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Abstract
This article draws attention to language choice and language use of Austrian bi- and multilingual school children. We
explore some implications of their linguistic practices with regard to social inclusion in an Austrian educational school set-
ting. Pursuing a Dynamic Systems and Complexity Theory approach, we hypothesise that before language users actually
use a language within a certain context, they have to evaluate the respective communicative situation by taking multi-
ple contextual factors into consideration, meaning language users choose to use, or not to use, a language based on the
socio-contextual information at hand. We consider these contextual factors to be most relevant as they provide the basis
on which speakers can actually make use of a certain language within a given context. By drawing on examples of em-
pirical data obtained through a language background survey, we examine some of the complex and dynamic interactions
of contextual parameters influencing language choice and language use in the formal educational setting of classroom
instruction. Based on the results of this study, we display a selection of the dynamic and complex interactions of pupils’
language use in one specific context as well as their language preferences and how these relate to social inclusion.
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1. Introduction

Over the last few decades Austria, like other European
countries, has developed into a culturally and linguisti-
cally diverse country due to growing mobility and migra-
tion, as well as increasing globalisation. Thus, the Council
of Europe (2014) eagerly promotes cultural and linguis-
tic diversity through carrying out great numbers of ini-
tiatives and programmes to support EU member states’
policy development for establishing a:

Democratic, socially inclusive, cohesive, healthy and
just society with respect for fundamental rights and
cultural diversity that creates equal opportunities and
combats discrimination in all its forms. (Commission
of the European Communities, 2005, p. 4)

Although the EU proclaims social inclusion and full re-
spect for cultural and linguistic diversity (Franke & Man-
nella, 2017, p. 1; cf. also European Commission, 2000,
p. 13), critical voices among scholars are raised concern-
ing a gap between political intentions and enactments,
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and their actual execution. Gal (2006) relating to Ander-
son (1983) shows her concern on this critical issue:

Yet, this emphasis on linguistic diversity is deceptive.
To be sure, there is recognition of national language,
minority and regional language, foreign, migrant and
third-country languages; mother tongues, sign lan-
guages, lesser used languages, ethnic minority, in-
digenous and non-territorial languages. Nevertheless,
all the linguistic practices considered worthy of men-
tion conform to standardising and Herderian assump-
tions: they are named languages with unified, codi-
fied norms of correctness embodied in literatures and
grammars. No other configurations of speaking are
recognised. (p. 167)

Accordingly, linguistic knowledge and competence on na-
tional state levels and especially in educational contexts
still seem to be measured against concepts of standard-
ised language norms. In Austria competence in the stan-
dardisedGerman variety therefore seems to be represen-
tative for language competence in general and is still con-
sidered an indicator for social inclusion. Thus, language
competence almost invariably refers to the competence
in the majority or national language of the host coun-
try. In the Austrian report on Migration & Integration
2016 the level of language knowledge of German and the
level of education are identified as two out of five core
indicators (Statistik Austria, 2016, p. 15) for integration
(based of the National Action Plan), whereas other lin-
guistic skills of bi- andmultilingual language users are not
taken into account. As Krumm (2003, p. 413f) points out,
integration in Austria seems frequently understood as
the command of theGerman language or, in otherwords,
linguistic assimilation. Accordingly, the Federal Ministry
for Education in Austria issued a regulation on language
education in June 2017 which requires schools in Austria
to identify and promote the oral competence of all pupils
in the German language and argues that:

[T]he acquisition or the knowledge of the German lan-
guage of instruction and education is the basis for par-
ticipation in all educational processes and is therefore
an essential prerequisite for school success and subse-
quent integration into the labourmarket as well as for
participation in political, economic, cultural and social
life Austria. (2017, p. 1, translated by the authors)

German is here clearly presented as the target language
upon which educational, political, economic, cultural,
and social participation is based. Consequently, educa-
tional language programmes, particularly those which
strongly emphasise the teaching and learning of German
only (e.g., courses like German as second or foreign lan-
guage), are promoted by the Federal Ministry for Educa-
tion. However, such programmes and courses, as well
as language instruction in Austrian schools in general,
do not usually pay enough attention to findings of cur-

rent research onmultilingualismwith regard to language
learning. Research on language learning in the context of
multilingualism shows that making use of already exist-
ing linguistic resources supports and benefits further lan-
guage learning processes (e.g., Herdina & Jessner, 2002;
Hufeisen & Marx, 2014). Nevertheless, pupils’ linguistic
resources, their knowledge of languages and language
varieties, as well as their knowledge about language sys-
tems other than the German standard variety, are insuf-
ficiently considered as relevant existing knowledge on
which to build when teaching and learning a second,
third etc. language (in this case German). Consequently,
language learning instruction in Austrian schools, as well
as special German-teaching programmes in Austria, pre-
dominantly follow a tradition which is based on notions
such as one-language-one-nation, the standardised va-
riety of German as well as an idealised native speaker.
Apart from that, little or no consideration has been given
to contextual framework conditions that provide oppor-
tunities for pupils tomake use of their full linguistic reper-
toires and resources.

Focusing on the latter aspect, this article aims at a
better understanding of the complexity of contextual
factors which provide pupils with opportunities to actu-
ally make full use of their language resources in educa-
tion contexts. To do this, we will have to identify contex-
tual factors that must be considered individually as well
as in their interplay. We therefore address the question
of which factors influence multilingual pupils to choose,
activate, and actually use certain languages in educa-
tional contexts. We hypothesise that contextual factors
such as situational setting, interlocutors, and commu-
nicative needs are among the main driving forces for
language choice and language use. By taking these fac-
tors into account, we wish to contribute to a deeper un-
derstanding of probable reasons for prioritizing certain
languages over others in educational contexts, thus af-
fecting linguistic and, consequently, social participation
at school.

In the following, we will first outline some relevant
educational-political considerations regarding the Aus-
trian context. Secondly, we will provide the conceptual
andmethodological frames and thus, the lenses through
which contextual factors are approached with regard to
language choice and language use at school. To make
sense of the complex multicultural and multilingual en-
counters in the context of diversity, we consider the
framework of Dynamic Systems and Complexity Theory
(henceforth DSCT) most appropriate. In the study, we
present findings from a language background survey of
bi- and multilingual school children attending New Mid-
dle School (comparable to secondary modern school) in
Innsbruck (Tyrol/Austria). The aim of the current study is
to investigate the interrelations between contextual fac-
tors and language choice and use of bi- and multilingual
pupils in an Austrian school context, and relate them to
issues regarding teaching methods and social inclusion.
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2. Multilingualism in the Austrian Educational Context

2.1. Austrian Language Policy and Status Quo

According to the Language Educational Policy Profile:
Country Report Austria (2008):

Austria has successfully developed a language policy
for schools and in general education that is geared to
supporting plurilingualism, as well as effective struc-
tures for the planning and discussion of language pol-
icy issues: in concert with decisions and programmes
of the Council of Europe and of the European Union,
these undergo consistent further development. By
way of contrast, the linguistic wealth of migrants, and
that ofminority and neighbouring languages, is hardly
made use of in educational practice. (Federal Ministry
for Education, Arts and Culture & Federal Ministry for
Science and Research Austria, 2008, p. 28)

As it becomes obvious in the Language Educational Pol-
icy Profile (2008), Austria’s worthy endeavours in pro-
moting multilingualism have not yet become effective
in educational teaching and learning practices. Although
linguistic diversity and intercultural dialogue have been
promoted, Austria’s focus is still on reinforcing the acqui-
sition of the standardised German variety as the single
official, national state language (Federal Constitutional
Law, 1930/2005). Despite official governmental acknowl-
edgement of minority languages (e.g., Hungarian, Czech,
Slovenian, etc.), the government stands by its position
that German is and has to be the only target language
through which social inclusion is to be legitimized. Ac-
cording to the Austrian National Education Report 2015
“weaknesses in the language of instruction [German] are
a risk to school success” (Bruneforth, Lassnigg, Vogten-
huber, Schreiner, & Breit, 2016, p. 28, translated by
the authors).

Thus, broadly speaking, migration and little com-
mand of German are still indicators for social and edu-
cational inequality and high risk in Austria. As stated in
the recently published Austrian National Education Re-
port 2015, more and more children predominantly using
everyday languages other than German are classified as
pupilswith special educational needs (SPF). The SPF-ratio
of 7.1% for young people at grades five through eight
who use other languages than German on a daily basis
is considerably higher than for German-speaking pupils
whose ratio is 4.1%. Children with non-German heritage
languages thus have a 54% higher risk of receiving an SPF
(Bruneforth et al., 2016, p. 98).1 At the same time, these
children attend classes with high proportions of fellow-
pupils with non-German everyday languages, which is
considered a strong factor of educational segregation:

Since the change in the school and class composition
is only limited by the influence of school policy action,

the question arises as to which measures are neces-
sary to improve the quality of teaching in this segre-
gated education. (Bruneforth et al., 2016, p. 44)

2.2. The Role of Teachers and Schools in Austria

Presently, teachers in Austria face the challenge of man-
aging language learning during classroom instruction in
a tailored way, e.g., conducting standardised language
tests normed on monolingual German native speakers.
These tests are first and foremost designed and executed
to evaluate the pupils’ level of proficiency in the Ger-
man standard variety. Although there have been interna-
tional efforts to develop tests that are valid for several
languages and/or to take metalinguistic competences
into account (e.g., Jessner, Hofer, & Pinto, 2015), criti-
cal research on language testing (e.g., Shohamy, 2001)
shows that tests are still mainly developed against the
background of western cultural concepts of socialisation
(Lengyel, 2012, p. 17). Most tests may thus still be seen
as instruments of educational and socio-political power,
both neglecting and excluding any other of the pupils’ lin-
guistic resources than the standard target language vari-
ety. Accordingly, the notion of one-language-one-nation
still seems to be resonating and thus indicating that tra-
ditional European language ideologies are (sought to be)
preserved (e.g., Weber & Horner, 2012, p. 18f). The dif-
ficulties that arise are that results of those legally bind-
ing language tests in Austria build an important basis for
teachers’ educational practices. At the same time, teach-
ers in Austria are obliged to follow the curriculum and
thus have to incorporate all of their pupils’ linguistic re-
sources in class (Federal Ministry for Education, 2012,
p. 8). If, however, the pupils’ competence in the stan-
dardised German variety is considered to bemost crucial
for educational success in the Austrian school system, as
well as for social inclusion, teachers may give top prior-
ity to teaching the standardised German variety. Due to
lack of appropriate alternative testing instruments, little
didactical and methodological knowledge on how to in-
clude (all) their pupils’ linguistic resources in class, and—
last but not least—lack of time, opportunities for pupils
to make use of their linguistic resources other than Ger-
man has been reduced to a minimum.

Thus, teachers in Austria are faced with contradic-
tory and thus challenging contexts and interests. Teach-
ers and schools are obliged to follow and act out national
state and governmental interests (and power) which
are still based on latent ideas of homogeneity (unifor-
mity) such as homogeneity of languages, homogeneity
of cultures, and homogeneity of populations, which are
at the source of state ideologies of language and iden-
tity. Consequently, children equipped with diverse sets
of linguistic resources cannot yet equally make use of
their language knowledge and competences within edu-
cational settings since they still find themselves embed-
ded in monolingually and monoculturally biased school

1 Gomolla and Radtke (2009) present similar results for Germany with regard to the proportion of migrant children in special schools.
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contexts (e.g., Gogolin, 2008). However, schools need
to be:

[U]nderstood both as sites of production and distribu-
tions of all kinds of resources, including linguistic ones,
and as sites of discursive construction of ideologies of
language, identity and nation, and of social categories.
(Heller, 2012, p. 27)

Thus, in order to learn more about the consequences
derived from this difficult positioning of teachers and
schools in Austria, we need to look more closely at the
complex composition of educational contexts and what
implications they have for pupils’ linguistic and thus so-
cial participation.

3. Conceptual and Methodological Frames

3.1. Dynamic Systems and Complexity Theory (DSCT)

Making use of linguistic resources in various contexts de-
pends as much on the individual’s linguistic competence,
his/her language knowledge and his/her willingness or
desire (Kristeva, 1980) to use a specific language as it
does on the specific socio-cultural and socio-political con-
texts, which can either elicit, restrict or, at worst, even
prohibit the activation and making use of language re-
sources and thus—at least to some extent—inhibit so-
cial participation.

Trying to follow these complex, and multi-layered
structures of language choice and language use, we de-
pend on scientific approaches best suited to address
the complexity of interactions of a multitude of factors
at different levels. Such an approach is offered by the
DSCT and its application to second language acquisition
(e.g., De Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; Dörnyei, MacIn-
tyre, & Henry, 2014; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008)
and multilingualism (Herdina & Jessner, 2002). Instead
of perceiving entities, actions, and their interactions as
isolated, bound, static and linear, DSCT tells us to shift
our focus of attention to the transmutational and emerg-
ing quality of interconnections between entities and (in-
ter)actions. Thus, DSCT forms an appropriate framework
for our discussion of the interconnections between con-
textual factors involved in language choice and use in a
formal education setting.

However, apart from the large frame of DSCT, we
need some kind of prism or lens that allows for analyt-
ical and critical inquiry of the actual practice of language
use within the realms of educational contexts in which
pupils enact their choice of specific linguistic resources.
Such a lens is offered by one of the conceptual and
methodological frames of interactional sociolinguistics
which examines socio-cultural, socio-political, and ideo-
logical conditions under which languages are used in cer-
tain contexts (e.g., Irvine & Gal, 2000; Silverstein, 1979;
Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994) and thus complements the
DSCT approach.

3.2. Concepts of Context

The concept of context is of constitutive importance
when it comes to investigating the complex dynamics of
language choice and use. Researchers in the field of post-
structural interactional, educational and cognitive (so-
cio)linguistics promote and argue for a DSCT understand-
ing of context(s) through which language evolves. Pur-
suing a DSCT and interactional sociolinguistic approach
(e.g., van Dijk, 2010), we hypothesise that before lan-
guage users actually use a language within a certain con-
text, they have to evaluate the respective communicative
setting by taking multiple parameters (that constitute
a specific communicative situation) into consideration—
i.e., language users make their choice to use or not to
use a particular language based on the socio-contextual
information at hand. Their ability to recognize, interpret,
and make (communicative) use of this information is in-
fluenced by a variety of contextual factors—all of which
constituting a language user’s multi-competence, which
Cook describes as “the overall system of amind or a com-
munity that usesmore thanone language” (2012; Cook&
Li Wei, 2016, p. 3). Moreover, the choices language users
make index their subject positions. Davies and Harré de-
fine a subject position in the following way:

A subject position incorporates both a conceptual
repertoire and a location for persons within the struc-
ture of rights for those that use that repertoire. Once
having taken up a particular position as one’s own,
a person inevitably sees the world from the vantage
point of that position and in terms of the particular im-
ages, metaphors, storylines and concepts which are
made relevant within the particular discursive prac-
tice in which they are positioned. At least a possibil-
ity of notional choice is inevitably involved because
there are many and contradictory discursive practices
that each person could engage in. (Davies & Harré,
1990, p. 46)

Accordingly, language users position themselves by de-
ciding to use or not to use a particular language (vari-
ety, register, etc.) within a particular context (e.g., Kram-
sch, 2015, p. 20; Pennycook, 1994, p. 128). Interactional
contexts, therefore, are not to be considered as simply
consisting of given social structures pre-defined by ob-
jective parameters but rather as dynamic systems that
are constantly (re-)created through the interactions be-
tween language users, the intersection of contextual pa-
rameters (e.g., culture, social class, social role, social set-
ting, political discourse), the users’ communicative goals,
communicative needs and—in particular—the emerging
structures resulting from these interactions.

However, since a direct link between contextual
structures and how people speak (or which language
they use) cannot be observed, we can only relate lan-
guage use to contexts through the mind of language
users (e.g., Kecskes, 2008, pp. 385ff). This perspective is
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in accordance with DSCT, which considers the mind as
an open system, where there is no separation between
mind and environment, and was outlined, for example,
by Larsen-Freeman and Cameron (2008): “An open sys-
tem cannot be independent of its context since there is
a flow of energy or matter between system and environ-
ment; the context is part of the system and its complex-
ity” (p. 34). Thus, the concept of context can be seen as
a relational one consisting of:

[F]ive dimensions: linguistic, situational, interactional,
as well as the cultural and intertextual. It is shaped by
people in dialogue with one another in a variety of
roles and statuses. Because language is at the inter-
section of the individual and the social of text and dis-
course, it both reflects and construes the social reality
called “context”. (Kramsch, 1993, p. 67)

In this article we focus on the first three dimensions,
which are linguistic, situational, and interactional, in an
educational setting and try to find out more about the
complex interrelations between these dimensions creat-
ing contexts and thus influencing pupils’ language choice
and use. Contexts, however, are not to be perceived as
static and fixed. When it comes to language teaching
and learning in inclusive settings in particular, it seems
of utmost importance to arrive at a well-informed un-
derstanding of how even the slightest shifts, changes,
and differences in weighting of factors constituting these
dimensions may create totally different conditions for
choosing to use or not to use a particular language or
draw on a particular linguistic resource (register, variety,
etc.). From a DSCT approach, contexts can thus be re-
garded as emergent systems which are by definition nei-
ther fixed nor precisely predictable, since they are con-
stantly (re-)constructed. Accordingly, Herdina and Jess-
ner (2002) present the perceived communicative needs
of the multilingual individual as a crucial element of lan-
guage development, meaning that learning and using a
language or languages are defined and formed by the so-
cietal framework in which communication and learning
take place.

By trying to take these aspects into account, we at-
tempt to raise awareness for the dynamic interplay be-
tween contextual factors in order to arrive at a dynamic
understanding of language choice and language use in
linguistically diverse educational contexts. We thereby
hope to contribute to a more inclusive understanding of
contextual factors providing pupils with opportunities to
draw on specific linguistic resources.

4. The Austrian Study

The present study aims at investigating the complexity of
pupils’ making use of their reported linguistic repertoires
in a formal educational context. It forms part of a large-
scale study carried out byMayr-Keiler (forthcoming). This
article will specifically answer the following questions:

(1) Can bi- and multilingual pupils make use of lan-
guages other than German in a formal educational
context? If so, which languages can they make
use of?

(2) Which contextual factors affect the actual making
useof languages other thanGerman for bi- andmul-
tilingual children in a formal educational setting?

Within the context of this article ‘formal context’ is de-
fined as the official, educational school context, in which
pupils use language during lessons to interact with their
teachers in order to participate in class on or off-task.

4.1. Methodology

4.1.1. Subjects

The subjects of the large-scale study are 437 pupils at-
tending three New Middle Schools in the urban area of
Innsbruck, Tyrol, Austria. All three schools are located in
school districts with a high proportion of migrants and
thus are culturally and linguistically diverse.

4.1.2. The Language Background Questionnaire

Data for the study were collected through a pencil and
paper questionnaire based on the language background
scale of Baker (1992) and Extra and Yagmur (2004). The
questionnaire was designed to collect data on the lan-
guage choices and the oral language use of mono-, bilin-
gual and multilingual pupils attending a New Middle
School between the ages of ten and fifteen years. Since
the test was conducted in German, we considered ques-
tion formats pupils are most likely to be acquainted with.
The first section of the survey collected background in-
formation concerning age, gender, school attendance,
school grade, and language history. In the second section
participants were asked about their language choices
and use in detail and it contains, among others, ques-
tions on the following aspects:

• Individual linguistic repertoires (e.g., With how
many languages and with which languages did you
grow up?);

• Oral language use in the three different contexts.

Since this article focuses on language choice and use in
a formal educational setting, we present only the ques-
tions dealing with formal context (Which languages are
you taught at school and for how long?;Which languages
do you use with your class teacher during classroom in-
struction (additional ranking of languages was asked);
Which languages do you use with your classmates dur-
ing lessons?; Which languages do you use for chatting
during lessons?)

• Language attitudes (What are your favourite lan-
guages and why/why not?).
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Furthermore, subjects were asked to provide informa-
tion concerning the languages they use for specific topics
with their friends, the languages they use on the phone
(and with whom), for listening to music and watching TV.
Other questions concerned the pupils’ favourite and non-
favourite languages. All sections provided the possibility
for multiple answers with closed questions as well as the
possibility for additions provided by the pupils in open
questions. Moreover, subjects were asked to rank their
answers according to priority.

4.1.3. Data Analysis and Methods

The present study relies on results gained through uni-
variate and bivariate analyses of the input variables
mono-, bi- andmultilingualism, German, English or other
languages reported by the participants as L1, L2, L3 and
Ln as well as the oral use of these languages in the for-
mal educational context. This analysis was performed us-
ing the computing environment R (R Development Core
Team, 2005). In addition, we performed an intersection
analysis of the following contextual variables included in
the data:

• Provision of optional language courses at the
schools investigated;

• Pupils participation in optional language courses
provided at school;

• Duration of attendance in optional language
courses (time of exposure).

We thus created intersecting sets to show which of
the reported languages included in the pupils’ linguis-
tic repertoire are actually used in a formal educational

setting and to show how these contextual variables in-
fluence the pupils’ opportunity to actually make use
of languages other than German. In this study, we will
only refer to results concerning the language use of bi-
and multilinguals.

5. Results

5.1. General Findings

Of the 437 subjects who participated in the study 39.36%
reported to be bilingual (N = 172) and 10.07% stated to
bemultilingual (N= 44). Bilingual pupils reported the fol-
lowing languages as their L1: Turkish (N = 55), Bosnian-
Serbian-Croatian (BKS) (N = 40), Iranian languages (a va-
riety of Kurdish or Persian) (N = 3), Arabic (N = 5), Ro-
mance languages (Italian or Rumanian) (N = 10), other
languages (N = 11). 48 of the bilinguals mentioned Ger-
man as their L1. As for the multilingual pupils (N = 44),
59.1% stated to have an L1 other than German (N = 26).
Among the multilingual pupils’ (N = 44) reported L1 we
find the following languages: Turkish (N = 6), a Romance
language (Italian, Portuguese, French, Spanish or Roma-
nian) (N = 6), an Iranian language (a variety of Kurdish
or Persian) (N = 5), other languages (N = 4), Arabic, a
variety of German dialect and English were each men-
tioned once.

However, taking all the languages reported by bi- and
multilinguals either as L1, L2, L3 and L3+ into account,
we can define a set of languages (henceforth referred
to “reported linguistic repertoire”) and see the following
languages included in the bi- and multilinguals reported
linguistic repertoire based on the number of responses
(N = 481) (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Languages included in bi- (N = 172) and multilinguals’ (N = 44) reported linguistic repertoire.
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As shown in Figure 1, 210 out of 216 bi- and multilin-
guals have German in their reported linguistic repertoire.
Turkish, BKS and Romance languages have the greatest
share in the bi- and multilinguals’ reported linguistic
repertoires. Findings, however, (cf. Section 5.2 in this ar-
ticle)will show thatmost of the languages included in the
bi- andmultilingual pupils’ linguistic repertoire are rarely
or not used at all as a resource for interacting with their
class teachers during classroom instruction. The only lan-
guages used (except for German) are English or a Ro-
mance language. Therefore, we focus on these two lan-
guages in the following.

5.2. The Use of Italian and English in a Formal
Educational Context

Since German is the language of instruction and educa-
tion in Austria (see introduction) results correspondingly
show that 98,6% of the bi- and multilingual (N = 216)
pupils use German as a first language with their teacher
during classroom instruction. As outlined before in Sec-
tion 2.2 in this article, however, social (including linguis-
tic and cultural) inclusion means to provide pupils with
opportunities which allow them tomake use of their (lin-
guistic) resources other than German to support their
learning, so attention is also drawn to if and how bi- and
multilingual pupils can make use of these linguistic re-
sources in a formal educational context.

Results show that about 60% (129 out of 216) of
the bi- and multilingual pupils actually make use of an
additional language other than German, namely Italian
and English, during classroom instruction. Both of them
are first or second foreign languages which are obliga-
torily offered at schools in Austria. English and Italian
can therefore be considered as socially “unmarked” lan-
guages within a formal educational context. Most of the
other languages included in the reported linguistic reper-
toires of bi- andmultilingual pupils are rarely or not used
at all as a resource for interacting with their class teach-
ers during classroom instruction.

5.2.1. Bilingual Pupils

55.8% of the bilinguals (N = 96) reported to use an ad-
ditional language with their class teachers. 81 pupils re-
ported to use English as a second language with their
class teachers (see Figure 2). However, only 9 of them re-
ported to have English included in their linguistic reper-
toire (see Figure 1). This means, we can find a discrep-
ancy between the existence of English in their repertoire
and their actual use of English as a second language in
the formal educational context with their class teacher.

Among those bilinguals who listed a Romance lan-
guage (Romanian, N = 10; French, N = 1, Spanish, N = 1;
Italian, N = 10) in their linguistic repertoire (N = 22; cf.
Figure 1) only 5 of those who mentioned Italian (N = 10)
actually use Italian with their class teacher (cf. Figure 2).
In contrast to the bilinguals’ use of English, Italian is only
used by those bilinguals who have Italian included in
their linguistic repertoire.

5.2.2. Multilingual Pupils

75% of the multilinguals (N = 33 out of N_total = 44)
reported to use an additional language with their class
teachers. 24 out of 44 multilinguals reported to use En-
glish as a second or a third language with their class
teacher. However, 19 of them reported to also have En-
glish included in their linguistic repertoire. In contrast
to the bilinguals, there seems to be a greater concor-
dance between reporting English included in the linguis-
tic repertoire and making use of English in the formal ed-
ucational context.

22 multilingual pupils mentioned having a Romance
language in their repertoire (cf. Figure 1) whereby 13
mentioned Italian and 9 pupils either mentioned Ruma-
nian (N = 3) or Spanish, French, or Portuguese (N = 6).
Again, those 13multilinguals thatmentionedmaking use
of Italian during classroom instruction (see Figures 3 and
4), are those who have Italian included in their linguis-
tic repertoire. Multilinguals listing other Romance lan-
guages mentioned not making use of these languages in
the formal educational context.
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Figure 2. Bilingual pupils’ reported languages used as a second language with class teacher.
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Figure 3.Multilingual pupils’ reported languages used as a second language with class teacher.

Figure 4.Multilingual pupils’ reported languages used as a third language with class teacher.

In summary, we find a discrepancy concerning the
actual use of English in the formal educational context
and its inclusion in the pupils’ linguistic repertoire. While
for the bilinguals there seems to be no direct relation
between ‘English included in their linguistic repertoire’
and their making use of it for interacting with their class
teacher, multilinguals show to have a greater concor-
dance between these factors. Concerning the use of
Italian, however, only those bi- and multilinguals that
have Italian included in their linguistic repertoire actu-
ally make use of Italian in the formal educational con-
text. Moreover, both bi- and multilingual pupils rarely
or never make use of other languages included in their
linguistic repertoire. The question now is, which other
contextual factors have a beneficial effect on those bi-
and multilinguals so that pupils actually use Italian dur-
ing classroom instruction.

5.3. Contextual Factors

Since only those bi- andmultilinguals who have Italian in-
cluded in their linguistic repertoire actually make use of
Italian in the formal educational context, we now briefly

refer to results concerning additional contextual factors
that support bi- and multilingual pupils to make use of
Italian as a second or third language for interaction with
their class teacher (cf., Mayr-Keiler, forthcoming) for a
deeper and more complex analysis.

Based on the results of the intersection analysis,
we identified the following four factors influencing the
pupils’ use of Italian in the formal context with their class
teacher during lessons:

(1) Italian is included in the pupils’ linguistic reper-
toire: as stated earlier (cf. Section 5.2 in this ar-
ticle), if Italian is included in the pupils’ linguistic
repertoire, they are likely to make use of Italian.
However, whether pupils actually make use of it
strongly depends on the following additional fac-
tors;

(2) School culture which is favourable of cultural and
linguistic diversity;

(3) Pupils attend an optional Italian course offered at
school: if Italian is offered as an optional course at
school, pupils aremore likely tomake use of Italian
after participating in this course;
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(4) If pupils attend an optional Italian course, the du-
ration of participation is relevant.

Summarising the findings, bi- and multilingual subjects
actually make use of Italian only if all contextual factors
(1)–(4) exist and are thus valid. In fact, those 5 bilin-
guals and 13multilinguals who use Italianwith their class
teacher have Italian in their linguistic repertoire, attend a
school aiming at integrating cultural and linguistic diver-
sity into its school programme, attend an optional Italian
course at school and participated in that course for five
ormore years. As for their use of English in the formal ed-
ucational context, we have seen a discrepancy between
the bi- and multilingual pupils. Additional analyses will
have to be performed in order to find outmore about the
interdependencies between the contextual factors that
become affective here. Concerning the use of languages
other than German, in our case English and Italian, we
have seen that bi- and multilinguals rarely make use of
them or rather pupils are not provided with opportuni-
ties (the right set of contextual factors) which would al-
low them to make us of other languages.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

Statistical and intersection analyses revealed that the ac-
tual use of a language other thanGermanwithin a formal
education context depends not only on individual con-
textual factors but rather on the dynamic interplay and
coexistence of such factors. Apart from the fact that in-
teraction with teachers in formal educational contexts
are still dominated by German, languages taught as a
second or third language at schools, such as English or
Italian, seem to be used and consequently accepted for
classroom interaction. From an applied linguistics point
of view, it would be possible to provide an inclusive for-
mal educational setting e.g., by integrating Romance lan-
guages (Rumanian, French, Spanish, Portuguese, etc.) al-
ready included in the bi- and multilingual pupils’ linguis-
tic repertoires. Since all these languages belong to the
same language family and thus share common grammat-
ical structures and lexical items, their linguistic similar-
ities could be used as resources for a more integrative
language learning setting in schools. However, as out-
lined in Section 2 in this article, the linguistic resources of
most migrants, and that of minority students are hardly
made use of in educational practice (Federal Ministry for
Education, Arts and Culture & Federal Ministry for Sci-
ence and Research Austria, 2008, p. 28). Consequently,
multilingual approaches to language learning such as
raising multilingual awareness by using meta- and cross-
linguistic interactionmethodswould be necessary to pro-
vide bi- andmultilinguals with opportunities tomake use
of their resources and thus support their learning (Jess-
ner, Allgäuer-Hackl, & Hofer, 2016).

The possibilities of interpretation we are suggesting
here build on already existing research in the field of so-
ciolinguistics focusing on social inclusion and language

practices in linguistically and culturally diverse contexts
(e.g., Blommaert, Collins, & Slembrouck, 2005; Otsuji &
Pennycook, 2011; Wei, 2011), studies concentrating on
crosslinguistic interactions and language learning in the
context of multilingualism (e.g., De Angelis, Jessner, &
Kresic, 2015; Jessner et al., 2016) as well as on edu-
cational linguistics dealing with language teaching and
learning in multilingual classrooms (e.g., Busch, Jardine,
& Tjoutuku, 2006; Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Conteh, 2014;
García & Sylvan, 2011).

Moreover, we have tried to show that language use
cannot be regarded as independent of its context since
there is complex and dynamic interplay between lan-
guage practice and the contextual factors creating a spe-
cific context. Providing educational frameworks and set-
tings in which linguistic and cultural diversity are not only
acknowledged as valuable resources, but where linguis-
tic skills and knowledge of and about languages other
than German become integral parts of (language) learn-
ing at school, is essential in order to develop a linguisti-
cally and socially inclusive school system in Austria.

Finally, the possibilities of interpretation make no
claim to completeness and can only briefly hint at the
variety of factors and criteria which have to be examined
when it comes to trying to understand how bi- and mul-
tilingual practices are employed in a formal educational
context. What can be seen from these practices, how-
ever, is that a deeper and more reflective understand-
ing of the dynamic and complex interactions of contex-
tual and individual factors concerning language choice
and use with the aim of social inclusion is needed. Only if
schools and teachers come to learnmore about these fac-
tors may they derive implications for language learning
and teaching in inclusive educational settings and thus
be able to meet the multilingual challenge (Jessner &
Kramsch, 2015).
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