2016). At primary level, applying for another school than the assigned one is 

strongly linked to the number of registered foreign-language speakers at the neighbourhood 

school; at lower secondary level, the link is less clear (Bernelius & Vaattovaara, 2016). 

However, as free school choice is somewhat limited in Helsinki, families have also relocated 

in hopes of avoiding certain primary and lower secondary schools, particularly those located 

in multilingual and multicultural areas (Bernelius & Vaattovaara, 2016). 

2.2.1 Integration to society 

According to the Finnish Act on the Promotion of Immigrant Integration (1386/2010, § 11), 

migrants should be targeted with measures and services that promote and support their 

integration and active role in Finnish society. Integration itself is defined as an interactive 

development between the society and migrants: a two-way process through which migrants 

achieve equal status in Finland without losing their ability to maintain their own language 

and culture (Act on the Promotion of Immigrant Integration 1386/2010, § 3). Thus, the 

official policy positions itself against assimilationist strategies that would advocate migrants 

giving up their heritage to ‘blend’ into the majority population (Berry, 1997). However, in 

terms of language, migrants are expected to become “one of us” (Toivanen, 2013, p. 28) and 

one of the integration measures and services mentioned is the language instruction provided 

by Finnish basic education (Act on the Promotion of Immigrant Integration 1386/2010, § 11). 

The majority population also shares the belief that migrants should know the Finnish 

language, in addition to adapting to national customs (Avonius & Kestilä-Kekkonen, 2018). 

Successful integration of migrants and their children can be held back by experiences of 

discrimination (Berry, 1997; Grigoryev et al., 2019). In Finland, attitudes towards migrants 

and ethnic minorities are considered to be relatively moderate by European comparison, but 

there exist significant differences in beliefs among the majority population (Avonius & 

Kestilä-Kekkonen, 2018). For instance, despite the seemingly favourable attitudes on 

average, the populist anti-migration party, the Finns, has been one of the largest parties 

continuously since the 2011 parliament elections (Henley, 2019). Indeed, discrimination is a 

common phenomenon in Finland, with around 40% of individuals of migrant parentage 

having experienced it in 2018 (Kuusio et al., 2020). Of that 40 %, one in four encountered 

discrimination on a weekly basis (Kuusio et al., 2020). According to the European Union 
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Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA), individuals of migrant or ethnic minority parentage, 

particularly those with Sub-Saharan backgrounds, are more likely to face discrimination in 

Finland than almost anywhere else in the European Union (EU) (FRA, 2017, 2018). For 

instance, the rates of racist harassment and violence are the highest in Finland (FRA, 2018). 

The European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) has also warned that hate 

speech has increased in Finnish public discussion, particularly towards asylum-seekers and 

Muslims (2019). Many individuals of migrant parentage also feel that the majority 

population and Finnish media portray them in a one-sided and negative light (Pitkänen et al., 

2019a).  

Regarding integration to employment, migrants have struggled in achieving an equal 

position in the Finnish labour market (OECD, 2017, 2018b). The employment office has 

presented limitations in their language skills as a reason for their difficulties (Kurki, 2018), 

while many studies point to discrimination instead (Könönen & Himanen, 2019; Larja, 2019; 

Pitkänen et al., 2019a; Rask & Castaneda, 2019). Particularly migrant women have struggled 

with employment (OECD, 2017), with only half working outside their homes (Larja, 2019). 

This group includes also highly educated women with good language skills, as the low-level 

jobs available for them hardly appear worthwhile (Larja, 2019). Migrant men’s employment 

rate is close to that of the majority population (Larja, 2019), but this is no indication of equal 

treatment in the labour market: migrant men and women are both mostly offered low-level 

and low-wage positions at the service sector, for instance (Könönen & Himanen, 2019). In 

general, migrants’ income rate is below average and they are at a greater risk of poverty 

(Könönen & Himanen, 2019; Vaalavuo, 2019). Of their experiences of discrimination, a fair 

share is related to the labour market: around 30% of migrants report unequal treatment or 

discrimination in their current job (Rask & Castaneda, 2019). Among Somali-speakers, as 

much as 90% face such problems in relation to employment (Pitkänen et al., 2019a).  

Despite the common phenomenon of discrimination, many individuals of migrant 

parentage feel belonging to Finnish society. In a study among five language groups (Arabic, 

English, Estonian, Russian and Somali) in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, three in four 

respondents felt like being a part of the society (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). Most identified with 

Finland through an attachment to the area they lived in, for instance, but a minority also felt 

like being Finnish (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). However, more often than not feeling belonging 

to Finland did not add up to identifying as Finnish (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). There were 

significant differences between the language groups: while over 40% of Somali-speakers felt 

both Somali and Finnish, most Estonian-speakers did not identify even partly as Finnish 
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(Pitkänen et al., 2019a). Two in three respondents considered that Finnishness did not 

depend on one’s ethnicity, but different views were present between those born in Finland 

and abroad (Pitkänen, Saukkonen, & Westinen, 2019b). For instance, among Somali-

speakers, individuals who were native Finns born to migrant parents felt more strongly that 

Finnish identity was tied to Finnish ethnicity (Pitkänen et al., 2019b), likely reflecting their 

experiences of contested identities and belonging. Moreover, years in Finland or proficiency 

in the Finnish language made no difference in Somali-speakers’ sense of belonging: feeling 

part of the society was as strong among those who had lived in the country under 4 years 

and those who had lived over 20 (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). 

2.3 Finnish basic education 

In Finland, basic education is offered almost entirely in publicly funded comprehensive 

schools (Eurydice, n.d.). They consist of nine years of compulsory schooling (targeted to 

children aged 7-16 years) and are free of charge and non-selective (Eurydice, n.d.). This 

means that children start basic education the year they turn seven, are provided with 

learning materials, lunch, health care and other support (Eurydice, n.d.), including transport 

to schools situated more than five kilometres away (Basic Education Act 628/1998, § 32).  

Basic education is structured into a single system of grades 1-9 without separating 

primary and lower secondary levels (Eurydice, n.d.). In everyday speech, it is still common to 

distinguish primary and lower secondary schools, since grades 1-6 and 7-9 continue to be 

taught in separate buildings in many areas, including the neighbourhood of this research. 

Basic education follows the national core curriculum for basic education, determined by 

Finnish National Agency for Education, detailing the objectives and core content for different 

subject areas (Finnish National Agency for Education, n.d.c). The current curriculum was 

introduced gradually starting from 2016, grade 9 being the last grade to implement it in 

2019 (Finnish National Agency for Education, n.d.c). In addition to the national guidelines, 

local municipalities and schools have autonomy to develop their own specific curriculum 

(Finnish National Agency for Education, n.d.c).  

The language of instruction is either Finnish or Swedish, meaning that basic education in 

the two languages is carried out in parallel but separate monolingual schools (Boyd & 

Palviainen, 2015). The indigenous Sámi languages, Finnish Roma, Finnish sign language and 

Finland-Swedish sign language can also be selected as the language of instruction (Basic 

Education Act 628/1998, § 10). In Helsinki, a few schools offer bilingual education with the 

language of instruction being Finnish and one other language (City of Helsinki, 2018). There 

are also some private schools where teaching can be in its entirety in French, German, 
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English or Russian, for instance (City of Helsinki, 2018; HelsinkiRegion.fi, 2019). Finnish and 

Swedish are both mandatory subjects: students who study Finnish as their first language 

must also study Swedish and vice versa (Basic Education Act 628/1998, § 11). The Sámi 

languages, Romani and local sign languages can also be studied as a first language (Basic 

Education Act 628/1998, § 12). English is the most popular elective language and far ahead 

of other commonly taught languages such as German, French, Russian and Spanish (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, 2019b). In addition, students of migrant parentage are 

offered mother tongue education in their heritage languages where and when possible on a 

voluntary basis (Latomaa, 2010). 

The outcomes of Finnish basic education are well-known worldwide. Its students’ great 

performance in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) PISA 

studies have gained major attention, attracting international policymakers, researchers and 

school visitors in the search of the Finnish ‘secret’ or ‘miracle’ (Finnish National Agency for 

Education, 2020; Schatz et al., 2017). Finnish schools have been admired for having little 

difference between them, highly educated and respected teachers, local autonomy and lack 

of standardized testing (Eurydice, n.d.; Finnish National Agency for Education, 2020; Ministry 

of Education and Culture, n.d.). Even though Finland’s standing in PISA has declined during 

the past decade (e.g. Ikeda & Schwabe, 2019), the basic education system is a source of 

national pride and a key element of export and country branding (Schatz et al., 2017).  

2.3.1 Narrative shift of the curriculum  

Following Finland’s official policy on migration, the current national core curriculum for basic 

education advocates integration instead of assimilation and emphasizes every student’s right 

to maintain and develop their own language and culture (Act on the Promotion of Immigrant 

Integration 1386/2010, § 3; Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Compared to its 

predecessors, it represents a clear narrative shift: there is less talk about nation-bound 

identities and more about diversity and multilingualism (Zilliacus et al., 2017). Finnish culture 

is described as diverse and being shaped in the past and present by the interactions between 

different cultures (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Multilingual identities are 

seen to encompass the whole school and student body, not just students of migrant 

parentage, and every community member is referred to as multilingual (Finnish National 

Agency for Education, 2016). Although the term ‘mother tongue’ is applied, Finnish National 

Agency for Education understands it in a broad sense to include the language one learns 

first, the language one is most fluent in or the language one identifies with the most, also 
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acknowledging the possibility of multiple mother tongues (Finnish National Agency for 

Education, n.d.b). While referring to students of migrant parentage, the terms ‘immigrant’ 

and ‘immigrant background’ are sometimes substituted with ‘other linguistic backgrounds’ 

(Zilliacus et al., 2017). Another new concept introduced to the national core curriculum is 

language consciousness: the appreciation of different languages and their visibility at school 

at every level (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017a). 

Thus, Finnish schools are constructed as environments where students’ identities, at the 

linguistic and cultural levels, are supported and different languages are valued and used side 

by side (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Developing students’ heritage 

languages is recognized to support their identity development and learning, such as that of 

the language of instruction (Finnish National Agency for Education, n.d.a). Consequently, the 

national core curriculum states that multilingualism and diverse linguistic repertoires are 

promoted and encouraged (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Finnish National 

Agency for Education assures that the aim is not monolingualism but instead, students’ 

linguistic backgrounds are taken into account and made use of during lessons (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, n.d.a). Teaching is said to be built on not just their languages 

but also cultural backgrounds and lengths of residence in Finland (Finnish National Agency 

for Education, 2016).  

2.4 Education of students of migrant parentage 

At the more practical level, Finnish basic education promotes the integration of students of 

migrant parentage through particular subjects and support. These are based on its core 

value of providing equal learning opportunities for all through customized arrangements 

(Latomaa & Suni, 2011). Thus, students of migrant parentage are entitled to additional 

assistance organized as follows: (1) preparatory education (valmistava opetus), (2) Finnish as 

a second language and literature education (suomi toisena kielenä ja kirjallisuus), (3) mother 

tongue education (oman äidinkielen opetus) and (4) special education (erityinen tuki) 

(Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Municipalities and schools can receive 

additional state subsidies (Finnish National Agency for Education, n.d.d) and are advised to 

provide all four means of support as and when needed, but only special education is 

mandated by the Basic Education Act (Basic Education Act 628/1998, § 16-18). Next, I give 

brief descriptions of each subject and support, before returning to the topic in Chapter 4.2. 
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Table 1. Subjects and support for students of migrant parentage 

Preparatory 

education 

Finnish as a second 

language (F2) 

Mother tongue 

education 

Special education 

 

• students assessed to 

have limited Finnish 

skills 

• NO determined 

syllabus 

• only recommended 

for municipalities 

• students assessed to 

have limited Finnish 

skills 

• determined syllabus 

• only recommended 

for municipalities 

 

• students whose home 

language is other than 

Finnish / Swedish 

• determined syllabus 

• only recommended 

for municipalities 

• NON-mandatory for 

students 

• students assessed to 

have learning 

difficulties or 

disabilities 

• mandated for 

municipalities 

 

Preparatory education is targeted to students of migrant parentage who are not 

considered to have the necessary skills in the language of instruction to attend the so-called 

mainstream education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017b). It is not considered 

as part of special education, as the primary focus is on the student’s language skills in 

Finnish: after those are assessed to be strong enough, the student is transferred to a 

mainstream classroom, usually after one school year (Finnish National Agency for Education, 

2017b). Finnish preparatory education differs from such reception classrooms that are 

intended only for newly arrived migrants; native Finns born to migrant parents can also be 

assigned to preparatory classrooms (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017b). 

Municipalities are not obliged to provide preparatory education and there is no determined 

syllabus (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017b). Alongside the focus on developing 

students’ skills in the language of instruction, it is recommended that the national core 

curriculum’s objectives for different subject areas are followed as much as possible (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, 2017b). Preparatory education can be organized in an 

inclusive manner within mainstream education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 

2017b) but is usually provided in segregated classrooms, as it had been the case for the 

participants of this research. 

As and when needed, municipalities should teach Finnish as a second language and 

literature (hereafter shortened to Finnish as a second language education or F2 education) 

to students of migrant parentage according to a special syllabus established in the national 

core curriculum (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). Again, native Finns born to 
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migrant parents can be assigned to this subject based on teachers’ assessments of their 

Finnish skills (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2019a). The syllabus for F2 education 

differs from Finnish taught as a first language (F1 education), as it consists of content 

considered relevant to students of migrant parentage (Finnish National Agency for 

Education, 2016). It is nevertheless vaguely expressed by the national core curriculum that 

students studying Finnish as their second language should be introduced to the same texts 

and genres as their peers in F1 education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). 

Both Finnish subjects can be provided in the same classroom using differentiated materials 

(Finnish National Agency for Education, 2019a), but F2 education is typically taught in 

parallel as a separate class, including at the sample school of this research. After students 

are considered to have the necessary competence in Finnish, they can partake in F1 

education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). 

Mother tongue education in other languages than the national or legally recognised ones 

is not mandatory for neither municipalities nor students (Latomaa, 2010). It is recommended 

but not part of basic education; the subject is only a supplement attached to the actual 

curriculum (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016; Latomaa, 2010). To meet the 

requirements for group sizes, heritage language classes under mother tongue education are 

sometimes formed from students of different schools and municipalities (Latomaa & Suni, 

2011). These classes are organized typically two hours a week after the mandatory school 

day (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). Although mother tongue education’s objectives are laid out at 

the national level (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016), heritage language classes 

are more often than not largely based on the adaptation and materials designed by 

individual teachers (Latomaa, 2010). In Finland, students can attend mother tongue 

education if one of their home languages is other than the national or legally recognized 

ones (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016), including those who study Finnish as 

their first language (F1 education) (Latomaa, 2010). Thus, the subject acknowledges the 

possibility of multiple mother tongues, multiple first languages and multiple strongest and 

closest ones (Latomaa, 2010). 

Special education is each student’s right meaning that municipalities are obliged by law 

to provide it as and when needed (Basic Education Act 628/1998, § 16-18). Its extent is 

determined by the nature of the student’s learning difficulty or disability, and teachers are 

granted the authority to recommend its less intense forms without a psychological or 

medical diagnosis (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016; Itkonen & Jahnukainen, 

2010). Consequently, special education in Finland is more needs than diagnosis based 

(Itkonen & Jahnukainen, 2010). The first of the three forms is general support, which is 
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intended as an initial, rapid response carried out in mainstream classrooms, without any 

formal decision (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). The second one, intensified 

support, is based on teachers’ pedagogical evaluation in writing and is more intense, longer-

term and often multiple aid form, organized through flexible arrangements within 

mainstream education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). The third and last 

assistance, special support, is assigned only following a multi-professional, formal decision 

on student’s special education needs, followed by a personalized learning plan (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, 2016). Special support can be given as segregated education 

either for one subject alone or the student is enrolled entirely in a segregated group, 

classroom or school (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). It should be noted that 

although the vast majority of students in Finland are enrolled in mainstream education, 

segregated special groups and classrooms within mainstream schools continue to be a 

common practice (Hakala & Leivo, 2017), likewise at the sample school of this research. 

2.4.1 Integration to schooling 

As mentioned in the introduction of this thesis, the last three PISA studies of 2012, 2015 and 

2018 show that in Finland, there exists a significant gap in academic proficiency between 

students of migrant parentage and their peers (Ikeda & Schwabe, 2019; Kupari et al., 2013; 

Vettenranta et al., 2016). It is visible in all three subjects measured in PISA: mathematics, 

science and reading (Ikeda & Schwabe, 2019; Kupari et al., 2013; Vettenranta et al., 2016). 

For instance, students of migrant parentage are twice as likely as their peers from the 

majority population to fall short in attaining baseline academic proficiency (OECD, 2018a). In 

all three subjects, they trail behind their peers from one to two years of schooling (National 

Audit Office of Finland, 2015; OECD, 2018b). In many countries, students of migrant 

parentage perform less well than those from the majority population, but in Finland, this 

difference is more marked (OECD, 2018a). For an education system considered otherwise so 

equal and high accomplishing, this is a troubling phenomenon. Although Finland comes on 

top of the PISA average in most data measured, with regard to reading, only 8% of students 

of migrant parentage score in the top quarter compared to the average of 17 (Ikeda & 

Schwabe, 2019). The results also point to differences according to students’ or their parents’ 

country of birth. Students of Iraqi or Somali parentage are less likely to attain baseline 

academic proficiency compared to those with Estonian or Russian backgrounds (OECD, 

2018a). 
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Studies also show that students of migrant parentage matriculate at a lower rate to 

upper secondary schools, particularly into the academic educational track, and are at a 

greater risk of dropping out (National Audit Office of Finland, 2015; OECD, 2017; Trade 

Union of Education in Finland, 2015). Particularly those born abroad run the risk of leaving 

schooling early, the most vulnerable group being adolescents with refugee backgrounds 

(Malin & Kilpi-Jakonen, 2019). For instance, of migrants who move to Finland before turning 

15, 35% drop out early, which is the highest rate of all countries surveyed in PISA (OECD, 

2017). Of those adolescents who continue schooling, most choose the vocational 

educational track, in care and other low-wage-sectors, as they are encouraged to do so by 

career advisors holding onto migrant stereotypes (Kurki, 2018; OECD, 2017). 

Thus, instead of bridging the gap between students of migrant parentage and their peers, 

Finnish basic education seems to reinforce it. However, PISA reports on not only academic 

proficiency but also students’ wellbeing, such as their relationships with teachers and sense 

of belonging at school (OECD, 2015, 2018a). In Finnish schools, students of migrant 

parentage appear to be supported by their teachers, as they report being treated fairly and 

receiving more additional feedback than their peers (OECD, 2018a). Regarding a sense of 

belonging, there is some minor variation but no difference considered significant enough 

between students of migrant parentage and those from the majority population (OECD, 

2018a). Students who have migrated to Finland report a slightly lower sense of belonging 

than students from the majority population, but native Finns born to migrant parents 

express the highest sense of belonging of all three groups (OECD, 2015). In general, the 

sense of belonging reported in Finnish schools is above the PISA average (OECD, 2015). In 

fact, students of Arabic speaking, Russian and Turkish parentage report higher belonging in 

Finland compared to countries, where they fare better in attaining baseline academic 

proficiency, such as the Netherlands (OECD, 2015).  

In sum, this chapter presented some demographic, social, economic and educational 

factors related to migration to Finland. It explored the troubling patterns of migrants and 

their children’s integration to the society and schooling, present in experiences of 

discrimination and differentiated educational outcomes and trajectories. I argue that these 

tell a story of deeply rooted monolingual and monocultural ideologies in place in Finland, 

later explored by the literature review and my analysis. First, in the next chapter, I lay down 

my theoretical and conceptual background. 
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3 Theoretical and conceptual background 

The present chapter explains the theoretical and conceptual background my thesis is built 

on. While exploring the participants’ perceptions of their language identities and belonging, I 

applied the theoretical lenses of intersectionality and critical multiculturalism. I understand 

the two lenses as social theories that examine critically the world we live in, challenging the 

existing power relations of sameness and difference that maintain and produce social 

inequality (Hill Collins, 2019). Thus, intersectionality and critical multiculturalism centre 

around social justice (Hill Collins, 2019; Sloan, Joyner, Stakeman, & Schmitz, 2018), with the 

former acknowledging the diversity of individuals’ identities and experiences (Hill Collins & 

Bilge, 2016) and the latter focusing particularly on the hierarchies related to cultures (May & 

Sleeter, 2010; Sloan et al., 2018). They go against simplified and essentialized views of both 

identity and culture (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016; May & Sleeter, 2010). As theories, they are 

connected to such movements as anticolonialism, antiracism, women’s rights and class 

struggle (Hill Collins, 2019; May & Sleeter, 2010). For this thesis, intersectionality and critical 

multiculturalism served as theoretical starting points for understanding the participants’ 

perceptions and the context in which these perceptions were being shaped. Next, I briefly 

introduce the two theories, before moving on to the key concepts of identity and belonging. 

3.1 Intersectionality 

Intersectionality is a framework for analysing and understanding the complexity of our world 

and experiences (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016). Its key insight is that our experiences are shaped 

by patterns of social divisions in society, such as gender, race, ethnicity, class, nationality, 

migrant status, language, age, sexuality and (dis)ability (Hill Collins, 2019; Hill Collins & Bilge, 

2016; Rice, Harrison, & Friedman, 2019). These social divisions are interconnected (see 

Figure 1), and their intersections shape our lives in various ways (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016). 

Moreover, as social divisions are tied to the existing hierarchies and power relations of a 

specific context, we are positioned differently in society by our particular intersections (Hill 

Collins & Bilge, 2016). As a theory, intersectionality emerged from studies carried out by 

feminist scholars, particularly black women, who resisted the homogenization of women’s 

experiences (Yuval-Davis, 2011) and the exclusion of non-white, non-Western and non-

middle-class voices from the women’s rights movement (Rice et al., 2019). As a term, it was 

not coined until 1989, when Kimberlé Crenshaw (e.g. Hill Collins, 2019) stressed the 

intersectional lives of black women, who were discriminated against due to not only gender 
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but also race (Crenshaw, 1989). She strived to tackle the limitations of such research that 

drew only from the feminist or antiracist perspective, arguing that black women were 

marginalized in both social movements (Hill Collins, 2019).  

 

Figure 1. Intersections of some social divisions 

 

Today, intersectionality is an important tool for all research interested in the complex 

nature of individuals’ identities and experiences (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016), enabling a 

comprehensive look at the research focus (Hill Collins, 2019). In education, it can be applied 

to analyse how gender, race, ethnicity, class, nationality, migrant status, language, age, 

sexuality and (dis)ability, among others, shape schooling experiences (Hill Collins & Bilge, 

2016). As schools are embedded in power relations (Halldórsdóttir Gudjonsson, 2018), an 

intersectional lens can provide a framework to understand the complexity of equal learning 

opportunities and how some students are privileged while others are marginalized (Hill 

Collins & Bilge, 2016). It also serves an interview-based study, giving value to accounts of 

personal experiences and perceptions, understanding them as “windows to [the] world” (Hill 

Collins, 2019, p. 13). In this research, an intersectional lens was applied to examine both how 

the participants’ perceptions of language identities were shaped by their intersectional 
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realities and how these students were positioned by the existing hierarchies and power 

relations of Finnish basic education and society. 

3.2 Critical multiculturalism 

Critical multiculturalism developed as a response to liberal multiculturalism, the latter being 

defined by Stephen May and Christine E. Sleeter (2010) as recognizing, respecting and 

celebrating cultural differences. Liberal multiculturalism is seen to essentialize cultures and 

their differences (May & Sleeter, 2010), while critical multiculturalism moves beyond mere 

recognition of cultural diversity to examine how cultures are positioned differently in society 

(Sloan et al., 2018). Thus, critical multiculturalism seeks to contextualise cultures and their 

differences, drawing attention to the wider socio-political context they form a part (May, 

2005a; Sloan et al., 2018). It shines a light on the often-hidden processes that prioritize 

particular cultural values and practices over others, revealing the existing hierarchies and 

power relations of sameness and difference (May, 2005a; Sloan et al., 2018). 

The wider socio-political context is central also to critical multicultural education (May & 

Sleeter, 2010; Nieto, 2005), which seeks to raise awareness on marginalized groups amid 

systems of oppression (Sloan et al., 2018). Again, it stands against its liberal counterpart, 

claiming that liberal multicultural education overemphasizes cultural diversity through 

school activities, such as celebrations and festivities (May, 2005b; Sloan et al., 2018). Critical 

multicultural education seeks to acknowledge the wider socio-political context that affects 

minority students and undermine their educational efforts (May, 2005b; Sloan et al., 2018). 

Students’ learning is impacted by not only the inequality connected to their social divisions 

but also the relative respect or disrespect given to certain cultural values, practices and 

languages (Nieto, 2005). Sonia Nieto considers it to be unrealistic to think “that all students 

begin their educational experiences on a level playing field” (2005, p. 210). Thus, by applying 

a critical multicultural lens, this thesis examines the participants’ perceptions of language-

related attitudes and practices at school, analysing whether hierarchies existed between 

different languages and how they positioned these students in the educational environment. 

3.3 Identity 

Above I introduced the two theoretical starting points of this research. The former, 

intersectionality, was applied particularly while exploring the concept of identity. Similar to 

Steph Lawler (2014), I view identity as both the “ambivalent, reflective and reflexive sense” 

that we have of ourselves as well as “its public manifestations” (Lawler, 2014, p. 7). It exists 
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in a relationship with our social divisions, which inform us of how we see ourselves, how 

others see us, how we respond to others seeing us and so forth (Lawler, 2014). It is related 

to a sense of sameness with a particular group but should not be understood as a 

homogenous representation of that group (Lawler, 2014). Our identities are not determined 

by a single social division (Hill Collins, 2019); we can hold multiple identities and express 

different combinations of these identities in different situations, at times in contradictory 

ways (Hill Collins & Bilge, 2016; Lawler, 2014). Moreover, identity should be understood as 

“a process of becoming rather than being” (Hall, 2011, p. 4), as it can shift and change during 

our lifetime (Lawler, 2014; Yuval-Davis, 2011). 

Identity is a fundamentally social and dynamic process, as it comes to existence through 

identity narratives (Lawler, 2014; Martin, 1995), constructed in different situations with 

different people, depending on who is talking, with whom, where and about what (Iskanius, 

2006). These narratives can relate to the past, present or future (Yuval-Davis, 2011). 

Sometimes we do not take upon the narratives expected from us, intentionally or not 

(Fraser, 2004). However, it needs to be emphasized that identity options are not available to 

all individuals in the same way (May, 2005a). Instead, they are constrained by our 

positioning in the wider socio-political context (May & Sleeter, 2010), as our identity can be 

accepted, contested (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004) or imposed by people around us (Yuval-

Davis, 2011). The existing power relations of difference also place some identities more 

valuable than others (Lawler, 2014). Thus, questions of identity should always be studied in 

their historically specific contexts (Lawler, 2014), acknowledging that identity options are 

“offered by a particular society in a specific time and place” (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004, p. 

19) and to particular people. 

Identity is first and foremost characterized by rejection: for instance, to identify as a 

woman I must reject the identity ‘man’ (Lawler, 2014). As some social divisions are seen as 

mutually exclusive categories (Lawler, 2014), identity gets its meaning from the rebuttal of 

the Other (Martin, 1995), the counterpart category. We sense sameness with a particular 

group of people by seeing ourselves different from those who we label as the Others 

(Zevallos, 2008). Thus, identity is more a sign of “marking difference and exclusion” than 

sameness and inclusion (Hall, 2011, p. 4). The understanding of mutually exclusive categories 

is based on the idea that there exist fundamental differences between different groups of 

people (Lawler, 2014). This essentialist view of our social divisions reflects the underlying 

structures of hierarchy and power, considering that we differ from each other in endless 

ways, but only some differences are highlighted while others are obscured (Lawler, 2014). 

Moreover, studies on young people of migrant parentage have argued for fluid combinations 
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of the counterpart categories: the so-called hybrid identities, as these youth can identify 

with one and the other (e.g. Zevallos, 2008). Other scholars have stated that rather than 

having hybrid identities, these individuals experience in-between positionings: not being 

fully accepted as neither one of the identity options (e.g. Anthias, 2002). For instance, 

particularly people from racial or ethnic minorities feel that they are not allowed to claim 

certain identities and therefore, hybrid identification is available only for those from the 

majority population (May, 2005a). 

3.3.1 Language identity 

By language identity, I refer to identification with either a language or speakers of a 

particular language (Iskanius, 2006). Following Ben Rampton (1995), I see it also as having an 

allegiance or affection towards a language or languages. Early research on the topic equated 

one language to one ethnicity or group of people sharing particular characteristics 

(Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2001). Such understanding supports the claims that we inherit a 

single so-called authentic language by birth and use it fluently (Rampton, 1995). Moreover, it 

argues that we either are or are not authentic speakers of a particular language and can be 

authentic speakers of only one language (Rampton, 1995). This simplified understanding sets 

monolingualism as the norm (Rampton, 1995) and fails to portray the experiences of 

multilingual individuals or those who are not fluent in all areas of their heritage languages 

(Iskanius, 2006). Today, language identity is understood the same as identity in general: 

being constructed at the intersections of social divisions by social interaction (Pavlenko & 

Blackledge, 2004). It can be multiple and ever-changing (Iskanius, 2006), as we can consider 

more than one language as our authentic one and the way we use and identify with 

languages can shift during our lifetime (Latomaa, 2010). For instance, the language used 

little in childhood can become the most dominant one later in life (Latomaa, 2010). As our 

language identities are also shaped by our personal practices, beliefs and ambitions 

(Iskanius, 2006), we can retake languages after putting them aside for a while (Latomaa, 

2010). If the language learned at home is not the one we use daily, it can still be the one we 

identify with the most (Latomaa, 2010). Moreover, multilingual individuals should not be 

regarded simply as speaking different languages in different situations, as instead of the 

languages in their repertoires being separate entities, their language identities might be 

more like combinations (Rampton, 1995), such as hybrid or in-between. 

As already mentioned, identities are not available to all of us in the same way, as they are 

constrained by the existing power relations and our positioning in the wider socio-political 
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context (May, 2005a). Language identities are no different: they are narrative options that 

can be either taken up by ourselves or forced to us by others (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). 

Aneta Pavlenko and Adrian Blackledge (2004) distinguish three types of language identities: 

assumed, imposed and negotiated. The first type refers to accepted and most valued 

identities, such as monolingual speakers of the dominant language of society (Pavlenko & 

Blackledge, 2004). Imposed identities are those which are not negotiable in a specific 

context, for instance, during totalitarian regimes (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). The third 

type consists of identities that are contested by others but are still negotiable (Pavlenko & 

Blackledge, 2004). The power relations of sameness and difference come into play again in 

the three types of language identities, not only by forcing identities on particular individuals 

but also setting hierarchies between the options available: some languages and language 

speakers are devalued below others (Bourdieu, 1991; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). For 

many, such as young people of migrant parentage, there can be tension between their self-

chosen and self-rejected identities and outside attempts to question them (Blackledge & 

Pavlenko, 2001; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Their language identities are constructed and 

negotiated through interaction with their family, friends, school and society at large, 

including discussion and policies on immigration (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Moreover, 

this tension does not only exist between individuals but also within them (Blackledge & 

Pavlenko, 2001; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). 

3.4 Belonging 

The other key concept, belonging, has been referred to interchangeably with identity in 

much research, as to feel belonging to a particular group is connected to identification with 

the group (Antonsich, 2010). Nira Yuval-Davis (2004) argues, however, that belonging must 

not be reduced to a synonym of identity, as it is also about the emotions identities evoke. 

Nor should it be seen as simply being a member of a group, such as holding particular 

citizenship (Antonsich, 2010; Yuval-Davis, 2004), considering that belonging at the political 

or legal level does not always correlate with a sense of belonging to society (Antonsich, 

2010). Neither should belonging be understood as being tied to a particular physical area, as 

it can be more symbolic in nature (Davis, Ghorashi, Smets, & Eijberts, 2018). For these 

reasons, Yuval-Davis describes belonging as a deep emotional human need: feeling ‘at home’ 

and feeling ‘safe’ (Yuval-Davis, 2004, 2011). It consists of a sense of being understood, 

accepted and appreciated (Davis et al., 2018). 

Like identity, belonging is negotiated through personal choice and rejection, being also 

affirmed and challenged by others (Antonsich, 2010; Davis et al., 2018; Yuval-Davis, 2011). 
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As Marco Antonsich (2010) argues, “belonging involves two opposite sides: the side which 

claims belonging and the side which has the power of ‘granting’ belonging” (p. 13). Thus, our 

sense of ‘Do I belong here?’ is largely informed by whether people around us accept us at 

the political, legal, social, cultural (Davis et al., 2018) and linguistic levels, while our 

experiences of exclusion, discrimination and racism have a strong impact on that sense 

(Davis et al., 2018; Zevallos, 2008). A critical multicultural approach can shed light on 

belonging at the linguistic level, as it is embedded in the existing hierarchies and power 

relations that prioritize particular languages. Indeed, belonging is often portrayed as 

sameness to the dominant characteristics in society (Antonsich, 2010). Even if we feel like 

we belong to society or school, others might construct us as ‘outsiders’ (Yuval-Davis, 2004, 

2011). Our social divisions, their intersections and the value and power granted to them 

influence our belonging (Yuval-Davis, 2011), with particularly race, ethnicity and language 

becoming significant markers of sameness and difference (e.g. Anthias, 2002; Antonsich, 

2010; Toivanen, 2014). For instance, our visual and linguistic characteristics, such as the 

colour of our skin, hair and eyes, our dress code, heritage language and name can be seen as 

evidence of contested belonging (Anthias, 2002; Antonsich, 2010; Toivanen, 2014). 

Moreover, our belonging to a particular language group can be denied based on visual 

markers alone rather than linguistic ones (Toivanen, 2014). 

Different members of the same group can be differently positioned, followed by the 

intersections of social divisions and the underlying structures of hierarchy and power (Yuval-

Davis, 2011). We also belong in many ways to many different groups, feeling varying degrees 

of attachment (Yuval-Davis, 2011). Not all belonging is regarded as valued and important by 

either us or others (Yuval-Davis, 2011). For instance, belonging to a particular language 

speaker group, like the dominant one in society, can be valued above all else, as languages 

and linguistic variations are set in hierarchies that privilege some language speakers and 

disempower others (Bourdieu, 1991). However, sometimes individuals do not want to 

belong to a particular group, demonstrating resistance following experiences of 

discrimination and exclusive ideologies, such as monolingualism (Davis et al., 2018). We can 

feel belonging to more than one group and experience equal or different levels of 

attachment related to each. Our belonging to society and school can also shift following 

changes in our perceptions and language proficiency or the broader context (Krzyżanowski & 

Wodak, 2008). 
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3.4.1 Belonging at school 

Same as belonging in general, feeling ‘at home’ and ‘safe’ (Yuval-Davis, 2004, 2011) at one’s 

school consists of a sense of acceptance: being liked, respected, valued and supported 

(Ellerbrock, Kiefer, & Alley, 2014; Goodenow, 1993). Whether students feel like they belong 

at school is particularly informed by their positive relationships in that context. There exists a 

strong link between belonging and teacher-student relationships (e.g. Chiu, Pong, Mori, & 

Chow, 2012; Goodenow, 1993), but interactions with peers also play a role (e.g. Due, Riggs, 

& Augoustinos, 2016; Ellerbrock et al., 2014). Students describe their relationships with 

teachers favourably, when they regard their teachers as fair, helpful (Nichols, 2008), caring 

and responsive (Ellerbrock et al., 2014). Peer relationships are considered positive when one 

feels accepted (Nichols, 2008) and receives academic and emotional support (Ellerbrock et 

al., 2014). Students who sense belonging at school are more accepting, supportive and 

considerate of others (Osterman, 2000). On the contrary, lack of belonging can lead to a 

decline in motivation and engagement and, at worst, the decision to drop out of school 

(Osterman, 2000). 

As the focus of this thesis is on the interplay between the participants’ language 

identities and sense of belonging, I argue that their belonging should not be analysed only at 

the social level but also the linguistic. Thus, I am interested not only in how the participants 

portrayed their relationships with their teachers and peers but also whether these accounts 

reflected being understood, accepted and appreciated as their linguistic selves. Belonging of 

students of migrant parentage is related to not just social acceptance and support but also 

whether multilingualism and minority languages are valued and encouraged by the 

education system (e.g. Nieto, 2005). Students of migrant parentage benefit from learning 

environments that recognize their multilingualism and reflect their identities (Due et al., 

2016; Straszer, 2014). They are vulnerable to the expectations of their teachers, school and 

society, particularly when these are set low due to the existing hierarchies that undermine 

their linguistic and cultural backgrounds (Nieto, 2005). Thus, a monolingual ideology held by 

schools and teachers can lead to rejecting the language identities of students of migrant 

parentage and ultimately the students themselves (Cummins, 2001). The education system 

plays a critical role in maintaining and producing language-related hierarchies and 

imbalances of power, positioning languages and language speakers differently, not just at 

school but in society at large (Bourdieu, 1991). Pierre Bourdieu (1991) stressed the societal 

control schools have in classifying different languages and linguistic variations, valorising the 

dominant ones above others, and deciding what type of proficiency and linguistic repertoire 

are considered legitimate. These processes of privilege and marginalization prioritize some 
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languages and individuals and disempower others (Bourdieu, 1991). To signal students what 

is desired, schools correct them through rules and recommendations, such as to apply only 

the language of instruction (Martin Rojo, 2017). These practices are assimilationist in nature, 

as they attempt to make the multilingual learners disappear in the monolingual mass of the 

school (Cummins, 2000). They affect not only students’ language-related practices, beliefs 

and ambitions but also their self-esteem, possibly impacting their linguistic and educational 

trajectories (Martin Rojo, 2017; Tran, 2015). They are also in contrast to practices that would 

build on students’ linguistic repertoires and, thus, encourage and promote their language 

identities and heritage languages (Cummins, 2000), affirming their sense of belonging at the 

linguistic level. 

This chapter discussed the theoretical lenses of intersectionality and critical 

multiculturalism that served as the starting points of my analysis. It also outlined the key 

concepts of identity and belonging, particularly language identity and a sense of belonging at 

school. The chapter described how intersectionality and critical multiculturalism can be 

applied to explore how language identities and belonging are shaped by our social divisions 

and the existing hierarchies and power relations of the wider socio-political context. It 

addressed how identities and belonging are constrained by our surroundings, as they can be 

accepted or contested by others. The different degrees of value attached to both privilege 

particular individuals and marginalize others. The chapter also focused on the role of schools 

in establishing the dominant language and linguistic variations for society, contesting the 

belonging of students of migrant parentage at the linguistic level. This topic is revisited in the 

next chapter, the literature review, together with exploring how youth of migrant parentage 

construct their language identities and negotiate belonging. 
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4 Literature review 

Applying the lenses of intersectionality and critical multiculturalism, my research rests on 

the premise that the participants’ language identities and sense of belonging were 

influenced by their intersectional realities and the socio-political context of Finnish schools 

and society. This position is supported by studies done among young people of migrant 

parentage and on primary and secondary schools in Finland and elsewhere. As this chapter 

presents, the literature points to the complex and variable nature of language identities, 

being shaped by individual and contextual differences. Young people of migrant parentage 

construct and negotiate their language identities and belonging amid the existing hierarchies 

and power relations, both at and outside school. Prior research confirms that monolingual 

and monocultural ideologies held by schools and teachers prioritize particular students and 

challenge the belonging of those considered different. However, youth of migrant parentage 

have found ways to negotiate their belonging through linguistic strategies and multilingual 

solidarity.  

4.1 Construction of language identities 

Literature indicates that the language identities of young people of migrant parentage are 

shaped by their personal affinities (Iskanius, 2006; Straszer, 2014) and expectations from 

parents, peers, schools and society at large (Butcher, 2008). They often feel strong allegiance 

and affection to more than one language (Latomaa, 2010; Latomaa et al., 2013), and neither 

the heritage language nor most fluent language is automatically the one they feel the closest 

to (Iskanius, 2006; Latomaa, 2013; Rampton, 1995; Vedder & Virta, 2005). The different 

languages in their repertoires can hold equal or varying degrees of symbolic value, 

reinforcing or downplaying their connection to family, friends or peers as well as ethnicity, 

culture or society (Butcher, 2008; Iskanius, 2006; Straszer, 2012, 2014; Toivanen, 2013; 

Vedder & Virta, 2005).  

In Finland, research on individuals of migrant parentage shows that one’s social divisions 

along with personal practices, beliefs and ambitions produce varied language identities. 

Sanna Iskanius (2006) studied Russian-speaking youth at upper secondary level and 

identified different types of language identities, ranging from students who identified the 

most with the Russian language to those who felt the closest to Finnish. All participants had 

migrated to Finland after being born in either Russia or the territory of the former Soviet 

Union (Iskanius, 2006). Iskanius found that the construction of their language identities was 

marked by their attachments to language, nationality and ethnicity as well as language use 
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and proficiency (Iskanius, 2006). The majority regarded themselves as primarily Russian-

speakers, expressing the strongest affinity towards the Russian language, nationality and 

ethnicity (Iskanius, 2006). They mostly spoke Russian, not just at home and with friends, but 

also in other situations (Iskanius, 2006). Identifying strongly with Russian did not require a 

self-assessed proficiency in the language: for some, Finnish was becoming their dominant 

language, but they did not see themselves as Finnish-speakers (Iskanius, 2006). On the 

contrary, the few students who felt the closest to Finnish linked their language identities to 

proficiency (Iskanius, 2006). Prospects for the future, such as further studies, employment 

and greater integration to society, also played a role in identifying oneself as a Finnish-

speaker (Iskanius, 2006). Some students regarded themselves as bilinguals, without losing 

their affinity towards the Russian language (Iskanius, 2006).  

The study by Iskanius (2006) focused on the Russian-speaking students’ personal 

practices, beliefs and ambitions rather than how their language identities had been shaped 

by their interactions with the majority population. However, it is argued that individuals with 

Russian backgrounds are largely viewed negatively in Finland (Kurki, 2018), likely due to the 

nineteenth-century Russian rule and later Russo-Finnish wars (Leinonen, 2012). Negative 

encounters might have led the youth to reject the label ‘Finnish-speaker’, considering that 

experiences of discrimination influence whether one wants to identify with or claim 

belonging to a particular group (Davis et al., 2018). Also, some identity options are denied 

from individuals of migrant parentage by the society around them (e.g. Anthias, 2002; May, 

2005a). In fact, a study done among young people of Hungarian parentage in Finland and 

Sweden suggested that favourable attitudes of the majority population had a positive impact 

on their language identities (Straszer, 2012, 2014). The young people were mostly native-

born to migrant parents, using dominantly either Finnish or Swedish (Straszer, 2012). The 

Finnish-Hungarians, however, were more proficient in their heritage language and had a 

stronger attachment to Hungarian culture and ethnicity compared to their peers in Sweden 

(Straszer, 2012). Boglárka Straszer (2012) argued that this was due to Hungarians being 

viewed positively in Finland, not least for the Hungarian language granted value for being a 

Uralic language like Finnish. Thus, Finnish-Hungarians felt closeness to both Finnish and their 

heritage language, neither attachment being contested by the majority population. 

However, regardless of the positive recognition of the Hungarian language, it did not hold 

equal societal value as Finnish, and the young people hardly used it outside their private 

lives (Straszer, 2014). Moreover, the majority population’s attitudes were not the only 

shaping factor in the construction of their language identities, as also personal affinities and 
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parent’s language use played a role (Straszer, 2012). In Sweden, the concentration of and 

contact with other Hungarian-speakers helped the youth to maintain their closeness to their 

heritage language (Straszer, 2012). 

The above studies show that the construction of language identities does not follow a 

single path, as sharing the same heritage language, for instance, does not lead to one kind of 

language identity. Instead, the young people of migrant parentage expressed varied 

allegiances and affections to languages, depending on individual and contextual differences. 

Regarding the wider socio-political context, policies related to migration, education and 

language also play a role in the construction of language identities. Paul Vedder and Erkki 

Virta (2005) found differences in identification with one’s heritage language between 

adolescents of Turkish parentage in the Netherlands and Sweden. For instance, education in 

both the heritage language and the national one was less supported in the Netherlands 

compared to Sweden, shaping the youth’s language identities differently (Vedder & Virta, 

2005). In the Netherlands, the adolescents had not tried to maintain or develop their 

heritage language, Turkish, and, instead, used Dutch as the only means of communication 

(Vedder & Virta, 2005). In Sweden, the policies promoted maintaining one’s heritage 

language, while becoming proficient in Swedish, and the youth had held on to Turkish 

(Vedder & Virta, 2005). However, identifying strongly with their heritage language was 

possible also a sign of the adolescents’ resistance and “not willing to give up their 

appreciation of” Turkish, as they felt the language to hold symbolic value connected to their 

ethnicity (Vedder & Virta, 2005, p. 333). Chapter 4.3 takes a closer look at the resistance of 

young people of migrant parentage regarding the existing language-related hierarchies and 

their contested belonging to society. First, however, the following section explores how 

attitudes and practices at school are influenced by monolingual and monocultural ideologies, 

in Finland and elsewhere. 

4.2 Monolingual and monocultural ideologies at school 

Schools are often constructed as acultural and apolitical sites where students with diverse 

backgrounds are provided with equal learning opportunities, free from ideologies and 

political ends (e.g. Halldórsdóttir Gudjonsson, 2018; Riitaoja, 2013). Policies and operations 

in place are presented as neutral and natural, rather than results of the underlying 

structures of hierarchy and power (Riitaoja, 2013). On the contrary, schools are embedded in 

power imbalance (Halldórsdóttir Gudjonsson, 2018), maintaining and producing privileged 

and marginalized identities and belonging. They have different tools at their disposal to 
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signal to students what is considered ‘normal’ and ‘different’, such as evaluation, grades, 

appraisal, rewards and discipline (Kuurme & Carlsson, 2011). 

Teachers are far from passive observers when it comes to how students of migrant 

parentage regard different languages and themselves as language speakers (Latomaa et al., 

2013). Teachers’ language-related practices, beliefs and attitudes affect how they relate to 

their multilingual student bodies, influencing students’ language identities and learning 

outcomes (Latomaa et al., 2013; Pulinx et al., 2017). For instance, a study conducted at 

lower secondary schools in Belgium found that teachers’ monolingual beliefs were 

connected to their lack of trust in students (Pulinx et al., 2017). Linguistic diversity lowered 

teachers’ expectations, and students were categorized into those who were predicted to 

perform well and those who were not (Pulinx et al., 2017). Research shows that such 

expectations impact the actual learning outcomes of students (Pulinx et al., 2017). The 

teachers in the study remained confident in their own linguistic competence and teaching 

methods as well as the school policies, even as the predetermined learning objectives were 

not reached (Pulinx et al., 2017). Anastasia Gkaintartzi and Roula Tsokalidou (2011) revealed 

similar monolingual attitudes held by kindergarten and primary school teachers in Greece. 

Although linguistic diversity was promoted at the theoretical level, the teachers saw the 

heritage language of students of Albanian parentage as an obstacle rather than a tool to 

utilize to further their learning (Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011). The students’ bilingualism 

was considered as a burden and problem, believing that it undermined their integration to 

schooling (Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011).  

Students of migrant parentage are often viewed through their skills in the language of 

instruction, with the goal of addressing their assumed deficiency in the said language (Tran, 

2015). Thus, proficiency in the language of instruction alone is constructed as linguistic 

competence (Latomaa et al., 2013) and limitations in language are not seen to concern 

teachers nor schools, only the multilingual student body (Pulinx et al., 2017). Through giving 

less value to other forms of linguistic competence, schools and teachers maintain and 

produce language-related hierarchies and position language speakers differently (Bourdieu, 

1991; Juva & Holm, 2016; Riitaoja, 2013). Whether it is intentional or not, they disempower 

students of migrant parentage by signalling them that their heritage languages have no 

value in schooling and society at large (Cummins, 2001). In a study conducted in Hong Kong, 

students of south and southeast Asian parentage were aware of the existing language-

related hierarchies and the lower societal status of their heritage languages (Gu, Mak, & Qu, 

2017). The language of instruction at the upper secondary school was Chinese, and the 
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students were discouraged or even forbidden to communicate in their heritage languages 

(Gu et al., 2017). As a result, they felt safe to use them mainly at home or in peer 

interactions (Gu et al., 2017). Such assimilationist practices at school privilege the proficiency 

and use of the dominant language alone (Bourdieu, 1991; Latomaa et al., 2013). At worst, 

this can result in students of migrant parentage internalizing the belief that their heritage 

languages hold no value outside their private lives. It can also lead to a loss of proficiency in 

the heritage language, manifesting itself in difficulties in communication with family and 

relatives and remoteness to one’s culture and ethnicity (Butcher, 2008). Research shows 

that migrants and their children share this concern. For instance, parents have established 

one-language rules at home in hopes of preserving their children’s connection to their 

heritage (Toivanen, 2013). Several studies also demonstrate that youth of migrant parentage 

worry about their skills in their heritage languages, considering them as ties to culture and 

ethnicity (Butcher, 2008; Iskanius, 2006).  

The belief that multilingual students threaten the unity of schools and classrooms is an 

example of monolingual ideologies present in education (e.g. Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011; 

Pulinx et al., 2017). In Finland, Anna-Leena Riitaoja (2013) found that primary school 

teachers regarded negatively any difference they considered as ‘too’ different, attaching 

such labels particularly to students of migrant parentage and those described as 

‘multicultural’ and ‘special’. For instance, students who were not white or from the majority 

population and came from households that were not primarily Finnish-speaking, middle 

class, Lutheran or heteronormative were deemed ‘too’ different’ (Riitaoja, 2013). These 

students were thought to bring ‘too’ many changes to the educational environment, and the 

label ‘problematic’ was attached also to classrooms with ‘too’ many ‘too’ different students 

(Riitaoja, 2013). This marking of sameness and difference along the lines of social divisions 

and the value and power granted to them lead to practices that were both inclusive and 

exclusive (Riitaoja, 2013). Particular students’ and their knowledge and skills were privileged 

while the belonging of others was contested (Riitaoja, 2013). Research by Ina Juva and 

Gunilla Holm (2016) on Finnish secondary schools found similar monolingual and 

monocultural attitudes among teachers. Although the teachers presented Finnish schools as 

multicultural, equal and free from ethnicity-based discrimination, they believed that heritage 

languages and minority ethnicities were reasons for students’ marginalization at school, 

connecting migrant parentage to contested belonging (Juva & Holm, 2016). ‘Normality’ was 

constructed to be related to Finnishness, and other languages and ethnicities, at least when 

made present in the classroom, were seen as problematic (Juva & Holm, 2016). Moreover, 

the teachers hold different expectations for students of migrant parentage (Juva & Holm, 
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2016). Their behaviour was thought to represent the whole ethnic group, while the actions 

of the majority population students were treated as individual issues (Juva & Holm, 2016), 

again reflecting the hierarchies and power relations of sameness and difference. 

Monolingual ideologies are also visible in how the subjects and support tailored to 

students of migrant parentage, presented in Chapter 2.4, are organized. For instance, 

research on teachers’ perceptions of Finnish as a second language education (F2) and 

mother tongue education showed that the two subjects lacked unity compared to Finnish 

taught as a first language (F1 education) (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). Teachers were not clear on 

the aims and contents of both F2 or mother tongue education, and the two subjects were 

not offered nationwide, as they are not outright mandated by the Basic Education Act 

(Latomaa & Suni, 2011). Participation in heritage language classes was particularly low, and 

the teachers considered it to be a result of parents prioritizing their children’s studies in 

Finnish (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). However, the societal status of mother tongue education 

affects how parents regard it: it is positioned differently than other subjects at school and, 

thus, granted less value in the society (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). This is evident, for instance, in 

the way heritage language classes are organized: they are voluntary and held after the 

mandatory school day (Latomaa et al., 2013; Latomaa & Suni, 2011). F2 education was 

organized more, usually reaching the students who needed it, but suffered from the same 

low status (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). The teachers felt that their colleagues at school did not 

consider F2 classes as “real teaching that correspond[ed] to Finnish” taught as a first 

language (Latomaa & Suni, 2011, p. 129), reflecting hierarchies not just between languages 

but also within.  

Special support assigned in Finnish schools also reveals monolingual attitudes and 

practices. According to studies, linguistic reasons alone lead to students’ transfers to special 

education classrooms (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). Children and youth from racial or ethnic 

minority groups are overrepresented in special education worldwide (Bruce & Venkatesh, 

2014), and in Finland, this concerns particularly students of migrant parentage (Sinkkonen et 

al., 2011; Sinkkonen & Kyttälä, 2014). A study focusing on the special education placements 

of students of migrant parentage in Finland found that linguistic difficulties were often listed 

as the main reason for their transfers (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). It was unclear whether these 

decisions were based on actual learning-related difficulties or only limitations in the 

language of instruction (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). In fact, Statistics Finland gave up on listing 

the reasons behind special education transfers in general, as the proportion of students of 

migrant parentage had increased and it became difficult to know the actual reasons behind 
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their placements (Hakala & Leivo, 2017). These transfers reflect prioritizing the proficiency 

and use of Finnish and viewing other linguistic competence and repertoires from a deficit 

point of view (Latomaa, 2010; Sinkkonen et al., 2011). They also demonstrate that teachers 

and other staff lack knowledge and experience of multilingualism and multilingual learners. 

Research points out that the assessments and tests used for special education decisions 

hardly meet the linguistic and cultural requirements for students from diverse backgrounds 

(Sinkkonen et al., 2011). 

Another troubling pattern in Finland is the reliance on segregated forms of education, 

which target particularly students of migrant parentage. In special support, segregated small 

groups and classrooms are rather common (Hakala & Leivo, 2017). Moreover, as discussed in 

Chapter 2.4, the two Finnish subjects (F2 and F1 education) are often taught parallel but in 

separate classes. Considering that students of migrant parentage are assigned to these 

means of support due to their limitations in the language of instruction, one must wonder 

whether placing them apart from their Finnish-speaking peers is the best learning 

environment (Sinkkonen & Kyttälä, 2014). As Roger Slee (2011) points out, the segregated 

forms of education are often justified as serving the best interest of the student and being “a 

humane response to the unsympathetic culture of” mainstream education (p. 109). In 

Finland, the separate groups and parallel classes are based on the idea that equal learning 

opportunities for all are guaranteed through tailored arrangements (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). 

Thus, although Finnish National Agency for Education promotes inclusive practices in theory 

(Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016, 2017b, 2019a), it finds segregation justifiable 

in case it is considered to benefit the student (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). 

However, in light of the studies on monolingual and monocultural attitudes at Finnish 

schools, it begs to question whether placing students of migrant parentage apart is in their 

best interest or does it serve those teachers and staff who wish not to have ‘too’ many 

changes. Lastly, it should be noted that research reveals that schools fail to properly 

document the support given to students of migrant parentage before their special education 

transfers and follow through later re-evaluations (Sinkkonen et al., 2011), contrary to what is 

mandated by the law (Basic Education Act 628/1998, § 17). This makes it difficult to track 

whether the students are in the correct group, receive the support they need and have 

made progress (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). 

4.3 Negotiations of identities and belonging 

Neither the construction of language identities nor sensing belonging to society is a 

straightforward process for many young people of migrant parentage. Their identities and 
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belonging are often contested by the majority population, who take their visual markers as 

evidence of their ‘otherness’ (Leinonen, 2012; Toivanen, 2014). For instance, it is argued that 

in Finland, being a Finn is understood as being white (Kurki, 2018; Lehtonen, 2016; Toivanen, 

2014). The literature demonstrates that at schools and in the society at large, non-white 

Finnishness is treated suspiciously rather than accepted (Kurki, 2018; Lehtonen, 2016; 

Toivanen, 2014). Studies also show that young people of migrant parentage are well aware 

of the attitudes and stereotypes the majority population holds towards migrants (Lehtonen, 

2016; Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017; Toivanen, 2014) and, thus, their own contested belonging. For 

instance, in an audio-visual study conducted with a group of young people of Somali 

parentage in Finland, the participants engaged in a discussion on identifying as Finnish and 

belonging to the society (Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017). One of them doubted whether one can 

consider herself or himself as a Finn if five million think that you are not (Oikarinen-Jabai, 

2017). However, as individuals’ ways of dealing prejudice and discrimination vary, his 

companion refused to let other people define his identity and belonging, stating that, in that 

case, “I stand alone” (Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017, p. 51). 

Several studies show that a sense of belonging to society or school does not necessarily 

correlate with the social divisions of nationality and language. For instance, being a citizen or 

fluent in the national language cannot guarantee an unproblematic sense of ‘I belong here’, 

as particularly the social divisions of race and ethnicity influence whether one is accepted as 

a member or not (Anthias, 2002; Butcher, 2008; Toivanen, 2014). Language, however, can be 

an important strategy for young people of migrant parentage in the negotiation of belonging 

that is otherwise contested. In a study conducted in Australia, Melissa Butcher (2008) found 

that youth of migrant parentage asserted their belonging to Australian culture through their 

use of English. In Finland, being Finnish-speakers provided young people of Kurdish 

parentage a justification to consider themselves at least partly Finnish and feel belonging to 

Finland (Toivanen, 2013, 2014). A United States research on refugee students from Somalia 

also noted that the participants were mindful of how their accents were perceived by others 

and worked hard on their pronunciation of English to feel belonging at school (Oikonomidoy, 

2007). 

Youth of migrant parentage do not only experience contested belonging to society but 

also their heritage, as they might feel like being in an in-between location where neither 

their attachments are fully accepted by others (Anthias, 2002). Thus, language also presents 

them a tool to claim their belonging to their cultures and ethnicities, as referred to 

previously regarding the construction of language identities (Iskanius, 2006; Straszer, 2012; 
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Vedder & Virta, 2005). This belonging is not negotiated only in where one lives but also 

abroad: for native-born individuals, traveling to their parents’ country of birth and 

communicating with relatives or strangers can provide them a sense of belonging. In a study 

on Italian-Canadian youth living in Canada, the participants reclaimed and reconnected with 

their Italian identity through their overseas travels and heritage language use (Giampapa, 

2001). In Finland, young people of Somali and Kurdish parentage, both native-born and 

those who had migrated as young children, expressed feeling closer to their heritage 

through travels to Somalia and Kurdistan (Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017; Toivanen & Kivisto, 2014).  

Besides one’s ethnic group, linguistic strategies can be applied to create belonging to 

minorities at large, particularly among other youth of migrant parentage amid the 

monolingual landscape of their surroundings. Heini Lehtonen (2016) found that students of 

migrant parentage attending Finnish lower secondary schools sometimes performed a 

particular style of speech to display multilingual solidarity: the so-called bad Finnish (hoono 

soomi), a stereotype related to pronunciation and attributed to migrants, referred so also by 

the participants (Lehtonen, 2016). Applying the style did not necessarily mean that the 

student herself or himself spoke such way or agreed with the stereotype; it was sometimes 

used to express solidarity towards peers with similar experiences of migration and language 

learning (Lehtonen, 2016). By performing bad Finnish, the students also resisted the migrant 

stereotype and undermined the majority population’s position of power (Lehtonen, 2016). 

Another way to express resistance through linguistic strategies is heritage language use 

and pride, opposing the existing language-related hierarchies and the prioritisation of the 

language of instruction or the dominant one in society. For instance, students of migrant 

parentage in Hong Kong argued for the equal value of multilingualism and their heritage 

languages (Gu et al., 2017), while their peers in Australia strived to improve their heritage 

language proficiency (Butcher, 2008). Both groups also applied multilingual practices with 

friends and classmates, creating multilingual friendship networks (Butcher, 2008; Gu et al., 

2017) and generating solidarity and belonging. Moreover, by using other than the dominant 

language, dialect or vocabulary, youth of migrant parentage can defy the existing hierarchies 

and power relations, at school and in society at large, and outline a ‘safe’ place to feel 

belonging and have a sense of control (Butcher, 2008). 

Young people of migrant parentage are skilled in combining and applying different forms 

of language use (Rampton, 1995), for instance, by adapting languages and speech styles to 

different situations and people. One of these forms is code-switching, meaning that 

individuals tap into their linguistic repertoires and switch the language they use and the way 

they express themselves according to each setting they are in (Giampapa, 2001; Toivanen, 
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2013). For youth of migrant parentage, using two or more languages daily or within the 

same group of people is a routine occurrence (Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017; Rampton, 1995). 

Through code-switching, they can play on their in multiple language identities and claim 

belonging to various groups (Giampapa, 2001). Another form of language use is language 

crossing: applying a language that is not thought of as one’s own. For instance, using and 

mimicking each other’s heritage languages can be done in a joking way to express both 

solidarity (Rampton, 1995) and value to other languages than the dominant one of society. 

In the present chapter, I demonstrated how language identities of youth of migrant 

parentage stand against the simplified views of language use and proficiency. The 

construction of their language identities does not follow a single path; it is shaped by 

individual and contextual differences. Their varied allegiances and affections to languages 

are connected to not just their personal practices, beliefs and ambitions but also their 

interactions with their surroundings, such as encounters with the majority population. 

Monolingual ideologies held by schools and teachers play a role in marking legitimate 

languages and language identities, contesting the belonging of those labelled as ‘too’ 

different. Such ideologies are not present only in teachers’ attitudes and expectations but 

also in how different subjects and support are organized by the education system at large. 

However, prior studies suggest that youth of migrant parentage resist such ideologies and 

negotiate belonging through linguistic strategies and multilingual solidarity. These findings of 

prior studies were affirmed in many ways by my analysis, detailed later in Chapter 6. Next, I 

introduce my methodological framework, including some of the key ethical issues taken into 

consideration and my own role as a researcher. 
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5 Research methodology 

The selection of my research methodology and method was guided by my philosophical 

assumptions, theoretical lenses and research focus. My understanding of the world lies 

within social constructionism, acknowledging that the nature of knowledge and the nature 

of being are brought by social interaction (King, Horrocks, & Brooks, 2019). I see reality as 

coming into existence through individuals’ interactions with each other, creating multiple 

realities and multiple interpretations of those realities (King et al., 2019). These, in turn, are 

situated in a specific place at a specific time, shaped by their specific context (King et al., 

2019). From this position, I reject the positivist worldview of a single reality existing 

independently for researchers to discover (King et al., 2019). There is no truth buried deep in 

the data for me to dug up (Braun & Clarke, 2019). Instead, my thesis is a site of social 

interaction, where one version of the reality is being co-constructed by myself and the 

participants (Clandinin et al., 2016; King et al., 2019): during the interviews, we formed 

stories of ourselves and the world around us (King et al., 2019). These stories I consequently 

compiled and analysed into my own one (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Kvale, 2007), the thesis at 

hand. 

My theoretical starting-points, intersectionality and critical multiculturalism, also rest on 

the understanding of reality as being subject to individuals and their interactions, neither 

making no pretence of objectivity (Rice et al., 2019; Sloan et al., 2018). Instead, they 

underline the importance for researchers to disclose their subjectivity and reflect on their 

privilege, position and power (Rice et al., 2019; Sloan et al., 2018). Thus, following the same 

premise, I chose narrative inquiry as my research methodology and thematic analysis as my 

method of data analysis, both recognizing that there are multiple possibilities for 

interpreting meaning and constructing stories (Braun & Clarke, 2012, 2019; Fraser, 2004). As 

my research interest lies in the perceptions of students of migrant parentage, an inherently 

diverse group often presented as homogenous (Alitolppa-Niitamo, 2004; Kurki, 2018), I 

considered individual interviews to be a consistent method of data collection. Focusing on 

collective perceptions by seeking more surface-level group data would have contradicted 

this research rationale. Through individual interviews, I wished to focus on the participants’ 

personal narratives amid the larger ones of Finnish basic education and society (Lessard, 

Caine, & Clandinin, 2018). Personal stories have validity and are rich in meaning in 

themselves but can also tell us about the world in which we live and attend school (King et 

al., 2019). Also, I believe that individual interviews have the potential of validating the 
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knowledge of those who are often not listened to (Fraser, 2004), such as students in general 

(Nieto, 2005) and those of migrant parentage in particular. 

5.1 Narrative inquiry 

Narrative inquiry is a research methodology that focuses on experiences, understanding 

them as narrative phenomena (Clandinin et al., 2016; Lessard et al., 2018). Our sense of 

ourselves and the world around us is “composed, recomposed, told, retold and lived out” in 

stories (Clandinin, Murphy, Huber, & Murray Orr, 2009, p. 82). These stories include and 

exclude experiences that strengthen or undermine the identities and beliefs we hold on to 

(Bell, 2002). Thus, they “provide a window into people's beliefs and experiences” no matter 

how overstated or toned down they might appear (Bell, 2002, p. 209). Regardless of whether 

participants misremember situations from their pasts, their accounts have validity in terms 

of representing their perceptions (Punch, 2002). At the same time, their stories should not 

be taken as simply personal accounts separated from time and place; they always relate to a 

specific context and its dominant social, cultural and institutional narratives (Clandinin et al., 

2016; Lessard et al., 2018). Their stories are as much about themselves as others and the 

wider socio-political context (Anthias, 2002). As previously explored, people construct their 

sense of who they are according to the narratives available to them (Bell, 2002). These 

stories are also constantly recomposed and retold following new experiences (Bell, 2002), as 

“telling shapes livings and living shapes tellings” (Clandinin et al., 2016, p. 22). 

Thus, narrative inquiry values the complexity of participants’ personal stories but at the 

same time, explores the context in which they compose and tell them (Clandinin et al., 

2016). The inquiry itself is a vital part of the methodology (Lessard et al., 2018). It is not the 

narrative of the participant that is under research; it is the narrative co-constructed by the 

researcher and the participant as they interact (Clandinin et al., 2009, 2016). As stories are 

not frozen in time, they also change while partaking in research (Anthias, 2002; Clandinin et 

al., 2016). Narrative inquirers become part of the storied experiences of participants, making 

a narrative inquiry a relational inquiry (Clandinin et al., 2009). They “do not stand outside” of 

the stories composed and told (Clandinin et al., 2009, p. 82) and need to pay close attention 

to themselves and their role in the inquiry (Clandinin et al., 2016). The analysis and the 

produced report reflect who they are as much as who the participants are (Bell, 2002). For 

my narrative inquiry, it was essential that I stayed attentive to my background, privilege and 

position as well as the specific context I was in. I return to this ethical consideration under 

Chapter 5.5.3. 



50 

 

 

In this thesis, narrative inquiry framed my understanding of the role I played in the co-

construction of the students’ stories, influencing not only the process of data collection but 

also my analysis. In Chapter 6, I present my report of the participants’ stories, the narrative I 

compiled from the narratives of the interviews and the following analysis (Braun & Clarke, 

2019; Kvale, 2007). Rather than presenting my final report in the form of thick and 

throughout descriptions of each personal story, I link the participants’ perceptions to my 

theoretical starting points and literature review, understanding that prior knowledge cannot 

be separated from making sense of data (Braun & Clarke, 2019). My interpretations continue 

in Chapter 7, in which I outline my discussion and implications based on the themes 

generated. Next, I explain how the data was collected and participants recruited. 

5.2 Data collection 

The selected school was a public comprehensive school in East Helsinki, an area that is home 

for the third of the capital’s migrant population (City of Helsinki, 2019a). In the selected 

neighbourhood, lower secondary level was organized separately from the primary one. The 

language of instruction was Finnish, which was also taught through separate classes of 

Finnish as a second language education (F2) and first language education (F1). Of the 

participants of this research, none had taken mother tongue education at the sample school. 

Instead, they had travelled to other neighbourhoods for their heritage language classes. 

Swedish was taught as a mandatory subject and English, French and Spanish were offered as 

electives. The school had no preparatory education classroom, but special support was 

provided in mainstream and special classrooms. 

The nine individual interviews were held during a period of two weeks in the autumn of 

2019. I decided to conduct the interviews on the school grounds, taking into account not 

only the ethical considerations of interviewing minors under the school’s supervision but 

also the participants’ physical and psychological comfort (King et al., 2019; Punch, 2002). The 

interview schedule was coordinated with the homeroom and subject teachers to make sure 

that the students would not fall behind their classmates. However, I considered it important 

to carry out the interviews during the school day, as I was sensitive to the participants’ right 

to free time (Fraser, 2004). The interview space varied according to the existing timetables 

and available rooms. While deciding on space for each interview, I made sure we were 

granted privacy, to avoid interruptions and facilitate that the students felt free to express 

themselves (King et al., 2019). 

The interviews were intended to take around 45 minutes, the duration of one school 

lesson, but the conversations varied between 35 minutes and one hour. I audio-recorded 
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each interview using a smartphone, as disclosed in the consent forms. At the start of the 

conversations, to make sure the participants knew their rights and to build rapport, I 

reintroduced myself and the research and reminded the students of their anonymity and 

right to withdraw (King et al., 2019). The interview language was either English or Finnish, 

according to each student’s preference. Eight interviews were carried out in Finnish and one 

in English. Snacks and drinks were provided. At the recruitment stage, no compensation was 

promised, acknowledging that it can be considered as an inducement (Hill, 2005; King et al., 

2019). Having said that, at the end of the two weeks and after some reflection, I decided to 

reward the students with movie tickets to express my gratitude for their participation and 

respect for their time. 

As I had predetermined the main topics to be discussed, the interviews were semi-

structured rather than of free form (Kvale, 2007). The questions posed, however, were 

somewhat adapted in each conversation. The interviews were steered by an interview guide 

(see Appendix A), which offered me flexibility regarding paraphrasing (King et al., 2019). The 

guide included a few demographic and warm-up questions, the main topics to be covered 

and the essential questions related to them, probe questions (follow-up questions) and 

prompt questions (clarifying questions) (King et al., 2019). I sought to pose simple questions, 

both straightforward ones and those that required more interpretation (Kvale, 2007), relying 

largely on the open-ended form. However, the interview guide was modified after I carried 

out a pilot interview in Iceland, an experience I present briefly next.  

5.2.1 Pilot interview 

To ensure the functionality of my interview guide, I conducted a pilot interview in Reykjavik 

with a Finnish-speaking volunteer of around the same age as the participants. We met at the 

volunteer’s home with permission and in the presence of a parent. The consent forms were 

signed by all parties. My purpose for the pilot interview was to test the Finnish version of the 

interview guide and enhance the questions’ clarity. Prior research suggests that children 

tend to respond “no” to yes-no questions they do not understand, and it is recommended to 

rely more on the open-ended format (Greene & Hill, 2005). My first draft of the interview 

guide consisted mostly of open-ended questions. During the pilot interview, it became 

evident that these needed to be surrounded with straightforward ones, as the volunteer 

found such questions difficult to answer. The audio-recording and field notes of the pilot 

interview led me to some notable changes, such as rephrasing some of the essential 
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questions and making sure I had enough warm-up, probe and prompt questions to keep the 

conversations going. 

5.3 Participants 

I selected a relatively small, non-random participant sample: nine grade 9 students, around 

15 years of age, who consisted of six participants born abroad and three in Finland. Having 

said that, as presented later in Chapter 6.1, their migration experiences or lack thereof was 

not determined by their country of birth. As expected, they represented a variety of 

backgrounds, differentiating from each other by gender, race, ethnicity, linguistic repertoire 

and schooling experience, among others. In all cases, two or more languages formed a part 

of their daily lives, introduced in more detail in Table 2 in Chapter 6. 

My rationale for interviewing grade 9 students was twofold: (1) I anticipated grade 9 

students to have a better understanding of their participation in the research and the 

language and terminology used; (2) grade 9 represents a turning point in the lives of Finnish 

adolescents, as they split into those who attend either academic upper secondary school or 

vocational upper secondary school or leave schooling altogether. The recruitment took place 

in various stages. First, I contacted a gatekeeper at the selected school, a teacher contact, to 

gain access to the principal and present a general overview of my research. Second, I 

obtained research permission from the City of Helsinki’s Education Division by submitting a 

summary of my thesis proposal six weeks in advance. Third, I contacted grade 9 teachers, 

both homeroom and subject teachers, to identify potential participants. Fourth, I presented 

the students and their parents consent forms to describe the research and obtain an 

informed, written consent from the participants and their parents. A bulletin on the research 

was also published on Wilma, a web interface used for communication between the school 

and homes (City of Helsinki, 2019c). 

During each stage of the recruitment process, I was dependent on and extremely grateful 

for the assistance of the gatekeeper teacher and other school staff. Some students were 

identified and recruited prior to the two weeks scheduled for the interviews, but others’ 

participation was confirmed after the first interviews had been completed. Most participants 

were recruited by either their teacher or myself, but one family contacted the school after 

reading the Wilma bulletin. 

5.4 Data analysis 

For my data analysis, I made use of thematic analysis, following the guidelines set by Virginia 

Braun and Victoria Clarke (2006, 2012, 2019). I chose this method, as it offered me a clear 
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and systematic framework on how to make sense of the transcribed interviews by 

identifying and organizing themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). With themes, I refer to the shared 

meanings interpreted from the data, that is to say, patterns of perceptions that reoccur in 

more than one individual interview (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012; King et al., 2019). However, 

thematic analysis is inherently a tool for qualitative research, not quantitative (Vaismoradi & 

Snelgrove, 2019), so the number of times a particular theme appears in the entire data set 

does not determine its richness (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Moreover, one can identify 

countless patterns, but the purpose of engaging in analysis is to focus on those that are 

relevant to the research questions (Braun & Clarke, 2012). These themes need to be 

interconnected, as the final report addresses the research focus as a whole (Braun & Clarke, 

2012), demonstrating the similarities and differences in the participants’ perceptions (King et 

al., 2019). 

Braun and Clarke introduced their six-phase guidelines for thematic analysis in 2006, 

intending to define clearly “what it is, and how to do it” (p. 5). They criticized that although 

thematic analysis had been widely used in different fields of study, it lacked consensus on 

“theory, application and evaluation” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 4). In 2019, they redefined 

their original description, drawing closer attention to researchers’ need for subjectivity, 

reflexivity and transparency, rebranding the method as reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & 

Clarke, 2019). As analysis is always “context-bound, positioned and situated” (Braun & 

Clarke, 2019, p. 591), the underlying philosophical assumptions and choices need to be 

made visible in writing (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Vaismoradi & Snelgrove, 2019). Instead of 

falsely claiming objectivity, the researcher must present sufficient information on the 

research process, enabling the reader to assess the plausibility of the findings (King et al., 

2019). In this regard, central for Braun and Clarke’s critique is the use of such words as 

‘emerge’, ‘find’ and ‘discover’, as there is no objective truth to be dug up (Braun & Clarke, 

2006, 2019). Instead, engaging in analysis is to actively rely on personal insight (Vaismoradi 

& Snelgrove, 2019) and decide what will be included and what disregarded (King et al., 

2019). Braun and Clarke also reject the often-repeated rationale of ‘giving voice’ to the 

participants (Braun & Clarke, 2006), as researchers rather speak on their behalf (Vaismoradi 

& Snelgrove, 2019). In 2019, they also shunned their own choice of words of giving the name 

‘searching for themes’ for one of the six phases, acknowledging that themes do not pre-exist 

the analysis, they are ‘generated’ during it (Braun & Clarke, 2019).  

Thematic analysis can provide the researcher with a flexible and accessible method for 

either a description of the entire data set or one particular focus (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 
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2012). In this research, I approached the data from a specific research focus and questions, 

examining how the participants constructed their language identities and how these existed 

in a relationship with their sense of belonging in the context of Finnish schools. In that sense, 

I relied more on the latent level of the data, that is to say, identifying the meanings beneath 

what was explicitly said (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012). However, I did not reject altogether 

the more semantic level (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012), as some of the explicit statements 

given by the participants were rich in meaning. My analysis was more deductive in nature, a 

top-down driven, as I had a particular focus and drew from my theoretical and conceptual 

background as well literature review (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012). My interview guide was 

also based on predetermined topics, but I did not let them confine the actual process of 

identifying and organising themes. 

I chose to transcribe the audio-recordings of the interviews myself, acknowledging that 

although the process is time-consuming, it would bring me closer to my data (Fraser, 2004) 

and already initiate the first phase of thematic analysis: familiarizing myself with the data 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Moreover, according to my understanding of narrative inquiry, the 

story under research is the one I co-construct together with the participant (Clandinin et al., 

2009, 2016), and, therefore, I did not wish to include third parties in this process. The audio-

recordings were first transcribed verbatim, without ‘cleaning up’ false starts, filler words, 

grammatical errors and silences, understanding that they can also reveal meaning ((Braun & 

Clarke, 2012; Fraser, 2004). While carrying out my analysis, I looked at not only the words 

the participants had chosen but also the vocalisations, non-verbal clues (Fraser, 2004) and 

emotions present in each conversation. My field notes made during and after the interviews 

supported this phase of the analysis (King et al., 2019). 

After I had finished transcribing the interviews, I identified and organized my themes 

following the six phases presented by Braun and Clark (2006, 2012, 2019): (1) familiarizing 

oneself with the data, (2) generating initial codes, (3) generating initial themes, (4) reviewing 

themes, (5) defining and naming themes, and (6) producing the report. In sum, these steps 

included reading and rereading the transcripts, generating and grouping codes with a 

common feature, generating overarching themes from the different codes, reviewing, 

defining and naming the themes and, lastly, writing up the analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 

2012, 2019). The process, however, was far from linear; there were a lot of forward-

backward movements, as typical for thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) and narrative 

inquiry (Clandinin et al., 2016). For instance, interpretation of the data starts already while 

generating initial codes (Vaismoradi & Snelgrove, 2019) and even earlier. As I was reviewing 

my themes, I needed to cycle back to the first phase, rereading the transcripts and 
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rethinking the codes (King et al., 2019). Thus, I swayed between the entire data set, the 

excerpts I had chosen, the analysis I was currently producing (Braun & Clarke, 2006) and my 

theoretical and conceptual background and literature review. As Braun and Clarke (2006) 

emphasize, engaging in writing was an integral part of the whole process and not something 

that came at the end after the first five phases. 

 

 

Figure 2. Six-phase thematic analysis 

 

In Chapter 6, I present the four themes I generated and organised based on the six-phase 

analysis. They are named as follows: 

 

(1) Language identities are constructed in a myriad of ways 

(2) Language identities are shaped by affirmation and rejection 

(3) Schools hold monolingual and hierarchical attitudes and practices 

(4) Students of migrant parentage resist the monolingual ideology 

 

I translated the quoted data for the report, excluding the statements of YT, whose 

interview was carried out in English. The participants’ accounts were filled with interesting 

anecdotes, and the true challenge was to stick to those that illustrated my themes the best 

(1) Familiarizing 
with the data

(2) Generating 
initial codes

(3) Generating 
initial themes

(4) Reviewing 
themes

(5) Defining and 
naming themes

(6) Producing the 
report



56 

 

 

(King et al., 2019). The chosen excerpts were cleaned up after the analysis, by removing false 

starts, filler words, grammatical errors and silences to facilitate reading (King et al., 2019; 

Kvale, 2007). I considered it to serve the purpose of my narrative inquiry (Fraser, 2004), as 

my focus was not on the linguistic forms of the participants’ language use. The original 

transcripts were kept secured during and after the analysis, as I address later. 

5.5 Ethical considerations 

5.5.1 Research with minors and minorities 

Considering that the participants were grade 9 students of migrant parentage, some of the 

key ethical issues were related to research with minors and minority groups. Children and 

adolescents are by definition vulnerable (Clandinin et al., 2016; Lessard et al., 2018), 

whether they are of migrant parentage or from the majority population. By this statement, I 

seek not to patronize the participants but acknowledge that minors are in a vulnerable 

position simply for not being of age yet and, thus, under the authority of and dependent on 

adults (Hill, 2005; Lessard et al., 2018). They might have experienced that they are not 

listened to or allowed to express themselves freely (Punch, 2002). Minors might be receptive 

to leading questions and persuasion, voicing only opinions they assume as accepted by 

adults (Hill, 2005; Kvale, 2007). With this in mind, it was of utmost importance to consider 

carefully the imbalance of status and power existing between myself and the participants 

(Greene & Hill, 2005; Punch, 2002). The adult-minor relationship, however, was not the only 

imbalance of status and power at play. Following my theoretical lenses of intersectionality 

and critical multiculturalism, I acknowledge that the intersections of our social divisions and 

the wider socio-political context positioned myself and the participants differently. The 

existing hierarchies and power relations gave me privilege over the students, as I was not 

only a researcher (Birman, 2006; Lessard et al., 2018) but also a white, native Finn and 

Finnish-speaker (Alitolppa-Niitamo, 2004). Thus, I represented adults, the field of research 

and the majority population, while the participants were underage children of migrant 

parents. I argue that all three imbalances of status and power influenced how comfortable 

the students felt in expressing their perceptions, regardless of my best efforts to downplay 

the differences. For instance, as some students expressed their gratitude to Finland by 

naming it as a ‘good’, ‘better’ or the ‘best’ country or assuring me that they had no interest 

in living anywhere else, I wondered whether these statements were prompted by my 

position as the representative of the majority population. 
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In all research, the clarity of language is vital but particularly in research with minors, 

special attention is needed towards participants’ grasp of language and terminology, not just 

during interviews but also in the paperwork provided (Hill, 2005; Kvale, 2007; Punch, 2002). 

Thus, the consent forms for participants were drafted up in an age-relevant style accessible 

for non-researchers (see Appendixes C and D). Regarding the interview guide, I conducted 

the pilot interview precisely to ensure that my questions were adapted to the understanding 

of students aged around 15 years. However, I recognize that adolescents, like all individuals, 

differ greatly from each other, some engaging in highly complex questions and responses 

with the same as or more ease than adults (Hill, 2005). Limitations in language and 

terminology should also be viewed from the perspective of the researcher, as I was as much 

likely to be unfamiliar with some of the words and expressions used by the students (Punch, 

2002). 

As minors can be particularly vulnerable to harm in research (Hill, 2005) and their lives go 

on after the interviews are over (Clandinin et al., 2009), it must be carefully considered that 

the questions do not lead to negative consequences (King et al., 2019). As this research 

touched on sensitive topics, such as a sense of belonging, I framed my questions with 

caution to ensure that our conversations would not be harmful (King et al., 2019). For 

instance, the topics related to experiences of exclusion and discrimination were not 

approached in a way that would disturb the sense of belonging the students had prior taking 

part in the interview. I also consciously avoided probing too much during moments of visible 

unease, not to jeopardize the students’ well-being only for the sake of rich data. 

As the participants were children of migrants, linguistic and cultural considerations 

needed to be made. Steinar Kvale (2007) points out that “it is difficult to become aware of 

multitude of cultural factors that affect the relationship between interviewer and 

interviewee” (p. 68). This may refer to, for instance, the different understandings of words, 

gestures and cultural norms (Kvale, 2007) as well as possible distrust felt towards authorities 

(Birman, 2006). I acknowledge that my lack of deeper familiarity with their linguistic and 

cultural backgrounds as well as past experiences might have challenged assessing 

appropriate research steps and possible consequences (Birman, 2006). For this reason, Dina 

Birman (2006) recommends including cultural insiders in research with migrants, to gain a 

better understanding and alleviate the imbalance of status and power. Considering that I 

expected the students to represent diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds, not 

forgetting the financial limitations of this thesis, recruiting cultural insiders did not appear to 

be within the realm of possibility. In addition, although neither financial nor time restrictions 
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should be “used as excuses to cut corners” (Hill, 2005, p. 65), I opted out from using 

interpreters during the interviews. This was also based on my understanding of the co-

constructed nature of narrative inquiry (Clandinin et al., 2016). 

After consultation with the gatekeeper teacher, the parents’ consent forms were 

provided in the following languages: Arabic, English, Estonian, Finnish, Russian, Somali and 

Sorani (Appendixes E-K). To use the channels the parents were already familiar with and 

trusted, I approached them through the school, either by a bulletin on Wilma or distributing 

the paperwork to students in class and the presence of their homeroom teacher. The 

participants themselves were provided with a consent form in either English or Finnish 

(Appendixes C and D), the two languages used in the interviews. The choice of language was 

left to the student. However, considering the research focus (language identities and 

belonging), it was imperative to explain that they could express themselves freely in both 

languages. Next, I present in more detail the content of the consent forms as well the 

confidentiality and anonymity provided. 

5.5.2 Informed consent and confidentiality 

Some of the main ethical considerations of all interview-based studies are informed consent 

and confidentiality (Kvale, 2007). The process of gaining informed consent ensures that the 

participants have had the freedom to choose whether they want to take part in the research 

and have received adequate information on its purpose, steps and possible consequences 

(King et al., 2019). Gaining informed consent is a key concern for the protection of the rights 

of those considered vulnerable (King et al., 2019), by disclosing also the principles holding 

the researcher accountable (Birman, 2006). In Helsinki, for research conducted on school 

grounds, one must gain first official permission from City of Helsinki’s Education Division 

(City of Helsinki’s Education Division, 2020), which also sets the guidelines for consent forms, 

requiring the following information:  

− Description of the research and its purpose 

− Sampling strategy and recruitment process 

− Participants’ right to refuse and withdraw from the research 

− What data is collected and who analyses it 

− Data protection, possible disclosure to third parties and permanent deletion 

− Confidentiality  

− Duration of the research 
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− How the results are reported and made public (City of Helsinki’s Education 

Division, 2019) 

The paperwork for the participants and their parents consisted of the same information 

but addressed the parties differently. Although it is debated whether minors should be 

allowed to take part in research without parents’ approval (Hill, 2005), in Helsinki, parental 

consent is mandatory for students under 15 years of age (City of Helsinki’s Education 

Division, 2020). I decided to seek parental consent for each participant although some were 

of age to make the decision themselves. As previously explained, the selected school was 

also contacted to gain informed consent. The school was provided with the same anonymity 

as the participants. 

In this thesis, the participants are not referred to by their actual names (see Table 2 in 

Chapter 6) and their anonymity is also assured by not disclosing other identifying 

information, carefully contemplating what to include and not (King et al., 2019). At the end 

of the interviews, I asked the students to choose their pseudonyms to be used in the final 

report. All but one wanted to come up with their alias, ranging from initials to two-part 

monikers. It should be noted that in the case of Pinkki Kani, I first asked her whether she 

would be comfortable with me using the English translation of the Finnish pseudonym she 

had given, to which she agreed. However, I recognised later the importance of respecting 

the language she had chosen first and, thus, went back to the original alias.  

Regarding data protection, all personal information of the participants, the audio-

recordings and transcriptions were kept password-protected throughout the research and 

only I had access to them. None were shared with third parties. The participants and their 

parents were guaranteed that I would not hold on to their personal information, the audio-

recordings and transcriptions any longer than needed for this thesis (King et al., 2019). 

Having said that, in May 2020, I sought the participants’ consent in writing to save the 

transcriptions for future journal articles based on the original research. Their personal 

information and the audio-recordings will be deleted after the publication of this thesis. In 

case they had decided to withdraw from the research, all material I had collected so far 

regarding the student in question would have been deleted immediately.  

5.5.3 My subjectivity 

The sections above addressed the ethical considerations related to the participants’ age and 

backgrounds as well as questions of consent and confidentiality. I also mentioned previously 

my position and privilege shaped by my intersectional reality and the specific context of this 
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research. Following this thought, I want to introduce my own background, experiences and 

beliefs, acknowledging their role in shaping my interpretations (Peshkin, 1988; Vaismoradi & 

Snelgrove, 2019). As Alan Peshkin (1988) states, “subjectivity is inevitable”, it “is like a 

garment that cannot be removed” (p. 17). As I was engaging in narrative inquiry, I needed to 

be sensitive to my subjectivity from the very beginning until producing the report (Peshkin, 

1988), acknowledging that I was part of the story under research (Clandinin et al., 2009, 

2016). The themes I identified did not passively ‘emerge’ from the data; they were informed 

by who I was as a researcher, including the philosophical assumptions (Braun & Clarke, 2019) 

I laid down in the previous chapters. As Jill Sinclair Bell (2002) argues, “participants can never 

be quite free of the researcher's interpretation of their lives” (p. 210). In this thesis, I speak 

on the students’ behalf, while seeking sensitivity to their accounts (Vaismoradi & Snelgrove, 

2019). I acknowledge that the four themes I outline in Chapter 6 are my “creative and 

interpretative stories” (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 594) that I generated, defined and named 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012, 2019). Thus, my interpretations unite the students’ personal 

stories, while I try to stay attentive to their individual perceptions, hoping that my analysis 

does not overpower them (Fraser, 2004).  

To reflect my subjectivity, I must disclose what steered me towards this thesis. My 

research was set in motion by my experiences of migration and education. I was born and 

went to school in Finland, with Finnish being my heritage language. Later, I have lived in 

Paraguay and Iceland, adopting English and Spanish to my linguistic repertoire. I continue to 

use the two languages daily and feel strong allegiance and affection to both, identifying as a 

multilingual. At the same time, I identify as a migrant. My experiences of migration have 

varied regarding language skills and feelings of inclusion and exclusion. I have worked in 

education, with multilingual students and those of migrant parentage. In such settings, as 

noted, I begin to wonder the question ‘Who gets to define one’s language identity?’. My 

previous degree in social sciences and orientation towards social justice also led me towards 

this question. 

In the same way as I contextualise the perceptions of the students interviewed, I need to 

contextualize myself (Greene & Hill, 2005). However, to do that reflectively, I must recognize 

my privilege and how I am located within the relations of power (Rice et al., 2019). As I 

describe myself as multilingual and migrant, I need to be attentive that these identities are 

constructed from a position of privilege. I am a white Finn, who has often been referred to 

abroad as an ex-pat instead of a migrant or immigrant. Although I have not always fit the 

visual markers of the country I have lived in, I have faced very little unequal treatment due 

to the colour of my skin, eyes and hair. My age, background and social status have provided 
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me with a very different starting point for migration (Latomaa et al., 2013). I left Finland as 

an adult, attending basic education in my country of birth and heritage language, being one 

of the students from the majority population. Although I am multilingual, the borders 

between the different languages in my linguistic repertoire are clearer than for students of 

migrant parentage, whose language identities are contested by their surroundings. I 

acknowledge that my experiences of migration and schooling are likely different, as they 

have been shaped by my intersectional reality and privileged position. 

5.5.4 Limitations of this research 

I referred to some of the limitations of my research while presenting the ethical questions 

regarding an interview-based study with minors and minority groups. As stated, I lacked 

familiarity with their linguistic and cultural backgrounds that a cultural insider would have 

possessed (Birman, 2006). Financial and time restrictions limited my options of leaning on 

interpreters and having a longer presence at the school to build trust and rapport with 

students. Attending a university in Iceland and conducting research focused on Finland also 

meant that I was heavily dependent on teachers’ assistance and gaining access to and 

identifying participants was not straightforward. However, I cannot express my gratitude 

enough to the school’s staff and their flexibility to find quick solutions to sudden hurdles. 

As I discussed before, due to various imbalances of status and power, the participants 

might have found it difficult to express their opinions freely. I would argue that the research 

site being a school possibly increased this. Although I consider it to be ethically sound for an 

outsider like myself to meet the minors at a site familiar to them and likely trusted by their 

parents, I do acknowledge that schools hold their own imbalances of status and power 

(Halldórsdóttir Gudjonsson, 2018). First, despite my promise of confidentiality, the 

participants possibly felt unease while expressing their perceptions about teachers and 

classes on the school grounds. Second, minors are used to being directed by adults (Greene 

& Hill, 2005; Punch, 2002), particularly at school (Punch, 2002). They can be more 

determined to please the person posing the question (Greene & Hill, 2005), as they are used 

to the dichotomy of right and wrong answers (Punch, 2002). It is also suggested that minors 

often answer “no” to questions they are unsure of (Greene & Hill, 2005). At times, it 

appeared as some students expected my questions to have either a right or wrong answer 

and looked for my approval after responding. In such situations, I reminded them that I was 

only interested in their individual perceptions. Based on their body language and other non-

verbal clues, a few students also appeared to resort to “no” or “I don’t know” responses 
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instead of asking me what the questions had meant. This might have been unintentional or 

intentional (Fraser, 2004), as simply replying “I don’t know” can also signify resistance, a way 

for the minor to undermine the adult’s status and power (Greene & Hill, 2005). 

As I was very dependent on the homeroom teachers’ assistance in recruiting participants, 

their interest or lack thereof had a significant impact on my access to students. This resulted 

in many of the participants coming from the same student groups of the more involved 

teachers. Also, as the recruitment happened through the school, the students might have 

felt they had no choice but to participate, as school days consist of mostly involuntary 

activities. On a few occasions, I felt some of the teachers to be quite eager in helping me to 

reach my intended sample size. Thus, I made sure to remind the students that their 

involvement was entirely voluntary, and refusal or withdrawal from the research would not 

affect in any way their relationships and grades at the school. This was also clearly stated in 

the consent forms presented to both the participants and their parents.  

One of the main limitations of this research had to do with language. To be clear, I refer 

to my own limitations related to languages, such as my inability to converse in the students’ 

heritage languages. One participant had arrived in Finland only a couple of years prior and 

although she spoke Finnish amazingly well, she might have benefitted from a presence of 

either an interpreter or peer. I acknowledge that since we did not share a common language 

in which we both could express ourselves fluently, it increased the risk of her perceptions 

being subsumed by my interpretations (Fraser, 2004). However, regardless of some 

limitations present in a few questions, our conversation as a whole was engaging and 

contained rich data. This experience, nevertheless, made me question my own assumptions 

regarding multilingual individuals, as I noticed that I had been guilty of wrongly identifying 

students of migrant parentage as English-speakers. I came to understand that this was a 

rather ignorant but common misconception of migrants and their children that also reflected 

the position of English as a lingua franca and being valued above other languages (Straszer, 

2014). As “no one leaves narrative inquiry unchanged” (Clandinin et al., 2016, p. 213), this 

experience made me more aware of my behaviour based on false assumptions and the 

wider socio-political context. 

The last limitation I want to shed light on was the terminology used at the beginning of 

the research. At the proposal stage, I referred to possible participants as students with 

immigrant backgrounds (maahanmuuttajataustaiset oppilaat), somewhat blindly leaning on 

the term I had heard the most in Finland. As I previously discussed, I later opted to use 

students of migrant parentage to recognise that those born in Finland had not experienced 

migration themselves; they were simply children of migrant parents. However, as the term 
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‘students with immigrant backgrounds’ was still used at the recruitment stage (alongside 

‘multilingual students’) and considering that in Finland, the term ‘immigrant’ is based on 

race, class and nationality (Leinonen, 2012; Riitaoja, 2013), this choice of words might have 

shunned away parties who would have met the sampling criteria. Perhaps only those 

typically addressed as immigrants were identified, by themselves or the teachers, as the 

possible participants of this research.  

In this chapter, I established the methodological framework, which structured my 

analysis. First, I introduced my philosophical assumptions, which guided me towards a 

narrative inquiry, interview-based study and thematic analysis. The chapter also discussed 

the many ethical questions I had to take into consideration, such as research with minors 

and minorities and my own role as a researcher. Next, I move on to the report of my 

analysis, presenting in detail the four themes I generated.  
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6 Language identities and belonging 

This chapter outlines the four themes I generated from the participants’ perceptions. They 

were built on my theoretical and conceptual background and literature review, which are 

also carried along with this present analysis. Thus, rather than structuring the themes into 

thick descriptions of each student story, I engage in interpretations of their perceptions in 

relation to prior studies and the specific context. These interpretations continue in Chapter 

7, which lays out my discussion and implications based on the four themes generated.  

My first theme, Language identities are constructed in a myriad of ways, introduces how 

the grade 9 students of migrant parentage made sense of their language identities. As the 

title indicates, they constructed these identities in various ways, not relying only on their 

heritage languages or the one used at school. My second theme, Language identities are 

shaped by affirmation and rejection, presents how the participants’ language identities were 

informed by their interactions with their surroundings. Their allegiances and affections to 

languages and language speakers were accepted and contested by people around them, at 

school, home and in society at large, both in Finland and abroad. Under the third theme, 

Schools hold monolingual and hierarchical attitudes and practices, I explore the participants’ 

accounts on their relationships with teachers and peers, language use at the school and 

subjects and support tailored to students of migrant parentage. I argue that although many 

participants expressed feeling socially accepted and supported, they were still constructed 

as the multilingual ‘others’ amid the monolingual landscape of Finnish basic education. 

Lastly, my fourth theme, Students of migrant parentage resist the monolingual ideology, 

outlines the ways the participants resisted such language-related hierarchies and negotiated 

belonging through linguistic strategies and multilingual solidarity. 

Before going into more detail about the four themes, it is important to give a brief 

introduction to the participants’ backgrounds. In Helsinki, every other student of migrant 

parentage has been born in Finland (City of Helsinki, 2020). In this research, native-born 

students were a slight minority: Finland was the official country of birth for three 

participants out of nine. However, drawing a line between the so-called first-generation and 

second-generation migrants by country of birth would be misleading. For instance, 

Warsame’s parents had already lived in Finland but gave birth to him abroad before 

promptly returning to their country of residence. Grouping him as having first-generation 

migration experience would not be accurate. In turn, Kartsem had been born in Finland but 

later resided abroad and, at the time of the interview, had been back in the country for less 

than a year. His memories of arrival were the most recent ones, having experienced 
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migration twice. There were also a couple of other students for whom moving to Finland 

was not their first migration experience, as they had already lived in one or two countries in 

between. The participants’ parents’ reasons to migrate were not discussed, but through 

some other references made during our conversations, it became clear that the motives 

ranged from employment to asylum. There were students who had only their immediate 

family members in Finland, but others were living not that far from their relatives.  

The participants brought diverse linguistic repertoires to their school, with many 

expressing allegiances and affections not only to their heritage languages and Finnish but 

also other languages. The 15 different languages they either spoke or had studied were 

Arabic, Dari, English, Estonian, Finnish, French, Hindi, Kurmanji, Nepali, Pashto, Somali, 

Sorani, Spanish, Swedish and Turkish. All spoke fluently and on a daily basis at least two 

languages, but some code-switched and mixed between three and studied a few more at 

school or during free time. In all families, both parents had the same heritage language, 

which was either the only or primary language used at home. Some families were 

multilingual with two or more languages applied, particularly among siblings. Many stated 

that their relatives, both in Finland and abroad, spoke exclusively their heritage language, 

while a few used different languages also with their larger family. 

 

Table 2. Participants' aliases and linguistic repertoires 

Alias Languages spoken and studied Heritage language 

Bizan English, Finnish, Sorani, Swedish Sorani 

CNCO Estonian, English, Finnish, Swedish  Estonian 

Kartsem English, Finnish, Turkish Turkish 

Kêca Kurda English, Finnish, French, Kurmanji, Swedish, Turkish Kurmanji 

Maryam  Arabic, English, Finnish Arabic 

Melisa English, Finnish, Hindi, Nepali, Swedish Nepali 

Pinkki Kani English, Finnish, Somali, Swedish Somali 

Warsame English, Finnish, French, Somali, Spanish, Swedish Somali 

YT Dari, English, Finnish, Hindi, Pashto, Swedish Pashto 
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It should be noted that Table 2 might be incomplete particularly regarding languages 

studied in the past. At the start of the interviews, I asked the participants to name each 

language they either spoke or had studied. During some conversations, it became later 

apparent that they had not listed all the languages they had taken classes in, referring only 

to those they felt more comfortable using. Moreover, some students practiced language 

crossing, applying and mimicking words in their peers’ heritage languages, also not included 

in Table 2. 

As introduced in Chapter 2.4, students of migrant parentage are entitled to four means 

of additional support at Finnish schools: (1) preparatory education, (2) Finnish as a second 

language education (F2), (3) mother tongue education and (4) special education (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, 2016). In this thesis, I explore the participants’ perceptions of 

the first three subjects and support, that is to say, preparatory, F2 and mother tongue 

education. Of the nine participants, six had been assigned to preparatory classrooms to 

improve their skills in the language of instruction before attending mainstream education. 

This group included both migrated and native-born students, whose enrolment in 

preparatory education had ranged from only two months up to one year and a half. Three 

participants were currently assigned to F2 education, the Finnish subject tailored to students 

of migrant parentage (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016), while the others were 

enrolled in Finnish as a first language education (F1). Six participants had received mother 

tongue education, but three had not studied their heritage languages at all while attending 

school in Finland. It was unclear whether this was due to the classes not being offered or the 

students themselves choosing not to participate. At the time of the interviews, none were 

still going to their heritage language classes. Although special education is not explored in 

this analysis, it should be noted that one participant was assigned to a special education 

group.  

Five students had experienced schooling both in Finland and abroad. Their predominant 

perception of Finnish schools was positive. For instance, schooling in Finland was said to be 

less strict and have less homework: according to Kêca Kurda, up to a point that she felt that 

Finnish schools were “more boring”. The Finnish language, however, had been the biggest 

challenge for many. Kartsem, Maryam and Melisa expressed some difficulties with 

instructions and vocabulary in Finnish, also pointing out subjects that had become more 

difficult in Finland. YT commented that school was now “much harder”, but that “it was just 

due to the language”. However, a couple of students had already experienced having to 

learn a language of instruction other than the one used at home. YT had studied in Dari 

instead of his heritage language Pashto and Kêca Kurda in Turkish, not her heritage language 
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Kurmanji. After this brief introduction to the participants’ backgrounds, I now detail the four 

themes I generated from the data. 

6.1 Language identities are constructed in a myriad of ways 

Literature shows that the borders between the different languages of students of migrant 

parentage are less clear compared to the majority population (Latomaa, 2010). For instance, 

they may find it complicated or unnecessary to define which language or languages they 

consider as their so-called authentic ones (Latomaa, 2010). Building on this premise, I did not 

explicitly ask the participants to define their language identities. Instead, I inquired about 

each language in their lives through sets of questions, attempting to make them feel 

comfortable to express freely their language use and proficiency (Latomaa, 2010). It was of 

utmost importance not to make any assumptions on my part either (Latomaa, 2010), which I 

took into consideration while paraphrasing my questions. I kept away from terms such as 

mother tongue and first language and particularly the questions ‘What is your mother 

tongue?’ and ‘What is your first language?’. Instead, I asked the participants to name all the 

languages they spoke or had studied and assess their proficiency in each. These were 

followed by questions related to the different environments, in which they used the 

languages and how often. We talked about whether one language felt closer than the 

others, what the languages meant to their present and future and if they saw themselves as 

speakers of language A, B and C and why so. To examine whether different social divisions 

played a role in the construction of their language identities, the interviews also touched on 

topics such as home country and nationality. 

In light of the diversity of their backgrounds and personalities, it came as no surprise that 

the ways the students talked about languages varied from participant to participant. When I 

asked about their linguistic repertoires and what the different languages meant to them, 

some contemplated longer, expressed confusion and even gave contrasting accounts. I felt 

this to be a sign of ambivalence of their language identities rather than not understanding 

the question: for multilingual individuals, questions related to languages are not always easy 

to answer (Latomaa, 2010). However, a few students described their language identities with 

more ease, particularly those to whom one language appeared to have more weight than 

any other. In the case of Maryam, she had not lived in Finland for many years and her replies 

did not reflect the same ambivalence as those of her peers. She said that her heritage 

language Arabic “means my own country and my own language … I can’t even describe, it’s 

so important.” Bizan and Kartsem also identified with one language more than any other in a 
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direct way. Both had been born in Finland, but Bizan regarded himself as a Finnish-speaker, 

as it was his strongest language, and Kartsem as a Turkish-speaker, for that same reason. 

One of the main findings regarding the participants’ constructions of language identities 

was that there was no formula for how they regarded different languages and themselves as 

language speakers. Instead, their perceptions were shaped by their varying intersectional 

realities and interactions with their surroundings (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). For 

instance, some students equated their language identities with their ethnicity, culture or 

country of birth. This did not necessarily mean that they identified the most with their 

heritage languages: being born in Finland also warranted the identity ‘Finnish-speaker’. 

Others linked their language identities to use and proficiency: how often and fluently they 

spoke a particular language or languages. These accounts were not limited to their heritage 

languages or the one used at the school. Kêca Kurda expressed attachment to Turkish and YT 

to English, languages they felt as their strongest ones. Plans for the future also played a role. 

For CNCO, the importance of her heritage language Estonian came also from her wish to 

move back to Estonia one day, a plan that is rather common for individuals with Estonian 

backgrounds living in Finland (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). In one interview, religion contributed 

to the student’s language identity: for Melisa, Nepali felt meaningful not just because she 

used it with her family but also because it connected her to her religion. That being said, 

many participants referred to combinations of different social divisions and aspects of life 

while describing their language identities. They drew from numerous sources and felt 

connected to a particular language or languages in more than one way. 

The students’ stories on language learning, in the past and present, also showed shifts in 

their language identities, demonstrating that these were not frozen in time but dynamic 

(Iskanius, 2006; Latomaa, 2010). Some had spoken mostly their heritage languages as young 

children, including participants born in Finland, but today, considered Finnish as their 

strongest language. On the contrary, Kartsem had previously been fluent in Finnish, but the 

years away had taken their toll. Of all interviewed students, he appeared to express the 

greatest frustration regarding his Finnish proficiency. In general, all participants, whether 

native-born or migrated, gave testimonies of the dynamic nature of their language identities. 

They had become close to not just Finnish but also other languages, such as English. These 

shifts were present in their family members as well, as multilingual practices, such as code-

switching and mixing words, had become common particularly among siblings. Some siblings 

even used almost exclusively Finnish.  

For the most part, the participants of this research expressed fluid and multiple language 

identities, expressing allegiances and affections to more than one language. One student 
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presented herself as a multilingual (CNCO), while others referred to their fluid and multiple 

identities in a more indirect way. Pinkki Kani considered that Finnish was her strongest and 

closest language, she used it also primarily with her siblings, but saw Somali as connecting 

her to her “culture” and “most important home country”. YT named Pashto as his “mother 

tongue” but assessed English as his most fluent language, using it a lot with peers and even 

with his father. In some conversations, the participants’ accounts on the different languages 

in their linguistic repertoires seemed contradictory. The way they expressed their allegiances 

and affections to languages depended largely on the question and paraphrasing. Every so 

often, a participant named one language as her or his closest one to express thoughts and 

feelings but later did not identify as a speaker of the said language. This was the case for a 

couple of students regarding Finnish. I considered these contrasting accounts to reflect both 

their personal beliefs and ambitions and how these were shaped by their surroundings, that 

is to say, whether their language identities were accepted or contested by people around 

them (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004).  

In sum, the participants of this research constructed their language identities in a myriad 

of ways, having no single formula to whether one identified the most with her or his heritage 

language, most fluent language or the one used the most. They expressed fluid, multiple, 

dynamic and at times contradictory language identities. Although their backgrounds, 

present-day language use and plans for the future were important sources for how they saw 

languages and themselves as language speakers, these played different roles to different 

participants. Their perceptions of their language identities were particularly shaped by social 

interaction, influencing their allegiances and affections and, at times, creating tension both 

from the outside and within the student (Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2001; Pavlenko & 

Blackledge, 2004), a topic I explore next. 

6.2 Language identities are shaped by affirmation and rejection 

Our identities, language and otherwise, are formed by how we see ourselves, how others 

see us and how we respond to others seeing us (Lawler, 2014). For the participants of this 

research, their language identities were informed by their personal practices, beliefs and 

ambitions and how these were shaped by their interactions with school, peers, family and 

the society at large. They referred to these accepted and contested language identities 

under various open-ended questions related to language use. These included stories of both 

affirmed and rejected claims to different languages, by not just others but also them, 
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showing that their construction and negotiation of language identities was hardly a 

straightforward process. 

Regarding their allegiances and affections to the dominant language of the society, 

Finnish, their school acted as a site of positive and negative experiences, particularly for 

those still learning the language of instruction. The participants mentioned oral 

presentations, projects and exams as memories of pride and frustration. Classmates were 

another reference point. Kêca Kurda described her Finnish skills by considering them as 

better than those of her peer. In general, she assessed her language identity and proficiency 

through feedback: “I do speak Finnish – everybody says ‘you’re good’”. Having said that, 

performing well in the language of instruction was something to be proud of also for 

students who considered it as their strongest language. Moreover, school activities and 

peers validated and challenged their claims to not only Finnish but also other languages such 

as English and Swedish. CNCO compared her proficiency in English to that of her peers, 

stating “our class has a lot of those, whose English is like so good that you get additional 

pressure”. However, being able to help her newly migrated classmate by communicating in 

English marked her a positive language-related memory. 

A few students had experienced challenged language identities at school in a more direct 

way than just from feedback related to presentations, projects and exams. I inquired about 

the participants’ experiences of linguistic mislabelling by asking them whether other people 

had assumed that they would not know a particular language. For those who had been born 

in Finland or lived in the country most of their lives, such experiences had to with Finnish. 

Bizan and Kartsem mentioned that some teachers had mistaken them as not understanding 

the language of instruction. For Pinkki Kani, her experiences of contested language identity 

were more profound. Of all participants of this research, her encounters with the majority 

population were the most blatant examples of exclusion and discrimination, some of those 

experiences being connected to schooling. For instance, she had been assigned to Finnish as 

a second language education (F2) for the six years of primary level, despite being born in 

Finland and having learned Finnish at home from her older siblings. Neither she nor her 

teacher believed that she was in the correct group, but her placement was not amended 

until grade 7 when she was transferred to Finnish as a first language education (F1) without 

explaining why. Now studying the different syllabus of F1 education, Pinkki Kani felt like she 

was lagging behind many of her peers. This linguistic mislabelling appeared to have affected 

her competence in academic Finnish and also her comfort in identifying herself as a Finnish-

speaker, as I explore later. 
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Contesting Pinkki Kani’s identity and proficiency in Finnish stroke me as being based on 

her visual markers rather than linguistic competence. During our conversation, she told me 

that at the start of primary level, she was the only student in her class who was not from the 

majority population. For looking different than the imagined Finnishness, first and foremost 

for having dark skin, she did not fit the idea of white Finnish-speakers. The social division of 

race had positioned her differently from some of peers, something she was possibly aware 

of herself. She had paid attention to the fact that other students, who unlike her had 

migrated to Finland, had been assigned directly to F1 education, something she “didn’t really 

understand”. Some other examples from both Pinkki Kani and Warsame also revealed how 

in the society at large their language identities were contested due to their appearance 

alone. According to Warsame, being mistaken as a non-Finnish-speaker was more common 

outside Helsinki, saying “if you go somewhere a little further, they assume you don't speak 

Finnish“. Pinkki Kani experienced it also in the capital, telling me that 

... everybody speaks directly English to you at first. Or if you go to a store, the 

cashier speaks to you in English, and I answer in Finnish “I do know how to speak 

Finnish.” (chuckling) So yeah, there have been such situations. 

I: How do you handle it usually, if you reply to them that way ...? 

Pinkki Kani: Then they notice and get embarrassed themselves or something. I 

don’t know. 

However, as dealing with prejudice and discrimination varies among young people of 

migrant parentage (Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017), the situations of linguistic mislabelling evoked 

different emotions. For Pinkki Kani, such experiences were more common and frustrating, 

and she wondered: ”Why do you have to assume?”. Warsame agreed with her that people 

should ask first whether one spoke Finnish before switching to English, but stated that 

mistaking him as a non-Finnish-speaker did not feel “that deep“. He seemed to have a 

particularly straightforward sense of his language identity, describing his connectedness to 

both Somali and Finnish with ease. The way he presented himself as a language speaker 

could be interpreted as hybridity: in his words, Somali and Finnish were close to him not just 

because he spoke both fluently but also because they linked him to his sense of Somaliness 

and Finnishness. Losing either one would mean the disappearance of part of his identity. On 

the contrary, questions related to his home country and nationality appeared to have more 

tension, not only in terms of the majority population but also individuals of Somali 

parentage. He told me that to the question ‘Where are you from?’, he would probably 



72 

 

 

respond “Somali”, if the person asking had a Somali background. Interestingly, abroad, his 

response would be “Somali who’s from Finland”, later adding that he “too was from 

Finland”. Thus, he expressed hybridity at the linguistic level but appeared to hold a more in-

between identity regarding his nationality. 

Some of the participants themselves engaged in accepting or contesting one’s language 

identity based on social divisions and visual markers. Melisa described her language identity 

through her language use but defined that of others by their appearance. She told me that 

both Nepali and Finnish were close to her because she spoke them “all the time” and “the 

most”. However, when I asked her whether she considered all people who spoke Nepali to 

be Nepali-speakers, she replied that at least the ones she had “seen” had been so, linking 

language identities to visual markers. Also, regarding the question ‘What makes a person a 

Finnish-speaker?’, she stated that just speaking Finnish did not mean that you were one. This 

latter statement illustrated also how for individuals of migrant parentage, identifying oneself 

with the Finnish language was not a straightforward process. The identity ‘Finnish-speaker’ 

appeared to consist of more than just language use. YT echoed this perception by telling me 

that identifying as a Finnish-speaker required more proficiency in the language compared to 

English, for instance.  

The participants’ experiences of accepted and contested language identities also had to 

do with their heritage languages. Family members, relatives and even strangers can validate 

or challenge their claims to their heritage languages, whether in the same society or abroad 

(Giampapa, 2001; Toivanen & Kivisto, 2014). For Bizan and Pinkki Kani, travels to their 

parents’ country of birth had brought them pride regarding their skills in Sorani and Somali. 

Pinkki Kani had been complimented that “we’ve received [people] from different countries 

before and you know better than them”. Such interactions, however, had not been only 

affirmative. Many people Pinkki Kani had talked to had spoken in a different dialect than the 

one she had learned at home. Likewise, CNCO described her limitations in her heritage 

language by explaining that she was not familiar with all the vocabulary and abbreviations 

used by youth in Estonia. For Kêca Kurda, her attachment to her previous language of 

instruction, Turkish, was rejected by her parents. Turkish felt like the easiest and strongest 

language to her, considering that in Finland, she was still using it with many friends. 

However, at home, she was told “Why do you speak Turkish? Speak [Kurmanji].” Her account 

reflected the fear of many migrant parents that their children might lose connection to their 

culture, something that is typical for families with Kurdish backgrounds and the one-

language rules enforced at home (Toivanen, 2013). The tension between the use of Turkish 

and Kurmanji was also connected to the socio-political setting of her country of birth. The 
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interview was carried out during a time of armed conflict in Kurdistan, which was visible 

throughout our conversation. Kêca Kurda described at various points how speaking Kurmanji 

was disapproved in Turkey, up to forbidding her to use the language. Her chosen alias, Kêca 

Kurda, also reflected her desire to manifest her Kurdish identity. 

Our conversation with Pinkki Kani had some elements that possibly reflected her parents’ 

influence in her language identity. Although she named Finnish as her strongest and closest 

language, she saw herself as a Somali-speaker first and Finnish-speaker second. She told me 

that responding such way felt like “the right thing to do”, as she “[had] been taught” that 

Somalia was her “home country”. However, as I prompted “Who thinks that it’s the right 

answer?”, she referred to herself only. I considered Pinkki Kani’s account to illustrate tension 

from both the outside and within regarding her language identity (Blackledge & Pavlenko, 

2001; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Her words of “been taught” possibly revealed her 

parents’ beliefs and ambitions, although using different languages at home was in no way 

forbidden. As discussed, her experiences of linguistic mislabelling at school and in the society 

at large had contested her identification with Finnish. Thus, she might have felt reservation 

with the label ‘Finnish-speaker’, as that identity was not always granted to her by the 

majority population. Moreover, following her experiences of prejudice and discrimination, 

she possibly chose to reject the label in favour of giving more value to her heritage language 

and express pride in her culture and ethnicity. I return to the question of resistance under 

the fourth theme, particularly through the perceptions of CNCO. Being often mistaken as a 

member of the majority population, CNCO’s refusal to regard herself as a Finnish-speaker 

appeared to stem more from her resistance of the existing language-related hierarchies than 

the identity being closed from her by her surroundings. 

Under this second theme, I described how the participants’ language identities were 

informed by not only their sense of themselves but also how they responded to others, as 

their claims to languages were accepted and contested by people around them. Their 

interactions with teachers, peers, family, relatives and society at large, in Finland and 

abroad, were sites where their language identities were constructed and negotiated. Some 

stories demonstrated that to claim allegiance and affection to the Finnish language was not 

a straightforward process for the youth of migrant parentage, particularly for those who 

were not white. However, experiences of contested identities included also other languages 

and socio-political settings than the Finnish ones. The at-times contradicting accounts of 

their language identities also reflected their own choice and rejection as a response to their 
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monolingual surroundings. In my next theme, I present the linguistic landscape of their 

school and the existing language-related hierarchies of Finnish basic education at large. 

6.3 Schools hold monolingual and hierarchical attitudes and practices 

Under the previous theme, I addressed how the school was a site of validated and 

challenged language identities, affirming and rejecting the participants’ claims to different 

languages. In the present theme, I take a closer look at belonging at school at the linguistic 

level. First, I explore the students’ stories on relationships with teachers and peers and 

language use on the school grounds. Second, I examine their perceptions of the following 

three subjects and support: preparatory education, Finnish as a second language education 

(F2) and mother tongue education. These two approaches then inform me whether the 

educational environment understood, accepted and appreciated the participants as their 

linguistic selves and encouraged their language identities. Although the interviews were held 

at a single lower secondary school, the participants’ perceptions are understood to reveal 

wider narratives of the specific place at the specific time (Clandinin et al., 2016; Lessard et 

al., 2018), not just those of one institution but Finnish basic education at large. 

Before focusing on belonging at school at the linguistic level, I would like to point out 

that regarding the participants’ relationships with their teachers, the predominant 

perception was that teachers were supportive. Literature shows that a sense of belonging at 

school is strongly linked to positive relationships with teachers (Chiu et al., 2012; Due et al., 

2016; Ellerbrock et al., 2014; Goodenow, 1993) who are fair, helpful, caring and responsive 

(Ellerbrock et al., 2014; Nichols, 2008). Of the participants of this research, particularly 

migrated students repeated stories of teacher support, comparing their interactions in 

Finnish schools to their prior educational experiences. For instance, YT stated that the 

helpfulness of teachers made Finnish schools different from those of his country of birth. In 

many conversations, fond memories of individual staff members were shared, often 

mentioning them by name and on the students’ own initiative. Particularly their efforts in 

the language of instruction had been supported. Maryam named a teacher who was there 

for her “all the time” and Kêca Kurda another one who had helped her “even if I said 

thousand times ‘I don’t get it’“. Similarly, Kartsem considered that teachers were helping 

him to recuperate his Finnish skills, mentioning also that talking to them was easier than 

using Finnish outside school. 

Their classmates were also portrayed as supportive. Positive peer relationships have an 

impact on a sense of belonging at school, particularly when students feel accepted and 

emotionally and academically supported (Ellerbrock et al., 2014; Nichols, 2008). In return, 
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they become more accepting, supportive and considerate of others (Osterman, 2000). The 

atmosphere among classmates was often described favourably, particularly now at lower 

secondary level. For instance, Kêca Kurda mentioned that although her class was sometimes 

restless and noisy, the students all helped each other. Again, memories of peer support were 

shared particularly by migrated students, as they had received a lot of assistance regarding 

the language of instruction. They had returned the favour and offered their help to those 

who came after, guiding newcomers in communicating in Finnish. 

Thus, our conversations regarding relationships with teachers and peers included many 

examples of acceptance and support, illustrating that at the social level, the participants 

sensed belonging at school. Having said that, their perceptions of language use on the school 

grounds revealed a significant difference between the two relationships: it was common to 

switch and mix between languages among peers, while Finnish was used almost exclusively 

with the adults of the school. Only CNCO spoke at times in her heritage language with a staff 

member who had also migrated from Estonia, and Kêca Kurda had talked in Turkish with a 

substitute teacher. When I inquired about the languages used during class and in 

communication with teachers, many reacted as if my questions were self-evident. None 

referred to any other languages than the one of instruction being applied in teaching, for 

instance. Besides peer interactions and language subjects, Finnish was the only means of 

communication, unlike the monolingual ideal of the national core curriculum (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, 2016). Moreover, stories about multilingual support among 

peers were largely related to other students of migrant parentage, as presented in greater 

detail in Chapter 6.4. 

Monolingual attitudes and practices held by the school and teachers were also reflected 

in some recommendations regarding the students’ efforts to improve their Finnish. YT found 

it sometimes difficult to use subject-specific words in the language of instruction and made 

questions in such situations in his strongest language English. He told me that teachers 

replied to him in English but also encouraged him to stick to Finnish: 

I: If we talk about school… during class, which language or which languages do 

you normally use? 

YT: Well, the teachers have told me to start speaking Finnish with my friends, but 

I usually speak English a lot in class.  

I: What do the teachers [say], if they hear you speaking in English? Do the 

teachers comment or…? 
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YT: Yea, they usually say “if you wanna learn Finnish, you have to start speaking 

Finnish” of course but that’s the only thing they say. 

I: Okay, but are they forbidding you or just recommending you…? 

YT: Nah, just recommending me. 

YT’s experience confirms prior studies on Finnish schools that students are not forbidden 

to use other languages than the one of instruction but instead guided to “practice their 

Finnish” (Latomaa & Suni, 2011, p. 123). How well-intended such recommendations may be, 

they disempower students like YT from articulating his thoughts and feelings using his full 

linguistic repertoire (Cummins, 2001) and building his learning on his competence and 

resources. Such instructions are assimilationist in nature, as they promote the disappearance 

of multilingual learners into the monolingual mass of the school (Cummins, 2000). They also 

stand against the promise of Finnish National Agency for Education that Finnish schools do 

not aim for monolingualism but, instead, encourage students to use the languages they are 

familiar with (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016). 

Thus, regarding belonging at school at the linguistic level, the participants were the 

multilingual others amid the school’s monolingual landscape. Their linguistic repertoires 

were invisible in teaching and their relationships with teachers. In Warsame’s words, only 

“students [spoke] other languages with each other“ but otherwise one could hear “mainly 

Finnish”. As the use and proficiency of the language of instruction was prioritized, the 

students were also signalled that other types of linguistic competence were considered of no 

value. Such messages mark particular identities as ‘normal’ and ‘desired’, marginalising and 

disempowering students of migrant parentage (Juva & Holm, 2016; Riitaoja, 2013). 

Next, I take a look at the participants’ perceptions of preparatory education, Finnish as a 

second language education (F2) and mother tongue education. As the education system at 

large plays a critical role in laying down the legitimate language for society (Bourdieu, 1991), 

a critical inquiry into these subjects and support can expose language-related hierarchies 

held by Finnish basic education. First, I examine the participants’ accounts related to the 

aims, contents and organization of the three subjects and support tailored to student of 

migrant parentage. Their perceptions of preparatory education were the most consistently 

positive ones. Students who had attended a preparatory classroom before being transferred 

to mainstream education appeared to have an understanding of its primary objective of 

strengthening their skills in the language of instruction (Finnish National Agency for 

Education, 2017b). They stated that it had helped them a lot in learning or improving 

Finnish, complimenting either teachers, books or classes in general. Kêca Kurda said that at 
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first, the Finnish language had sounded so complex that she had wondered “how can I learn 

this” but in preparatory education, everything started to fall into place. Bizan, who was 

native-born but assigned to a preparatory classroom, also considered that he had benefitted 

from the support, as in his own words, he had not spoken much Finnish at the beginning of 

primary level. Perceptions of Finnish as a second language education (F2) were more neutral 

and mixed. For Melisa, F2 classes were helpful, but YT considered them like repeating 

preparatory education, describing the content as “the basics”. Pinkki Kani echoed his 

statement, referring to F2 education as “useless” and “meant for someone who can't speak 

almost any Finnish”. Her frustration was understandable, as she should not have been in F2 

education in the first place. Moreover, compared to the accounts related to the other 

Finnish subject, Finnish as a first language education (F1), the two Finnish classes appeared 

to differ greatly in not just content but also methods. Warsame, who was keen to study 

languages, enjoyed F1 education because “the language is like being researched” and “you 

learn about … its … genealogies”. Also, F1 classes at lower secondary level had “no exams or 

any like written tasks, we just work with computers” (CNCO) in contrast to the more 

traditional methods in place in F2 education. 

The content of mother tongue education, classes in the participants’ heritage languages, 

were described by many as ‘basic’. For instance, Warsame referred to his Somali classes as 

doing “easy stuff”, with the purpose of “only maintaining the language”. He wished that the 

Somali language would be studied the same way as Finnish was examined in F1 education. 

Of the six participants who had attended heritage language classes, only Bizan expressed 

that those had clearly helped, as he had learned to write a bit in Sorani. However, according 

to his own assessment, he was still mostly illiterate in his heritage language, as he had quit 

the classes due to their distance. Indeed, none of the six students who had received mother 

tongue education were still attending the classes at the time of the interviews. Most had 

dropped out at primary level, and even back then, their attendance had been irregular. All 

told that their heritage language classes had been organized in another school, a couple of 

neighbourhoods away and far further than the five-kilometre radius mandated for basic 

education. They were also organized after the mandatory school day: 

…they were always like in the afternoon. At some point, I think they always 

started at three and then it lasted like two hours. So, those were always like the 

days when you didn’t have the strength because you felt tired anyway. And 
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especially when it was winter and it was dark, it was like a little frustrating 

because you would have rather been with friends or something. (CNCO) 

Thus, looking at the participants’ perceptions of the three subjects and support, a couple 

of differences can be pointed out. First, preparatory education had met the linguistic needs 

of students with limited Finnish skills, while F2 and mother tongue education appeared not 

to move beyond ‘the basics’, frustrating those learners who wished to develop their skills in 

the languages rather than just maintain them. Second, mother tongue education was 

positioned differently from any other subject at school by the way the classes were 

organized. Their voluntary nature, distance and late afternoon schedule did little to 

guarantee that students studied their heritage languages. Moreover, the decision to drop 

out appeared to have been the participants’ own rather than their parents, in contrast to the 

previously mentioned studies on teachers’ beliefs regarding the low attendance (Latomaa & 

Suni, 2011). Only Pinkki Kani expressed that her mother did not see a point in her continuing 

mother tongue education, but only because it did not correspond to her heritage language: 

the Somali taught was different than the one they spoke at home.  

These differences in the contents, aims and organization, particularly compared to 

Finnish as a first language education (F1), revealed status-related hierarchies between and 

within languages, also positioning language speakers differently. For instance, by organizing 

two parallel but separate Finnish classes, one being targeted to students of migrant 

parentage, the education system also appeared to create two types of Finnish languages and 

Finnish-speakers. Some of the frustration expressed towards F2 education drew a picture of 

lowered expectations for students of migrant parentage rather than teaching each according 

to their potential. For children and youth whose placement in F2 education is already 

questionable, these lowered expectations could lead to a stagnated stage, affecting 

negatively on not just their skills in academic Finnish but their linguistic and educational 

trajectories as a whole. Regarding mother tongue education, the way the heritage language 

classes were organized positioned them clearly below Finnish in the hierarchy of Finnish 

basic education. Although the national core curriculum recognizes the significance of 

heritage language studies for students’ personal and academic development (Finnish 

National Agency for Education, n.d.a), the classes being voluntary and offered separate from 

the school day and school, signalled that these languages were not considered to hold much 

societal value. The participants appeared to have internalized this belief, as many expressed 

that their heritage languages were meaningful only for their private lives, such as for 

communicating with family, friends and relatives. Regarding their futures, only two students 
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saw value in their heritage languages for employment, for instance. In YT’s words, Pashto 

was a very meaningful language to him at a personal level but “it's not really that important 

in Finland, to be honest”. The low societal value of their heritage languages was particularly 

reflected in their unwillingness to continue attending mother tongue education. Despite 

many participants expressing their wish to develop their heritage language proficiency, most 

did not consider needing classes in their heritage languages or more opportunities to use the 

languages. Only Kêca Kurda and Maryam expressed a desire to speak more in Kurmanji and 

Arabic. 

I argue that the participants were again positioned differently by the hierarchies between 

and within language subjects and support. Having said that, some of them expressed gaining 

a sense of belonging by attending the segregated forms of education tailored to students of 

migrant parentage. As discussed in Chapter 4.2, such segregated forms are at times justified 

as protecting minority students from “the unsympathetic culture of” mainstream classrooms 

(Slee, 2011, p. 109). Pinkki Kani’s story on peer discrimination at primary level confirms that 

mainstream education can be harsh for students who are considered as different. During the 

first years of primary school, she had been left out by her classmates, who refused to include 

her for being a “foreigner”. She referred to the situation as being discriminated against, 

telling me that she did not make any friends until other students of migrant parentage 

entered the school. Her experience could then serve as evidence of the need for segregated 

arrangements for students of migrant parentage. A few other participants expressed sensing 

belonging while attending preparatory or F2 education in their own groups and classrooms 

apart from the majority population. Melisa had liked preparatory education precisely 

because not all students spoke fluent Finnish and, therefore, were on the same line in terms 

of language. Kêca Kurda, was currently attending F1 education but wished to go back to her 

old F2 group, saying “it's because my friends are there”. However, going back to Pinkki Kani, 

her experience of having to attend F2 education for six years had negatively impacted her 

sense of belonging. Placing her in F2 education against her own sense of her language 

identity and skills not only contested her identification with the Finnish language but also 

affected her sense of belonging in general. She was one of the few students who straight-out 

expressed feeling excluded at school, offering her memories of having to attend F2 

education as an example, thinking at that time “…now they’re doing some fun stuff and I 

have to go [F2]”.  

In this third theme, I looked at the monolingual and hierarchical attitudes and practices 

in place at Finnish schools. I explored the participants' perceptions of their relationships and 



80 

 

 

language use on the school grounds as well as subjects and support tailored to students of 

migrant parentage. In light of their stories, I argue that they were accepted and supported at 

the social level, but their language identities were hardly appreciated or encouraged. 

Multilingualism did not encompass the whole school; it was restricted to the student body 

and particularly those of migrant parentage. The participants represented the multilingual 

others, allowed to put their linguistic repertoires to use but recommended to prioritize 

Finnish. Linguistic repertoires that were not characterised by active and dominant use of the 

language of instruction were given less value. This monolingual ideology was also present in 

the contents, aims and organization of F2 and mother tongue education, reflected in their 

lower status. Having said that, subjects and support targeted only for students of migrant 

parentage had given a sense of ‘I belong here’ to some students while making others feel 

excluded. Next, I outline the ways the participants of this research resisted the monolingual 

ideology of their surroundings. 

6.4 Students of migrant parentage resist the monolingual ideology  

In the previous three times, I outlined how the participants constructed and negotiated their 

language identities, discussing also their position as the multilingual others amid the 

monolingual setting of Finnish schools. Instead of being appreciated as their linguistic selves, 

their heritage languages and linguistic repertoires were not given much value. Thus, despite 

the repeated stories of social acceptance and support, their linguistic belonging appeared to 

be contested. Now, I turn my focus on linguistic strategies and multilingual solidarity also 

present in their stories. I argue that similar to prior studies on young people of migrant 

parentage (e.g. Butcher, 2008; Gu et al., 2017; Lehtonen, 2016; Oikonomidoy, 2007; 

Toivanen, 2013, 2014), the participants of this research had found ways to resist the 

monolingual ideology and language-related hierarchies of their surroundings. 

One of the signs of resistance I identified was how the participants applied multilingual 

practices rather than relied on monolingual use of a particular language or languages. It was 

common to mix words from different languages to get one’s thoughts and feelings across. 

Pinkki Kani and Kêca Kurda shared funny memories of putting their full linguistic repertoires 

to use while communicating with a family member. Kêca Kurda mentioned a conversation in 

which she had used four languages at the same time, with words from Kurmanji, Turkish, 

Finnish and English, leaving her mother to plead that she would stick to just one. The 

participants told me that they mixed languages when they did not know or remember some 

specific words but also when they wanted to practice the different languages in their 

repertoires. Thus, they expressed comfort in the practice, seeing it as a resource rather than 
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a deficiency. They were also highly skilled in switching their linguistic gears depending on to 

whom they were talking. Code-switching, moving back and forth between languages 

depending on the conversation partner (Giampapa, 2001; Toivanen, 2013), was applied at 

home, school and with friends. In some families, the participants switched languages based 

on whether they were speaking to a parent or sibling. They also practiced language crossing. 

Some belonged to the same friendship group and liked to learn words and sentences in each 

other’s heritage languages. CNCO told me that her friends had the habit of asking her to talk 

in Estonian, sometimes mimicking the language themselves. According to her, there was 

nothing to be offended about, as this was done in a joking way, similar to prior studies on 

language crossing among young people of migrant parentage (Rampton, 1995).  

These practices of mixing words, code-switching and language crossing were particularly 

applied with peers of migrant parentage, providing the multilingual others a strategy and 

safe place to express their language identities freely amid the monolingual landscape. 

Indeed, many participants told me that their friendship networks consisted of largely youth 

of migrant parentage. They shared several stories of support and solidarity among the 

multilingual youth, at and outside school. For those still learning the language of instruction, 

help from peers who spoke the same heritage language had been beneficial. However, such 

support did not even require the same linguistic background. Maryam told me about her 

classmate of Somali parentage: “I tell him in Finnish and he says ‘wait – now I understand 

what you want to say’ and he tells my teachers. He helps me so much.” Even when their only 

shared language was Finnish, the multilingual learners facilitated their peers’ communication 

with the adults of the school. The participants themselves, in turn, had helped others, 

especially those who had arrived in Finland more recently. These acts of multilingual support 

and solidarity were present also at home, as siblings had been instrumental for some 

students in learning the language of instruction. Pinkki Kani had learned Finnish from her 

older siblings and Maryam’s little sister was still helping her in finding the right words in 

Finnish. Moreover, some participants engaged in language exchanges with friends at and 

outside school, helping each other to improve either their shared heritage language or the 

one of instruction.  

The students also objected to the monolingual ideology and its existing language-related 

hierarchies by being proud of their heritage languages. Although many seemed to have 

internalised the belief that their heritage languages had no societal value in Finland, they 

treasured them deeply at a personal level. Talking about their heritage languages evoked 

strong emotions in many conversations. For Maryam, Arabic meant “so much” and CNCO 



82 

 

 

described Estonian as “wonderful” and “beautiful”. When I asked Pinkki Kani about the 

importance of Somali to her, she took a long sigh before describing to me how much the 

language meant, reminding her of her culture, for instance. Some students seemed to share 

the fear that losing one’s heritage language could lead to remoteness to family, culture and 

ethnicity (Butcher, 2008; Iskanius, 2006). As a result, and against the stereotype of their 

proficiency in Finnish being the main cause of concern, many were worried about their skills 

in their heritage languages. Moreover, although these languages were often seen important 

only within their private lives, some gave value to them also regarding their plans for the 

future. CNCO saw herself living in Estonia one day, where her heritage language would be 

the dominant one for employment. A couple of students mentioned travels to or residence 

in their or their parents’ country of birth. Maryam was the only participant who saw her 

heritage language of use also in Finland, in case she would follow her plan of becoming a 

translator or interpreter. Besides taking pride in their heritage languages, the participants 

resisted the hegemony of Finnish by granting value to other types of linguistic competence, 

such as having good skills in English. Interestingly, to the question of which language or 

languages were needed for the future, English was mentioned as often or even more than 

Finnish. The position of English as a lingua franca was repeated in comments such as 

“English, of course, it’ll be very necessary” (Warsame), “[English] comes handy in any case 

always” (CNCO) and “English is like the most important language” (Melisa). Even those who 

otherwise did not identify with the language echoed the statement. Kêca Kurda said that ”I 

don’t like English at all, even though I know that you need to learn it and it’s very 

important”. Some students expressed that their parents had particularly promoted their 

studies in English. Spanish seemed to be gaining momentum also, being mentioned a few 

times as the new language one wished to study.  

As presented previously, a couple of participants considered Finnish as their strongest 

language but expressed reservation or resistance regarding the identity ‘Finnish-speaker’. 

Pinkki Kani’s experiences related to linguistic mislabelling due to her social divisions and 

visual markers were detailed in Chapter 6.2. Regarding CNCO, although she presented 

herself as a multilingual, she rejected also being referred to as a Finnish-speaker. She stated 

that Finnish was not her “original language”, calling it as an “additional” language she had 

learned. Her refusal to accept the label ‘Finnish-speaker’ affirmed the findings of prior 

studies, showing that individuals of Estonian parentage are reluctant to identify with 

Finnishness (Pitkänen et al., 2019a). Interestingly, her claim to the Finnish language was not 

contested by the majority population, as her visual markers fit the image of a particular 

colour of skin, eyes and hair equating with Finnishness (Toivanen, 2014). Her discomfort 
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regarding herself as a Finnish-speaker likely stemmed from both her pride towards her 

heritage and resistance against the existing language-related hierarchies. She opposed the 

way particular languages were privileged over others, outright questioning why Estonian and 

Somali were not taught as elective subjects at Finnish schools, considering how many 

speakers of the said languages were in Finland. As an Estonian-speaker, a language 

belonging to the same Uralic group as Finnish, she possibly felt frustrated with the hierarchy 

between the two very similar languages. It should be noted that many participants showed 

great pride in not just their heritage languages but their culture and ethnicity. YT, for 

instance, felt important to stress that although his years in Finland had made him feel 

somewhat Finnish, there was no “shame” in being an Afghani.  

Another form of resistance present in the participants’ stories was how they dismantled 

stereotypes related to students of migrant parentage, whether it was intentional or not. The 

way they portrayed their linguistic repertoires and competence stood in stark contrast with 

the deficiency lens through which these students are often viewed (Latomaa, 2010; Tran, 

2015). They presented themselves as competent multilinguals who used fluently two or 

more languages and helped family members and strangers through translation and 

interpretation. As it is typical for children of migrant parentage, some had acted as ‘bridges’ 

between their parents and Finnish society (e.g. Oikarinen-Jabai, 2017). Others had helped 

strangers, particularly individuals of migrant parentage, putting into use not just their 

heritage languages but also English. Such situations were given as examples of moments of 

pride regarding their linguistic repertoires and competence, affirming their claims to 

different languages. They also assumed an active role in their language learning and 

responsibility of their progress, preferring to read books in the languages they wished to 

improve, for instance. Even students such as Maryam and YT, who at times experienced 

exclusion at school due to language, blamed only themselves in such situations. YT thought 

“I should probably improve my Finnish and learn a little bit the things they’re talking about”. 

Many students were motivated in developing their linguistic repertoires further, either 

related to the languages they already spoke or new ones they wanted to learn, commonly 

naming language subjects as their favourites at school. 

Regarding the language of instruction, many participants were rather content with their 

proficiency, again resisting the stereotype that their skills in Finnish were characterized by 

deficiency (Latomaa, 2010). Some considered it as their strongest language, while many 

others still improving their skills expressed happiness with the competence they already 

possessed. Moreover, Finnish was an important language to many, particularly to those 
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students, whose belonging to Finland was otherwise contested. The examples of linguistic 

mislabelling given by Warsame and Pinkki Kani demonstrated how belonging to Finnish 

society is not a straightforward process for youth of migrant parentage, particularly for those 

who are seen as different from the imagined white Finnishness (Kurki, 2018; Lehtonen, 2016; 

Toivanen, 2014). Although their appearance had resulted in the majority population 

addressing them in English, when Warsame and Pinkki Kani had responded in their fluent 

Finnish, they had ‘proved’ their Finnishness and belonging to Finnish society, even leaving 

the conversation partners ‘embarrassed’. Thus, their competence in the national language 

gave them a tool to legitimize their contested belonging. Our conversation with Warsame 

regarding home country and nationality also demonstrated how identities of youth of 

migrant parentage are negotiated with members of not only the majority population but 

also the same ethnic group. Through their use and proficiency of Finnish, youth of migrant 

parentage can justify to their parents, relatives and others of the same ethnic group their 

attachment to Finnishness. 

This fourth and final theme addressed the ways the participants of this research 

expressed resistance against the surrounding monolingual ideology and its language-related 

hierarchies. These included linguistic strategies regarding language use, value given to 

heritage languages and other linguistic competence and breaking down stereotypes related 

to students of migrant parentage. The participants also engaged in multilingual practices 

that created solidarity and ‘safe places’ among youth of migrant parentage, allowing them to 

express their language identities more freely. Regarding the overarching research question 

on how the students’ language identities related to their sense of belonging, particularly in 

the context of Finnish basic education, my analysis points to a two-fold relationship, 

presented in the next chapter. 
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7 Discussion and implications 

This seventh chapter elaborates further my analysis on the language identities and sense of 

belonging of students of migrant parentage in the context of Finnish schools. It draws on the 

previous five chapters of this thesis. In Chapter 2, I contextualized the participants’ personal 

stories by presenting the broader context of migrants and their children’s integration to 

Finnish society and schooling. The same chapter outlined the prevalence of discrimination 

and the differences in educational outcomes and trajectories between students of migrant 

parentage and their peers from the majority population. In Chapters 3 and 4, I laid down the 

theoretical lenses, key concepts and literature review, demonstrating how identities, 

language or otherwise, and belonging are shaped by our intersectional realities and the 

existing hierarchies and power relations of the wider socio-political context. The chapters 

argued that monolingual and monocultural ideologies upheld by schools play a critical role in 

marking desired identities and contesting the belonging of those considered ‘too’ different. 

The literature suggested that young people of migrant parentage also have ways to resist 

such ideologies and negotiate belonging through different linguistic strategies. Chapter 5 

defined the methodological framework that guided my analysis. The four themes detailed in 

Chapter 6 affirmed in many ways the findings of prior studies, as the participants of this 

research expressed fluid, multiple and dynamic language identities, accepted and contested 

by their surroundings. Although their relationships at school were described by and large as 

supportive, their linguistic belonging was contested by the monolingual setting and its 

language-related hierarchies. However, linguistic strategies and multilingual solidarity had 

provided them a sense of belonging, allowing them to express their language identities more 

freely. 

Thus, to answer my overarching research question on the interplay between language 

identities and a sense of belonging, I argue that this relationship was two-fold for the 

participants of this research. First, language identities that did not adhere to the hegemony 

of the Finnish language were challenged amid the monolingual landscape of the school and 

education system at large, maintaining and producing othering and contested belonging at 

the linguistic level. Second, in the face of the surrounding monolingual ideology and their 

contested belonging, students of migrant parentage relied on linguistic strategies and 

multilingual solidarity to express their language identities and generate a sense of belonging. 

In this chapter I discuss these findings in relation to the implications of this research, building 

on my theoretical lenses and literature review. I divided the present chapter into two main 
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arguments to reflect upon my research questions and analysis: (1) students of migrant 

parentage should be let define their language identities and (2) schools need to transform 

from monolingual institutions to mirror their multilingual student body.  

7.1 Students themselves should define their language identities 

One of the sub-questions of this research was how students of migrant parentage construct 

their language identities and the roles of different languages within those identities? As my 

analysis in Chapter 6 demonstrates, my findings affirm that individuals’ language identities 

are shaped by their intersectional realities (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004) as well as 

language-related practices, beliefs and ambitions (Iskanius, 2006). As any identity in general, 

the participants’ language identities came through as narratives (Lawler, 2014; Martin, 1995) 

of how they were seen by them and others (Lawler, 2014). Their language identities were 

fundamentally social in nature, being constructed and negotiated through interactions with 

their surroundings (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). They were particularly constrained by the 

existing hierarchies and power relations of the school and society (May, 2005a). The 

participants represented a variety of backgrounds and experiences, including both affirming 

and rejecting interactions at school, with family and friends and in the society at large, 

resulting in different perceptions of themselves as language speakers. Some identified more 

closely with one language, while others expressed multiple language identities. There were 

accounts in which language held value through its connection to culture, ethnicity and even 

religion; in others, language identities were more linked to proficiency, use and plans for the 

future. There was no clear formula, and the social divisions of ethnicity, nationality and 

migration status did not determine one’s language identity. Many expressed language 

identities that were fluid instead of fixed: their allegiances and affections to different 

languages had shifted during their lifetime. Their identities were still ‘on the move’, and 

these shifts were happening during our conversations. Seemingly similar questions 

prompted contrary answers depending on how they were paraphrased. This reflected two 

different aspects central to my research focus and methodology. First, questions on 

language identities are not necessarily easy to respond for young people of migrant 

parentage, as the borders within their linguistic repertoires are more blurred (Latomaa, 

2010). Second, when the researcher and participants engage in narrative inquiry, stories 

lived and told change during the interviews (Clandinin et al., 2016). Word choice and 

language use construct a particular version of reality, shaping also the content of responses 

(King et al., 2019; Kvale, 2007). The narrative under research was being shaped by our 
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interaction, being co-constructed in the moment by myself and the participant (Clandinin et 

al., 2009, 2016). 

Thus, before sitting down with each student and initiating the interview, I could not have 

predicted which language or languages the participant would feel as her or his closest or 

most fluent ones. Neither looking at their country of birth and years in Finland nor assessing 

their language skills would have gotten me started, as none of those correlated directly with 

identifying with a particular language or languages. Moreover, Kêca Kurda and YT expressed 

strong claims to languages that were neither their heritage languages nor the one used at 

school. One could find out about their allegiances and affections to languages only by asking. 

From some reactions, I gathered that these questions may not have been posed before. At 

times, I also sensed tension regarding the participants’ linguistic repertoires, not only 

projected from the outside but also within (Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2001; Pavlenko & 

Blackledge, 2004), while other students responded with more ease. The way they described 

the different languages they used and felt close to was particularly impacted by experiences 

of approval and rejection from people around them. 

I return to my original thought that set in motion this thesis: Who gets to define one’s 

language identity? Being minors, students of migrant parentage are vulnerable to the 

authority and decisions of adults (Hill, 2005; Lessard et al., 2018). The registered language on 

record is the one determined by their parents or guardians (Latomaa, 2010; Latomaa & Suni, 

2011). The language groups and language-related support assigned at school are agreed by 

teachers in cooperation with homes (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016, 2017b, 

2019a). Both represent external definitions of one’s language identity and must be viewed 

critically. For instance, when parents inform the authorities on which language should be the 

official one on record, they might list the heritage language to reinforce their child’s 

connection to their culture. They might also be motivated to choose Finnish in hopes that it 

would benefit the child later in life (Latomaa, 2010; Latomaa & Suni, 2011). At schools, how 

teachers view their students and what they expect from them are influenced by their 

monolingual and monocultural attitudes (Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011; Juva & Holm, 2016; 

Pulinx et al., 2017), also affecting language skills assessments (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). Thus, 

however well-intentioned the decisions of parents and teachers might be, they could go 

against students’ sense of their language identities. 

Finnish schools acclaim that to work equally and efficiently they require categorizing 

practices, including those that define students’ of migrant parentage so-called mother 

tongues and assess their skills in Finnish and place them under one umbrella term (such as 
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‘immigrant’ or ‘immigrant backgrounds’) (Kurki, 2018). Finnish basic education is built on the 

idea of offering customized services for those in need (Latomaa & Suni, 2011), and 

categorizing students to assign additional support is seen to protect this purpose. Moreover, 

it is argued that there is also an ethical justification for such practices as defining and 

applying the concept of mother tongue: students of migrant parentage do not always have a 

community of their heritage language speakers around them and run the risk of losing their 

proficiency in the said language (Latomaa et al., 2013). Thus, although the label ‘mother 

tongue’ conveys the essentialized and simplified belief of one’s authentic language learned 

“at the mother’s knee” (Blackledge & Pavlenko, 2001, p. 246), Finnish basic education gives 

recognition to these minority languages and takes part in the efforts to preserve them. As 

students of migrant parentage can attend both mother tongue education, their heritage 

language classes, and Finnish as a first language education (F1), it also acknowledges that the 

language identities of students of migrant parentage can be multiple, hybrid or in-between. 

That being said, categorizing students, according to languages or otherwise, also 

maintains and produces marginalization and exclusion, as they differentiate between those 

considered as ‘normal’ and others labelled as ‘special’ (Riitaoja, 2013), that is to say, ‘us’ and 

the ‘others’ (Kurki, 2018). Moreover, they create a delusion of homogeneity within the group 

of ‘others’, which can lead to stereotypes (Alitolppa-Niitamo, 2004), including those related 

to their language identities and skills. My analysis demonstrated that youth of migrant 

parentage experience contested language identities based on such social divisions as race 

and ethnicity, regardless of their language identities and proficiency. Bizan, Kartsem, Pinkki 

Kani and Warsame referred to examples of linguistic mislabeling at and outside school, such 

as being approached in English. Interestingly, all four had either lived their whole lives or 

most of their lives in Finland, with Finnish being part of their linguistic repertoires for all 

those years. According to prior studies, length of residence in society and skills in the 

dominant language are connected to perceptions of discrimination, and newly arrived 

migrants are more shielded from such experiences (Rask & Castaneda, 2019). Students of 

migrant parentage who have been born or lived in Finland since young children have likely 

witnessed first-hand how being accepted as a Finn or Finnish-speaker is far unproblematic 

when one looks different from the majority population. In contrast, visual markers 

considered to fit the idea of Finnishness shape such experiences differently for students like 

CNCO.  

In the case of Pinkki Kani, the external definition of her language identity and skills 

appeared to have impacted the development of her academic Finnish and how comfortable 

she felt as claiming the identity ‘Finnish-speaker’. For six years, she had been positioned as a 
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non-native speaker and made to attend classes “meant for someone who can't speak almost 

any Finnish”. I find it very difficult to think of any other reason for placing a Finnish-speaking 

native-born child to Finnish as a second language education (F2) other than her skin color 

and other visual markers not being accepted to fit the imagined white Finnishness. Having 

said that, as the identities and belonging of young people of migrant parentage are 

contested by their appearance alone (Toivanen, 2014), language can also provide them a 

source for navigating prejudice and discrimination. Through the fluent use of the national 

language, they can legitimate their Finnishness and belonging to the society (Toivanen, 2013, 

2014). By externally defining students’ language identities and skills, Finnish schools can 

shake how these students see themselves as language speakers and take away the only tool 

at their disposal for negotiating their belonging that is otherwise contested. The negative 

experiences of Pinkki Kani demonstrate that the education system at large needs to critically 

examine the role it plays in shaping the language identities of students and closing some 

options from particular children and youth. 

In Finland and elsewhere, the linguistic competence of students of migrant parentage is 

often viewed from a deficit point of view, concentrating only on limitations in the language 

of instruction (Latomaa, 2010; Tran, 2015). In Finnish basic education, this is reflected, for 

instance, in special education transfers that are based on language-related difficulties alone 

(Sinkkonen et al., 2011). I argue that these demonstrate a lack of understanding of 

multilingualism and the various ways to use language. Such can lead to students of migrant 

parentage being assigned to tailored subjects and support, whether preparatory, F2 or 

special education, based simply on these children and youth looking and sounding different 

from the imagined Finnishness. Schools hold power in not just determining the standard 

language of society but also its legitimate variations (Bourdieu, 1991). But as most 

participants of this research agreed on, such variations as one’s accent, should not 

determine their attachment to a particular language. Warsame reflected on his heritage and 

the diaspora of individuals of Somalian parentage by regarding it inevitable to have different 

languages of one’s linguistic repertoire influencing each other. Thus, while schools engage in 

external definitions of students’ language identities and skills, they might place them into 

groups, where they are not learning according to their full potential, setting them on an 

educational trajectory different from that of their many peers. At worst, Finnish basic 

education may become a starting point for the marginalization and exclusion of children and 

youth of migrant parentage in Finland (Sinkkonen et al., 2011). 
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As Lawler (2014) argues, “identity should always be treated as a question rather than an 

answer” (p. 9). Similar to how language identities are constructed, any practices at schools 

that concern students’ language identities and skills should be on-going processes, carried 

out during the duration of the whole basic education, not just as the child enters the school 

or moves on to the next educational level. Most importantly, these practices must involve 

the students themselves. What intersectional theory has given to the understanding of 

identities is that we do not need to decide which of our social divisions comes first (Hill 

Collins, 2019). Schools should not rely on or push students towards exclusive definitions; 

they need to recognize the fluid, multiple, dynamic and contradictory nature of language 

identities. As Pinkki Kani argued during our conversation, individuals should be understood 

as speakers of a particular language when they themselves feel like it. Thus, before even 

trying to explore the question of whether the participants were accepted and appreciated at 

the linguistic level, I found it fundamental to first understand how they constructed their 

language identities, not falling into any external definitions. 

7.2 From contested belonging to mirroring the student body 

The second sub-question of this research examined the participants’ perceptions of support 

at school to analyse whether their language identities were encouraged or discouraged in 

that context. In light of how Finnish schools are constructed at the policy level as multilingual 

environments where students’ language identities are supported and different languages 

valued (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2016), I was interested whether these ideals 

would be present in practice. To this end, I inquired about the participants’ perceptions of 

schooling, teachers and peers, language use on the school grounds and subjects and support 

tailored to students of migrant parentage. As discussed in Chapter 6.3, the students 

expressed feeling accepted and supported at the school, relating many positive memories of 

their both teachers and peers. They complimented several dedicated staff members and also 

the atmosphere among classmates, particularly at their current lower secondary school. This 

supports the PISA findings presented in Chapter 2.4.1, which indicate that there is no 

significant difference in sense of belonging between students of migrant parentage and 

those from the majority population (OECD, 2018a). Having said that, a sense of belonging is 

comprised of different levels, not just the social one but also the cultural (Davis et al., 2018) 

and linguistic levels. In this thesis, I looked particularly at the linguistic level and whether 

students of migrant parentage were positioned differently from those of the majority 

population. Drawing from Bourdieu (1991), schools hold power in maintaining and producing 

monolingual ideologies, which set hierarchies between not just languages but also linguistic 
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repertoires and competence. Thus, they signal the legitimate linguistic landscape of society 

(Bourdieu, 1991) and how individuals should speak and sound like to be accepted as its 

members. 

Although direct accounts of exclusion were few, the language of instruction presented a 

challenge for many migrated students. Such was the case for Maryam and YT, who had 

studied Finnish the least number of years and sometimes found it difficult to communicate 

and participate at school. Warsame also believed that for newcomers, not knowing enough 

Finnish could lead to feelings of being left out. Moreover, other references to language use 

on the school grounds revealed a red thread of a monolingual ideology and language-related 

hierarchies. Regardless of the positive stories on acceptance and support, the participants' 

stories on how languages were applied seemed to rest on deeper narratives of which they 

might not have been aware (Bell, 2002), the “dominant stories of [the] school” (Clandinin et 

al., 2009, p. 82). My findings affirmed prior studies on monolingual attitudes and practices 

held by Finnish schools and teachers (e.g. Juva & Holm, 2016; Riitaoja, 2013; Sinkkonen et al, 

2011) and showed that the educational environment lagged far behind the multilingual and 

inclusive ideals of the national core curriculum. For instance, Finnish was the language nearly 

exclusively used during class and with the adults of the school and communicating in other 

languages was closed to peer relationships, particularly among students of migrant 

parentage. Language identities not considered to fit the monolingual landscape were 

contested, positioning them less valuable and leading to contested belonging. Regardless of 

the pride expressed towards heritage languages, many participants appeared to have 

internalized the belief that their heritage languages had no societal value, as they wished not 

to continue their studies in those languages or have more opportunities to use them. Rather 

than being appreciated as their linguistic selves, they were expected to be “one of us” in 

terms of language (Toivanen, 2013, p. 28), something the students appeared to accept. For 

instance, those participants still learning Finnish rarely blamed no one but themselves in 

situations of being excluded in terms of language. 

The way languages were organised as subjects and support also maintained and 

produced hierarchies between different languages and language speakers. For instance, 

mother tongue education was voluntary and held separate from the mandatory school day, 

in another neighbourhood and late in the afternoon. Although attending school in the 

capital had guaranteed for most participants the possibility to study their heritage 

languages, none were still attending the classes, naming primarily the distance or schedule 

as the reason for dropping out. Thus, one must ask: if Finnish basic education recognises the 
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importance of heritage language studies at a personal and academic level (Finnish National 

Agency for Education, n.d.a), why are such classes organized in a way that discourages 

students from attending them? Moreover, the differences in the organization underlined 

that studies in heritage languages were only supplemental to basic education. They had less 

value in themselves and were positioned more like a voluntary tool for enhancing other 

learning, such as the language of instruction. This is unfortunate, considering that among the 

participants of this research, many expressed as having limitations in their heritage 

languages and particularly Bizan would have benefitted greatly from continuing those 

studies. 

The contents and aims of mother tongue and F2 education also appeared as less clear-

cut and ambitious compared to Finnish taught as a first language (F1 education). This seems 

to support prior studies on the two subjects, showing a lack of unity and clarity in their aims 

and contents and a lower status at schools (Latomaa & Suni, 2011). Some participants 

expressed that the subjects did not dive into deeper language development, failing to meet 

their linguistic, personal and academic needs. They differentiated greatly from how Finnish 

was learned during F1 education, setting hierarchies not only between languages but also 

within. Moreover, according to the national core curriculum, children and youth studying F2 

education should be moved to F1 groups after their proficiency in the language of 

instruction is considered strong enough. Pinkki Kani’s experience of having to attend F2 

education for six years, regardless of her starting level and performance, shows that such 

evaluations and transfers are sometimes not followed through. It makes F2 education look 

like a deposit for students of migrant parentage rather than a learning environment where 

each student is being taught according to her or his individual needs and potential. 

In fact, along with this research, I began to view critically Finnish basic education’s 

reliance on segregated forms of education. The participants' stories on schooling affirmed 

that segregated arrangements are a rather common phenomenon in Finland (Hakala & 

Leivo, 2017), targeting particularly students of migrant parentage. They had attended 

preparatory and F2 education in separate classrooms and classes and mother tongue 

education in an entirely different school. As outlined in Chapters 2.4 and 4.2, the national 

core curriculum has adopted inclusive ideals in theory by promoting that support related to 

language and learning can be provided in mainstream classrooms (Finnish National Agency 

for Education, 2016, 2017b, 2019a) and seeing a transfer to a segregated setting justifiable 

only if it serves the best interest of the student (Finnish National Agency for Education, 

2016). My findings showed that these segregated forms of education appeared to have 

generated belonging for some participants, possibly protecting them from “the 
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unsympathetic culture of” mainstream education (Slee, 2011, p. 109). One could then reason 

that teaching students of migrant parentage apart is in line with Finnish basic education’s 

core value of achieving educational equity through customized forms (Latomaa & Suni, 

2011). However, the participants’ perceptions also demonstrated that segregated 

arrangements can be damaging for those students whose placements go against their own 

sense of their language identities and skills. More importantly, as long as segregated 

classrooms, classes and groups are accepted as the solution to the ‘harshness’ of 

mainstream education, Finnish schools postpone the much-needed critical inquiry into its 

structures and systems that maintain and produce social inequality. Instead of seeking social 

justice through fixing mainstream education, it promotes equity through the customized 

arrangements that seem more like add-ons. As Slee (2011) states, children and adolescents 

who are not seen to fit the idea of a ‘normal’ student are pushed “into the shadow-lands of 

schooling” (p. 165), rather than accepted and appreciated as their whole selves within 

mainstream education. Such practices focus on the characteristics of the student, not the 

school, dividing the student body into those considered ‘normal’ and the ‘others’. 

Having said that, as highlighted in my analysis, the participants of this research also 

resisted the monolingual ideology present at Finnish school. Through linguistic strategies and 

multilingual practices, particularly with other children and youth of migrant parentage, they 

both opposed the language-related hierarchies and acquired a sense of belonging. For 

instance, they took pride in their linguistic repertoires, including their proficiency in Finnish 

and stood against such stereotypes that regarded students of migrant parentage as having 

deficit language skills (Latomaa, 2010; Sinkkonen et al., 2011; Tran, 2015). Although their 

accounts reflected internalized beliefs of the lower societal value of heritage languages, they 

were still deeply proud of those languages and considered them meaningful at a personal 

level. Their multilingual practices, such as the use of heritage languages, code-switching and 

language crossing, provided them a form of multilingual solidarity, a safe place, where they 

could express their language identities and put their linguistic repertoires to use. I witnessed 

such practices at the school myself, hearing the students mixing and switching between 

different languages in their peer interactions. The participants also opposed the hegemony 

of the Finnish language and other status-related hierarchies in a more direct way by granting 

value to English and criticizing the narrow offer of elective languages. Lastly, regarding some 

students, their reservation or refusal to present themselves as Finnish-speakers might have 

expressed their pride towards their heritage and also experiences of contested identities and 

language-related hierarchies. Encounters with prejudice and discrimination can disturb the 
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sense of belonging of migrants and their children, and these narratives of resistance can be 

signs of such experiences (Davis et al., 2018).  

As students of migrant parentage spend a large part of their day and week at their 

school, their educational environment plays a significant role in their sense of belonging to 

society at large. It contributes to their awareness of what language identities and linguistic 

repertoires are of societal value. At worst, these children and youth are signalled that 

‘having good language skills’ means proficiency only in Finnish and the more traditional 

elective languages (Latomaa et al., 2013). One can only wonder what kind of trajectories 

Finnish schools set these students up to by showing them that their heritage languages and 

linguistic competence are not a valuable form of self-expression (Cummins, 2000). Thus, 

critical inquiries into language identities and belonging of students of migrant parentage are 

much-needed, considering not only the findings of this thesis but also the broader context of 

Finnish society presented in Chapter 2: the prevalence of discrimination and the differences 

in employment and educational paths. In Helsinki, the research questions that framed this 

thesis are related to a large part of the city’s student population: in every fifth school, nearly 

half of the student body consists of students whose registered language is other than 

Finnish, Swedish or the Sámi languages (City of Helsinki, 2020). 

Drawing from John W. Berry (1997), successful integration to society comprises also that 

the national institutions, such as basic education, are adapted to meet the needs of all 

residents, not just the majority population. In Finland, it appears that adjusting schools to 

serve the interests of students of migrant parentage is carried out through add-ons to the 

existing system rather than implementing fundamental changes. These students are placed 

in partly or completely segregated groups, classes and classrooms, and the inclusive ideals of 

the national core curriculum are little implemented in practice. Unclear aims and content as 

well as lowered expectations and lack of follow-up raise the question of whether these 

tailored subjects and support serve the best interest of students or just remove those 

considered ‘too’ different disturbing mainstream education (Riitaoja, 2013). Having said that, 

inclusive ideology is not just about placement, that is to say, having all students learning side 

by side (Slee, 2011). It requires a critical inquiry to the attitudes and practices at schools that 

are discriminatory and maintain and produce hierarchies and social inequality. Instead of 

viewing the linguistic competence and characteristics of particular students, Finnish basic 

education must examine those of the schools. In other words, it needs to focus on the 

problems of mainstream education, not those of individual students. This includes 

acknowledging its processes of othering and recognizing that language is not only a means of 

communication but also power (Bourdieu, 1991). It must uncover what exactly is behind the 



 

 

 

95 

 

 

significant educational gap between students of migrant parentage and their peers and what 

role do monolingual attitudes and practices play in it. This, of course, is an area of research 

that needs to be more explored by future studies.  

Successful integration of children and youth of migrant parentage to schooling should 

not rest on individual institutions and teachers, such as the sample school of this research. 

Despite the dedication of many teachers, such as those mentioned by the participants of this 

research, the education system at large holds on to language-hierarchies and power 

relations. It has yet to engage in the changes required at every level of schooling to serve all 

students as their linguistic and cultural selves. The narrative shifts implemented, such as 

seeing schools as multilingual and promoting language conscious teaching (Finnish National 

Agency for Education, 2016, 2017a), are steps towards the right direction but need to be 

brought more determinedly to the level of practice. There is a dire need to move mother 

tongue education from its additional role to an integral part of the national core curriculum, 

with heritage language classes organized in a nearby school and during the school day. All 

language subjects and language-related support should be given similar frames as other 

education, with determined and clear aims and contents without losing the level of 

autonomy Finnish schools and teachers are known for. Critical inquiries into monolingualism 

and monoculturalism need to be extended to teacher training and recruitment. Future and 

present teachers must be provided with knowledge in general of the social nature of 

language, identities and belonging and in particular students of migrant parentage. They also 

need tools to identify and change language-related hierarchies to prevent the 

marginalization and disempowerment of particular student groups. During my time at 

Finnish schools in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, I met very little teachers other than those 

from the majority population. Thus, the staff represented poorly the population at large, 

considering that in the capital, 16% of the residents are foreign-born, for instance (City of 

Helsinki, 2019b). Literature also shows that teachers with multilingual and migrant 

backgrounds can relate better to students of migrant parentage, possessing an 

understanding of the teaching methods and learning styles suitable for them (Tran, 2015). 

Thus, schools must mirror their multilingual and multicultural student body not just through 

changes in curriculum and operations but also by looking and sounding like them. 

Jim Cummins (2001) argues that societies as a whole would benefit from appreciating the 

linguistic and cultural resources multilingual learners bring to their classrooms. Schools and 

teachers should consider what they can learn from these students, instead of concentrating 

only on what can be taught to them. Along being made to feel accepted and supported, the 
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knowledge they hold should be valued. Moreover, multilingual and inclusive practices would 

benefit all students, not just those marginalized, as students from the majority population 

would also become part of these diverse linguistic and cultural resources. When Finnish 

basic education rejects the prejudice and discrimination of its own processes, it also better 

equips children and youth to question such phenomena as adults (Cummins, 2001). 

Rounding back to Chapter 2.1, I argue that one of the first steps towards this transformation 

is overcoming the historical amnesia present in the national narrative. Portraying the Finnish 

population as a linguistic, cultural and ethnic unity is a myth that has never been an accurate 

description of the people residing in the area known as Finland (Kurki, 2018; Leinonen, 2012; 

Tervonen, 2014). As Miika Tervonen (2014) points out, it is a rather modern construction, a 

narrative launched at the end of the nineteenth century. In 1876, Finland was still presented 

very differently, as the poet Zacharias Topelius described it as a nation of people of different 

languages (Tervonen, 2014), writing also: These people have grown together, as many trees 

make a great forest. Pines, spruces and birches are different species of trees, but together 

they are a forest (Topelius, 1876/2018). 
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8 Conclusion 

In this research, I examined the perceptions of students of migrant parentage about their 

language identities and belonging in the context of Finnish basic education. The data was 

collected from nine individual in-depth interviews carried out at a lower secondary school in 

Helsinki, Finland. From the participants’ perceptions, I interpreted how their language 

identities existed in a relationship with their sense of belonging, particularly whether they 

were understood, accepted and appreciated as their linguistic selves by the educational 

environment. To best of my knowledge, this specific focus has not been explored in detail by 

prior studies. I drew on the theoretical lenses of intersectionality and critical 

multiculturalism as well as relevant literature from disciplines such as social, linguistic and 

educational sciences, to gain a comprehensive understanding of my research focus. My 

analysis was built on the premise that our language identities and belonging are shaped by 

the intersections of our social divisions, constrained by the existing hierarchies and power 

relations of the wider socio-political context. The participants of this research represented a 

diversity of backgrounds and linguistic repertoires, totalling up to 15 languages, and 

expressed fluid, multiple and dynamic language identities. The various ways they perceived 

languages and themselves as language speakers were impacted by their social divisions and 

interactions, including their relationships with teachers and peers. Their accounts on 

language use and means of support at school revealed language-related hierarchies and 

contested belonging at the linguistic level. Some language identities were challenged due to 

such social divisions as race, and heritage languages were not as valued as the one of 

instruction. These attitudes and practices positioned languages and language speakers 

differently, marginalizing those linguistic repertoires and competence that were considered 

different from the standard. Thus, the relationship between their language identities and 

belonging was two-fold. First, the participants were the multilingual ‘others’ amid the 

monolingual landscape of the school, leading to contested belonging. Second, they resisted 

the monolingual ideology through different linguistic strategies, generating multilingual 

solidarity and a sense of belonging. My thesis indicates that Finnish basic education must 

hold off from external definitions of students’ language identities and engage in critical 

inquiries into its discriminative processes that maintain and produce the marginalization of 

particular students. It added to the investigation of social justice and multilingual learners at 

Finnish schools and classrooms, a relevant topic to any future research. 
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 As I took on this thesis through the framework of narrative inquiry, I strived to validate 

the knowledge of the participants, while recognising the limitations of any research: my 

subjectivity is a garment which I simply cannot remove (Peshkin, 1988). As “no one leaves a 

narrative inquiry unchanged” (Clandinin et al., 2016, p. 213), this experience changed me 

profoundly and made me reflect on my identities as a multilingual and migrant and the 

position of privilege through which I construct and negotiate them both. I became more 

aware of language-related hierarchies present in beliefs and behaviour, not just those of 

society but also my own, acknowledging that they are sometimes based on false 

assumptions. I gained valuable knowledge of the schooling experiences of students of 

migrant parentage, an area of research I want to engage in going forward. 
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Appendix A: Interview guide 

FIRST 

• Provide food and drink 

 

BRIEFING 

Introduce: 

• Researcher 

• Research (purpose and focus) 

• Confidentiality and anonymity 

• Right to skip questions and withdraw from the research 

• Audio-recording and note-taking 

• Destroying the material 

 

(Warm-up questions) 

Tell me about your background. (migrant background) 

Where were you born?  

(Where have you lived before Finland?) 

(From where / which country did you move to Finland?) 

(Tell me about your first impression or first experience about Finland.) 

 

Tell me about your school experience. (in-school context, possible questions) 

How many years have you gone to school in Finland? Starting from which grade? 

Tell me about your first impression or first experience about school (in Finland). 

Which are your favourite subjects? Which are your least favourite subjects? 

What has been easy and what has been difficult in school in Finland? 

 

Tell me about your free time, friends and family. (out-of-school context, possible 

questions) 

How do you usually spend your free time? What kind of hobbies do you have? 

Do you have the same friends in school and outside school? 



 

 

 

113 

 

 

How is your family like? Who belongs to your family? 

 

(languages spoken, possible questions)  

Tell me about the different languages you use in your everyday life. 

What languages do you speak? 

With whom (and where) do you speak Finnish ...language A ...language B? (etc.) (e.g. 

school, free time, hobbies, friends and home) 

(Do you speak the same language with all your friends?) Which different languages do 

you speak with different friends?  

(Do you speak the same language with all your family members?) Which different 

languages do you speak with different family members?  

 

(language learning, possible questions)  

Tell me about your experiences of language learning. 

Where have you learned Finnish ...language A ...language B? (etc.) (e.g. school, free time, 

hobbies, friends, home and media) 

What is easy and what is difficult in Finnish …language A …language B? (etc.) 

 

(language identity – proficiency, possible questions)  

How would you describe your language skills?  

How well do you speak, read and write Finnish? 

How well do you speak, read and write language A?  

How well do you speak, read and write language B? (etc.) 

 

(language identity – frequency, possible questions) 

Which language do you use the most in school?  

Which language do you use the most outside school (free time, hobbies, friends, home)? 

Which language do you use the most daily? 

 

(language identity – closeness, possible questions)  
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Do you feel that one of the languages is closer to you than the others? Which language? 

Why?  

Which language is the easiest for you to express your thoughts? Which language is the 

easiest for you to express your feelings?  

 

(language and belonging, possible questions)  

Have you been in a situation where others think you don’t know Finnish? For example, in 

a situation where others speak loudly or pronounce words slowly to you because they 

think you don’t understand. Could you give me an example? How did it make you feel? 

Do you have similar experiences with language A …language B? 

 

(language and belonging, possible questions)  

Tell me about a situation where you felt proud (you felt good) when you used Finnish. 

Tell me about a situation where you felt frustrated when you used Finnish.  

Have you had similar experiences with language A ...language B? 

Are you satisfied with (or proud of) your language skills? 

 

(language support in school, possible questions)  

Tell me about your experience with preparatory (reception) class. (good and bad)  

Tell me about your experience with Finnish as a second language class. (good and bad)  

Tell me about your experience with Finnish as a first language class. (good and bad)  

Tell me about your experience with heritage language classes. (good and bad) (and/or) 

 

(language identity - language and belonging, possible questions)  

What makes somebody a Finnish-speaker?  

Is everybody who speaks Finnish a Finnish-speaker? Why? 

Are you a Finnish-speaker? Why? 

(Are you Finnish? Why?) 

 

(language identity - role of languages – present, possible questions)  
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How important is being a [participant’s closest language]-speaker for you? For what do 

you need [participant’s closest language] in your everyday life? Do you have enough 

opportunities to use [participant’s closest language]? 

How important is [Finnish/language B] for you? For what do you need them in your 

everyday life? 

 

(language identity - role of languages – future, possible questions)  

What plans do you have for your future? 

For what will you need [participant’s closest language] in your future? For what will you 

need [Finnish/language A/language B] in your future? 

Would you like your language skills to be different in the future? 

 

Closing: 

• Is there anything else you would like to say or ask before we finish the interview? 

• Is it ok for me to contact you later, if I have more questions? 

• Why did you choose English as the interview language?  

• Would you like to choose the pseudonym that will be used of you in the research?  

 

Thank the participants for the interview and their valuable time. 
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Appendix B: Personal information sheet 

Student code: #O- _____________________________________________________ 

Date:________________________________________________________________ 

Personal information 

Year of birth (yyyy):  

Country of birth:  

Year you moved to Finland (if 

country of birth other than 

Finland): 

 

Languages you speak: 

 

 

 

 

Did you take part in 

preparatory education? 

 

Do you take part in Finnish as a 

second language education? 

 

Do you take part in heritage 

language classes? 

 

 

Parent’s/parents’ information 

Parent 1 country of birth:  

Parent 1 language:  

Parent 2 country of birth:  

Parent 2 language:  
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Appendix C: Consent form for students (English) 

Information Sheet and Consent Form (student)                           Student code: #S- 

My name is Liina-Maria Nevalainen and I am a master’s student at the University of Iceland. I 

am doing research on Finnish schools and students with immigrant backgrounds (students 

whose both parents were born abroad). I am looking for grade 9 students who want to 

voluntarily participate in a 45-minute individual interview. 

 

Before you decide on whether you want to participate in the research, please read the following 

information carefully. If you have any questions, contact me via email (lkn1@hi.is) or phone 

(+358-50-355-6939 and/or +354-768-8044). 

 

What is the purpose of this research? In my research, I want to learn about different 

languages you use in your daily life. I want to learn what you yourself think about your language 

skills and the different languages you use, specifically, when you are in school and outside 

school. 

 

How were you selected for the research? You were selected for the research, because you 

are on grade 9 and your both parents were born abroad. I got your contact information from 

your school. Your principal has approved the research. I will interview 8-10 students. 

 

What am I asking you to do? I am asking you to participate in an individual interview (in 
Finnish or English) that will take around 45 minutes. The interview will take place in your 
school, but it will be confidential between you and me. I will audio-record the interview and take 
notes. 
 
I will ask you questions related to the different languages you use in your daily life. During the 
interview, you can skip questions, if they make you uncomfortable. At any point, you can stop 
the interview.  
 
Before the interview will take place, I will ask you to fill in a short personal information sheet. 
In the form, you will have to write down, for example, your year of birth, country of birth, 
languages spoken and mother tongue education received. In addition, questions about your 
parents’ country of birth and first language/mother tongue will be asked. 
 
Do you have to participate in the research? You do not have to participate in the research. 
You can say “no” now or at any point during the research. No one will be upset, if you decide 
not to participate. It will not have any effect on your grades or relationships in school. You can 
also change your mind later and stop participating in the research by contacting me via email 
(lkn1@hi.is) or phone (+358-50-355-6939 and/or +354-768-8044). 
 
Does your parent/legal guardian have to give a permission? In addition to your agreement 

to participate in the research, your parent/legal guardian must give permission. He/she can 

say “no” now or at any point during the research. Your parent/legal guardian can also change 

his/her mind later and stop your participation in the research by contacting me via email 

(lkn1@hi.is) or phone (+358-50-355-6939 and/or +354-768-8044). 
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Will participating in the research harm or benefit you? Your will miss around 45 minutes 
of class time. I do not expect that there is any other harm related to your participation in the 
research. You can withdraw from the research, if your participation feels harmful or 
uncomfortable. 
 
There are no direct benefits for you for participating in the research. It will hopefully help me 
learn more about what students with immigrant backgrounds think of the different languages 
they use in their everyday lives.  
 

What will I do with the information about you? I will audio-record, transcribe and analyze 

the interview. I will keep your personal information and answers private. I will use a pseudonym 

(fictitious name) so that you cannot be identified. I will also make sure that you cannot be 

identified from any other information in the research. The research will not mention your 

school’s name. 

 

I will keep all information and audio-recordings I collect about you password protected and only 

I will have access to them. I will not share them with outsiders. The research will last until May 

2020 after which the research findings will be published in my master’s thesis. All information 

and audio-recordings will be deleted after the publication of my master’s thesis. If you want to 

stop participating in the research, I will immediately delete your personal information and any 

answers you have possibly already given.  

 

More information: 

Researcher: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

Email: lkn1@hi.is 

Phone number: +358-50-355-6939 (Finland) and/or + 354-768-8044 (Iceland) 

 

Master’s thesis supervisor: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

Email: brynhall@hi.is 

Phone number: +354-525-5326 (Iceland) 

 

Consent for participating in the research: 

 

By signing this form, I agree to participate in the research described above. I agree that I will 

be interviewed, the interview will be recorded and the information I give will be used for the 

purposes of this research. 

 

I want to do the interview:    in English   in Finnish      

 

Date and place:  

 

Name of the participant:  

 

Signature of the participant:  

 
Name of the researcher: 

  
Signature of the researcher:  

(You will receive a copy of this form) 
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Appendix D: Consent form for students (Finnish) 

Tiedote ja suostumuslomake (oppilas)                                         Student code: #S- 

Nimeni on Liina-Maria Nevalainen ja olen maisteriopiskelija Islannin yliopistossa. Teen 

tutkimusta suomalaisista kouluista ja oppilaista, joilla on maahanmuuttajatausta (oppilaat, 

joiden molemmat vanhemmat ovat syntyneet ulkomailla). Etsin 9. luokan oppilaita, jotka 

haluavat vapaaehtoisesti osallistua 45 minuuttia kestävään henkilökohtaiseen haastatteluun. 

 

Ennen kuin päätät tutkimukseen osallistumisesta, lue seuraavat tiedot huolellisesti. Jos sinulla 

on kysyttävää, ota minuun yhteyttä joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai puhelimitse (+358-50-

355-6939 ja/tai +354-768-8044). 

 

Mikä on tämän tutkimuksen tarkoitus? Tutkimuksessani haluan ymmärtää, mitä sinä 

ajattelet eri kielistä, joita käytät jokapäiväisessä elämässäsi. Haluan ymmärtää, mitä sinä itse 

ajattelet kielitaidostasi ja käyttämistäsi eri kielistä, erityisesti, kun olet koulussa ja koulun 

ulkopuolella. 

 

Miksi ja miten sinut on valittu tutkimukseen? Sinut on valittu tutkimukseen, koska olet 9. 

luokalla ja molemmat vanhempasi ovat syntyneet ulkomailla. Sain yhteystietosi koulusi kautta. 

Rehtorisi on hyväksynyt tutkimuksen teon. Tulen haastattelemaan 8-10 oppilasta. 

 

Mitä pyydän sinua tekemään? Haluaisin sinun osallistuvan henkilökohtaiseen haastatteluun 

(joko suomeksi tai englanniksi), joka kestää noin 45 minuuttia. Teemme haastattelun koulussa, 

mutta se on luottamuksellinen sinun ja minun välillä. Äänitän haastattelun ja teen 

muistiinpanoja. 

 

Esitän sinulle kysymyksiä, jotka liittyvät eri kieliin, joita käytät jokapäiväisessä elämässäsi. 

Haastattelun aikana voit olla vastaamatta kysymyksiin, jos ne tekevät olosi epämukavaksi. Voit 

milloin tahansa keskeyttää haastattelun.  

 

Ennen haastattelua, pyydän sinua täyttämään lyhyen henkilötietolomakkeen. Lomakkeessa 

sinun tulee kertoa mm. syntymävuotesi, syntymämaasi, puhumasi kielet ja saamasi äidinkielen 

opetus. Lisäksi lomakkeessa kysytään vanhempiesi syntymämaa ja ensimmäinen 

kieli/äidinkieli.  

 
Onko sinun osallistuttava tutkimukseen? Sinun ei tarvitse osallistua tutkimukseen. Voit 
sanoa "ei" nyt tai milloin tahansa tutkimuksen aikana. Kukaan ei tule olemaan sinuun pettynyt, 
jos päätät olla osallistumatta. Se ei vaikuta arvosanoihisi tai suhteisiisi koulussa. Voit myös 
muuttaa mielesi myöhemmin ja keskeyttää osallistumisesi tutkimukseen ilmoittamalla minulle 
joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai puhelimitse (+358-50-355-6939 ja/tai +354-768-8044). 
 

Onko vanhempasi/huoltajasi annettava lupa? Sinun suostumuksesi lisäksi vanhempasi/ 
huoltajasi on myös annettava lupa. Hän voi sanoa "ei" nyt tai milloin tahansa tutkimuksen 
aikana. Vanhempasi/huoltajasi voi myös muuttaa mielensä myöhemmin ja keskeyttää 
osallistumisesi tutkimukseen ilmoittamalla minulle joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai 
puhelimitse (+358-50-355-6939 ja/tai +354-768-8044). 
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Onko tutkimukseen osallistumisesta sinulle haittaa tai hyötyä? Sinulta jää välistä noin 45 

minuuttia opetusta. En odota, että tutkimukseen osallistumiseen liittyy muita haittoja. Voit 

vetäytyä tutkimuksesta, jos osallistuminen tuntuu vahingolliselta tai epämukavalta,  

 

Sinulle ei ole suoraa hyötyä tutkimukseen osallistumisesta. Tutkimus toivottavasti auttaa 

minua ymmärtämään, mitä oppilaat, joilla on maahanmuuttajatausta, ajattelevat eri kielistä, 

joita he käyttävät jokapäiväisessä elämässään. 

 

Mitä teen sinusta keräämälläni tiedolla? Äänitän haastattelun, kirjoitan sen puhtaaksi ja 

analysoin sen. Pidän henkilökohtaiset tietosi ja vastauksesi yksityisenä. Käytän sinusta 

pseudonyymiä (kuvitteellista nimeä), jotta sinua ei voi tunnistaa vastauksistasi. Pidän myös 

huolta, ettei sinua voi tunnistaa muista tutkimuksen tiedoista. Tutkimuksessa ei mainita koulusi 

nimeä. 

 

Pidän kaikki tiedot ja äänitteet, jotka olen kerännyt sinusta, suojattuna salasanalla ja vain 

minulla on niihin pääsy. Tutkimus kestää toukokuuhun 2020, jonka jälkeen tutkimuslöydökset 

julkaistaan maisterintutkielmassani. Kaikki tiedot ja äänitteet tuhotaan sen jälkeen kun 

maisterintutkielmani on julkaistu. Jos haluat keskeyttää osallistumisesi tutkimukseen, tuhoan 

välittömästi tietosi ja vastauksesi, jotka olet mahdollisesti jo antanut. 

 

Lisätietoja: 

Tutkija: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

Sähköposti: lkn1@hi.is 

Puhelinnumero: +358-50-355-6939 (Suomi) ja/tai + 354-768-8044 (Islanti) 

 

Maisteritutkielman ohjaaja: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

Sähköposti: brynhall@hi.is 

Puhelinnumero: +354-525-5326 (Islanti) 

 

Suostumus tutkimukseen osallistumisesta: 

 

Allekirjoittamalla tämän lomakkeen, suostun osallistua edellä kuvattuun tutkimukseen. 

Suostun siihen, että minua haastatellaan, haastattelu äänitetään ja antamiani tietoja 

käytetään kyseisen tutkimuksen tarpeisiin. 

 

Haluan tehdä haastattelun:    suomeksi   englanniksi      

 

Päivämäärä ja paikka:  

 

Osallistujan nimi:  

 

Osallistujan allekirjoitus:  

 

Tutkijan nimi: 

 

Tutkijan allekirjoitus: 

(Saat kopion tästä lomakkeesta) 
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Appendix E: Consent form for parents (Arabic) 
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Appendix F: Consent form for parents (English) 

Information Sheet and Consent Form (parent)                               Parent code: #P- 

My name is Liina-Maria Nevalainen and I am a master’s student at the University of Iceland. I 

am doing research on students with immigrant backgrounds in Finnish schools, whose parents 

were born abroad. I am looking for grade 9 students who want to voluntarily participate in a 

45-minute individual interview. 

 

Before you decide on whether you want to let your child participate in my research, please 

read the following information carefully. If you have any questions, contact me via email 

(lkn1@hi.is) or phone (+358-50-355-6939 and/or +354-768-8044). 

 

What is the purpose of this research? In my research, I want to learn about different 

languages students with immigrant backgrounds use in their daily lives. I want to learn what 

the students themselves think about their language skills and the different languages they use, 

specifically, when they are in school and outside school. 

 

How was your child selected for the research? Your child was selected, because he/she is 

on grade 9 and his/her both parents were born abroad. I got your contact information from the 

school. The principal has approved the research. I will interview 8-10 students. 

 

What am I asking your child to do? I am asking your child to participate in an individual 
interview (either in Finnish or English) that will take around 45 minutes. The interview will take 
place at the school, but it will be confidential between your child and me. I will audio-record the 
interview and take notes. 
 
I will ask your child questions related to the different languages he/she uses in his/her daily 
life. During the interview, your child can skip questions, if they make him/her uncomfortable. 
At any point, your child can stop the interview.  
 
Before the interview will take place, I will ask your child to fill in a personal information sheet. 
Your child will have to write down, for example, his/her year of birth, date of birth, country of 
birth, languages spoken and mother tongue education received. In addition, questions about 
the child’s parents’ country of birth and first language/mother tongue will be asked. 
 
Do you have to let your child participate in the research? You do not have to let your child 
participate in the research. You can say “no” now or at any point during the research. No one 
will be upset, if you decide not to let your child participate. It will not have any effect on his/her 
grades or relationships in school. You can also change your mind later and stop your child’s 
participation by contacting me via email (lkn1@hi.is) or phone (+358-50-355-6939 and/or 
+354-768-8044). 
 
Does your child have to agree to participate in the research? In addition to your 

permission, your child must agree to participate in the research. He/she can say “no” now or 

at any point during the research. Your child can also change his/her mind later and stop his/her 

participation by contacting me via email (lkn1@hi.is) or phone (+358-50-355-6939 and/or 

+354-768-8044). 
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Will participating in the research harm or benefit your child? Your child will miss around 
45 minutes of class time. I do not expect that there is other harm related to your child’s 
participation in the research. Your child can withdraw from the research, if his/her participation 
feels harmful or uncomfortable. 
 
There are no direct benefits for your child for participating in the research. It will hopefully help 
me learn more about what students with immigrant backgrounds think of the different 
languages they use in their daily lives.  
 

What will I do with the information about your child? I will audio-record, transcribe and 

analyze the interview. I will keep your child’s personal information and answers private. I will 

use a pseudonym (fictitious name) so that your child cannot be identified. I will also make sure 

that your child cannot be identified from any other information in the research. The research 

will not mention the school’s name. 

 

I will keep all information and audio-recordings I collect about your child password protected 

and only I will have access to them. The research will last until May 2020 after which the 

research findings will be published in my master’s thesis. All information and audio-recordings 

will be deleted after the publication of my master’s thesis. If you want to stop your child’s 

participation in the research, I will immediately delete his/her personal information and any 

answers he/she has possibly already given.  

 

More information: 

Researcher: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

Email: lkn1@hi.is 

Phone number: +358-50-355-6939 (Finland) and/or + 354-768-8044 (Iceland) 

 

Master’s thesis supervisor: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

Email: brynhall@hi.is 

Phone number: +354-525-5326 (Iceland) 

 

Consent for participating in the research: 

 

By signing this form, I agree to let my child participate in the research described above. I agree 

that my child will be interviewed, the interview will be recorded and the information my child 

gives will be used for the purposes of this research. 

 

Date and place:  

 

Name of the participant (student):  

 

Name of the parent/legal guardian:  

 

Signature of the parent/legal guardian: 

  
Name of the researcher:  

 
Signature of the researcher: 

(You will receive a copy of this form)  
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Appendix G: Consent form for parents (Estonian) 

Infoleht ja nõusolekuvorm lapsevanemale                                     Parent code: #P- 

Minu nimi on Liina-Maria Nevalainen. Olen magistrant Islandi Ülikoolis (Háskóli Íslands) ning 

viin Soome koolides läbi uurimistööd õpilaste kohta, kelle vanemad on sündinud välismaal. 

Uuringu läbiviimiseks otsin vabatahtlikke 9. klassi õpilasi, kellega teha 45 minuti pikkuseid 

individuaalseid intervjuusid.  

 

Palun lugege hoolikalt järgnevat informatsiooni enne, kui nõustute, et Teie laps osaleb 

käesolevas uuringus. Küsimuste korral pöörduge minu poole e-posti (lkn1@hi.is) või telefoni 

(+358-50-355-6939 ja/või +354-768-8044) teel.  

 

Mis on uuringu eesmärk? Soovin uurida erinevaid keeli, mida välismaiste juurtega õpilased 

igapäevaselt kasutavad. Oma magistritöös uurin, mida õpilased arvavad oma keeleoskustest 

ja erinevatest keeltest, mida kasutavad nii koolis kui ka väljaspool seda.  

 

Miks Teie laps sobib uuringusse? Teie laps osutus valituks seetõttu, et ta õpib 9. klassis 

ning mõlemad tema vanemad on sündinud välismaal. Teie kontaktinfo sain kooli kaudu. Kooli 

direktor on andnud nõusoleku uuringu läbiviimiseks. Kokku intervjueerin 8-10 õpilast.  

 

Mida oodatakse Teie lapselt? Palun Teie lapsel osaleda individuaalsel intervjuul, kestusega 

umbes 45 minutit, mis viiakse läbi soome või inglise keeles. Intervjuu viiakse läbi koolis, kuid 

selle sisu on konfidentsiaalne. Intervjuust tehakse helisalvestis ning tehakse ka märkmeid 

intervjuu ajal.  

 

Küsin õpilastelt küsimusi erinevate keelte kohta, mida nad kasutavad oma igapäevaelus. 

Intervjuu käigus võib õpilane küsimustele mitte vastata, kui need tekitavad temas 

ebamugavust, või intervjuu katkestada.  

 

Enne intervjuu algust palun Teie lapsel täita ka lühiküsimustiku isikliku info kohta. Näiteks 

palun tal kirjutada oma sünniaasta, -kuupäeva ja -riigi, milliseid keeli ta räägib ja kui palju ta 

on oma emakeelt õppinud. Lisaks küsin ka lapsevanemate sünniriigi ja emakeele kohta.  

 

Kas olete kohustatud lubama oma lapsel uuringus osaleda? Te ei ole kohustatud lubama 
oma lapsel osaleda käesolevas uuringus. Võite keelduda nüüd või uuringu käigus. Teie otsus 
ei mõjuta Teie lapse hindeid ega suhteid kooliga. Kui soovite uuringu käigus, et Teie laps enam 
ei osaleks uuringus, siis võtke minuga ühendust e-posti või telefoni teel (lkn1@hi.is; +358-50-
355-6939 ja/või +354-768-8044). 
 
Kas Teie laps peab nõustuma uuringus osalema? Lisaks Teie nõusolekule peab ka Teie 
laps nõustuma uuringus osalema. Ta võib samuti keelduda osalemisest praegu või uuringu 
käigus. Kui Teie laps soovib uuringu käigus uuringus osalemise katkestada, siis võib ta võtta 
minuga ühendust e-posti või telefoni teel (lkn1@hi.is; +358-50-355-6939 ja/või +354-768-
8044). 
 
Kas uuringus osalemine on Teie lapsele kahjulik või kasulik? Uuringus osaledes puudub 

Teie laps 45 minutit koolitunnist. Teie lapse osalemisest ei tohiks tuleneda muud kahju. Teie 
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laps võib uuringu käigus osalemisest keelduda, kui osalemine tekitab ebameeldiva tunde või 

põhjustab ebamugavust.  

 

Uuringus osalemine ei too Teie lapsele otsest kasu. Loodetavasti aitab see minul paremini 

mõista, mida arvavad välismaiste juurtega õpilased erinevatest keeltest, mida igapäevaselt 

kasutavad.  

 

Mida tehakse uuringu käigus Teie lapse kohta kogutud andmetega? Intervjuud 

lindistatakse, transkribeeritakse ja analüüsitakse. Teie lapse isikuandmed ja vastused on 

konfidentsiaalsed. Kasutan pseudonüüme (välja mõeldud nimesid) selleks, et Teie last poleks 

võimalik tuvastada. Tagan ka selle, et Teie last poleks võimalik tuvastada uuringu muudest 

andmetest. Uuringus ei mainita kooli nime.  

 

Kogutud andmestik ja intervjuude helisalvestised on salasõnaga kaitstud ning ainult minul on 

neile ligipääs. Uuring kestab 2020. aasta maini, mille järel avaldan uuringu tulemused 

magistritööna. Kogutud andmestik ja intervjuude helisalvestised kustutatakse pärast 

magistritöö avaldamist. Kui soovite, et Teie laps ei osaleks uuringus, kustutan koheselt tema 

isikuandmed ja tolle hetkeni antud vastused oma andmebaasist.  

 

Lisainfo: 

Uuringu läbiviija: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

E-post: lkn1@hi.is 

Telefon: +358-50-355-6939 (Soome) ja/või + 354-768-8044 (Island) 

 

Magistritöö juhendaja: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

E-post: brynhall@hi.is 

Telefon: +354-525-5326 (Island) 

 

Nõusolek uuringus osalemiseks: 

 

Allkirjastades käesoleva nõusolekuvormi annan loa, et mu laps osaleb ülal kirjeldatud 

uuringus. Olen nõus, et mu last intervjueeritakse, et tema intervjuu lindistatakse ja et lapse 

antud informatsiooni kasutatakse ainult ülal kirjeldatud uuringu tarbeks.  

 

Kuupäev ja koht:  

 

Osaleja nimi (õpilane):  

 

Lapsevanema/eestkostja nimi:  

 

Lapsevanema/eestkostja allkiri: 

  
Uurija nimi:  

 
Uurija allkiri: 

(Teile saadetakse nõusolekuvormi koopia.)  
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Appendix H: Consent form for parents (Finnish) 

Tiedote ja suostumuslomake (vanhempi/huoltaja)                        Parent code: #P- 

Nimeni on Liina-Maria Nevalainen ja olen maisteriopiskelija Islannin yliopistossa. Teen 

tutkimusta suomalaisista kouluista ja oppilaista, joilla on maahanmuuttajatausta (oppilaat, 

joiden molemmat vanhemmat ovat syntyneet ulkomailla). Etsin 9. luokan oppilaita, jotka 

haluavat vapaaehtoisesti osallistua 45 minuuttia kestävään henkilökohtaiseen haastatteluun. 

 

Ennen kuin päätät, annatko lapsesi osallistua tutkimukseen, lue seuraavat tiedot huolellisesti. 

Jos sinulla on kysyttävää, ota minuun yhteyttä joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai puhelimitse 

(+358-50-355-6939 ja/tai +354-768-8044). 

 

Mikä on tämän tutkimuksen tarkoitus? Tutkimuksessani haluan ymmärtää, mitä oppilaat, 

joilla on maahanmuuttajatausta, ajattelevat eri kielistä, joita he käyttävät jokapäiväisessä 

elämässään. Haluan ymmärtää, mitä oppilaat itse ajattelevat kielitaidostaan ja käyttämistään 

eri kielistä, erityisesti, kun he ovat koulussa ja koulun ulkopuolella. 

 

Miksi ja miten lapsesi valittiin tutkimukseen? Lapsesi valittiin tutkimukseen, koska hän on 

9. luokalla ja hänen molemmat vanhemmat ovat syntyneet ulkomailla. Sain yhteystietosi 

koulun kautta. Rehtori on hyväksynyt tutkimuksen. Tulen haastattelemaan 8-10 oppilasta. 

 

Mitä pyydän lastasi tekemään? Haluaisin lapsesi osallistuvan henkilökohtaiseen 

haastatteluun (joko suomeksi tai englanniksi), joka kestää noin 45 minuuttia. Teemme 

haastattelun koulussa, mutta se on luottamuksellinen lapsesi ja minun välillä. Äänitän 

haastattelun ja teen muistiinpanoja. 

 

Esitän lapsellesi kysymyksiä, jotka liittyvät eri kieliin, joita hän käyttää jokapäiväisessä 

elämässään. Haastattelun aikana hän voi olla vastaamatta kysymyksiin, jos ne tekevät hänen 

olonsa epämukavaksi. Hän voi milloin tahansa keskeyttää haastattelun.  

 

Ennen haastattelua, pyydän lastasi täyttämään lyhyen henkilötietolomakkeen. Lomakkeessa 

hänen tulee kertoa mm. syntymävuotensa, syntymämaansa, puhumansa kielet ja saatu 

äidinkielen opetus. Lisäksi lomakkeessa kysytään hänen vanhempiensa syntymämaa ja 

ensimmäinen kieli/äidinkieli.  

 
Onko sinun annettava lapsesi osallistua tutkimukseen? Sinun ei tarvitse antaa lapsesi 
osallistua tutkimukseen. Voit sanoa "ei" nyt tai milloin tahansa tutkimuksen aikana. Kukaan ei 
ole pettynyt, jos päätät, ettei lapsesi osallistu tutkimukseen. Se ei vaikuta hänen 
arvosanoihinsa tai suhteisiinsa koulussa. Voit myös muuttaa mielesi myöhemmin ja keskeyttää 
lapsesi osallistumisen ilmoittamalla minulle joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai puhelimitse 
(+358-50-355-6939 ja/tai +354-768-8044). 
 

Onko sinun lapsesi suostuttava osallistua tutkimukseen? Sinun lupasi lisäksi lapsesi on 
suostuttava osallistua tutkimukseen. Hän voi sanoa "ei" nyt tai milloin tahansa tutkimuksen 
aikana. Lapsesi voi myös muuttaa mielensä myöhemmin ja keskeyttää osallistumisensa 
ilmoittamalla minulle joko sähköpostitse (lkn1@hi.is) tai puhelimitse (+358-50-355-6939 ja/tai 
+354-768-8044). 
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Onko tutkimukseen osallistumisesta lapsellesi haittaa tai hyötyä? Lapseltasi jää välistä 

noin 45 minuuttia opetusta. En odota, että tutkimukseen osallistumiseen liittyy muita haittoja. 

Lapsesi voi vetäytyä tutkimuksesta, jos osallistuminen tuntuu vahingolliselta tai epämukavalta. 

 

Lapsellesi ei ole suoraa hyötyä tutkimukseen osallistumisesta. Tutkimus toivottavasti auttaa 

minua ymmärtämään, mitä oppilaat, joilla on maahanmuuttajatausta, ajattelevat eri kielistä, 

joita he käyttävät jokapäiväisessä elämässään. 

 

Mitä teen lapsestasi keräämilläni tiedoilla? Äänitän haastattelun, kirjoitan sen puhtaaksi ja 

analysoin sen. Pidän lapsesi henkilökohtaiset tiedot ja vastaukset yksityisinä. Käytän 

lapsestasi pseudonyymiä (kuvitteellista nimeä), jotta häntä ei voi tunnistaa vastauksista. Pidän 

myös huolta, ettei häntä voi tunnistaa muista tutkimuksen tiedoista. Tutkimuksessa ei mainita 

koulun nimeä. 

 

Pidän kaikki tiedot ja äänitteet, jotka olen kerännyt lapsestasi, suojattuna salasanalla, ja vain 

minulla on niihin pääsy. Tutkimus kestää toukokuuhun 2020, jonka jälkeen tutkimuslöydökset 

julkaistaan maisterintutkielmassani. Kaikki tiedot ja äänitteet tuhotaan sen jälkeen kun 

maisterintutkielmani on julkaistu. Jos haluat keskeyttää lapsesi osallistumisen tutkimukseen, 

tuhoan välittömästi hänen tietonsa ja vastauksensa, jotka hän on mahdollisesti jo antanut. 

 

Lisätietoja: 

Tutkija: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

Sähköposti: lkn1@hi.is 

Puhelinnumero: +358-50-355-6939 (Suomi) ja/tai + 354-768-8044 (Islanti) 

 

Maisteritutkielman ohjaaja: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

Sähköposti: brynhall@hi.is 

Puhelinnumero: +354-525-5326 (Islanti) 

 

Suostumus tutkimukseen osallistumisesta: 

 

Allekirjoittamalla tämän lomakkeen, annan lapseni osallistua edellä kuvattuun tutkimukseen. 

Suostun siihen, että lastani haastatellaan, haastattelu äänitetään ja lapseni antamiani tietoja 

käytetään edellä kuvatun tutkimuksen tarpeisiin. 

 

Päivämäärä ja paikka:  

 

Tutkimukseen osallistuja (oppilaan) nimi:  

 

Vanhemman/huoltajan nimi: 

 

Vanhemman/huoltajan allekijoitus: 

 

Tutkijan nimi: 

 

Tutkijan allekirjoitus: 

(Saat kopion tästä lomakkeesta) 
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Appendix I: Consent form for parents (Russian) 

Информационный лист и форма                                          

согласия на участие в исследовании (родитель)                 Parent code: #P- 

Меня зовут Лийна-Мария Невалайнен и я учусь на магистра в университете Исландии. 

Я занимаюсь исследованием учеников иммигрантов в финских школах, чьи родители 

родились за границей. Я заинтересована в учениках 9-го класса, которые добровольно 

согласятся принять участие в 45-минутном индивидуальном собеседовании. 

 

Прежде чем вы решите, позволите ли вы вашему ребенку участвовать в моем 

исследовании, пожалуйста, внимательно прочитайте следующую информацию. Если у 

вас есть какие-либо вопросы, свяжитесь со мной по электронной почте (lkn1@hi.is) или 

по телефону (+ 358-50-355-6939 и / или + 354-768-8044). 

 

Какова цель этого исследования? В своем исследовании я хочу узнать о 

разнообразных языках, которые ученики из числа иммигрантов используют в своей 

повседневной жизни. Я хочу узнать, что сами ученики думают о своих языковых навыках, 

а также о других языках, которые они используют, в частности когда они находятся в 

школе и вне школы. 

 

Как ваш ребенок был выбран для исследования? Ваш ребенок был выбран, потому 

что он/она учится в 9 классе и оба его/ее родителя родились за границей. Школа 

предоставила мне вашу контактную информацию. Директор школы одобрил 

исследование. Я собираюсь взять интервью у 8-10 учеников. 

 

Что требуется от ребенка? Я прошу вашего ребенка принять участие в 

индивидуальном собеседовании (на финском или английском языке), которое займет 

около 45 минут. Собеседование будет проходить в школе, где будет соблюдена 

конфиденциальность между мной и вашим ребенком. Я сделаю аудиозапись и заметки 

интервью. 

 

Я буду задавать вашему ребенку вопросы, касающиеся различных языков, которые 

он/она использует в своей повседневной жизни. Во время собеседования ваш ребенок 

может пропустить вопросы, если ему/ей неудобно. Также, в любой момент ваш ребенок 

может прекратить собеседование.  

 

Перед началом собеседования я попрошу вашего ребенка заполнить листок с личной 

информацией. Например, ваш ребенок должен будет написать его/ее год рождения, 

дату рождения, страну рождения, разговорные языки и полученное образование на 

родном языке. Кроме того, будут заданы вопросы о родной стране родителей и родном 

языке ребенка. 

 

Обязаны ли вы разрешить своему ребенку участвовать в исследовании? Вы не 

обязаны предоставлять своего ребенка для участия в исследовании. Вы можете сразу 
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сказать «нет» или прекратить исследование в любой момент. Никто не расстроится, 

если вы не позволите вашему ребенку принять участие в интервью. Это не повлияет на 

его/ее оценки или отношение в школе. Позже, вы также можете изменить свое решение 

и прекратить участие вашего ребенка в исследовании, связавшись со мной по 

электронной почте (lkn1@hi.is) или по телефону (+ 358-50-355-6939 и/или + 354-768-

8044). 

 

Должен ли ваш ребенок согласиться участвовать в исследовании? Дополнительно 

к вашему разрешению, ваш ребенок должен дать согласие на участие в исследовании. 

Он/она может сказать «нет» сразу или в любой момент исследования. Ваш ребенок 

также может изменить свое решение впоследствии исследования и прекратить свое 

участие, связавшись со мной по электронной почте (lkn1@hi.is) или по телефону (+ 358-

50-355-6939 и/или + 354-768-8044). 

 

Может ли участие в исследовании навредить или принести пользу вашему 

ребенку? Ваш ребенок пропустит около 45 минут учебного времени. Другого вреда, 

связанного с участием вашего ребенка в исследовании я не предвижу. Ваш ребенок 

может отказаться от участия в исследовании, если его/ее участие может принести вред 

или неудобство.  

 

Ваш ребенок не получит прямых льгот за участие в исследовании. Надеюсь, 

исследование поможет мне больше узнать о том, что думают ученики родителей 

иммигрантов о разных языках, использующеюся в повседневной жизни.  

 

Что я буду делать с информацией о вашем ребенке? Я сделаю аудиозапись, 

перепишу и проанализирую интервью. Я сохраню конфиденциальность о личной 

информации и ответов вашего ребенка. Я буду использовать псевдоним (вымышленное 

имя), чтобы ваш ребенок не мог быть идентифицирован. Я также позабочусь о том, 

чтобы ваш ребенок не мог быть идентифицирован по какой-либо другой информации 

предоставленной в исследовании. В исследовании не будет упоминаться название 

школы. 

 

Всю информацию и аудиозаписи о вашем ребенке, которые будут собраны, я сохраню 

защищенном паролем, и только я буду иметь доступ к ним. Исследование продлится до 

мая 2020 года, после чего результаты исследования будут опубликованы в моей 

диссертации магистра. Вся информация и аудиозаписи будут удалены после 

публикации моей диссертации магистра. Если вы хотите прекратить участие вашего 

ребенка в исследовании, я немедленно удалю его/eе личную информацию и любые 

ответы, которые он/она, возможно, уже предоставили. 

 

Больше информации: 

Исследователь: Лийна-Мария К. Невалайнен  

Электронная почта: lkn1@hi.is 

Телефон: + 358-50-355-6939 (Финляндия) и/или + 354-768-8044 (Исландия) 

 

Руководитель диссертации: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 
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Электронная почта: brynhall@hi.is 

Телефон: + 354-525-5326 (Исландия) 

 

Согласие на участие в исследовании: 

Подписывая эту форму, я соглашаюсь разрешить моему ребенку участвовать в 

исследовании, описанном выше. Я согласен с тем, что мой ребенок будет опрошен, 

интервью будет записано, и информация, которую предоставит мой ребенок, будет 

использована исключительно для целей данного исследования. 

  

  

Время и место: 

 
Имя участника (студента): 

 
Имя родителя / законного опекуна: 

 
Подпись родителя / законного опекуна:   

 
Имя исследователя: 

 
Подпись исследователя: 

 
                                                                                         (Вы получите копию этой формы) 
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Appendix J: Consent form for parents (Somali) 

Wargelinta iyo foomka oggolaanshaha (waalidka/mas’uulka)      Parent code: #P- 

Magaceygu waa Liina-Maria Nevalainen waxaanna ahay ardayad Jaamacadda Iceland ka 

dhigata waxbarashada mastarka ama heerka labaad ee jaamacadda. Waxaan cilmi-baaris ka 

sameynayaa dugsiyada iyo ardayda Finland, kuwaas oo uu asalkoodu dalkan u soo guuray 

(ardayda ay labadooda waalid ku dhasheen dalka dibaddiisa). Waxaan raadinayaa arday ku 

jirta fasalka 9aad oo doonaya in ay si iskood ah uga qaybqaataan wareysi gaar ah oo 45 

daqiiqo soconaya. 

 

Kahor inta aadan go’aansan, oggolaanshaha ah in aad cunuggaada u oggolaato ka 

qaybqaadashada cilmi-baarista, fadlan si taxadir leh u akhri macluumaadyada soo socda. 

Haddii aad qabto wax su’aal ah, fadlan igula soo xiriir imaylkan (lkn1@hi.is) ama telefoonka 

(+358-50-355-6939 iyo/ama +354-768-8044).   

 

Waa maxay ujeedada laga leeyahay cilmi-baaristan? Cilmi-baaristaydan waxaan ku 

doonayaa in aan ku fahmo, fikradda ay ardayda asal ahaan ka soo jeeda dadka dalka u soo 

guuray ka qabaan luqadaha kala duwan ee ay maalin kasta ku isticmaalaan noloshooda. 

Waxaan doonayaa in aan fahmo, fikradda ay ka qabaan aqoontooda luqadeed iyo luqadaha 

kala duwan ee ay isticmaalaan, gaar ahaan marka ay joogaan dugsiga iyo weliba meelaha 

dugsiga ka baxsan. 

 

Sababtee iyo sidee cunugga loogu xushay cilmi-baaristan? Cunuggaada waxaa loo 

xushay cilmi-baaristan, sababtoo ah wuxuu ku jiraa fasalka 9aad labadiisa waalidna waxay ku 

dhashaan dalkan dibaddiisa. Dugsiga ayaan ka helay macluumaadka xiriirkaada. Maamulaha 

dugsigu cilmi-baarista wuu aqbalay. Waxaan wareysanayaa 8-10 arday.  

 

Maxaan cunuggaada ka codsanayaa in uu sameeyo? Waxaan rabi lahaa in uu cunuggaadu 

ka qeybqaato wareysiga shakhsiga ah (af finnish ama af ingiriis), kaas oo soconaya qiyaas 

ahaan 45 daqiiqo. Wareysiga waxaan ku sameynaynaa gudaha dugsiga, laakiin waa mid 

kalsooni leh oo anigu iyo cunuggaada uun nagu kooban. Wareysiga waan duubayaa waxaana 

sidoo kale ka sameynayaa xusuusqor.  

 

Waxaan cunuggaada weydiinayaa su’aalo, kuwaas oo la xiriira luqadaha kala duwan ee uu 

maalin kasta u istimcaalo nololmaalmeedkiisa. Inta uu wareysigu socdo wuu iska diidi karaa 

ka jawaabista su’aalaha uu arko in aysan isaga la fiicneyn. Wareysiga wuxuu iska joojin karaa 

markasta.    

 

Wareysiga kahor waxaan cunuggaada ka codsan doonaa in uu buuxiyo foomka 

macluumaadka shakhsiga oo gaaban. Foomka waa in uu ku sheegaa waxyaabaha ay kamidka 

yihiin sannadka uu dhashay, wadanka uu ku dhashay, luqadaha uu ku hadlo iyo 

waxbarashada afkiisa hooyo ee uu qaatay. Waxaa intaas dheer oo foomka lagu weydiinayaa 

wadanka ay waalidkiis ku dhasheen iyo afkiisa/afkiisa hooyo ee kowaad.  

 
Qasab miyeey kugu tahay in aad u oggolaato cunuggaada ka qeyqaadashada cilmi-
baarista?  Qasab kuguma ahan in aad cunuggaada u ogolaato in uu cilmi-baarista ka 
qeybqaato. Waxaad dhihi kartaa ”maya” hadda iyo wakhti kastaba inta ay cilmi-baaristu 
socoto. Cidna ma qalbijabayso, haddii aad go’aansato in uusan cunuggaadu cilmi-baarista ka 
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qeybqaadaneyn. Taasi saameyn kuma yeelanayso dhibciisa waxbarashada ama xiriirka uu 
dugsiga la leeyahay. Waxaad sidoo kale gadaal ka beddeli kartaa fikraddaada islamarkaasna 
joojin kartaa ka qeybqaadashada cunuggaada adigoo igu soo ogeysiinaya imaylkan 
(lkn1@hi.is) ama telefoonka (+358-50-355-6939 iyo/ama +354-768-8044).    
 

Qasab miyaa in uu cunuggaado ogolaado ka qeybqaadashada cilmi-baarista? 
Ruqsaddaada ka sokow cunuggaadu waa in uu ogolaadaa ka qeybqaadashada cilmi-baarista. 
Wuxuu dhihi karaa ”maya” hadda iyo wakhti kasta inta ay cilmi-baaristu socoto. Cunuggaadu 
wuxuu sidoo kale gadaal ka beddeli karaa fikraddiisa islamarkaasna joojin karaa ka 
qeybqaadashadiisa isagoo igu soo ogeysiinaya imaylkan (lkn1@hi.is) ama telefoonka (+358-
50-355-6939 iyo/ama +354-768-8044).     
 
Ka qeybqaadashada cilmbi-baaristu khasaare mise faa’iido ayeey cunuggaada u 

leedahay? Cunuggaadu wuxuu waxbarashada ka maqnaanayaa qiyaas ahaan 45 daqiiqo. 

Ma filaayo, in ka qeybqaadashada cilmi-baarista ay la xiriiraan khasaarooyin kale. 

Cunuggaadu dib ayuu uga laaban karaa cilmi-baarista, haddii ay ka qeybqaadashadu isaga 

ula muuqato mid waxyeelo ku ah ama aan la wanaagsaneyn.   

 

Cunuggaadu faa’iido toos ah kama helayo ka qeybqaadashada cilmi-baarista. Waxaan 

rajaynayaa in cilmi-baaristu ay iga caawiso in aan fahmo, fikradda ay ardayda asal ahaan ka 

soo jeeda dadka dalka u soo guuray ka qabaan luqadaha kala duwan ee ay maalin kasta ku 

isticmaalaan noloshooda. 

 

Maxaan ku sameynayaa macluumaadka aan cunuggaada ka uruuriyay? Wareysiga waan 

duubayaa, si nadiif ah ayaan u qorayaa kaddibna waan baarayaa. Si gaar ah ayaan u 

heynayaa macluumaadka shakhsiga ah iyo jawaabaha cunuggaada. Magacyo loo sameeyay 

(magac mala-awaal ah) ayaan u isticmaalayaa cunuggaada, si aan jawaabaha loogu 

aqoonsan. Waxaan sidoo kale ku dadaalayaa in aan macluumaadyada kale ee cilmi-baarista 

aan isaga lagu aqoonsan. Cilmi-baarista laguma sheegayo magaca dugsiga.    

 

Dhammaan macluumaadyada iyo waxyaabaha la duubay ee aan cunuggaada ka uruuriyay 

waxaan ku keydinayaa eray-sireed la sugay, aniga oo kaliya ayaana geli kara. Cilmi-baaristu 

waxay soconaysaa illaa iyo Maajo 2020, markaas kaddibna waxayabaha baaritaanka ka soo 

baxa waxaa lagu shaacinayaa buugayga shahaado jaamacadeedka dhexe ama mastarka. 

Macluumaadyada iyo waxyaabaha la duubay oo dhan waa la baabi’inayaa kaddib marka buug 

jaamaceedkayga dhexe la daabaco. Haddii aad doonayso in aad joojiso ka qeybqaadashada 

cilmi-baarista ee cunuggaada, macluumaadka iyo jawaabaha laga yaabo in uu bixiyay waan 

baabi’inayaa islamarkiiba.   

 

Macluumaad dheeraad: 

Cilmi-baare: Liina-Maria K. Nevalainen 

Imayl: lkn1@hi.is 

Lambarka telefoonka: +358-50-355-6939 (Finland) iyo/ama + 354-768-8044 (Iceland) 

 

Hagaha buug jaamacadeed mastarka: Brynja E. Halldórsdóttir 

Imayl: brynhall@hi.is 

Lambarka telefoonka: +354-525-5326 (Iceland) 
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Oggolaanshaha ka qeybqaadashada cilmi-baarista: 

 

Saxiixidda foomkan waxaan cunuggayga ugu ogolaanayaa in uu ka qeybqaayo cilmi-baarista 

kor lagu soo sharraxay. Waxaan oggolahay in cunuggayga la wareysto, wareysiga la duubo 

macluumaadka uu cunuggaygu bixiyana loo isticmaalo cilmi-baarista kor lagu soo sharraxay. 

 

Taariikhda iyo goobta:  

 

Magaca ka qeybqaataha /ardayga) cilmi-baarista:  

 

Magaca waalidka/mas’uulka cunugga:  

 

Saxiixa waalidka/mas’uulka cunugga 

 

Magaca cilmi-baaraha:  

 

Saxiixa cilmi-baaraha:  

(Nuqul ayaa lagaa siinayaa foomkan) 
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Appendix K: Consent form for parents (Sorani) 
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