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Abstract

This study aims to explore language education policy among Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers in Israel, employing the framework of language policy proposed by Spolsky (2009), based on three major components: language practices, language ideologies, and language management. A mixed-method research approach, consisting of both quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection, is employed. A questionnaire  was filled in by   a  total of  509 kindergarten teachers. Besides, a semi-structured interview was carried out with 12 kindergarten teachers, selected from the ones who answered the questionnaire, in order to learn in more depth about  Arabic language education policy. The data revealed that Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers in Israel mostly use a mixture of Standard Arabic (StA) and Spoken Arabic (SpA) as the medium of instruction, using Hebrew or foreign words only sparingly. They express positive attitudes towards Arabic’s role as an important language in Israel. They also show positive attitudes about StA, believing that it is necessary to master it, yet facing difficulties while using it when speaking with the students. Regarding language management, they conduct activities that help develop StA skills, both for themselves and their students. Finally, there are significant interrelations between the kindergarten teachers’ background variables (religion, type of city they live in, seniority, education, and district) and language practice, ideology, and management. Based on these findings, it is important to construct a clearly-defined StA educational policy in Arab kindergartens.
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Introduction

Language education policy has an important impact on literacy education, especially in kindergartens. Arabic language education in diglossic situations is challenging. For Arabic speakers, spoken Arabic (SpA) is the dominant variety of daily communication, and standard Arabic (StA) is the formal and literary variety.
 StA is used in formal settings such as school, television, and university lectures, to mention just a few examples.  The linguistic distance between these two Arabic varieties significantly affects literacy education. Furthermore, “Hebraization,” reflected in the dominance of Hebrew in the Israeli language landscape, presents further sociolinguistic challenges to literacy education in Arab kindergartens in Israel. The combination of these sociolinguistic factors makes literacy education a complex issue among both Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers in Israel and their students. 
In this study, we drew upon Spolsky and Shohamy (1999) as our framework. According to them, language policy should be based on three major components: language practice, language ideology, and language management. Language practice refers to the observable behaviors people exhibit and the choices they make concerning which languages they use in their lives, at work, for social communication, etc. (Spolsky, 2004; 2009). In this way, societal language practice provides the linguistic context for children’s language acquisition. Language ideology is defined as “the beliefs about language and language use” (Spolsky, 2004: 5). From an educational perspective, this component affects people’s motivation to transmit languages to the next generation. Finally, language management concerns the explicit efforts of policy makers to modify or control the language practices and beliefs of others (Shohamy, 2006).
We chose this framework as it enabled us to investigate the discrepancies between policy makers’ stated  claims and actions, between the educational ideals and the controversial reality of society. It further allowed us to explore language practice, ideology, and management among Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers in Israel.
Background: The Palestinian Linguistic Repertoire in Israel
In 2019 the population of Israel was 9,136,000 (74.1% Jewish, 21% Palestinian Arabs and 4. 9% other minorities) (Central Bureau of Statistics, 2019). The Palestinians in Israel, accounted for 20 percent of the population of Israel in 2019. They are the descendants of Palestinian Arabs   who remained in their homeland in the wake of the 1948 Palestinian Nakba,
  and the establishment of the State of Israel. They are an inseparable part of the Palestinian Arab nation. However, their unique circumstances as citizens of Israel, whose experiences differed from the rest of Palestinian Arabs in the last seven decades, have also had an effect on their attitudes in the domains of education, language, society, politics, and institutions (Amara, 1999; Amara & Mar'i, 2008).


They belong to three religious communities: Muslim (83%), Christian (9%), and Druze (8%).  In contrast to Muslims and Christians, the Druze are compulsorily drafted in the Israeli army, and in 1957 Israel has recognized the Druze as a sperate Arab community. A significant portion of the Druze community in Israel define themselves as Arabic-speaking citizens and not Arabs,  as a way of expressing their loyalty to Israel.

The linguistic repertoire of Palestinian Arabs in Israel
 is complex and diverse. Arabic is the language of personal, cultural, and national identity, while Hebrew is important for social mobility, higher education, and participation as a citizen in the larger civil society (Amara, 2014). Hebrew is the second-most prominent language (even more so than English) and in some instances is even more important than Arabic (Shohamy & Donitsa-Schmidt, 1998; Amara & Mar’i, 2002). Hebrew is an important source of loanwords for Arabs in Israel (Amara & Spolsky, 1986; Amara, 1999; Mari’, 20013; Horesh, 2015). Furthermore, English has become important in their linguistic repertoire as it is the language of technology and a global  lingua franca (Tannenbaum & Yithaki, 2016; Amara, 2018). 
In language education, Arabic is the medium of instruction in Palestinian Arab schools in Israel. In contrast, Hebrew, the only official language in Israel (as per the 2018 Nationality Law), needs to be used for instrumental purposes and is studied as a second language by all Palestinian Arabs students from kindergarten onwards.
Historical work by Mendel (2014) shows that political and security considerations have shaped the teaching of Arabic in Israel throughout history. Arabic in Israel has become an artificial, limited and passive language which exists almost without relation to the traditions, cultures and people who use it in a civic and positive way (Mendel, 2014). The raising importance of Hebrew as the dominant language in the country and as a sign of prestige or modernization caused Arab students to neglect their Arabic language mother tongue and only fulfill the minimum school requirements (Suleiman, 2017). The diminishing status of Arabic was described in Camelia Suleiman book as: "Arabic is the victim or the insistence of the Hebrew-only movement, at the same time globalization and the opening up of the market is giving more space to English at the expense of Arabic." (p.133). As stated by Uhlmann (2017) the disparity in prestige afforded Hebrew and Arabic in Israel “pervasive sense that Arabs’ mother tongue – colloquial Arabic – is being eroded under the pressure of Hebrew.

Yasir Suleiman (2003) discusses the significance of unity of a nation through preserving language. Suleiman (2003) extensively delves into the argument that Arabic is a precondition for the cultural, religious, educational and ideological unity of a nation. Furthermore, Amara (2006) sees the use of mother tongue Arabic in Arab schools in Israel as an act towards the preservation of the language in light of the Hebraization of education. Amara states: "This significant support has enhanced the vitality of Modern Standard Arabic at the individual and community levels, and resisted a significant language shift to the dominant language of the country, Hebrew" (Amara, 2006, p.7).

Arabic is a typical diglossic language (Ferguson, 1959), where speakers within a single speech community simultaneously use two distinct varieties of the language: one for everyday informal communication (SpA) and another for formal communication and literacy (StA). Children grow up speaking a local dialect at home and in their daily lives, and StA is reserved for reading and writing, as well as for formal interaction, for example within the classroom (Amara, 1995; Saiegh-Haddad & Henkin-Roitfarb, 2014). StA is largely uniform across the Arabic-speaking world (Holes, 2004), whereas SpA varies from one region to another, and differs sociolinguistically, phonologically, morphologically, syntactically, and lexically from StA (Amara, 1995; Saiegh-Haddad & Henkin-Roitfarb, 2014).

One of the main differences between StA and SpA involves status or prestige; StA enjoys a high status with the Arab community since it represents ideality and superiority. As the language of the Qur'an, it is imbued with an aura of holiness for both Arabs and Muslims (Bassiouney, 2009). It is also a primary indicator of national identity in the Arab world (Suleiman, 2003). 
Arabic is considered an archetype of the linguistic circumstance known as diglossia (Ferguson, 1959), signifying that two linguistic systems – a written language and a spoken language – exist simultaneously (Brosh, 1996) and manifest great differences both in form and in symbolic values.  Since the publication of Ferguson’s classic article on diglossia in 1959, a heated discussion has raged about the topic, leading to its development and modification (Badawi, 1973; Ferguson, 1990; Fernandez, 1993; Hary, 1996; Holes, 1995; Hudson, 1992; Hussein, 1980; Kaye, 1972, 1994, 2001). 

However, some researchers prefer the term multiglossia, contending that it describes more accurately the linguistic situation in the Arab world (e.g., Badawi, 1973; Hary, 1996). Hary (1996, p. 69) goes even further and places multiglossia on a continuum ‘where the speakers and writers constantly shift between different lects.’ Whether we talk about two or more divergent varieties in Arabic, today in the Arab world there is a glossic situation wherein speakers often use one language variety in one set of circumstances and other varieties in other circumstances.

Despite the relative stability of diglossia presented by Ferguson (1959), in that Standard Arabic is stable and protected from change as a result of its relationship with writing and education, it can be argued that this stability is currently being challenged by two sociolinguistic factors. First, globalization and the rapid spread of electronic media in recent decades have affected the standard writing system and changed the accepted norms of writing. Today, we are witnessing the emergence of a new variety of Arabic, namely Internet Arabic (Amara, 2020). It differs from other varieties of Arabic, in its linguistic structure and the use of the "Emoji" language (which has become a common tool for replacing words, phrases, and even complete sentences in the written variety). The emergence of Internet Arabic has given legitimacy to the use of SpA, prompting books and novels to be published in it (Younis, 2011). Secondly, recently, Arab children have been exposed to StA through children’s programs broadcast from Arab countries. This exposure may be a source of enrichment for the children’s StA even before they enter first grade and begin their official literacy journey. Studies have shown that reading stories to children in StA may contribute to the development of literacy among these children, who generally then have the ability to understand and use the language effectively (Feitelson et al., 1993). 
In short, the combination of these two complex sociolinguistic factors affecting the use of the Palestinian Arabic language in Israel, Hebraization and diglossia, challenges the linguistic repertoire of Palestinian Arabs in Israel making it more complex than the typical diglossic situation in Arab countries. In addition, as a result of globalization, English poses the same challenges to Arabic that Hebraization does. Thus, there is a need for an appropriate language education policy to combat these emerging sociolinguistic challenges and provide an effective Arabic education policy to maintain StA practice, positive attitudes toward learning StA, and linguistic management among the Palestinian Arabs in Israel at an early age through the teachers in kindergartens.
Arabic Education Policy in Israel and the Role of Teachers
Language education policy is relevant to all dimensions of education, from the national to the classroom level and from primary education through university and adult education (Hult, 2014), with teachers as the agents of this policy (McCarty, 2011). Language policy regarding the languages students learn and use at school reflects the ideology of the state and the education system (Shohamy, 2014). The Israeli Ministry of Education adopted Arabic as the language of instruction in Palestinian Arab schools. In addition, students in these schools must learn Hebrew and English at early age. Israel’s decision to allow Palestinian Arabs to use their mother tongue in their schools has contributed perhaps more than any other factor to the preservation of Arabic as the most important language in the sociolinguistic fabric of the Palestinian Arab minority in Israel. This significant step has enhanced the vitality of StA at the individual and community levels and prevented a significant language shift to Hebrew, the dominant language of the country (Amara, 2006). Over the past several decades, research on language education policy has highlighted the important role that teachers play as language policy actors (e.g., Hornberger, 1989; Menken & García, 2010; Johnson, 2013). Teachers may formally engage with language policy and participate in writing institutional, district, or state-level policy when serving on curriculum committees (Corson, 1989). Considering language policy from the point of view of practice opens up possibilities for investigating the practices involved in the creation of language education policies, including how contested pedagogical ideas are negotiated in attempts to influence language behavior in schools and classrooms. Teachers may also engage informally with language policy by making regular and predictable language choices that establish linguistic norms in their classrooms (Arias & Wiley, 2013). As Spolsky (2004) points out, the most fundamental issue in language education policy is the medium of instruction. Furthermore, language teachers play the productive role in language instruction in the classroom. Thus, they are in the position of making practical language policy decisions regarding which languages may be used in their classrooms and how the established norms will be managed by teachers and among peers during lessons (Amir & Musk, 2014). 
Most language policy decisions are based primarily on ideological considerations (Blommaert, 2010). The heart of the language ideology in Israel is that of “Hebrew only” and “one state, one language” (Shohamy, 2014). This hegemony of ideology leads to a monolingual language policy, with a clear message that Arabic does not have a high status in Israel. This was evident in the Nationality Law, which proposed to reduce the legal status and equality of Arabic in public domains in favor of Hebrew (Jabareen, 2015; Amara, 2018). In other words, the prevailing language ideology is not sensitive enough to Palestinian Arabs’ unique identity, or to the preservation of Arabic among Palestinian Arab as an important component of their cultural existence and national identity. 
Various studies reveal that teachers are much more likely to create language practices within the classroom based on their personal language ideology (see, e.g., Auerbach, 1993; Fang, 1996; Stritikus, 2003; Ramanathan, 2005; Menken & Garcia 2010; Merritt 2011; Pettit 2011; Garrity & Guerra 2015). In addition, research conducted on the (re)construction of teachers’ professional knowledge suggests that the aim of any professional development program is to promote change in teachers’ practice and beliefs about teaching and education (Fullan, 1991; Guskey, 2010). More specifically, professional development for teachers is regarded as a process that simultaneously promotes changes in teachers’ thinking and creates an impact on their professional knowledge (Pajares, 1992; Woods, 1996). 
There is increasing evidence that teachers are profoundly motivated by their beliefs. Borg (2001) defines belief as “a proposition which may be consciously or unconsciously held, is evaluative in that it is accepted as true by the individual, and is therefore imbued with emotive commitment; further, it serves as a guide to thought and behavior” (p. 186). Indeed, Borg (1998) claimed that the knowledge, theories, attitudes, images, assumptions, metaphors and beliefs are within the teacher's cognition. In addition, beliefs can be in correlation with teaching, teachers, learning, students, subject matter, curricula, materials, instructional activities and self (Borg, 1998). In other words, teachers’ beliefs could affect language teaching practice, learners’ experience, selection of materials and teachers’ self-confidence in a classroom. Additionally, Phipps and Borg (2009) have noted, a teacher’s belief system may outweigh the contents learned in a teacher education program when it comes to the instruction decisions they make about their day-to-day lessons. Furthermore, The research of teachers’ beliefs shows that there is contribution of teachers’ knowledge and practicum experience to their beliefs (e.g., Borg, 2003; Farrell & Kun, 2007).

While the role of teachers as policy actors has been of interest to language policy researchers for some time (e.g., Hornberger, 1989; Hult, 2017), more recent emphasis on teachers as policy actors has led to an increased focus on practiced language policy and the ways in which teachers’ and students’ language ideologies shape norms of interaction in classrooms (e.g., Menken & García, 2010; Barakos & Unger, 2016). 
Most sociolinguistic studies on Palestinian Arabs in Israel have focused on the knowledge and use of their  linguistic repertoires, with recent studies concentrating on language education and related policies (Amara & Mar’i, 1999, 2002; Spolsky & Shohamy, 1999; Amara, 2001; 2020). To the best of our knowledge, the language education policy in Palestinian Arab kindergartens in Israel has yet to be examined. To address this gap, this study examines the language education policy among kindergarten teachers in the Palestinian Arab society in Israel.
Research Questions 
Inspired by Spolsky and Shohamy’s framework of language policy (and developed later by Spolsky, 2004, 2009), we explore the language practices, ideologies, and management efforts among kindergarten teachers in Palestinian Arab society in Israel. The following four research questions are addressed:

1) What are the language practices of kindergarten teachers in Palestinian Arab schools in Israel?
2) What is the language ideology held by kindergarten teachers towards Arabic language education in kindergartens?
3) What language activities are conducted by kindergarten teachers to manage language education in kindergartens?
4) Are there differences among Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers in their language practice, language ideology, and language management according to background variables?
5. How Palestinian Arab kindergarten view their language practices, language ideology and language management in Palestinian Arab kindergarten in Israel?

Methodology
Participants
A  mixed-method research approach, consisting of both quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection,) is  employed. A questionnaire   was filled in by   a total of 509 Arab kindergarten teachers, hailing from different school districts in the country, participated in the present study, aged between 23 and 65 (M = 44.67, SD = 8.16), with teaching experience ranging from one to forty years (M = 19.40, SD = 8.35). Overwhelmingly, the teachers hold academic degrees (more than 90%) and  more than 80% live in Arab cities. The three religions are evenly represented (see Table 1).
Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.
	Variable
	
	
	

	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean Standard Deviation

	Age
	23.00
	65.00
	44.67

8.18 

	Seniority
	1.00
	40.00
	19.40

8.37

	
	
	
	

	
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	District
	North
	257
	50.5

	
	Center 
	71
	13.9

	
	South
	58
	11.4

	
	Haifa
	62
	12.2

	
	Jerusalem
	61
	12.0

	Language of instruction

of the academic institution

where the teacher studied
	Arabic
	254
	49.9

	
	Hebrew
	81
	15.9

	
	Mix of Arabic and Hebrew
	174
	34.2

	Education
	Certified teacher
	31
	6.1

	
	Senior teacher
	8
	1.6

	
	B.A
	258
	50.7

	
	M.A
	205
	40.3

	
	Ph.D
	7
	1.4

	Living in a mixed city
	Yes
	99
	19.4

	
	No
	410
	80.6

	Religion
	Muslim
	394
	77.4

	
	Christian
	59
	11.6

	
	Druze
	56
	11.0


Besides, a semi-structured  interview was carried out with 12 kindergarten teachers, selected from the ones who answered the questionnaire, in order to learn in more depth about  Arabic language education policy. The teachers   come   from different religions (Muslim, Christian, Druze) and from different districts in the country. (See Table 2).

Table 2. Composition of the interviewed teachers

	Teacher
	Years of Experience
	Degree
	Higher Education
	District
	Religion
	Place of teaching

	Teacher#1
	23
	B.A
	Arab academic- Haifa
	North
	Muslim
	Sakhnin

	Teacher#2
	25
	B.A
	Beit-Berl
	Haifa
	Muslim
	Meisar

	Teacher#3
	28
	M.A
	Oranim
	Haifa
	Chiristian
	Kfar-Yasif

	Teacher#4
	25
	M.A
	Gordon
	North
	Druze
	Mghar

	Teacher#5
	18
	M.A
	Levinski
	Haifa
	Muslim
	Kfar-Karia

	Teacher#6
	26
	M.A
	Gordon
	North
	Druze
	Mghar

	Teacher#7
	10
	B.A
	Arab academic- Haifa
	North
	Muslim
	Eksal

	Teacher#8
	22
	M.A
	Beit-Berl
	Center
	Muslim
	Tirah

	Teacher#9
	6
	B.A
	Beit-Lehem
	Jerusalem
	Muslim
	Jerusalem

	Teacher#10
	11
	M.A
	David-yalin
	Jerusalem
	Muslim
	Jerusalem

	Teacher#11
	30
	M.A
	Ahva
	South
	Muslim
	Rahat

	Teacher#12
	18
	B.A
	Ahva
	Center
	Muslim
	Ramleh


Instruments

We distributed a questionnaire among the 509 participants. Some of statements dealing with language ideology were based on prior work conducted by Amara and Mar'i (2002). The participants were asked to rank their answers between 1 to 5 on the Likert scale (ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree). The questionnaire included four major sections: background data; language practice, with 22 statements, which received a high Alpha Cronbach reliability score of 0.842; language ideology, with 24 statements, which received a high reliability score of 0.877; and language management with 22 statements, which received a very high reliability score of 0.932.
Semi-structured interviews 

“Semi-structured interviews combine the flexibility of the unstructured, open-ended interview with the directionality and agenda of the survey instrument. The result produces focused, qualitative, textual data illustrating variation at the variable level” (Schensul & Le Compte, 2013: 174).
           The analysis of the interviews sought to highlight points discovered in the study’s quantitative section. The interviews were carried out between  May  and June, 2020, after completion of the questionnaire analysis. The interviews were conducted in Arabic and lasted for 60-80 minutes. All interviews were audiotaped, transcribed verbatim.  

          Data coding aimed at reducing the data by breaking down the interview text (anecdotes) into meaningful and manageable text segments. We adopted the six-phase procedure for qualitative data as suggested in the literature (Braun and Clarke, 2006); (1) Familiarizing yourself with your data. (2) Generating initial codes. (3) Searching for themes. (4) Reviewing themes. (5) Defining and naming themes. (6) Producing the report.
Procedures
Participants were selected at random by supervisors and counselors in the various districts from different geographic regions in the country (north, Haifa, center, Tel Aviv, south, and Jerusalem). Participants were told that they had been contacted to take part in a study about the language policy of kindergarten teachers in Israel and asked if they would be willing to answer the questionnaire electronically. If they encountered difficulties with some items, they were asked to contact the researchers. The data was collected between March 2020 to May 2020, using a Google Form. The Ministry of Education’s authorization was obtained for all participants enrolled in the study. Authorization from the MOFET research ethics committee was also obtained.

Results
A frequency analysis was conducted for the kindergarten teachers’ answers regarding the sections dealing with their language practice, ideology, and management. Means and standard deviations were also calculated. The answers range from 1 to 5. However, the distributions of the answers are grouped into three scores, not five, to present a clearer picture, so that the two scores of “disagree” and “strongly disagree” were grouped into one score, and the scores of “agree” and “strongly agree” were grouped into another, and the score “partially agree” remained as it is (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, Appendix I).
Regarding language practice, kindergarten teachers report that they mostly use the mixture variety of SpA and StA; 77% of them reported its use during speaking, and approximately two-thirds, 61%, tell stories in StA and then explain them in SpA. However, 59% of the teachers report that after storytelling, they ask questions only in StA. Likewise, most of them expose kindergarten children to StA by having them listen to songs (63%) and watch programs (73%). Furthermore, most of them report that their writing practices are mainly conducted in StA. With respect to Hebrew or foreign words, 68% of them report that they do not use them while teaching (see Table 3, appendix I). 
Regarding language ideology, the vast majority of the kindergarten teachers hold positive attitudes toward Arabic; they believe that Arabic is their national language, and that it is an important language in Israel. Moreover, they consider that knowing Arabic strengthens their belonging to the Arab nation. Ninety-three percent believe that preserving StA preserves their Arab identity. They also believe that StA has an effect on the development of children’s language, and that it is necessary to master it. Additionally, they feel that using StA during speaking and storytelling plays an important role in developing children's language in StA. They also express strong agreement that exposing kindergarten children to StA facilitates their learning later in school and their acquisition of reading and writing skills in the first grade. Yet, 68% of them report that language practice in StA is difficult among kindergarten students. Finally, only 40% of them expressed the view that StA and SpA are separate varieties, and that SpA hinders learning StA (see Table 4, appendix I). 
With respect to language management (see Table 5, appendix I), 88% of kindergarten teachers report that they work on developing their own StA skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). In addition, they work on developing the same skills in StA among kindergarten children through activities such as listening to stories and watching cartoons. They report that when children have difficulty understanding a word in StA, they explain it in SpA or in simple StA. They accept children’s answers in SpA, and they rephrase them in StA. Ninety-five percent of them report that the materials displayed in the kindergarten are written in StA only. Finally, the teachers conduct some activities to engage the parents in their pedagogical process. 
In addition to analyzing the language practice, language ideology, and language management of kindergarten teachers, the impact background variables (i.e., religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district) had on these three language components was also examined, using a multiple regression model. A series of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to determine a better factorial structure of the data across the three major components. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is a preliminary empirical-based statistical tool which aims to find meaningful dimensions in a survey instrument, based on items sharing common content (Hefetz & Liberman, 2017). This results in better empirical coverage, yet with a reduced number of items. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), in contrast, is a theory-based approach providing construct validity, that is, confirming that our hypothesized structure of the factors is met in practice (Wang et al., 2017). Although the two approaches share common ground, the first may be considered as a free factoring process, whereas the second is a supervised factoring process (Byrne, 2012). CFA assumes independency between factor items. However, this may often be unrealistic. Changing this assumption and correlating those items that show bivariate correlations may contribute to improving the overall goodness of fit (Hox & Bechger, 1998). For example, the factor analyses of language practice indicate five indicators: 1) StA practice in writing instructional material/letters; 2) StA practice in listening; 3) SpA/ Hebrew/foreign practice; 4) StA practice in speaking; and 5) StA practice in writing, reading, and storytelling. The factor analyses of language ideology also indicate five indicators: 1) The contribution of exposing kindergarten children to StA; 2) The importance of Arabic; 3) The importance of StA practice among children; 4) Challenges during StA practice; and 5) SpA and StA as two separate varieties. The factor analyses of language management indicate three indicators: 1) Activities to develop StA practice; 2) Dealing with challenges during language practice of the kindergarten children in StA; and 3) Activities in SpA practice.
The multiple regression model shows differences in language practice indicators by religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district (see Table 6). As for StA speaking, the indicator is higher among Muslim kindergarten teachers compared to their Christian counterparts. The StA indicators for writing instructional material and listening are higher among kindergarten teachers from Arab cities compared to mixed cities. In addition, the value of the StA writing instructional material indicator is higher among more educated kindergarten teachers than among less educated ones, and among kindergarten teachers in the north versus those in Jerusalem. Furthermore, the StA writing, reading, and storytelling indicator is higher among more senior kindergarten teachers than less experienced ones. Finally, the SpA, Hebrew and foreign practice indicator is higher among kindergarten teachers in the south than the north. 
Table 6: Standardized coefficient regression for explaining varieties of language practice indicators by religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district.
	Sca1_5
	Sca1_4
	Sca1_3
	Sca1_2
	Sca1_1
	
	

	StA practice for writing, reading and storytelling 
	StA practice for speaking 
	SpA/ Hebrew/ foreign practice
	StA practice for listening 
	StA practice for writing instructional material/ letters 
	
	

	-.04
	-.15**
	.001
	.01
	-.02
	Christian vs. Muslim
	Background 2_2

	-.05
	          -.04
	.04
	.06
	.04
	Druze vs. Muslim
	Background 2_3

	-.06
	-.06
	.08
	  -.16**
	-.11*
	Mixture city
	Background 5

	 .12*
	.03
	.07
	-.002
	.003
	Seniority
	Background 3

	.06
	.02
	-.07
	              .05
	.10*
	Education degree
	Background 4

	.06
	-.05
	.04
	.08
	-.01
	Center vs. north
	Background 6_2

	.06
	.03
	.13*
	.04
	-.08
	South vs. north
	Background 6_3

	.01
	-.01
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	Haifa vs. north
	Background6_5

	-.002
	.01
	.05
	-.06
	-.12*
	Jerusalem vs. north
	Background6_6

	.16
	.18
	.17
	.20*
	.22**
	R
	

	.03
	.03
	.03
	.04*
	.05**
	R2
	

	1.40
	1.83
	1.68
	2.21*
	2.83**
	F(9,496)
	


*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001

The multiple regression model also reveals differences in language ideology indicators (see Table 7). As for the importance of the Arabic indicator, Muslim kindergarten teachers hold higher positive attitudes towards StA compared to Christian and Druze teachers. Regarding the contribution of exposing kindergarten children to StA, more educated kindergarten teachers hold positive attitudes than do less educated ones. This indicator is also higher among kindergarten teachers from the north versus those from Jerusalem. Furthermore, as for the importance of StA practice among children, more educated kindergarten teachers hold positive attitudes compared to less educated teachers. This indicator is also higher among the more senior kindergarten teachers versus less experienced ones. Finally, kindergarten teachers from the south express more positive attitudes toward the challenges during StA practice, and toward StA and SpA as two separate varieties compared to kindergarten teachers from the north. 

Table 7: Standardized coefficient regression for explaining varieties of language ideology indicators by religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district.
	Sca1_5
	Sca1_4
	Sca1_3
	Sca1_2
	Sca1_1
	
	

	SpA and StA diglossia 
	Challenges during StA practice
	Importance of StA practice among children 
	Importance of Arabic 
	Contribution of exposing kindergarten children to StA 
	
	

	-.02
	.08~
	-.08
	-.17***
	.02
	Christian vs. Muslim
	Background 2_2

	-.06
	.05
	.01
	-.18***
	-.004
	Druze vs. Muslim
	Background 2_3

	.07
	.02
	-.05
	-.06
	-.10
	Mixture city
	Background 5

	-.04
	.08
	-.11*
	.03
	-.10
	Seniority
	Background 3

	-.03
	-.06
	.10*
	.05
	.17***
	Education degree
	Background 4

	.00
	.04
	-.07
	-.09
	-.05
	Center vs. north
	Background 6_2

	     .19***
	.18***
	-.02
	-.04
	-.09
	South vs. north
	Background 6_3

	-.06
	.05
	.004
	.004
	-.04
	Haifa vs. north
	Background 6_5

	-.03
	.04
	-.09
	-.06
	-.13**
	Jerusalem vs. north
	Background 6_6

	.26***
	.19
	.19*
	.25***
	.24***
	R
	

	.07***
	.03
	.04*
	.06
	.06***
	R2
	

	4.00***
	1.86
	2.10*
	3.58***
	3.50***
	F(9,496)
	


*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001

The multiple regression model also demonstrates differences in language management indicators by religion, type of city, seniority, education, and school district (Table 8). The conducting activities to develop StA practice indicator is higher among the less senior kindergarten teachers versus more senior ones. Moreover, the conducting activities in SpA indicator is lower among Muslims than Christian and Druze. This indicator is also lower among kindergarten teachers from the south compared to those from the north. Finally, the indicator of dealing with challenges during language practice of the kindergarten children in StA is higher among kindergarten teachers from the south compared to those from the north. 
Table 8: Standardized coefficient regression for explaining varieties of language management indicators by religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district.
	Sca3_3
	Sca3_2
	Sca3_1
	
	

	Conducting activities for SpA practice
	Conducting activities to deal with challenges during StA practice
	Conducting activities to develop StA practice 
	
	

	.12*
	-.03
	-.05
	Christian vs. Muslim
	Background 2_2

	  .11*
	-.04
	-.01
	Druze vs. Muslim
	Background 2_3

	.04
	.08
	-.06
	Mixture city
	Background 5

	-.09
	-.07
	-.12*
	Seniority
	Background 3

	-.02
	.01
	.08
	Education degree
	Background 4

	-.01
	-.09
	-.02
	Center vs. north
	Background 6_2

	 -.11*
	.14**
	-.02
	South vs. north
	Background 6_3

	 .11*
	.05
	.01
	Haifa vs. north
	Background 6_5

	-.07
	.06
	-.09
	Jerusalem vs. north
	Background 6_6

	   .22**
	.24***
	.17
	R
	

	  .05**
	.06***
	.03
	R2
	

	2.92**
	3.29***
	1.70
	F(9,496)
	


*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001

Interviews

Four major themes emerged from the interviews with the teachers. 

Theme 1.  Arabic language practices  among kindergarten teachers  

Regarding language practice, the interviewed kindergarten teachers report that they mostly use SpA during their conversations with the children. However, they try sometimes to use StA, especially during story-telling, yet their StA is mixed with SpA. They note that using SpA is more familiar and comfortable, both for them and for children. This use makes the conversation easier, smoother, and more enjoyable for the children, who are able to understand and express themselves and their feelings more effectively. In addition, SpA represents the sociolinguistic reality in which the children grew up; it is the family home language and the medium for daily communication with others. As Teacher#1  describes: 
“SpA is the useful and the daily language, it is a part of our linguistic habits, so my language practice choices are done according to the linguistic reality.”
Teacher#2   adds:  “As  kindergarten teachers, we should help the children to integrate into a society that uses only SpA.”
Some of the teachers mentioned the context of daily life  conversation as a factor that may affect their linguistic choices.  As Teacher#8   explains: “When I tell grandmas’ stories or jokes, I only choose SpA.”
 Teacher#11    mentions the socio-economic status as another factor that may affect language choices:

“Sometimes I read a story even in SpA variety. The StA lexicon among my kindergarten children is poor due to their poor environment which they grew up. They find difficulty expressing themselves even in SpA. So choosing SpA may be more effective for them.”    

While most of the interviewed kindergarten teachers report that they predominantly use SpA, or a mixture of the two varieties,  a few teachers use mainly StA.  As Teacher#12  explains:

“I personally refuse to speak in SpA. As a teacher, this is for us an obligation.Using SpA should be done in limited cases. Children should be exposed to StA and should practice using it. StA is very important and useful for their learning later. After reading the story for a week, they can retell the story in StA without any difficulty”.

As Teacher#12 emphasizes that her language practices are triggered by her language ideology that has been shaped during her study in the college.

Furthermore, most kindergarten teachers assume that not using StA is due to their difficulty in using StA and the lack in their oral StA proficiency, As teacher#9 clarifies: “It is difficult to use StA all the time”. 
Teacher#6 adds:

“I refuse to speak in StA. It is difficult for me, I fear not using it correctly. This is related to my learning in high school. I also studied in a Hebrew college. Even the stories that I read then were written in Hebrew.”
Regarding inserting some aspects from Hebrew,  the teachers are in disagreement. Some  teachers  emphasize the importance of using pure Arabic as part of keeping their identity and heritage in Israel. In this context, teacher#12   says:

“It is true that I live in a mixed city, but as an Arab, Arabic is my unique heritage language . I never mix Hebrew words in Arabic with my kindergarten children”. 

In contrast, some of the teachers explain  that mixing  Hebrew words has become part of the Arab sociolinguistic reality within Israel. Some of them also note that Hebrew usage is done spontaneously, and has even become  part of their linguistic repertoire.  As  Teacher#6    notes:

“If I tell you that I don’t use Hebrew, then it won’t be true. We should take care of our linguistic reality. Today, the children hear Hebrew within their own homes.”

Theme 2. The  ideology of kindergarten teachers toward language usage 

The interviews reveal that the kindergarten teachers value the Arabic language. They explain that Arabic represents their mother tongue, nationality, identity and religion. Besides, it has an essential part in preserving heritage as well as the existence of Arabs in Israel.  As Teacher#1 explains:  “Arabic represents my identity. Without the Arabic language. I would not have an identity.” Teacher#8  describes the importance of the relationship between Arabic and religion:  “Arabic is a strong language, it is the language of the Qur’an.”

Teacher#1 highlights the importance of Arabic as the language of the Arab society in Israel:

 “Arabic represents us as Arabs in Israel.  We must work to maintain it.  We should preserve our nationality and strengthen our existence in Israel as a minority”.

Teacher#12  adds: “We should preserve Arabic as part of our heritage across generations.”

Furthermore, the teachers believe that exposure to StA has positive implications for literacy acquisition, especially in the first grade. They also contend that StA acquisition motivates positive attitudes toward their formal schooling later in life.  As  Teacher#7 explains:

“I believe that exposing children to StA improves their comprehension and enriches their lexicon.  It helps them in the first grade.  It also triggers their motivation for learning in the school.” 

Teacher#12 expresses her concern by saying:

“We should keep using it; not exposing children to StA may affect its status and it will become as a second language.” 

Generally, the interviews showed positive attitudes towards StA.  However,  there  were only two kindergarten teachers who express a negative attitude towards StA. For instance, As Teacher#10  claims: “Exposing the children to StA should start in the first grade, not in the kindergarten.” 
However, all teachers express a positive attitude towards a mixture of SpA and StA practices. They explain that this helps them in managing the activities more effectively and helps them in bridging the lexical gap between StA and SpA especially during story-telling. 

As teacher#4   explains:

“I think that it is impossible to manage  the whole day solely in  StA; we should switch between the two varieties.”

 Teacher#5 says that the mixture of StA and SpA helps explaining StA vocabulary: “I believe that during telling stories we should explain difficult words in SpA”

Theme 3. The language management of kindergarten teachers 

Some of the kindergarten teachers mention that they work on developing their own StA skills, while most of them claim that they make more efforts on improving StA among children. They value reading stories as an essential medium for working on linguistic activities in StA.  As Teacher#4 illustrates: 

“After reading a story, I ask them to retell it to their parents. I ask also the parents to write the story they heard from their sons in the words that the sons used”.
 Teacher#6   adds: “After telling a story, I work on rephrasing answers in StA”. 

Moreover, some of the teachers mention that they try to explain about diglossia for their children. For example, Teacher#3 describes that:

“I explain to the children that Arabic has two varieties: StA is the language of the written books and SpA is the language of the daily speech.  I provide them also with examples".

Moreover, two kindergarten teachers provide two applied strategies that, in their opinions, may help the children in developing StA lexicon: practice and repetition.   Teacher#12    explains:

“Every day I work on several StA words. First, I expose the children to the words, then I start working on repeating them until they become a part of the children’s lexicon and they become able to use them.”
Theme 4. The challenges facing  kindergarten teachers while using the StA 

Despite the positive attitudes that the kindergarten teachers hold towards the contribution of StA for literacy acquisition and schooling, they highlight linguistic difficulties and challenges that they face during using it. They explain that the source of the difficulty is due to various factors; lack of oral linguistic proficiency in StA, lack of Arabic courses, lack of clear language policy or explicit instruction for using StA in the kindergartens, lack of knowledge how to work on developing effective linguistic activities that improve StA among the children,  and finally the lack of diglossic awareness of the kindergarten teachers. 

As Teacher#5   expalins: 

“The difficulty of the kindergarten teachers is due to the lack of Arabic courses.  I have been working for 18 years, and   in the last five years, no Arabic courses were held.  I do not blame the kindergarten teachers, because   this is the inspectors’ responsibility. Arabic is difficult, and the teachers haven’t received an explicit instruction on how to use it. How to use the curriculum as an essential medium for teaching it. They do not know how to work on developing linguistic activities. 

Teacher#6    explains that the problem goes back to high school. The teachers, have not made efficient efforts on chapping strong attitudes toward keeping StA.

She says:

“I blame my Arabic teachers in the high school, they must invest more efforts in order to affect our attitudes and make us like StA.”

Teacher#7   mentions the importance of making more efforts during the practical training before starting teaching, she explains: 
“The  field is different from the theory. The colleges should extend more practical training for a long period among the students before they start teaching.”

Teacher#12  explains:

“The teachers should also take a hand in the issue. They should invest more effort in order to reduce their linguistic difficulty. Unfortunately they do not take StA practice seriously; they should be more responsible for their linguistic practice. I think it is a personal matter. We just need to start and invest more. 

Some teachers suggest some solutions and recommendations which might reduce their difficulties. Teacher#11  explains:

“The ministry of education should take a hand in this issue.  I hope that all of us could speak in StA.  The problem is in us teachers, not the children.  We get instructions from the Ministry to use StA, but they are not applied.  We need a period of time, explicit instructions alongside instructors especially at the beginning. I'm sure we can succeed in this.”

Discussion and Conclusions
Regarding the language practices of kindergarten teachers, the mixed variety of Arabic is the main variety used in speaking, while reading and writing is mainly done in StA. These results may be explained by relating them to the diglossic nature of the Arabic language (see Ferguson, 1959), due to the structural as well as functional differences between SpA and StA; SpA is the dominant variety of everyday oral communication, whereas StA is the variety of formal communication, reading and writing. This linguistic duality leads kindergarten teachers to switch between the two varieties of Arabic while speaking or story-telling and to use a mixture of SpA and StA as an alternative medium of instruction, especially among kindergarten children. Arabic speakers may switch, for a shorter or a longer period of time, to the StA variety, or mix the two varieties in the same conversation (Suleiman, 2003). This type of speech is called “the middle variety,” as explained by Al-Toma (1969). It is also possible that kindergarten teachers believe that using the middle variety is a useful way to bridge the lexical gap between SpA as the mother tongue of the children and StA as a literacy variety. Regarding introducing Hebrew or English lexical items into Arabic, it is considered a significant sociolinguistic change within the linguistic repertoire of Palestinian Arabs in Israel (Amara & Spolsky, 1986; Amara, 1999, 2018). 
Similar to other studies, this study has shown that the picture is more complicated than the dichotomy between ‘high’ and ‘low’ language. Take, for example, the research by the Egyptian scholar Badawi (1973), which described five levels of the Arabic language, while other researchers have shown that spoken and literary Arabic exist on a single plain and are not two separate languages. Even more important in this context are the studies which advocate for learning spoken and literary Arabic in a way that recognizes how they complement one another, and that this is much more efficient than merely learning literary Arabic (Palmer, 2007; Huntley, 2014; Featherstone, 2017; Kassem and Mansour , 2017). That means, spoken and literary Arabic complement and feed into one another, and that they exist on one continuous plain (Hary 1996). 

Indeed, the results show that kindergarten teachers do not use Hebrew and/or foreign words extensively. This may be attributed to the teachers’ awareness of the importance of using only Arabic lexical items during the development of children's language. Teachers are much more likely to act by creating language practices within the classroom based on their personal language ideology (see, e.g., Auerbach, 1993; Fang, 1996; Stritikus, 2003; Ramanathan, 2005; Menken & Garcia, 2010b; Merritt, 2011; Pettit, 2011; Garrity & Guerra, 2015). 
Regarding language ideology, StA is highly valued by kindergarten teachers, who believe that exposure to StA contributes to literacy acquisition. This positive attitude may be a result of their linguistic awareness as educated people, believing that early exposure to StA contributes to enhancing some of the basic language and literacy skills that children need to embark on their journey of literacy acquisition (Feitelson et al., 1993; Abu-Rabia, 2000). However, the difficulty that they face during speaking may be related to the diglossia situation, or to reduced qualification during their training as teachers. Amara and Mar’i (2002) mention that many Palestinian graduates from Israeli universities become teachers, while most of them lack the basic qualifications for teaching in Arabic, and therefore use numerous Hebrew terms and expressions.

With regard to language management, the overwhelming majority of kindergarten teachers work to develop their own four skills in StA as well as those of their students. This is perhaps the result of their positive attitudes toward Arabic in general and toward StA in particular. Moreover, as educated people, kindergarten teachers may make more effort to improve linguistic skills as a part of their required pedagogical actions, emphasized in the kindergarten curriculum.
The background variables (religion, type of city, seniority, education, and district) have a significant relationship with language practice, ideology, and management. The results reveal considerable differences in language practice according to these variables. The vitality of using StA can be explained as a set of language ideology factors that may be affected by religious, cultural, education, and demographic variables. First, Muslim kindergarten teachers may be more conservative in using StA, so they perceive StA as the “high symbolic variety” of the holy Qur’an and use StA to preserve their Islamic identity. The language of the Qur’an has played and continues to play a central role in the perpetuation of the Islamic heritage and Arabic culture throughout the generations (Blau, 1976). In the Arab world, the written language has an aura of holiness (Somech, 1980). It is also one of the most important components of the Arab national identity (Suleiman, 2003). Second, the less frequent use of StA in mixed cities may be attributed to the unique sociolinguistic situation of Palestinian Arabs in Israel, where Hebrew is the dominant language in the public sphere alongside the diglossic situation that creates an unsupportive environment for using StA by Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers. As mentioned by Amara and Mar’i (2002), in mixed Israeli cities, using Arabic in public domains is limited, and it is treated as a secondary language. Third, more educated people use StA as an indicator of prestige and high status (Amara & Mar’i, 2002). Fourth, more senior teachers have more experience using StA, so they feel more confident using it than do less experienced teachers. 
The results also show differences when the background variables are examined in relation to language ideology. The high status of Arabic in general and StA in particular can be explained by a combination of linguistic, sociolinguistic, and socio-political factors. As noted earlier, Muslims in Israel perceive Arabic as an important marker of their national and religious identity. For Christians, the Arabic language represents mainly their national identity. Yet, for some Druze, Arabic may represent neither their national nor their religious identity due to socio-political factors, mainly due to their serving in the Israeli military and gradually detaching from their Arab identity over the years (Amara, 2006). Second, the positive perception toward the challenges of the function of SpA and StA as two separate varieties among Bedouin kindergarten teachers from the south can stem from their historical, social, and political background. The Bedouin community is a unique, indigenous, semi-nomadic tribal group within Arab society with a unique lifestyle and a historical, social, and political background (Abu-Saad, 2010). Due to imposed governmental plans and dispossession (Nasasra, 2012; Yiftachel et al., 2016), the Bedouin are experiencing a rapid shift from a semi-nomadic lifestyle to permanent settlements (Abu-Saad, 2010), which implies forced changes in employment and traditions. Due to the dramatic changes taking place in their lives, they emphasize their Bedouin identity, and perceive SpA as an essential instrument of this identity. This may explain why they report that SpA and StA are separate varieties, more than do other groups.

Finally, the differences in making efforts while conducting activities to develop StA can be explained by various language ideology factors, which may be shaped by a combination of values and symbolic factors among Palestinian Arab kindergarten teachers toward the functional and symbolical importance of StA in Israel. As mentioned by Amara (2018), ideology is the major engine for building a vision of the language and its role in society.
The above results highlight the need to construct a clearly-defined language education policy in Palestinian Arab kindergartens in Israel with explicit linguistic practices in StA. Moreover, there is a necessity for interventional training projects to master StA practices as a daily linguistic practice of kindergarten teachers. As Spolsky (2004: 218) illustrates, “language management remains a dream until it is implemented, and its potential for implementation depends in large measure on its congruity with the practices and ideology of the community.” However, to achieve an effective education policy, it is necessary to work on the three language components systematically. 
Questionnaires, based on self-report, and interviews,  bringing the voices of teachers, shed interesting and important light on the topic examined.  However, future works need to consider ethnographic teacher research. This will allow researchers to observe actual practices and management withing the classroom, shedding light on the topic from a different angle.
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Appendix I
Table 2: Reported language practice of kindergarten teachers (averages and standard deviations).

	Mean 

(1-5)

(S.T)
	Agree

and
Strongly Agree
	Partially Agree
	Disagree

and Strongly Disagree
	Statement
	

	3.72
(0.83)
	306

(%60)
	176

(%35)
	27
(%5)
	I always listen to programs broadcast in StA
	1

	3.40
(0.87)
	197

(%39)
	256

(%50)
	56

(%11)
	I always speak in StA


	2

	3.68

(1.0)
	300

(%59)
	142
(%28)
	67

(%13)
	I write only in StA
	3

	3.85

(0.91)
	343

(%67)
	124

(%24)
	42

(%8)
	I read only texts written in StA
	4

	2.73

(1.0)
	102

(%20)
	189

(%37)
	218

(%43)
	When I talk to children in kindergarten, I use only SpA
	5

	3.02

(0.89)
	144

(%28)
	230

(%45)
	135

(%27)
	When I talk to children in kindergarten, I use only StA
	6

	4.04

(0.78)
	392

(%77)
	106

(%21)
	11

(%2)
	When I talk to children in kindergarten, I use a mixture SpA and StA
	7

	2.20

(1.05)
	64

(%13)
	99

(%19)
	346

(%68)
	When I talk to children in kindergarten, I sometimes use Hebrew/foreign words
	8

	2.29

(1.07)
	69

(%14)
	106

(%21)
	334

(%66)
	I tell/ read stories to children in kindergarten only in SpA
	9

	3.72

(1.04)
	312

(%61)
	138

(%27)
	59

(%12)
	I tell stories to children in kindergarten in StA, and then I explain them in SpA
	10

	3.35

(1.12)
	235

(%46)
	145

(%29)
	129

(%25)
	I tell stories to children in kindergarten only in StA
	11

	3.68

(0.89)
	300

(%59)
	171
(%34)
	38
(%8)
	After telling a story, I ask children questions about it in StA
	12

	3.10

(0.89)
	155

(%31)
	235

(%46)
	119

(%23)
	When I ask children questions in StA, they answer in StA 
	13

	3.36
(0.89)
	223

(%44)
	214

(%42)
	72

(%14)
	When I ask children questions in StA, they answer in SpA 
	14

	3.61

(0.84)
	294

(%58)
	171

(%34)
	44

(%9)
	When I ask children questions in StA, they answer in a mixture of SpA and StA
	15

	3.73

(0.82)
	321

(%63)
	157

(%31)
	31

(%6)
	Children listen to songs in StA in kindergarten
	16

	3.89

(0.91)
	372

(%73)
	99

(%19)
	38

(%8)
	Children watch videos in StA in kindergarten
	17

	3.85
(0.94)
	359

(%71)
	111

(%22)
	39

(%8)
	Children watch children's programs in StA in kindergarten
	18

	4.36

(0.87)
	444

(%87)
	44
(%9)
	21
(%4)
	I write banners and cards in StA in kindergarten
	19

	4.31

(0.86)
	431

(%85)
	60

(%12)
	18

(%3)
	I write educational material for children in StA in kindergarten
	20

	4.22
(0.87)
	416

(%82)
	71

(%14)
	22

(%4)
	I write letters and newsletters to children’s parents only in StA 
	21

	2.25

(1.11)
	71

(%14)
	104

(%20)
	334

(%66)
	I write text messages to children’s parents only in SpA 
	22


Table 3: Reported Arabic language ideology of kindergarten teachers (averages and standard deviations).


	Mean 

(1-5)

(S.T)
	Agree

and

Strongly Agree
	Partially Agree
	Disagree

and Strongly Disagree
	Statement
	

	4.83

(0.45)
	499

(%98)
	9
(%2)
	1

(%0.2)
	Arabic is my national language
	1

	4.85

(0.42)
	500

(%98)
	8

(%2)
	1
(%0.2)
	I am proud of my Arabic language
	2

	4.58

(0.77)
	456

(%90)
	40

(%8)
	13

(%(3
	Arabic is an important language in Israel
	3

	4.69

(0.66)
	485

(%95)
	15

(%3)
	9

(%2)
	Knowing Arabic strengthens my belonging to the Arab nation
	4

	4.60

(0.70)
	473

(%93)
	26

(%5)
	10

(%2)
	Preserving StA preserves my Arabic identity
	5

	4.77

(0.59)
	490

(%96)
	13
(%3)
	6

(%1)
	Arabic is a beautiful and interesting language
	6

	3.27

(1.07)
	204

(%40)
	183

(%36)
	122
(%24)
	I consider Standard and SpA as two separate varieties
	7

	3.21
(1.07)
	202

(%40)
	171

(%34)
	136

(%27)
	I believe that SpA hinders the learning of StA
	8

	4.63

(0.63)
	483

(%95)
	21

(%5)
	5

(%1)
	The teacher’s language has a big effect on the development of kindergarten children’s language 
	9

	4.58

(0.66)
	477

(%94)
	26

(%5)
	6

(%1)
	As kindergarten teachers, it is necessary to master StA
	10

	4.43

(0.76)
	453

(%89)
	46

(%9)
	10

(%2)
	Speaking in StA with kindergarten children is important 
	11

	3.85

(0.99)
	344

(%68)
	122

(%24)
	43

(%8)
	Speaking in StA with kindergarten children is difficult for kindergarten teachers
	12

	4.44

(0.72)
	458

(%90)
	44

(%9)
	7

(%1)
	It is important to tell stories in StA to kindergarten children 
	13

	3.65

(1.01)
	294

(%58)
	151

(%30)
	64

(%13)
	It is important to tell stories in mixture StA and SpA to kindergarten children 
	14

	4.71

(0.57)
	490

(%96)
	15

(%3)
	4

(%1)
	Stories play an important role in developing kindergarten children's language
	15

	4.49

(0.73)
	464

(%91)
	35

(%7)
	10

(%2)
	I feel proud when I speak StA with kindergarten children 
	16

	2.91

(1.10)
	135

(%26)
	182

(%36)
	192

(%38)
	I prefer to teach kindergarten children in SpA
	17

	2.99

(1.08)
	157

(%31)
	183
(%36)
	169

(%33)
	Speaking with children in StA hinders their understanding of the conversation 
	18

	3.07

(1.10)
	169
(%33)
	182

(%36)
	158

(%31)
	Speaking with children in StA hinders their ability to express themselves
	19

	4.57

(0.66)
	477

(%94)
	26

(%5)
	6

(%1)
	Listening to stories enhances kindergarten children's ability to speak in StA
	20

	4.65

(0.60)
	490

(%96)
	14

(%3)
	5

(%1)
	Telling stories to kindergarten children in StA develops their vocabulary knowledge 
	21

	4.63

(0.64)
	483
(%95)
	19
(%4)
	7

(%1)
	Exposing children to StA facilitates their learning later in school 
	22

	4.60

(0.68)
	475

(%93)
	25

(%5)
	9

(%2)
	Exposing children to StA facilitates the acquisition of reading and writing skills in first grade
	23

	4.64

(0.63)
	479

(%94)
	27

(%5)
	3

(%1)
	I feel proud when I hear kindergarten children speaking in StA
	24


Table 4: Reported language management of kindergarten teachers (averages and standard deviations).


	Mean

(1-5)

(S.T)
	Agree

and

Strongly Agree
	Partially Agree
	Disagree

and Strongly Disagree
	Statement
	

	4.33

(0.72)
	449

(%88)
	54
(%11)
	6

(%1)
	I work on developing my speaking skills in StA
	1

	4.41

(0.71)
	460

(%90)
	41

(%8)
	8

(%2)
	I work on developing my writing skills in StA
	2

	4.38

(0.73)
	450

(%88)
	53

(%10)
	6

(%1)
	I read books to develop my StA
	3

	4.32

(0.75)
	444

(%87)
	55

(%11)
	10

(%2)
	I listen to programs in StA
	4

	4.33
(0.73)
	452

(%89)
	49

(%10)
	8

(%2)
	I work on developing kindergarten students’ speaking skills in StA
	5

	4.40

(0.63)
	477

(%94)
	29

(%6)
	3

(%1)
	I work on developing kindergarten students’ listening skills in StA
	6

	4.46

(0.66)
	470

(%92)
	36

(%7)
	3

(%1)
	I work on developing kindergarten students’ vocabulary acquisition in StA
	7

	4.41

(0.69)
	462

(%91)
	43

(%8)
	4

(%1)
	I prepare reading activities for students in kindergarten
	8

	4.19

(0.84)
	409

(%80)
	82

(%16)
	18

(%4)
	I prepare writing activities for students in kindergarten
	9

	4.41

(0.73)
	452

(%89)
	52

) %10)
	5

(%1)
	If students find it difficult to understand a word in StA, I explain it in SpA
	10

	4.21

(0.81)
	418

(%82)
	77

(%15)
	14

(%3)
	If students face difficulty understanding a StA word, I explain it in simple StA
	11

	4.39

(0.73)
	452

(%89)
	50

(%10)
	7

(%1)
	I teach students StA words that replace some SpA words they use 
	12

	4.14
(0.80)
	408

(%80)
	88

(%17)
	13

%3)
	When students answer a question in SpA, I accept their answers
	13

	4.20

(0.82)
	417

(%82)
	76

(%15)
	16

(%3)
	When students answer a question in SpA, I accept their answers and rephrase them in StA
	14

	3.66

(1.16)
	298

(%59)
	123

(%24)
	88

(%17)
	Before telling a story to kindergarten students, I explain the difficult vocabulary to them in SpA 
	15

	4.68

(0.57)
	492
(%97)
	14
(%3)
	3

(%1)
	I work on kindergarten students listening to stories daily 
	16

	3.95

(1.07)
	351

(%69)
	103

(%20)
	55

(%11)
	I ensure that students watch cartoons in StA
	17

	4.62

(0.62)
	485

(%95)
	21

(%4)
	3

(%1)
	I ensure that the materials displayed in the kindergarten are written in StA only
	18

	4.13

(0.94)
	390
(76%)
	90

(%18)
	29

(%6)
	I send educational newsletters to parents about the importance of StA
	19

	3.82

(0.98)
	322

(63%)
	143

(28%)
	44

(9%)
	I administer educational lectures to parents about the importance of StA
	20

	4.71

(0.55)
	491

(97%)
	17

(3%)
	1

(0.2%)
	I give out stories to students to read with their parents
	21

	4.25

(0.84)
	415

(82%)
	82

(16%)
	12

(2%)
	I conduct story reading workshops for parents and kindergarten students 
	22
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� Nakba, the 1948 Palestinian exodus, literally means ‘disaster’ or ‘catastrophe’, and refers to the uprooting and displacement of Palestinian Arabs during the years 1947-1949. � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Estimates_of_the_Palestinian_Refugee_flight_of_1948" \o "Estimates of the Palestinian Refugee flight of 1948" �Over 800,000� � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palestinian_people" \o "Palestinian people" �Palestinian Arabs� � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Causes_of_the_1948_Palestinian_exodus" \o "Causes of the 1948 Palestinian exodus" �fled or were expelled from their homes� during the � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1948_Palestine_war" \o "1948 Palestine war" �1948 war�, the first of the Arab-Israeli wars. Following UN Resolution 181 partitioning Palestine between the Jews and the Palestinian Arabs, violence increased and the British withdrew from Palestine in May 1948. The neighbouring Arab countries, together with Iraq and Saudi Arabia, sent their armies to assist the Palestinian Arabs in their war against the Jews. The war resulted in the defeat of the Arab armies. The Jews thus succeeded in establishing their Jewish state, Israel, in major parts of Palestine (Amara, 1999; Pappé, 2011).


� Numerous labels have been used to refer to Palestinian society in Israel. Amara (2016) has counted forty-ﬁve such labels which deﬁne that society’s identity. Today, the most widely used labels by members of this society include, ‘Palestinian Arabs in Israel’ or the ‘Palestinians citizens of Israel’. In this article, we adopt the label ‘Palestinian Arabs in Israel’, which best reflects their reality in the state of Israel.  
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