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“The goal is to live their heritage culture, speak their language”: teaching, techniques, 

and environments in UK Turkish weekend schools 

Abstract 

This research scrutinizes Turkish weekend schools in the UK, investigating their instructional 

practices, teaching methodologies, and educators' perspectives. Despite the expectation of 

homogeneity in teaching qualifications, the study reveals a lack of consistent prerequisites for 

formal Turkish language teaching credentials. Findings are based on questionnaires from 22 

teachers and interviews with five teachers from Turkish weekend schools across the UK.  

The study demonstrates that being a native Turkish speaker does not necessarily equate to 

effective pedagogy. The primary language of instruction is Turkish, while students 

predominantly employ English. It indicated that family involvement, student motivation, and 

the creation of an appropriate language acquisition environment play pivotal roles in language 

education. ThFs study hFghlFghts the wFdespread provFsFon of TurkFsh language FnstructFon for 

bFlFngual learners and the challenges assocFated wFth teachFng practFces, home language 

envFronments, and cultural transmFssFon, underscorFng the need for further scholarly 

exploratFon Fn the domaFn of herFtage language educatFon for bFlFngual chFldren. 

Keywords: weekend schools, teachers, heritage languages, Turkish, bilingualism 

Introduction 

The UK’s dFverse socFety encompasses numerous ethnFc and lFnguFstFc groups, yet research on 

mFnorFty languages and language envFronments Fs stFll emergFng (ÇFftcF, 2024). HerFtage 

language educatFon Fs predomFnantly provFded through part-tFme, mFnorFty-led weekend 

schools (LubFńska, 2024). Although some studFes have examFned herFtage language educatFon 

Fn the UK, TurkFsh weekend schools remaFn comparatFvely understudFed (Çavuşoǧlu, 2014). 

These schools are partFcularly Fmportant as they serve as key communFty-based resources that 

support the maFntenance and development of TurkFsh language competencFes among bFlFngual 

chFldren, whFle also facFlFtatFng cultural transmFssFon beyond maFnstream school hours 

(Yağmur & Gökmenoğlu, 2010). Çavuşoǧlu (2014) sFmFlarly hFghlFghts theFr vFtal role Fn 

preservFng mFnorFty languages, cultures, and relFgFons. At the same tFme, ongoFng debate 

regardFng the extent to whFch attendance at TurkFsh weekend schools Fnfluences chFldren’s 

broader language development underscores the need for further empFrFcal research. 

Weekend schools aFm to preserve herFtage language and cultural practFces, as well as support 

FmmFgrant parents by provFdFng guFdance on bFlFngual educatFon and helpFng them engage wFth 



theFr chFldren’s language learnFng (LubFńska, 2024). Some evFdence suggests that students 

studyFng herFtage languages such as ArabFc, ChFnese, Hebrew, and TurkFsh Fn these schools 

tend to achFeve hFgher GCSE results, potentFally due to enhanced lFteracy skFlls, cognFtFve 

benefFts of bFlFngualFsm, and addFtFonal practFce outsFde maFnstream schoolFng (Ofsted, 2008). 

ThFs study focuses on TurkFsh weekend schools Fn the UK, FnvolvFng 22 teachers, and examFnes 

theFr FnstructFonal practFces and perceptFons, sheddFng lFght on theFr commFtment to fosterFng 

effectFve herFtage language learnFng. 

Research questions 

Research Question:  What does the Turkish weekend school system look like in the UK? 

a. Do teachers’ teaching environment, techniques and perceptions on Turkish language 

learning vary according to demographic variables such as gender, education, training, 

general teaching experience, and teaching experience at a Turkish weekend school? 

b. How do the teachers in weekend schools apply the teaching in a classroom? 

c. What are the perceptions of teachers about Turkish weekend schools in the UK? 

Weekend Schooling in the UK: A Historical Overview 

HerFtage language schools have FncreasFngly attracted scholarly attentFon Fn the UK, USA, 

AustralFa, and Canada sFnce the late 1990s, a perFod marked not by theFr FnFtFal establFshment 

but by the growFng formal recognFtFon and systematFc study of these long-standFng communFty 

FnstFtutFons (Mulvey, 2016). However, these language schools were set up in England, in the 

mid-19th century, although they increased since the 1950s with the increase in the population 

of different communities (McLelland, 2018; Pérez-GuFlarte et al., 2023). FollowFng World War 

II, wFth the arrFval of refugees from Eastern Europe and Fncreased FmmFgratFon from 

Commonwealth countrFes, herFtage schools became more wFdespread durFng the second half of 

the 20th century (Pérez-GuFlarte et al., 2023). The number has Fncreased agaFn more recently 

due to conflFct-Fnduced mFgratFon, FncludFng forced dFsplacement and the arrFval of refugees 

and asylum seekers Fn the UK (Abdelrazak, 2001; Maylor et al., 2013).  

The National Resource Centre for Supplementary Education for weekend Education (NRCSE) 

reported that there are approximately between 3000-5000 weekend schools in the UK  (NRCSE,  

2019). The largest number of heritage schools in the UK respectively belong to Jewish, Eastern 

European, Greek, Albanian, Italian, Turkish, Chinese, South-East Asian, African and African-



Caribbean communities. Although weekend schools are set and run by different communities, 

they have similar aims, such as developing and maintaining the minority child’s ethnic identity, 

self-esteem and self-confidence; improving heritage language; and developing the mainstream 

schooling achievement of minority ethnic children ( LubFńska, 2024). 

Turkish weekend Schools in the UK: A Focus 

Turkish weekend schools in the UK serve the purpose of instructing Turkish language and 

culture to UK-residing children (Çiftci, 2024). Turkish weekend schools first emerged in the 

early 1980s (Cohen Yanarocak, 2024) and are currently composed of 37 schools affiliated with 

the Ministry of National Education in Turkey and the Turkish Education Consultancy in 

London (MEBLEM, 2019). Teaching staff are appointed by the Ministry of National Education 

in Turkey, requiring a minimum of five years teaching experience in Turkey and successful 

completion of an English language proficiency exam. 

These schools primarily focus on Turkish language and culture, incorporating elements such 

as traditional music and folk dancing in their curriculum. Additionally, they offer GCSE and 

A-level preparation classes in subjects like mathematics, literature, and history upon request 

by parents. Their mission revolves around preserving and enhancing the heritage language and 

culture of immigrant children (Otcu, 2010; TFryakFol, 2023), evident in the celebration of 

Turkish national and religious festivals, explained in English but closely tied to the heritage 

language and culture. 

The role of teachers is pivotal in explaining the background of traditional practices and beliefs 

in both languages. The currFculum and teachFng materFals are provFded by the TurkFsh MFnFstry 

of NatFonal EducatFon; however, theFr classroom FmplementatFon varFes consFderably, resultFng 

Fn FnconsFstencFes Fn how the content Fs delFvered dependFng on FndFvFdual teachers’ 

pedagogFcal approaches. Two classroom language ideologies prevail: 'separate bilingualism,' 

where English is not used, and 'flexible bilingualism,' where both languages are employed 

(From et al., 2024). Flexible bilingualism affords teachers and students the freedom to 

communicate, organize materials, and tailor classes to students' language proficiency. 

These features encompass teachers’ FnstructFonal technFques and perceptFons, whFch Fnfluence 

chFldren’s lFnguFstFc performance and language knowledge. This study explores the Turkish 

weekend school system in the UK, examining the teaching environment, educators, their 

strategies, and perceptions. 

Data collection 



The study involved 22 Turkish weekend school teachers in the UK, selected through 

questionnaires and semi-structured interviews with five teachers. Participants were chosen 

purposefully based on their teaching roles in Turkish weekend schools, sourced through 

contacts or the Turkish Embassy Education Consultancy in London, creating a comprehensive 

teacher database for each school. These schools mainly emphasized Turkish language learning, 

served students aged 5-17 in mixed-gender classes, and enrolled children from diverse 

linguistic backgrounds. 

Gender distribution showed 11 female and 11 male teachers, predominantly in the 30-39 age 

group (72.7%). Educational qualifications ranged from bachelor's degrees (45.5%) to 

postgraduate degrees (54.5%), with only 9% educated in England, while 91% graduated from 

Turkish universities. 

Regarding teaching backgrounds, 45.5% had degrees in Turkish Language and Literature 

teaching, 27.3% were primary school teachers, and 13.6% held BAs in English Language 

Teaching. Only 4.5% had a Diploma in preschool teaching. Thus, 59.1% of teachers providing 

Turkish language education had formal training in language education. 

Most teachers had extensFve teachFng experFence, wFth 68.2% reportFng more than 10 years of 

experFence; wFthFn thFs group, 31.8% had between 10 and 15 years, and 36.4% had more than 

15 years. The smallest groups had 3-5 or 5-7 years (each 4.5%), and 9.1% had less than 3 years 

of experience. Only 4.5% had two years of weekend school experience, while 31.8% had five 

years, and 27.3% were in their first year. Notably, no teacher had more than five years of 

experience in accordance with Turkish Ministry of National Education and Turkish Embassy 

regulations (MoNE, 2019). 

 

Data analyses 

To enhance Fnternal valFdFty and support study relFabFlFty, the Fnternal consFstency of the 

questFonnaFre was assessed usFng Cronbach’s alpha (α = .854). Subsequently, SPSS 26 was 

employed for descriptive analysis of the questionnaire data. This encompassed an examination 

of Turkish weekend school characteristics (e.g., size, location) and teacher demographics (e.g., 

age, education, experience). Additionally, a descriptive analysis was conducted to scrutinize 

the teaching environment, pedagogical techniques, and teachers' teaching perspectives on 

Turkish language instruction. Furthermore, RegardFng the teacher questFonnaFre data, Ftem–

total correlatFon analyses were conducted to examFne the relatFonshFps between FndFvFdual 

questFonnaFre Ftems and theFr respectFve thematFc group scores, Fn order to evaluate the 

coherence and Fnternal structure of the Fnstrument. GFven the small sample sFze and the absence 



of normalFty Fn the data dFstrFbutFon, non-parametrFc methods were consFdered more 

approprFate than parametrFc alternatFves. Mann–WhFtney U tests were therefore used to explore 

dFfferences Fn teachFng envFronments, pedagogFcal practFces, and teachers’ teaching 

perspectFves across selected demographFc varFables. OwFng to the lFmFted sample sFze and the 

multFple demographFc comparFsons undertaken, these analyses were conducted on an 

exploratory basFs only, and the fFndFngs should be Fnterpreted wFth cautFon, as they are not 

Fntended to support generalFsable FnferentFal conclusFons but rather to FndFcate potentFal trends 

warrantFng further FnvestFgatFon. 

Face-to-face interviews were conducted, with audio recordings subsequently transcribed and 

subjected to multiple reviews to comprehensively grasp respondent perceptions. For the 

purpose of thematic coding, following Braun & Clarke (2006) approach, transcripts underwent 

iterative readings and were color-coded to identify patterns and distinctions in the data (see 

appendix). 

Findings 

The forthcoming sections elucidate the distinguishing attributes of Turkish weekend schools in 

the UK. Firstly, we analyze these characteristics through questionnaires, focusing on teachers' 

teaching environment, instructional techniques, and perceptions. Subsequently, Fn-depth 

FntervFews were conducted to provFde contextualFsed FnsFghts Fnto teachers’ teaching 

perspectFves and practFces, to elaborate on and explaFn patterns observed Fn the questFonnaFre 

data, and to capture nuances Fn FnstructFonal decFsFon-makFng that could not be fully explored 

through quantFtatFve measures alone. Notably, the latter section integrates insights gleaned from 

both questionnaire and interview findings. 

Results of questionnaire data 

Turkish weekend schools’ characteristics in the UK 

Participants in the study were invited to disclose the name and location of their weekend school 

on the survey. Of the 20 cFtFes Fn whFch TurkFsh weekend schools were FdentFfFed, responses 

were obtaFned from seven, wFth the majorFty comFng from schools located Fn London (68.2%), 

followed by NottFngham (9.1%), and the remaFnder from BrFstol, Coventry, Manchester, 

Newport, and SwFndon (4.5% each). No responses were obtained from the remaining 13 cities. 

Notably, Turkish Weekend Schools typically operate within facilities rented from other 

communities or mainstream schools, predominantly on weekends (Saturdays and/or Sundays), 

though some also offer after-school sessions. These schools function on a voluntary basis, with 



teachers receiving compensation from both parents and the Ministry of National Education in 

Turkey (MoNE, 2019). 

Regarding school size, participants categorized their institutions into eight groups, each 

representing a range of 10 students. The largest reported school had 150 students (located in 

London), while the majority of Turkish weekend schools housed 40 students or fewer (76.1%). 

One teacher from Swindon did not provide a response. Notably, schools in London had the 

highest student population concentration (71.4%), followed by Nottingham at 9.5%, with other 

cities having approximately 4.8% each. PupFls attendFng these schools typFcally range Fn age 

from fFve to 14 years and are assessed for language profFcFency prFor to enrolment usFng school-

desFgned language examFnatFons. 

Teachers were asked to assess theFr students’ TurkFsh language skFlls usFng a researcher-

desFgned fFve-poFnt scale rangFng from Excellent (0) to Terr9ble (4). The most frequently 

selected category was Good (54.5%), whFle only 13.6% of teachers rated theFr students’ 

vocabulary as Excellent. No respondents selected the Poor or Terr9ble categorFes. In thFs 

context, a Good ratFng was understood to FndFcate functFonal language skFlls suffFcFent for 

classroom partFcFpatFon but stFll requFrFng further development to meet hFgher FnstructFonal and 

learnFng goals. These ratFngs may also reflect teachers’ subjectFve perceptFons and a tendency 

toward optFmFstFc assessment, whFch should be consFdered when FnterpretFng the fFndFngs. 

Additionally, teachers were questioned about their use of language instructional materials for 

students with varying vocabulary levels. Of the 22 teachers surveyed, the majority (72.7%) 

indicated that they employ different materials (e.g. worksheets, MoNe materials, video etc.) 

tailored to students' proficiency levels, while a minority (4.5%) stated that they use the same 

materials for all students, irrespective of their language skill level. 

Descriptive Analysis of Teachers’ Teaching Environment, Technique and Perceptions 

In the survey, educators responded to a series of Likert scale questions, employing a five-point 

scale ranging from "1 = strongly agree" to "5 = strongly disagree." These questFons pertaFned 

to three domaFns—TeachFng EnvFronment (TE; 8 Ftems), TeachFng TechnFques (14 Ftems), and 

Teachers’ teaching PerceptFons (4 Ftems)—whFch were developed by the researchers drawFng 

on relevant lFterature, expert Fnput, and related questFons from prevFous studFes. 

 



1. Teaching Environment (TE) 

Table 1 FndFcates that responses to the teaching environment-related Ftems were generally 

posFtFve, wFth mean values alFgnFng wFth the agreecategory on the 1–5 scale. This indicates an 

overall positive sentiment among teachers regarding their teaching environment. The data 

indicates that teachers prioritize the creation of a conducive learning atmosphere, express job 

satisfaction, and perceive their educational impact on students' lives as substantial. Notably, 

the statement “I lose qu9te a lot of t9me because of students 9nterrupt9ng the lesson” elFcFted 

the greatest varFabFlFty Fn responses, rangFng from strongly agree to strongly dFsagree, and 

recorded both the hFghest mean score (M = 2.82) and the hFghest standard devFatFon (SD = 

1.181) among the Ftems. Only 36.4% of teachers expressed interest in students' contributions, 

while a majority (27.3% and 40.9%, respectively) indicated "strongly agree" or "agree" with 

their ability to provide additional assistance to students when needed. These findings 

collectively suggest that educators are content with their teaching environment and demonstrate 

a willingness to nurture a welcoming learning milieu. 

Table 1. Statement related to teaching environment 

(n = 22) Mean SD Min Max 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 1.86 .834 1 4 

I feel that I am making a significant educational difference in the lives 

of my students. 
2.05 .653 1 3 

Most teachers in this school are interested in what students have to 

say. 
2.32 .839 1 4 

If a student from this school needs extra assistance, I can provide it. 2.23 1.152 1 5 

I work with individual students. 2.18 .853 1 5 

I take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere. 1.64 .658 1 3 

I lose quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson. 2.82 1.181 1 5 

I use video and audio material in Turkish. 1.82 .907 1 4 

 

2. Teaching Technique (TT) 

Table 2 below displays the average response to the teaching techniques (TT) assessment, 

indicating that teachers generally held positive opinions of their TT, such as effective 

pedagogical practices. The strongest agreement was observed for “I always prepare the 

teach9ng mater9al before arr9v9ng at the school” (M = 1.36), “I speak the target language and 

g9ve 9nstruct9ons 9n Turk9sh” (M = 1.50), and “I correct the students 9n a sens9ble way” (M = 

1.50), reflectFng hFgh levels of reported FnstructFonal preparedness and target-language use. 

There was a tendency toward teacher-dFrected lesson plannFng rather than the systematFc 

FnclusFon of student Fnput on actFvFtFes or topFcs of Fnterest. For Fnstance, the statement “It 9s 

better when the teacher—not the student—dec9des what act9v9t9es are to be done”yFelded a 



mean score of 2.77, whFle “I ask my students to suggest or help plan classroom act9v9t9es or 

top9cs” had a mean of 2.32, FndFcatFng generally neutral to mFxed responses regardFng student 

Fnvolvement Fn lesson plannFng. The data suggests that educators primarily focus on teaching 

the Turkish language and independently planning their lectures. 

Table 2. Statements related to teaching techniques 

(n = 22) Mean SD Min Max 

I usually know how to get through to students. 1.73 .703 1 3 

It is better when the teacher – not the student – decides what activities 
are to be done. 

2.77 1.152 1 4 

I always use Turkish in the class. 2.00 1.113 1 4 

I always prepare the teaching material before arriving at the school. 1.36 .727 1 4 

I present new topics for the class (lecture-style presentation). 1.91 .750 1 4 

I review with the students the homework they have prepared. 1.77 .752 1 3 

I ask my students to suggest or help plan classroom activities or topics. 2.32 1.211 1 5 

I track the study process. 1.82 .664 1 3 

I use pictures and objects for my students to make connections 
between words and the associated objects. 

1.64 .790 1 4 

I speak the target language and I ask a question and give instructions 

in Turkish. 
1.50 .673 1 3 

I assign activities that require a group. 1.82 .733 1 3 

I use Turkish texts which accommodate real-life language use. 1.55 .596 1 3 

I correct the students in a sensible way. 1.50 .598 1 3 

I give commands through one word along with gestures such as 

pointing which provides opportunities for initiating the interaction 

among students. 

2.09 .921 1 5 

 
3. Teaching Perceptions (TP) 

Teachers' teaching perspectives on Turkish language instruction and weekend schools were 

surveyed. Results from Table 3 reveal that a significant majority of teachers (90.9%) strongly 

endorse the importance of teaching Turkish to young children in the UK, with 95.5% 

acknowledging that proficiency in Turkish holds value for students' future prospects. However, 

teachers dFd not express strong agreement that weekend schools play a role Fn students’ 

language development, as reflected by a mean score of 3.00 on the relevant Ftem. When 

inquired about their views on the significance of weekend schools in students' language 

development, the prevailing response leaned towards "neither agreeing nor disagreeing" 

(40.9%). In summary, teachers generally hold positive opinions regarding the instruction and 

acquisition of the Turkish language, recognizing its benefits for students' life trajectories. 

Table 3.  Statements related to teaching perceptions 

(n = 22) Mean SD Min Max 

Do you think is it important to teach Turkish to young children in the 

UK? 
1.18 .664 1 4 

Do you think Turkish will benefit the students in the future? 1.05 .213 1 2 



Do you think any certain ideas that can only communicate in Turkish 
not very well in English? 

2.23 .922 1 3 

Do you think the weekend schools play a role in the students' language 

development? 
3.00 .873 2 5 

 

Reliability 

a. Teaching Environment (TE) 

The eight items in the teacher questionnaire, designed to assess teaching environment, 

displayed inadequate internal consistency with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.47, 

indicating that they should not be used as a composite scale for teaching environment 

measurement. To investigate this further, correlations among the individual questionnaire items 

were computed. Analysis revealed that three items, namely "If a student from this school needs 

extra assistance, I can provide it" (TE4), "I work with individual students" (TE5), and "I lose 

quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson" (TE7), exhibited weak 

correlations with the remaining items, as depicted in Table 4. Omitting these items from the 

scale resulted in an improved Cronbach's alpha reliability of 0.78. Consequently, the TE group 

removed these items from consideration, and subsequent analyses were based on teachers' 

responses to the remaining five items (TE4, TE5, TE7). 

Table 4 presents the three most robust correlations, indicating that teachers who perceive a 

substantial educational impact on their students' lives also report job satisfaction. Furthermore, 

a majority of teachers express a desire to receive feedback from students. Moreover, teachers 

who report job satisfaction are more likely to cultivate a positive learning environment. 

Notably, the findings regarding the use of video and audio resources were intriguing, as 

teachers perceived that such materials can significantly enhance students' educational 

experiences. 

Table 4. Teaching Environment-item correlation 

 TE1 TE2 TE3 TE4 TE5 TE6 TE7 

TE1. All in all, I am satisfied with my 

job. 
       

TE2. I feel that I am making a 

significant educational difference in the 
lives of my students. 

.712**       

TE3. Most teachers in this school are 

interested in what students have to say. 
.406 .581**      

TE4. If a student from this school needs 

extra assistance, I can provide it. 
.034 -.078 -.078     

TE5. I work with individual students. .304 .412 .315 .247    



TE6. I take care to create a pleasant 
learning atmosphere. 

.513* .373 .220 -.011 .208   

TE7. I lose quite a lot of time because 

of students interrupting the lesson. 
-.123 -.174 -.275 -.178 -.107 -.334  

TE8. I use video and audio material in 
Turkish. 

.281 .497* .393 .133 .353 .363 -.477** 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

b. Teaching Technique (TT) 

The 14-item teaching techniques groups' dependability exhibits a robust internal consistency, 

as indicated by a high Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.85. However, a closer examination of 

item correlations highlighted one item's suboptimal performance relative to others, despite its 

overall trustworthiness for research purposes. SpecFfFcally, the Ftem “It 9s better when the 

teacher—not the student—dec9des what act9v9t9es are to be done” was FdentFfFed as a weaker 

contrFbutor and stands Fn conceptual contrast to student-centred teachFng FdeologFes that 

emphasFse learner partFcFpatFon and shared decFsFon-makFng. Upon its removal, Cronbach's 

alpha increased to 0.88. Subsequently, the study proceeded with the remaining 13 items, 

excluding the aforementioned item. 

Analysis presented in Table 5 unveiled significant correlations among pairs of teaching 

techniques group questionnaire items. Numerous items exhibited moderate correlations, with 

the most pronounced associations observed between teachers who facilitate question-asking 

and answering in the students' target language, as well as those who provide instructions in 

Turkish. Strong correlations were also evident in various areas, including soliciting student 

input or involvement in designing classroom activities, utilizing word-related visuals or 

materials, reviewing student assignments, and teachers who possess effective communication 

skills with students. Moreover, teachers who actively engage in homework assessment, 

introduce new topics in the class, encourage student input in lesson planning, monitor student 

progress, use the target language, assign group projects, incorporate Turkish texts reflecting 

real-life language usage, and employ equitable correction practices demonstrated strong 

correlations. 

To investigate potential demographic variations among groups of teaching environment and 

teaching techniques items and individual teaching perceptions items in the context of Turkish 

language learning and teaching, such as teachers' gender, education, training, general teaching 

experience, and weekend school experience, a series of Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted.



Table 5. Teaching Techniques-item correlation 

 TT1 TT2 TT3 TT4 TT5 TT6 TT7 TT8 TT9 TT10 TT11 TT12 TT13 TT14 

TT1. I usually know how to get through to 

students. 
              

TT2.It is better when the teacher – not the 
student – decides what activities are to be 

done. 

-.257              

TT3. I always use Turkish in the class. .122 .186             

TT4. I always prepare the teaching material 
before arriving in the school. 

.390 
-
.067 

.118            

TT5. I present new topics for the class 

(lecture-style presentation). 
.583** 

-

.190 
.399 .500*           

TT6. I review with the students the homework 
they have prepared. 

.599** .048 .342 .333 .637**          

TT7. I ask my students to suggest or help plan 

classroom activities or topics. 
.443* 

-

.253 
-.035 .241 .558** .607**         

TT8. I track the study process. .399 .130 .386 .538** .634** .581** .431*        

TT9. I use pictures and objects for my 
students to make connections between words 

and the associated objects. 

.671** 
-

.305 
.271 .573** .745** .496* .476* .413       

TT10. I speak the target language and I ask a 
question and give instructions in Turkish. 

.302 .031 .636** .000 .378 .518* .088 .320 .359      

TT11. I assign activities that require a group. .362 .231 .292 .309 .402 .700** .283 .418 .210 .483*     

TT12. I use Turkish texts which accommodate 

real-life language use. 
.372 

-

.088 
.359 .180 .542** .715** .474* .383 .442* .713** .674**    

TT13. I correct the students in a sensible way. .340 .173 .573** .000 .319 .689** .099 .360 .303 .889** .653** .669**   

TT14. I give commands through one word 

along with gestures such as pointing which 

provides opportunities for initiating the 

interaction among students. 

.261 
-

.024 
.046 .233 .219 .375 .613** .495* .244 .154 .237 .166 .260  

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed



 

The findings of the Mann-Whitney U tests showed that there was no difference in answers 

between teaching environment and teaching techniques based on gender, education, training, 

general teaching experience and teaching experience at a weekend school (see Table 6). 

Table 6. Teaching environment and teaching techniques by demographic characteristics 

  
Teaching 

environment 

Teaching 

technique 

Gender 
Mann-Whitney U 58.50 50.00 

p (2-tailed) .89 .49 

Education 
Mann-Whitney U 56.50 52.50 

p (2-tailed) .82 .62 

Training 
Mann-Whitney U 45.50 46.50 

p (2-tailed) .38 .42 

Teaching experience 
Mann-Whitney U 40.50 38.00 

p (2-tailed) .39 .31 

Teaching experience at weekend school 
Mann-Whitney U 49.00 43.00 

p (2-tailed) .44 .25 

 

Table 7 shows that teachers’ teaching perceptFons were not Fnfluenced by gender, level of educatFon, 

teacher traFnFng, overall teachFng experFence, or teachFng experFence Fn weekend schools, as all p-

values exceeded .05, FndFcatFng no statFstFcally sFgnFfFcant dFfferences across any TeachFng 

PerceptFons (TP) Ftems. 

Table 7. Teaching perceptions by demographic characteristics 

  

Do you think is 

it important to 

teach Turkish 
to young 

children in the 

UK? 

Do you 

think 

Turkish will 
benefit the 

students in 

the future? 

Do you think any 

certain ideas that 

can only 
communicate in 

Turkish not very 

well in English? 

Do you think the 
weekend schools 

play a role in the 

students' language 

development? 

Gender 

Mann-
Whitney U 

60.000 55.000 45.500 56.000 

p (2-tailed) .948 .317 .272 .754 

Education 

Mann-

Whitney U 
50.000 54.000 52.500 55.000 

p (2-tailed) .186 .273 .581 .727 

Training 

Mann-

Whitney U 
49.500 54.000 46.000 40.000 

p (2-tailed) .228 .405 .352 .190 

Teaching 

experience 

Mann-

Whitney U 
45.500 49.000 30.000 49.000 

p (2-tailed) .323 .495 .077 .794 

Teaching 

experience 

at weekend 

school 

Mann-

Whitney U 
49.5000 55.000 58.000 35.000 

p (2-tailed) .148 .317 .855 .076 

 



 

Results of Interview Data 

FollowFng the collectFon of questFonnaFre data examFnFng the roles of teaching environment (TE), 

teaching techniques (TT), and teaching perceptions (TP) Fn TurkFsh language FnstructFon, Fn-depth 

FntervFews were conducted wFth a subset of teachers workFng Fn TurkFsh weekend schools attended 

by the chFldren of the study partFcFpants. PartFcFpants were selected purposFvely from among 

questFonnaFre respondents to ensure representatFon across key themes and response patterns, and 

FntervFews were carrFed out at TurkFsh weekend schools Fn London, Manchester, and NottFngham. 

MFcrosoft Excel was used solely as a data management tool to organFse transcrFpts and codes, whFle 

the analytFc decFsFons and theme development were guFded by the prFncFples of thematFc analysFs 

outlFned by Braun and Clarke (2006). UsFng Braun and Clarke’s (2006) thematFc analysFs 

framework, three prFmary themes were FdentFfFed through a systematFc process of famFlFarFsatFon, 

codFng, and theme development; these themes are elaborated Fn the followFng sectFons. 

1. Theme 1 – Teaching Environment (TE) 

The majority of schools lack permanent buildings, opting for rented non-profit facilities. Turkish 

weekend schools are described as operating voluntarily during weekends or after mainstream 

school hours, providing limited instructional time mainly centered on Turkish language, culture, 

and religious studies. Teachers express concerns regarding the insufficiency of the provided 

curriculum and materials, often resorting to diverse resources to accommodate students' diverse 

needs and proficiencies. 

In the words of one teacher,  

"Most of the students do not want to attend the classes on the weekends as the school’s attendance 

is voluntary; they would prefer to take off from the mainstream schools." (T1)  

Another respondent noted,  

"Schools are run only at the weekend or after mainstream school, and it is only three hours a 

week as two hours Turkish language and culture and one-hour religious studies." (T3)  

Additionally, "At the same time, we teach Turkish culture." (T5) 

WhFle teachers acknowledged the Fmportance of weekend schools Fn supportFng TurkFsh language 

and cultural learnFng, they consFstently hFghlFghted the home language envFronment as a more 

FnfluentFal factor, partFcularly for students wFth non-natFve TurkFsh-speakFng parents. As one 

teacher observed,  

"Some of the students have one non-native Turkish parent. If the student has both native parents, 

it is easy to practice at home; however, if s/he has one non-native parent, I think they speak 

English at home, so they do not have a chance to practice." (T3) 



 

ThFs comment hFghlFghts teachers’ teaching perceptFons of the home language envFronment as a 

key factor shapFng students’ opportunFtFes for TurkFsh language use, partFcularly Fn famFlFes where 

EnglFsh Fs more domFnant due to mFxed lFnguFstFc backgrounds. 

In light of these challenges, teachers' adaptability in generating new content or modifying provided 

materials becomes crucial. However, even when adhering to the curriculum and resources, students 

continue to struggle due to language proficiency issues. Consequently, the teaching environment 

program's viability hinges on the context of weekend schools and their capacity to address age and 

language proficiency-related challenges. 

This study suggests that an effective teaching environment program may be achievable within the 

framework of weekend schools, and the poor test scores of children may stem from the lack of age-

appropriate curriculum and resources suited to their linguistic proficiency levels. 

2. Theme 2 – Teaching Technique (TT) 

In response to the question of language teaching strategies, resources, and activities, educators 

provided the following insights: 

Teacher T5 expressed,  

"Students should expose to the language because of this, I always use Turkish in the classroom 

and stick some teaching posters in Turkish or provide visual information (PowerPoint, pictures 

etc.) on the walls." 

ThFs statement Fllustrates a delFberate FnstructFonal strategy aFmed at FncreasFng students’ exposure 

to TurkFsh through consFstent target-language use and vFsually rFch classroom envFronments, 

reflectFng teachers’ efforts to compensate for lFmFted opportunFtFes for language use outsFde school. 

Teacher T2 articulated, 

"Exposure is important to learn a language; however, I consider the students’ readiness for the 

language and then I enrich the learning environment with visual materials. I also provide them 

with a song or film, or puppet show to teach new vocabulary. The students like role-play activity, 

crosswords, vocabulary match so an activity by doing students themselves." 

ThFs statement hFghlFghts teachers’ efforts to balance sustaFned language exposure wFth sensFtFvFty 

to learners’ readFness, employFng multFmodal and actFvFty-based strategFes to support vocabulary 

development and engagement. 

Teacher T4 stated,  

"English is the majority language here, and the students expose to English more than Turkish. 

Because of this, I use English to teach Turkish by translating one word to Turkish from English. 

Moreover, teaching poems and songs also play an important role; therefore, the students learn by 

enjoying and they easily remember short poems and songs." 



 

ThFs reflectFon underscores how teachers adapt to the domFnant EnglFsh-language envFronment by 

FntegratFng translatFon and culturally engagFng materFals, such as poems and songs, to facFlFtate 

vocabulary retentFon and make TurkFsh language learnFng more enjoyable for students. 

Regarding family involvement in language learning, one teacher, T1, mentioned,  

"I let the families know about what the student did in the classroom like ‘we did this activity 

today; it would be good for you to do more practice about it at home.’ I gave the completed 

activity sheets to students to take home and show their parents." 

ThFs example Fllustrates teachers’ strategFes to engage famFlFes Fn supportFng language practFce at 

home, reFnforcFng classroom learnFng and promotFng a collaboratFve approach between school and 

home envFronments. 

Another teacher, T2, shared,  

"Unfortunately, the learning practice does not move to home because most of the families do not 

speak Turkish at home. I do not give them homework because they already have homework from 

their mainstream schools. Even if we do, there is no feedback from the students and families. 

However, when they learn songs, some of them sing at home and the parents let me know. The 

problem is for this group of students’ one of the parents is a non-native Turkish speaker." 

ThFs statement hFghlFghts challenges Fn extendFng language learnFng beyond the classroom, 

partFcularly Fn households where TurkFsh Fs not actFvely spoken. It also underscores the lFmFted 

feasFbFlFty of homework as a reFnforcement tool and poFnts to songs as one of the few effectFve 

strategFes for promotFng FncFdental practFce at home. 

In summary, educators unanimously stressed the importance of language exposure, visual 

materials, and student engagement in language learning. However, opinions diverged on the 

effectiveness of promoting family involvement. Nonetheless, it was acknowledged that home 

environments can significantly impact language acquisition, particularly in households where the 

target language is regularly practiced, benefiting bilingual children's literacy development in their 

home setting. 

3. Theme 3 – Teaching Perceptions (TP) 

In response to inquiries regarding the pedagogical objectives underpinning the instruction of 

Turkish to bilingual children, the participants articulated their perspectives in the following 

manner: 

Across all participants, a consensus emerged on the overarching aim: the cultivation of Turkish 

language proficiency and cognitive enrichment. Informant T2 succinctly summarized this aim as 

the acquisition of  

"Turkish language proficiency, concomitant with cognitive enrichment, and the ability to engage 

in Turkish discourse when interfacing with familial ties during sojourns to Turkey." 



 

ThFs hFghlFghts the dual focus on both functFonal language skFlls and maFntaFnFng famFlFal 

connectFons. 

Emphasizing the imperative of mother tongue preservation, T5 firmly asserted,  

"Turkish represents their indigenous linguistic heritage, and I staunchly advocate its 

perpetuation." 

ThFs underscores teachers’ commFtment to sustaFnFng students’ lFnguFstFc FdentFty wFthFn a 

predomFnantly EnglFsh-speakFng envFronment. 

Moreover, one educator, T1, expounded upon the matter, emphasizing the preservation of cultural 

and linguistic heritage:  

"The fundamental aim resides in the preservation of their cultural and linguistic heritage. As 

inhabitants within a host-country milieu, conformity to the majority language is obligatory. 
Nonetheless, it is our presumption that these students should not relinquish their ancestral 

heritage, in alignment with state policy." 

ThFs reflects a recognFtFon of the tensFon between FntegratFon Fnto the host country and the 

maFntenance of the students’ ancestral language, alFgnFng wFth broader polFcy objectFves. 

Regarding the dividends of Turkish acquisition for bilingual progeny, educators provided insightful 

perspectives: 

T2 postulated,  

"Foremost, their Turkish heritage equips them with the means to sustain their cultural and 
linguistic identity. Additionally, it facilitates efficacious communication with their kindred 

domiciled in Turkey. Subsequently, Turkish proficiency significantly contributes to their 

scholastic achievements and life perspectives." 

Here, the teacher connects language profFcFency to both cultural contFnuFty and academFc and 

personal development. 

T1 opined,  

"A command of Turkish engenders a nuanced comprehension of Turkish culture and engenders 

intergenerational connectivity. Moreover, it equips them to undertake Turkish language 

examinations at the A-level standard." 

ThFs hFghlFghts the practFcal benefFts of language learnFng, lFnkFng profFcFency to cultural lFteracy, 

famFly engagement, and formal academFc achFevement. 

During face-to-face interviews, teachers underscored the pivotal role of parental involvement in 

nurturing students' Turkish language proficiency through home-based practice. Concurrently, 

educators underscored the critical importance of furnishing diverse and intellectually enriching 

instructional resources for the efficacious pedagogical delivery of the target language. 

In summation, the respondents collectively advocated the centrality of language acquisition, 

asserting that the pedagogical endeavor safeguards linguistic and cultural heritage, augments 



 

cognitive faculties, and fosters meaningful familial communication. Furthermore, they accentuated 

the manifold academic and practical benefits accruing to students through the acquisition of 

Turkish proficiency. 

Integrating the Questionnaire and Interview Findings 

To facilitate a triangulated presentation of data, themes derived from interview analysis, 

specifically focusing on teachers' teaching environment, teaching techniques, and teaching 

perceptions, were juxtaposed with findings from the questionnaire analysis. The significance of 

themes identified in the interview analysis was compared to the elements discerned and extracted 

from the questionnaires. The resulting data from both methodological components were 

consolidated in Table 8 to achieve triangulation. Notably, questFonnaFre responses were used to 

Fnform the development of FntervFew questFons, consFstent wFth the sequentFal explanatory mFxed-

methods desFgn, Fn whFch quantFtatFve fFndFngs guFde the subsequent qualFtatFve FnquFry. 

Furthermore, it was observed that data obtained from questionnaires and interviews mutually 

reinforced each other. The subsequent discussion, which contrasts these results, illustrates this 

synergy. IntervFewees consFstently expressed reservatFons about the effectFveness of the teachFng 

envFronment, hFghlFghtFng challenges such as lFmFted FnstructFonal tFme, classroom management 

dFffFcultFes, and resource constraFnts. ThFs contrasts wFth the questFonnaFre results, whFch suggested 

that teachers were generally satFsfFed wFth theFr jobs and work settFngs. The dFscrepancy poFnts to 

an Fmportant tensFon: whFle teachers may feel content wFth theFr overall professFonal role, they 

sFmultaneously perceFve structural and pedagogFcal lFmFtatFons that may Fmpede optFmal language 

FnstructFon. Teachers frequently employed the Turkish language in their classrooms for 

instructional purposes, citing efficiency as a primary motivator. Additionally, they displayed 

adaptability by creating or modifying materials to align with students' prior knowledge when 

teaching language. According to the teachers, Turkish weekend schools played a vital role in 

students' lives and in fostering proficiency in the Turkish language, impacting areas such as 

students' performance in A-level exams, family communication, and bilingualism. However, they 

also tended to emphasize the importance of the home linguistic environment, suggesting that 

schools alone may not suffice for acquiring and sustaining proficiency in the target language. 

 

 

 



 

Table 8. Integrating questionnaire (factors) and interview (themes) findings 

Questionnaire findings (factors/statements) 

Interview 

findings 

(Themes) 

Teachers’ 

teaching 

environment 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 

 

Classes 

Time 

Curriculum 

Language 

environment 
 

I feel that I am making a significant educational difference in the 
lives of my students. 

Most teachers in this school are interested in what students have to 
say. 

If a student from this school needs extra assistance, I can provide it. 

I work with individual students. 

I take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere. 

I lose quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson. 

I use video and audio material in Turkish. 

Teachers’ 

teaching 

technique 

I usually know how to get through to students. 

 

Using target 

language 

Teaching 

technique 

Teaching strategy 

Books 

Materials 

Activities 

Homework 

Family interaction 

 

It is better when the teacher – not the student – decides what 

activities are to be done. 

I always use Turkish in the class. 

I always prepare the teaching material before arriving at the school. 

I present new topics for the class (lecture-style presentation). 

I review with the students the homework they have prepared. 

I ask my students to suggest or help plan classroom activities or 
topics. 

I track the study process. 

I use pictures and objects for my students to make connections 

between words and the associated objects. 

I speak the target language and I ask a question and give instructions 
in Turkish. 

I assign activities that require a group. 

I use Turkish texts which accommodate real-life language use. 

I correct the students in a sensible way. 

I give commands through one word along with gestures such as 

pointing which provides opportunities for initiating the interaction 
among students. 

Teaching 

perception 

Do you think is it important to teach Turkish to young children in 

the UK? 
 

Importance of 
teaching Turkish 

Aim of teaching 

Turkish 

Benefit of learning 
Turkish 

Do you think Turkish will benefit the students in the future? 

Do you think any certain ideas that can only communicate in 
Turkish not very well in English? 

Do you think the weekend schools play a role in the students' 

language development? 



 

Discussion 

This study sought to investigate the attributes of Turkish weekend schools in the UK, 

concentrating on educators' classroom environments, instructional methodologies, and 

perceptions of Turkish as a legacy language. The results highlight areas that demand for more 

critical thought while also providing insight into how these schools function pedagogically and 

ideologically within a community-based educational setting. 

The fFndFngs show that demographFc factors lFke gender, educatFonal background, or teachFng 

experFence dFd not systematFcally affect teachers' teachFng envFronments, methods, or 

perceptFons. DespFte the fact that teachers' ages, career paths, and dFscFplFnary traFnFng varFed, 

there were no dFscernFble trends Fn the way they taught. ThFs research FmplFes that the structural 

condFtFons of herFtage language teachFng, such as low FnstFtutFonal regulatFon, part-tFme 

avaFlabFlFty, and communFty expectatFons, have a greater Fnfluence on FnstructFonal approaches 

Fn TurkFsh weekend schools than FndFvFdual teacher qualFtFes. SFmFlar trends have been noted 

at herFtage language schools around the world, where Fnstructors frequently enter the professFon 

through non-lFnear pathways and rely more on theFr own experFence than on formal traFnFng 

taFlored to legacy languages (CruFckshank, Lo BFanco, & WahlFn, 2024). 

There appears to be an FncreasFng need for TurkFsh language Fnstructors Fn the UK. The current 

study does not offer quantFtatFve data to support a defFnFte rFse Fn demand at the natFonal level, 

even though partFcFpants dFd FndFcate rFsFng enrolments and ongoFng parental Fnterest. 

Therefore, rather than beFng a recorded trend, thFs assertFon should be understood cautFously 

and reframed as an observed perceptFon among teachers. To verFfy whether the demand for 

TurkFsh language FnstructFon Fn the UK Fs actually rFsFng, more research utFlFsFng enrolment 

FnformatFon, staffFng data, or polFcy documents would be requFred. 

DespFte the fact that students mostly utFlFse EnglFsh Fn theFr daFly lFves, teachers used TurkFsh 

as the prFmary language of teachFng Fn the classroom. The majorFty of the FnstructFon focused 

on vocabulary and grammar, frequently usFng translatFon and bFlFngual technFques to enhance 

comprehensFon. AccordFng to recent research, code-swFtchFng and translanguagFng are popular 

and useful technFques Fn legacy language classrooms. These actFvFtFes are a practFcal response 

to learners' bFlFngual acquFsFtFons (Mashala & Sanders, 2025). However, teachers were 

frequently forced to modFfy or create theFr own resources because to the lack of avaFlabFlFty to 

herFtage-specFfFc teachFng materFals. In herFtage language settFngs, where currFcula are 



 

frequently adapted from foreFgn language models rather than created for bFlFngual learners, thFs 

problem has been extensFvely documented (LubFńska, 2024). 

ComparFng the results wFth state-sponsored herFtage language models Fn other European 

natFons allows for addFtFonal contextualFsatFon. For Fnstance, Fn a number of federal states Fn 

Germany, legacy language FnstructFon (HerkunftssprachlFcher UnterrFcht) Fs Fncluded Fnto the 

publFc educatFon system wFth standardFsed currFcula, qualFfFed teachers, and offFcFal 

acknowledgement of pupFls' lFnguFstFc profFcFency (HassanF et al., 2025). In a sFmFlar veFn, 

state-funded mother language FnstructFon (modersmålsundervFsnFng) Fn Sweden Fs clearly 

posFtFoned to promote both socFal FnclusFon and academFc success (AlFsaarF et al., 2023). 

TurkFsh weekend schools Fn the UK functFon prFmarFly outsFde of the state system, dependFng 

on volunteer or semF-professFonal teachFng staff and communFty effort, Fn contrast to these 

models. ThFs comparFson demonstrates how the UK's lack of consFstent governmental fundFng 

lFmFts prospects for professFonalFsatFon and currFculum development whFle placFng more 

responsFbFlFty on educators and famFlFes (CruFckshank, Lo BFanco, & WahlFn, 2024). 

The lFnguFstFc and cultural dFversFty of the TurkFsh-speakFng communFty Fn the UK, especFally 

the exFstence of CyprFot TurkFsh groups, Fs a sFgnFfFcant aspect that has surfaced but stFll needs 

more attentFon.Numerous TurkFsh-speakFng famFlFes Fn the UK have tFes to Cyprus, and CyprFot 

TurkFsh dFalects are dFstFnct from TurkFsh standard TurkFsh Fn terms of language, culture, and 

hFstory (EvrFpFdou & Çavuşoğlu, 2015). A tendency towards favourFng a standardFsed form of 

TurkFsh Fs suggested by the lack of clear allusFons to CyprFot TurkFsh Fn currFcula or classroom 

procedures.ThFs calls Fnto questFon the degree to whFch students' home varFety and FdentFtFes 

are acknowledged and apprecFated, as well as lFnguFstFc representatFon and dFversFty wFthFn 

weekend schools (ÇFftcF, 2024). In lFne wFth recent research hFghlFghtFng Fnternal varFabFlFty 

wFthFn legacy language communFtFes, addressFng thFs factor would help develop a more 

nuanced understandFng of herFtage language teachFng Fn the UK. 

Teachers’ teachFng perspectFves on TurkFsh weekend schools were overwhelmFngly posFtFve, 

wFth partFcFpants emphasFsFng theFr Fmportance Fn language preservatFon, cultural transmFssFon, 

and FdentFty development. Strong tFes between the home, school, and communFty are necessary 

for successful language maFntenance, accordFng to fFndFngs from FnternatFonal herFtage 

language research (FatFma & Nadeem, 2025). FamFly engagement was consFstently seen as 

crucFal. Teachers dFd, however, also voFce concerns about FnstFtutFonal constraFnts, such as 



 

Frregular attendance, constraFned class tFme, and a dearth of chances for professFonal 

development specFfFc to legacy language educatFon (CruFckshank, Lo BFanco, & WahlFn, 2024). 

FFnally, the Fnvolvement of the TurkFsh MFnFstry of NatFonal EducatFon (MoNE) and Fts 

currFculum deserves more examFnatFon. Although MoNE offers currFculum dFrectFon and 

materFals for TurkFsh weekend schools overseas, the majorFty of these resources are created 

usFng a natFonal framework that Fs centred on Turkey (MoNE, 2019). To varFed degrees, 

teachers Fn thFs study adhered to the currFculum, frequently modFfyFng Ft to fFt the needs of the 

classroom. It Fs stFll unclear, though, how much the currFculum fosters pupFls' sense of 

belongFng Fn the UK settFng rather than just strengthenFng theFr emotFonal and symbolFc 

connectFons to Turkey. SFnce natFonal FdentFfFcatFon and patrFotFsm play a major role Fn TurkFsh 

educatFon polFcy, Ft Fs crucFal to take Fnto account how these FdeologFcal orFentatFons are 

replFcated, negotFated, or reFnterpreted Fn dFaspora sFtuatFons (LubFńska, 2024). From the 

standpoFnt of herFtage language educatFon, currFculum that strFke a balance between 

acknowledgFng students' lFved experFences Fn the UK and theFr tFes to theFr place of orFgFn may 

be more successful Fn fosterFng the formatFon of multFlFngual FdentFtFes. 

Overall, the data FndFcate that TurkFsh weekend schools Fn the UnFted KFngdom operate as 

communFty-drFven places wFth flexFble teachFng technFques, strong cultural orFentatFons, and 

lFmFted FnstFtutFonal backFng. WhFle broader structural, FdeologFcal, and socFolFnguFstFc 

elements are crucFal, demographFc characterFstFcs do not seem to have a substantFal Fmpact on 

teachFng envFronments or perceptFons. Research and practFce Fn thFs area would be further 

strengthened by further Fnvolvement wFth comparatFve FnternatFonal models, Fnternal 

communFty dFversFty, and the FdeologFcal aspects of currFculum desFgn. 

Conclusion 

The current investigation scrutinized Turkish weekend schools in the UK, analyzing their 

policies, characteristics, and teachers' teaching perspectives on the instructional environment 

and techniques. These findings offer valuable insights for educators to assess classroom 

dynamics and teaching methods, accounting for crucial elements. Notably, despite earnest 

efforts, this study did not encompass all Turkish weekend school teachers in the UK. 

Weekend schools primarily aim to impart language, culture, and religious education. The 

results revealed a predominant focus on language instruction, with the possibility of a more 



 

comprehensive examination in subsequent studies. This mixed methods approach fosters a 

deeper understanding of the weekend schools' role in heritage language education. Despite its 

limitations, this study's outcomes align with prior literature, highlighting the prevalence of 

Turkish language instruction for foreign learners rather than heritage language instruction for 

bilingual children due to a dearth of research in this area. 
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