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Introductory article

The Russian language maintenance
and language contacts

Anastassia ZABRODSKAJA! and Olga IVANOVA?

'Tallinn University
Tallinn, Estonia
University of Salamanca
Salamanca, Spain

Abstract

In our introductory article, we outline the main sociolinguistic features of Russian as a heritage
language of post-Soviet immigrants in European settings and beyond. We offer a general overview
of the evolution of Russian as a global language, with a particular focus on its geodemographics and
economic and social value as a lingua franca. Based on this, we analyse the main principles defining
the maintenance of Russian as a language of migration and as a heritage language in different
countries, and emphasise the most important questions that still need to be addressed in this field of
research. The main objective of this special issue is to combine the most recent research on the
vitality of different languages of post-Soviet republics in new political milieu, with a particular focus
on European and Asian countries, but there are other objectives as well. We propose to explore the
factors that have either favoured or hindered the maintenance and transmission of languages of post-
Soviet immigrants and repatriates, and how these sociolinguistic processes become evident in
language vitality on both private and public levels. Our special issue primarily addresses the
questions of family language policy, new language contacts and their management, and linguistic
landscape in heritage speakers, diasporas and their new settings in Europe, Asia and the US.
Keywords: post-Soviet migrants, heritage language, multilingualism, language policy, language
contacts
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BCTyrII/ITEJ'IbHaH CTaThbdA

CoxpaHeHne PYCCKOI'o A3bIKA U A3bBIKOBbI€ KOHTAKTbI

Anacracust SABPOJICKASI! u Oasra UBAHOBA?

'Tanmiuckuii ynusepcuret
Tannun, Scmonus
2Vuusepcurer Canamanku
Canamanka, Ucnanus

AHHOTAIIUSA

B nanHOI cTtathe MBI OOPHCOBBIBAEM OCHOBHBIC COIMOJIMHIBUCTHYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOTO
SI3bIKA KaK SPUTAKHOTO B Cpeie MOCTCOBETCKMX NMMHIPaHTOB B EBpone u 3a ee npenenamu. Mot
mpeIaraeM OO 0030p SBOIIOIUH PYCCKOTO KakK TIOOAIBHOTO SI3bIKa, C OCOOBIM aKIIeHTOM Ha
€ro reogeMorpaduio 1 5KOHOMHUYECKYIO U COIIMAIbHYIO IIEHHOCTh KaK JIMHTBa ¢panka. Mcxons u3
3TOTO MBI aHAJM3UPYEM OCHOBHBIC MPUHIMUIIBI, ONPEACIAIONINE COXPAHEHHE PYCCKOTO S3bIKa Kak
A3bIKa MUT'pallU U KaK SPUTAKHOT'O B PA3HBIX CTpaHaxX U BbIACISACM HauOoJIee BaKHEIE BOITPOCHI,
KOTOpBIE eIlle MPEACTOMT pelHuTh B 3TOH obmactu uccnenoBaHuii. OCHOBHasg LeNib 3TOTO
CHELUAbHOTO BBITyCKa — OOBEIUHUTH CaMble IOCIEIHUE HCCIIETOBAHUS JKU3HECIIOCOOHOCTH
Pa3IMYHBIX S3BIKOB MOCTCOBETCKHUX pPECIyOJIMK B HOBOW MOJMTHYECKOH cpene, oOpamas ocodoe
BHUMaHKE Ha cTpaHbl EBpoIbl 1 A3MH, XOTSl MBI TaK)KE€ CTaBUM M JApPYrue Lenu. MBI npeiaraem
U3y4YHUTh (PaKTOPHI, KOTOPBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT MIJIM MPEISITCTBYIOT COXPAHEHHIO U Tepeade SI3bIKOB
MIOCTCOBETCKMX MMMHIPAHTOB M PEMAaTPUAHTOB, a TAKXKe TO, KaK 3TH COLNOJIMHIBHCTHYIECKHUE
TIPOLIECCHI MPOSIBIISIOTCS B )KM3HECTIOCOOHOCTH S3bIKA KAK Ha YaCTHOM, TaK M Ha TOCYJapCTBEHHOM
YpOBHSX. B Hamem crnenuanbHOM BBITYCKE B IEPBYIO OUYEpelb PAacCMaTPUBAIOTCS BOIPOCHI
CEMEHHOH SI3BIKOBOM ITOMUTHKH, HOBBIX S3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB WM YIPABICHUS HMH, a TaKXKe
SI3BIKOBOTO JaHAMIa(Ta Cpeiy 3pUTaKHBIX HOCUTENEH S3bIKa, IUACIIOP M UX HOBOTO OKPY)KEHHS B
EBpomne, Azun u CILIA.

KnroueBble ciioBa: nocmcosemckie Muzpanmol, S3pUmadicvlii A3biK, MyTbMUIUHSGUIM, A3bIKOBAS.
NOUMUKA, A3bIKOSble KOHINAKMbL

Jos uuTHpoBaHus:

Zabrodskaja A., Ivanova O. The Russian language maintenance and language contacts. Russian
Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 828-854. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-
2021-25-4-828-854

1. Introduction

The sociolinguistic situation of languages of the post-Soviet states, both as
national and heritage languages, has been dynamic and highly heterogeneous in the
past three decades. The situation of the Russian language is, probably, one of the
most complex and challenging in terms of its sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic
framework. Russian is a supranational language, with more than half of its speakers
living outside the Russian Federation. It is difficult to estimate how many speakers
of the Russian language actually live outside Russia, and the first obstacle to
determining this is the variety of terms that are used in referring to them. Based on
official documents from the Russian government, Pieper (2020) mentions at least
six common terms (ethnic Russians, Russian-speakers, cultural Russians,
compatriots, countrymen abroad and fellow tribesmen), which reflect, in the
author’s opinion, uncertainty about whom to include in this group. Indeed,
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historically Russian was not considered a language of an ethnic nation-state, but
rather a “transnational connector” with functional and affective symbolism during
the Soviet era (Ryazanova-Clarke 2017). As a result, current estimates show that,
in addition to 146.1 million speakers living in Russia, there are approximately
32 million native speakers of Russian in the surrounding area and between 130 and
160 million speakers who use Russian as a second language all around the world
(Ustinova 2016). These data place the Russian language among the ten leading
world languages (Aref’ev 2014).

At present, Russian performs different functions in different sociolinguistic
settings, and it is necessary to revisit social correlates of its maintenance or loss in
immigrant environments. In addition to its status as a native and second language
internationally, the Russian language also gained new roles outside Russia, and
post-Soviet migration played a very important role in this. Extended knowledge of
Russian among post-Soviet citizens not only allowed it to maintain its status as a
lingua franca and a language of international communication, but also to strengthen
its position in new, previously unknown ways. Among these, two new functions
have received little attention: the commodification of Russian and its consolidation
as a heritage language worldwide.

Concerning the first function, recent research reveals that Russian has gained
a commodity which “relies on the promise of mutual understanding and the
elimination of barriers for successful communication” (Muth 2017a: 405).
Consequently, in many European countries (and non-European ones) Russian
began to occupy an important market position, which assures its role not only as a
language of international and interethnic communication, but also as a language
with economic value (see Muth 2017b, Suryanarayan 2017, Viimaranta et al. 2017
etc.). Within the original theory of commodification, according to Duchéne and
Heller (2012), languages are defined in terms of their ability to generate economic
profit. In this respect, the situation of Russian in the worldwide arena may be
described in Pavlenko’s (2015: 387) definition of languages as commodities, i.e.
their role as market values: “(t)he corollary of this trend is a shift from the
discourses of ‘pride’ that tie languages to identities, territories, and nation-states to
the discourses of ‘profit’ that frame languages in economic terms as commodities
useful for production of resources.”

However, it is the second new function of Russian, which deserves deeper
attention because of its dynamics and direct effect on the understanding of the
sociolinguistic value of the language. The linguistic destiny of Russian is unique,
since it is a widespread language with multiple possible functions: native language
or one of the first acquired languages, one of the home languages or a heritage
language, a language of cultural heritage, a lingua franca, a minority language or a
language of a minority group, a language of commodification, a language of a
former occupier, a foreign language, a language of power, a tool of soft power, a
language of (linguistic, political, geopolitical, etc.) tensions, a language for debates,
etc. Indeed, this peculiar sociolinguistic situation of Russian has led to an extensive

830



Anastassia Zabrodskaja and Olga Ivanova. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 828—854

area of research dealing with its scope as a language of diaspora and a heritage
language in immigrant populations. One of the most challenging issues relates to
the understanding of social and psycholinguistic aspects that drive its maintenance
in immigrant families and among groups of ex-pats from different post-Soviet
states. Interestingly, these countries themselves are important subjects of
sociolinguistic analysis, since different approaches to national language policies
have given rise to highly heterogeneous status levels of Russian and its presence in
linguistic milieux.

Russophone communities — let us use this term instead of ‘diaspora,’ following
suggestions of caution from Ryazanova-Clarke (2014), who defines ‘diaspora’ as
less accurate for referring to all possible Russian-speakers outside Russia because
it implies strong links to the homeland — are numerous and variable. Their
sociolinguistic positions may be stronger or weaker, and the statuses of contact
languages and cultures have a great deal to do with the vitality of Russian and its
intergenerational maintenance or shift. One should also not ignore the role of
attitudes and the divergence between attitudes and language competence in
immigrant communities (cf. Lasagabaster 2008).

At the same time, these new sociolinguistic realities have always gone hand in
hand with Russian in a new jacket (Pavlenko 2017). In summary, understanding
sometimes incomparable situations may be highly enriching for the sociolinguistic
description of the Russian language. According to Cheskin & Kachuyevski (2019:
4), “it 1s important to examine why different, generalised trends in language use,
self-identification and group identification are occurring across the post-Soviet
space”.

The sociolinguistic situation of Russian as a heritage language still leaves
many questions unanswered and it is the purpose of this special issue to contribute
to a deeper understanding of some of them. It offers new comparative studies on
Russian as a heritage language transmission and maintenance in countries with (to
some extent) the historical presence of Russian (e.g. Estonia, Germany, Israel,
Sweden and the USA) but also in less studied milieux with very recent histories of
Russian as a heritage language (e.g. Spain, Cyprus, India, South Korea and Japan).
Furthermore, this special issue aims to reflect different current aspects of Russian
as a heritage language: it gathers works on different communicative and functional
roles of Russian as a heritage language, on family language policy related to
Russian as a heritage language in different countries, on longitudinal changes in its
sociolinguistic status, and on the structural changes that speakers produce in
Russian as a heritage language. Thus, the contributors discuss different
sociolinguistic variables which drive first-generation migrants to transmit or not to
transmit their native languages to second-generation speakers; the peculiarities of
identity construction in different generations of migrants; phenomena which
characterise language choice and heritage language systems in successive
generations; and the visibility of migrant languages in such settings as a linguistic
landscape.
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2. The Russian language in post-Soviet immigrant communities

The Russian language has spread all around the world. Apart from the Russian
Federation and the fourteen national states resulting from the disintegration of the
Soviet Union, there are numerous countries where a significant number of
Russophones have settled. In addition to the traditional destinations of Israel,
Germany and the United States (Ben-Rafael et al. 2006), Russophone immigrant
communities have recently become particularly large in Western Europe, the Near
East and Asia. As stated above, most of them are internally linked by the Russian
language rather than by specific ethnic or national adscription. Laitin (1998) even
defined the Russian language as the marker of group identity among Russophone
communities abroad, though some caution is called for in terms of different
identities and attitude backgrounds among post-Soviet immigrants. Cheskin &
Kachuyevski (2019) insist that Russophone identities are complex and vary among
communities the Russian language is spoken in.

As a result, different definitions are currently applied to Russian as a means of
communication, identity and commodification outside Russia. For post-Soviet
states, it is common to define Russian as a lingua franca, a language of inter-ethnic
communication, an official language, a minority language or a foreign language in
the newly generated sociolinguistic landscapes. Importantly, as Pavlenko (2006)
suggests, the role of Russian as a lingua franca is extremely variable within the
national policies of de-Russification, and there has been extensive research on
shifting language negotiation in the fourteen post-Soviet national states (e.g.
Pavlenko 2008). Major findings set the Baltic States apart, with their deep and
pervasive pro-national language policies (Brubaker 2014), and the Caucasian
countries, which excluded Russian from legislation (Hogan-Brun & Melnyk 2012),
from the Central Asian countries, with Russian-favouring language policies that
recognise Russian as either an official or inter-ethnic communication language
(Aminov et al. 2010). Such East European states as Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova
form a particular group of countries with shifting dynamics in language
management. Whilst Belarus adopted Russian as its second state language, which
is currently used as a de facto main language of the country (Pavlenko 2013), and
Moldova is polarised between the national Moldovan and the prestigious Russian
(Prina 2012), Ukraine has gone through different stages of language regulation
involving extreme degrees of politicisation of the language question (Csernicskd
2017, Smaglo 2020).

Considering countries beyond the post-Soviet area, the Russian language is
mainly conceived of as a common and shared trait among immigrants. In post-
Soviet immigrant communities, Russian frequently serves as the lingua franca and
the language of interethnic communication, independently of the ethnic or national
groups of the speakers (cf. Ryazantsev 2015). Importantly, not all post-Soviet
immigrants are Russophones. Malyutina (2020) stresses the importance of
discerning among those post-Soviet immigrants who use Russian and those who
want nothing to do with it, in order to avoid any superficial or oversimplified
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approach to diaspora. This seems to be a very relevant observation, considering that
historically there has been a general tendency to label as ‘Russian’ any immigrant
from the former Soviet Union (see, for example, Andrews 1998 on such a historical
perspective).

Despite these differences, it is the Russian language that has received a lot of
explicit support outside Russia. The Russian Federation launched the “compatriots
project”, aimed at engaging with Russian nationals living abroad, specifically
encouraging connections with the homeland and using such connections to promote
Russia and Russian in the West (Byford 2012). The effects of this project extend to
many post-Soviet immigrants. As Suslov (2017: 10) puts it, the “Russian diaspora
is not a diaspora in the strict sense, nor is it 'Russian”’: compatriot groups worldwide
not only include Russian citizens living abroad, but also immigrants from the Soviet
Union, Russian-speaking former Soviet citizens, Russian nationals and former
Soviet nationals in general. These immigrant communities are united by a common
history and shared memories, and Russian plays a key role in these ties (Elias &
Shorer-Zeltser 2006). A shared language and culture, as Mustajoki, Protassova &
Yelenevskaya (2020a) state clearly, can have much more power in consolidating a
diaspora successfully than any principle of ideological or political loyalty. Thus,
generally speaking, the sense of belonging to a Russophone diaspora is not tied to
political allegiances (Golova 2020).

In some host countries, the role of the Russian language as the means of
communication of the diaspora has already achieved considerable success. In Israel,
for example, Russian is systematically used in a very extensive network of print and
electronic media (Elias 2011). Based on narratives from immigrants in Israel,
Yelenevskaya & Fialkova (2003) showed that there is deep language awareness
among Russian-speakers in Israel about its value and functional possibilities. As a
result, Russian has been used even in the most formal situations, e.g. in business
and high-tech industry. A similar situation exists in Germany and the United States,
with extensive Russophone communities located in both of them. In Germany, there
are approximately six million speakers of the Russian language, most of whom
consider Russian their identity marker (Hamann et al. 2020). As a result, the
Russian language is maintained and used in multiple contexts, from education
(mainly kindergartens and primary schools) to commercial infrastructure, mass-
media and social media, as well as medical institutions (Bergmann 2015). In the
United States, with more than three million speakers of Russian as of 2010 (Aref’ev
2014), Russian acts as a language of immigrants’ social context (Hubenthal 2004),
which is positively viewed, learnt and used by many heritage speakers (Kagan
2010). The public presence of Russian in the USA is very extensive, including not
only in the press, but also in legal and medical services, educational settings,
commercial infrastructure and, especially, academia (Kagan & Dillon 2010). In all
the three mentioned countries, there is a generally positive attitude among Russian-
speaking groups towards Russian as a heritage language, ensuring maintenance and
transmission from generation to generation (cf. Moin et al. 2011 for Israel and
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Germany, and Kagan 2010 for USA). However, the sociolinguistic status and
functionality of Russian in other countries with major Russophone communities
does not necessarily follow the same pattern. In some of them, the reason may be
greater dispersion of Russian-speakers throughout the country, with less cohesive
(and fewer) community connections. An example is the Russian-speaking
immigrants in Great Britain, which is a highly fragmented community with strong
social and cultural differences and diverse community practices (Byford 2012). As
Byford (2012) reports, there is a Russian-based network of establishments within a
Russian-speaking migrant marketplace, including material (products, labour,
services, etc.) and symbolic (information, favours, contacts, etc.) forms of
exchange, but it is clearly aimed at a dispersed and somewhat undefined target
group, which is mainly tied through informal social networking.

In other countries, the presence of Russophones is very recent and the diaspora
is not clearly organised. The most salient examples may be the Russian-speaking
communities in Southern Europe, where Russian is one of the many minority
immigrant languages, with challenging, dynamic and variable sociolinguistic
situations. In Italy, for example, the Russophone community is characterised by
individualism and atomism, mainly because of its relatively small size and high
dispersion throughout the country (Perotto 2014). In her sociolinguistic study,
Perotto (ibid) found that most members of this community were not very concerned
with the maintenance of contact with other Russophones or with the preservation
of the Russian language.

In summary, the sociolinguistic situation of the Russian language in post-
Soviet immigrant communities is highly variable and unstable. As Yelenevskaya &
Protassova (2015) point out, present-day diasporas are defined by the
transnationality of their social, cultural and economic activities. This is one of the
factors that explain the sociolinguistic variation in Russophone diasporas, but
definitely more research is needed on more specific (national-specific and
community-specific) factors that explain (and predict) the functional and symbolic
value of Russian as a language of immigrants. In this respect, one of the first steps
needed is to look at factors that either favour or hinder the maintenance of Russian
as a heritage language in different communities around the world.

3. Russian as a heritage language

The status of the Russian language as a heritage language varies greatly among
communities. In some of them, Russian is a transgenerational full-fledged heritage
language with a long sociolinguistic history. Such deep-rooted diasporas are
composed of both Russian-speaking émigrés’ descendants and newcomers
(Mustajoki et al. 2020a). However, not all members of such diasporas maintain the
Russian language and culture over time (Smyth & Opitz 2013). In fact, even in
countries with important Russophone communities, such as Germany, many
members of the second generation of immigrants assimilate linguistically (Golova
2020) and it is clear that there are multiple factors conditioning the maintenance of
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Russian as a heritage language universally. It should be added that Russian does not
remain stable and that changes and variations are inevitable (see Ryazanova-Clarke
2014 for some background reading).

Sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic research on heritage languages shows that
such factors may be classified as external or internal, and that they do not act
separately in driving heritage language maintenance. There are multiple factors
involved in heritage language maintenance or language shift over time, and studies
show the role of factors conditioned by the receiving society and factors coming
from heritage language speakers themselves (Schalley & Eisenchlas 2020). Indeed,
the social value of a heritage language with minority status is determined by the
roles it plays in the host society. Hornberger (2005) has suggested that all global
characteristics of the host community play a role in heritage language maintenance,
including heritage language sociolinguistic status, heritage language speakers’
attitudes and heritage language presence in different public domains, such as
education and the labour market. The functional potential of a heritage language
outside of the home is also important. The frequency of use and the possible
communicative roles of a heritage language both within and outside of family
contexts are highly influential in respect to its vitality (Banfi 2018). Among other
factors, research highlights the role of the prestige of a heritage language and the
cultural background it conveys (Romanowski 2021), the opportunities for a heritage
language to be used in situations with socioeconomic opportunities, e.g. in
education, the labour market, media, healthcare systems or any other public service
(Aalberse et al. 2019), the degree of self-identification with heritage language
culture and positive attitudes to its symbolic and functional values (Ivanova 2019),
and the amount of exposure to a heritage language and the degree of reduction of
such input at home (Montrul 2016). In summary, Aalberse, Backus & Muysken's
(2019: 49) statement seems particularly true: “Perhaps the main conclusion of many
years of research on maintenance and shift is that there are so many factors that play
arole, and they play it so differently in concrete cases, that it has proven impossible
to construct a single widely accepted theory that accounts for maintenance and shift
and that predicts what will happen in any given bilingual setting.” Thus, social
factors are systematically complemented with a set of individual characteristics of
the speakers: their age, gender, marital status, language knowledge, reasons for
migration, length of residence in the host country, contact group, etc. (Nesteruk
2010).

Concerning Russian as a heritage language, several observations may be made.
There are some important aspects conditioning the maintenance of Russian as a
heritage language in different Russophone communities. Among the most
influential factors are the contact language and its social prestige, educational
opportunities, socioeconomic advantages, and speakers’ attitudes to the political
and social associations of the Russian language as the national language of Russia.
Mustajoki, Protassova & Yelenevskaya (2020b: 5) summarise this very clearly:
“Non-ideological support of the Russian language outside the nation is a sensitive
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issue that does not only require goodwill but calls for expert knowledge of local
language, education policies and the economic situation that can either create
incentives for Russian-language maintenance or make it irrelevant for diasporans’
socioeconomic upward mobility.”

In many countries, Russophone cultural institutions contribute to the
maintenance of Russian as a heritage language through Sunday schools, heritage
language courses or even (though less frequently) regular education. However,
families seem to play the key role in the strength of Russian as a heritage language
and, in this respect, it is essential to understand how family language policies are
created in different Russophone communities globally.

In her description of the family language policy in Russian-speaking families
in the U.S., Nesteruk (2010) mentions the necessity of following Fishman’s
distinction between language transmission and language maintenance for
understanding bilingualism in heritage speakers: she points out that language
transmission (using Russian as a heritage language with children in the family) is
rather more common and successful than language maintenance (use of Russian as
a heritage language by succeeding generations for multiple functions). With a focus
on the Russophone diaspora in the USA, Laleko (2013) stresses that third — and
fourth-generation immigrants, including post-Soviet citizens, usually display less
intense emotional concern with the maintenance of Russian as a heritage language.
Her conclusion in this respect is not very positive regarding the fate of Russian as
a heritage language in the USA: “<...> assuming that language attitudes in the home
serve as a predictor of continued inter-generational language maintenance in
immigrant families, we may hypothesize that desire for maintaining and actively
using the heritage language beyond the home and family domain may not be among
the highest priorities for the American-born generation of heritage Russian
speakers” (Laleko 2013: 391).

By contrast, the Finnish sociolinguistic situation shows that most family
language policies favour Russian heritage language maintenance. Protassova
(2008) has reported that most Russian-speaking families choose schools teaching
in both Finnish and Russian or teaching Russian as the heritage language, though
these results show a significant social correlation: families with low socioeconomic
status are less prone to exposing their children to Russian as a heritage language.
Similarly, Schwartz (2008) has shown that Russian-Jewish immigrants in Israel are
highly involved in transmitting Russian as a heritage language to their children and,
importantly, complain when educational and social conditions do not assure
balanced exposure to Russian for their offspring. Sociolinguistic situations in regard
to Russian thus vary greatly among countries, and historical issues (e.g. Russian
language presence or social openness to the languages of migrants) may explain a
great deal about this variation in addition to social and individual factors in the
maintenance of Russian as a heritage language. Language ideologies and the
management and practice of Russian as a heritage language — the three pillars of
the family language policy according to Spolsky’s classical model (2004) — are
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country-dependent and form a sort of kaleidoscope of shifting and fluctuating
contexts favouring or hindering the preservation of Russian as a heritage language.

Finally, there is the effect of the status of Russian as a heritage language and
the consequent family language policies on Russian’s internal evolution and
change. Limited exposure to the heritage language may have an important effect on
heritage language acquisition. Reduced input is systematically argued to be the
major reason for difficulties in the acquisition of certain heritage language
properties, for example, and particularly for Russian as a heritage language in
connection with gender (cf. Rodina et al. 2020). For Russian, referential studies
have been carried out in many immigrant settings, revealing changes in the structure
of Russian as a heritage language (cf. Protassova 2008 for Russian in Finland, Isurin
& Ivanova-Sullivan 2008 for Russian in the USA, and Schwarz 2008 for Russian
in Israel). However, a very recent comparative study by Rodina et al. (2020) on
Russian in Israel, Germany, Norway, Latvia and the UK has revealed the necessity
of searching for common and contrasting traits of language change in Russian as a
heritage language.

4. Articles in this special issue

Based on this multilateral perspective on migrants’ languages and identities,
this special issue addresses the following questions:

e Sociolinguistic portraits: who transmits or does not transmit their languages
to the second generation? How Russian and other post-Soviet heritage languages
are perceived?

o Social visibility of languages: how are these languages included in different
spheres of language use (linguistic landscape)?

e Cognition and attitudes: what do post-Soviet immigrants and repatriates
believe about their heritage languages and how do their beliefs influence their
vitality?

e Cognition, society and language system: how do all these sociolinguistic
and cognitive processes influence the transformation of the language systems of
Russian and other post-Soviet languages as heritage languages in constellation with
their contact languages?

Looking in detail, this issue includes case studies on language management in
bilingual Russian-Estonian and Russian-Spanish families (Ivanova & Zabrodskaja),
sociolinguistic patterns of the maintenance of Russian as a heritage language in
Germany (Brehmer), grammatical aspects of Russian as a heritage language in
Israel (Meir et al.), grammatical changes in Russian under the influence of English
among Russian-English bilinguals residing in the USA (Isurin), multilingualism
and translanguaging among Russian-language speakers in Cyprus, Estonia and
Sweden (Karpava et al.), the presence of Russian in the linguistic landscape of
Nuremberg, Germany (Ritter) and in three Asian countries — India, Japan, and South
Korea (Protassova et al.), the use of Russian, Kazakh and the spread of English in
naming practices (Smagulova & Madiyeva), and heritage language and identity
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maintenance in the Lithuanian diaspora (Ramoniené¢ & Ramonaite). At the end of
the current collection Branets and Verschik present a structural and extra-linguistic
analysis of receptive multilingualism, providing evidence how Estonians
understand Ukrainian via their knowledge of Russian. Putjata concentrates on
language maintenance among multilingual teachers, presenting her research on
Russian-Hebrew speakers’ ideas of language related normality in educational
settings. Three book reviews at the end of this issue are included with the specific
aim of exemplifying how in different countries each new generation finds their own
ways of using their heritage language, depending on the relationship between
language and society, attitudes and perceptions. Thus, the process of the Russian
language maintenance and language contacts of post-Soviet immigrants in Europe
and beyond might be seen more clearly when compared with special situations
involving two or more languages investigated and presented there.

5. Conclusion

Forced by political, economic and demographic instability, not only ethnic
minorities (mostly Jews and ethnic Germans) but also ethnicities of already
independent states began migrating to Central and Western European countries.
Migration between newly independent states, which involved voluntary movements
of repatriates, also became extremely intensive. As a natural result of migratory
processes, many languages of post-Soviet immigrants became heritage languages
of migrant families in the new milieux and started to consistently form part of their
language settings. The linguistic outcome became multi-layered: while some post-
Soviet migrants formed large communities of ex-pats, which favoured heritage
language maintenance, use and new-place vitality, many others integrated into their
host societies and/or assimilated culturally and linguistically, leaving their heritage
language behind. Our special issue shows that none of these changes happened
overnight and it is difficult to discern which sociolinguistic changes are still in
progress.

The expected contribution of this special issue is to analyse the patterns, which
define sociolinguistic and cognitive aspects of heritage language vitality, as well as
the effect of such extra-linguistic factors on the internal systems of the heritage
languages. In this respect, the special issue offers proposals for the further analysis
of social relations in the respective societies and of language system transformation
in heritage languages. These sociolinguistic realities surrounding Russian might be
shortly described by a saying in Estonian: “Heal lapsel mitu nime”, that is, ‘A good
child has many names.’ In their recent edited volume, Mustajoki et al. (2020a) pose
a question: “Russian as a communicative tool: Lingua franca, intermediator or
something else?” and present a collection of articles trying to suggest best possible
scenarios. The present special issue, while answering some old questions, leads to
new ones; needless to add that some unforeseen features of Russian are discovered
in a more complex situation (i.e. transfer, translanguaging, and receptive
multilingualism).
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As case studies in our special issue reveal, Russian and other languages (e.g.
Lithuanian) of post-Soviet immigrants in Europe and beyond might become the
(cultural) heritage acquired mainly as the home language, often without conscious
awareness or family language policy planning. A lot depends not only on certain
uses of the language, and its educational and economic status in the larger
community, but also on children as active agents who may provide their own sets
of norms and expectations regarding the use of the heritage language.

RU

1. BeepaeHue

ConuonMHIBUCTUYECKAST CUTYalMsl SI3bIKOB IIOCTCOBETCKUX T'OCYJIapCTB, Kak
HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX TaK ¥ TPAAULIMOHHBIX, ObLIA TMHAMUYHOMN 1 BECbMa HEOTHOPOTHOM
B MOCJIeHUE TpU AecATuiaeTuss. CUTyalus ¢ pyCCKUM SI3bIKOM, MOXKaIyH, OHA U3
CaMbIX CJIOKHBIX U OOraThIX Ha BBI30BBI C TOUKHU 3PEHHS COLIMOTUHIBUCTHUECKUX U
NICUXOJIMHTBUCTHYECKUX CHCTEM. PyCcCckuii — HaJiHAIIMOHAIBHBIN SI3BIK: OoJiee mo-
JIOBUHBI TOBOPSAIIMX HAa HEM IMPOKMUBAIOT 3a npenenamu Poccuiickont deneparum.
TpyIHO NOACYUTATH, CKOJIBKO HOCUTEJIEH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa Ha CAMOM JI€JI€ MPOKHU-
BaeT 3a npezesnaMmu Poccun, U nepBoe MpensiTCTBUE I ONPEAEIIEHUs 3TOr0 — pas-
HOOOpa3ue TEPMUHOB, KOTOPbIE UCIOJB3YIOTCA A UX 00o3HaueHusi. OCHOBBIBa-
sacb Ha o(uIMaIbHBIX JOKyMeHTax mnpaButenbctBa Poccun, M. ITumep (Pieper
2020) ynoMHHaeT Kak MUHUMYM IIECTh OOILUX TEPMUHOB (9mHUYecKUe pyccKue,
PYCCKOA3bIYHBIE, PYCCKUE NO KYIbMmype, cOOmedecmeeHHUKY / 3eMIAKU, coomeye-
CMBEHHUKU 3a pyb6edcomM U conjleMeHHUKU), KOTOpble, 0 MHEHUIO aBTOpa, OTpa-
’KalT HEYBEPEHHOCTh B TOM, KOT'O K€ BKJIIOUaTh B 3Ty rpymnmy. /leficTBuTensHoO,
HCTOPUYECKH PYCCKHUH SI3bIK HE CUMTAJICS SI3BIKOM 3THHYECKOTO0 HAI[MOHAJIBHOI'O
rocy/aapcTBa, a CKOPEe «TPaHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIM CBS3YIOLUIUM 3BEHOM» C (DYHKIIHO-
HaJapHOM M addeKTUBHON CcHMBOJIMKOW B coBeTckoe Bpems (Ryazanova-Clarke
2017). B pe3ynbrare, 0 TEKyIIUM OLIEHKaM, OMUMO 146,1 MUIIIMOHOB, IPOXKU-
BaroIMX B Poccuu, B puiierarommx K Hel palioHax MPOKUBAET OKOJIO 32 MUJLIH-
OHOB HOCHTEJICH PYyCCKOro sA3bIKa, a BO BceM mupe ot 130 1o 160 MUIIIMOHOB HC-
MOJIB3YIOT pyccKuii kKak BTopoi s3Ik (Ustinova 2016). Ha ocHOBe 3TuX JaHHBIX,
PYCCKHUH SI3BIK BXOJUT B JIECATKY BEIYIIUX MUPOBBIX S3BIKOB (Aref’ev 2014).

B Hacrosiiee BpeMsi pycCKHii SI3bIK BBINOJHSIET pa3HOOOpasHble QyHKIMU B
Pa3HBIX COLIMOIUHIBUCTHYECKUX ycaoBUsAX. HeoOXxonmumo nepecMoTpeTh coluaib-
HbIE KOPPEJSITHI €r0 COXPAHEHHUS WK YTpaThl B cpesie UMMHUIpaHToB. [lomumo cra-
Tyca pOJIHOTO U BTOPOTO SI3bIKa HA MEXIAYHAPOJHOM YPOBHE, PYCCKHIM S3bIK TAKKE
npuoOpen HOBble (PpyHKIMU 3a mpenenamu Poccuu, U MOCTCOBETCKash MHUTPAlIUs
ChIpajla B 3TOM OYEHb BaXXHYIO POJIb. 3HAHUE PYCCKOTI'O S3bIKA CPEAU IOCTCOBET-
CKHX Tpa)kJlaH HE TOJIBbKO MO3BOJIMIIO EMY COXPAaHUTh CBOM CTaTyC JIMHIBa-(ppaHKa
U 3bIKAa MEXKTYHAPOIHOTO OOIICHHUSI, HO U YKPETUTh CBOU MO3UILIMU HOBBIMHU, pPaHee
HEU3BECTHBIMU QyHKUUAMHU. Cpeay HUX JABYM HOBBIM (PYHKLHS — KOMMOAU(DUKA-
LIMM PYCCKOIO s3blKa U €ro BCEMHUPHOMY YKPEIUIEHUIO B KA4E€CTBE IPUTAKHOTO
s3bIKa — TIOKa YTO OBLJIO y/AEJICHO Majo BHUMAHUSI.
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Yro kacaercs nepBoi (yHKIUH, TO HEJJaBHEE UCCIIEI0BAHUE ITOKA3bIBAET, UTO
PYCCKHUH SI3BIK — 3TO KOMMOJIUTH, PaCIPOCTPAHEHHBIN MpEeAMET MOTPEOICHUS, «B
OCHOBE KOTOPOTO JIEKUT OO€llaHue B3aMMOIIOHMMAHUS M yCTpaHeHHE OaphepoB
i yenemHoro oomenus» (Muth 2017a: 405). CnegoBarenbHO, BO MHOTUX €BpO-
MEHCKUX CTpaHax (M HEEBPOMEUCKUX TAK)KE) PYCCKUH A3BIK CTaJl 3aHUMATh BaKHOE
PBIHOYHOE TOJI0KEHUE, YTO 00ECIIEUNBAET €r0 POJIb HE TOJIBKO KaK SI3bIKA MEXKITY-
HapOJHOr0 U MEKITHUUECKOIO OOIIEHHUS, HO U KaK A3bIKa, UMEIOIIEr0 SKOHOMUYE-
cKyto 1neHHocts (cM. Muth 2017b, Suryanarayan 2017, Viimaranta et al. 2017 u
ap.). B pamkax nepBoHayaibHOM TEOPUN KOMMOAN(DUKAIIUH S36IKU OMPEIEIISIOTCS
C TOYKH 3pEHHsI UX CIIOCOOHOCTH NPUHOCUTH 3KOHOMUYECKYI0 TpuObLIb (Duchéne
& Heller 2012). B 3TOM OTHOIIEHUN W3MEHUIIOCH TTOJIOKEHHUE PYyCCKOTO S3bIKA HA
MHUPOBOH apeHe sI3bIKOB KaK TOBAPOB, TO €CTh MX POJIM KaK PHIHOYHBIX [IEHHOCTEH:
«CrnencTBueM 3TOM TEHJICHLIUU SIBIISIETCA OTXOJ OT AUCKYPCOB “TOpAOCTH’, KOTO-
pBbl€ CBA3BIBAIOT SI3bIKH C UACHTUYHOCTSIMU, TEPPUTOPUSMH U HALIMOHATIBHBIMH I'OC-
ylapCcTBaMH € JUCKYpCaMu “TIPHOBUIN’, KOTOPBIE MPEACTABIAIOT SI3bIKH B SKOHO-
MHUYECKHX TEPMHUHAX KaK TOBaphbl, MOJE3HbIE JUIs IPOU3BOJACTBA PECYpPCOB»
(Pavlenko 2015: 387).

Bropas ¢yHKIMS pyccKoro si3blka 3aciykHuBaeT 0ojee riiyOOKOro BHUMAaHUs
13-32 €€ JUHAMMKHU M MPSMOT0 BIMSHMS HAa MOHUMAaHHME COLMOJIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
LEeHHOCTH si3blka. Cyapba pyccKOro si3blka yHHMKallbHa, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO IIMPOKO
pacnpocTpaHeHHbIH S3bIK ¢ MHOKECTBOM BO3MOXKHBIX (DYHKITHI: POIHOM S3bIK WK
OJIMH U3 NEPBBIX YCBOEHHBIX SI3BIKOB, OJMH U3 POAHBIX SA3bIKOB MJIM SPUTAXKHBIHI
A3BIK, S3bIK KyJIBTYPHOTO HACJIEHsI, TMHTBa-(PpaHKa, sI3bIK MEHBIIMHCTBA HJIU S3bIK
IpyNIbl MEHBUIMHCTBA, SI3bIK KOMMOJM(UKALMH, «SI3bIK OBIBILIEro OKKYIMaHTa»,
WHOCTPAHHBIN SA3BIK, A3BIK KaK MHCTPYMEHT BIIACTHU, HHCTPYMEHT MSTKOW CHIIBI,
A3BIK (JIMHTBUCTHUYECKOM, MOIUTUYECKOM, T€ONOIUTUYECKON U Tp.) HANPSKEHHO-
CTH, SI3BIK Kak (hopMmaT /i 1e6aTtoB u T. 1. JleHCTBUTENBHO, 3Ta cnenuduyeckas
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTHYECKAs CUTYALHsI C PYCCKUM 3bIKOM IIPUBEJa K OOIUpPHON 061a-
CTH MCCJIEIOBAHUM, ITOCBSIIEHHBIX EMY KaK SI3bIKY JUACIIOPBI U 3PUTAKHOMY SI3BIKY
cpeau UMMUIpAaHTCKOro HaceseHus. OnuH n3 Hanbosee CI0XKHBIX BOIIPOCOB CBS-
3aH C MOHUMAHUEM COLMAJIBHBIX M MCUXOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX ACHEKTOB, KOTOPHIE
OIIPEIENIAIOT €r0 COXPaHEHUE B CEMbSX UMMUIPAHTOB M CPEIU TPYIII SKCIATOB U3
Pa3HbIX MOCTCOBETCKUX IOCyAapcTB. IHTEpecHO, YTO caMu 3TU CTpPaHBbI SIBIISIFOTCS
BaXXHBIMM O0BEKTaMHU COLIMOJMHIBUCTHUYECKOTO aHAJIN3a, MMOCKOJIbKY pa3iIUyHble
IIO/IXO/Ibl K HAIIMOHAJILHOM SI3bIKOBOM IOJIMTHKE MPUBEIH K BECbMa HEOJHOPOIHBIM
CTaTyCHBIM YPOBHSIM PYCCKOTO $13bIKa M €r0 MPUCYTCTBHIO B S3bIKOBOH Ccpejie.

B nanHOl cTaTbe MBI HCHOJIB3YEM TEPMUH PYCCKOA3bIUHBIE COOOUecmada,
KOTOpbIE MHOTOUYMCIICHHBI U pazHooOpa3Hbl. Pa3anoBa-Knapk (Ryazanova-Clarke
2014) ompexenser «auacnopy» Kak MEHEE€ TOYHOE 0003HAUCHHE BCEX BO3ZMOKHBIX
PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIX OOLIMH 3a ImpenenamMud Poccuu, MHOCKONBKY 3TOT TEPMHH
[I0/Ipa3yMEBAET CUJIbHBIE CBSI3U C pOAMHON. COLMOJMHIBUCTHUECKUE MO3ULMU
PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIX COOOIIECTB MOTYT OBbITh CHJIbHEE WM ciabee, a ¢ AKHU3HECTIOCO0-
HOCTBIO PYCCKOTO U €ro MEKIIOKOJEHYECKUM COXPAaHEHHUEM WM CMEHOH BO
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MHOT'OM CBSI3aHBI CTaTyChbl KOHTaKTHBIX S3bIKOB U KyJbTYyp. BaxkHa u posib OTHO-
IICHUSI K A3BIKY, M PACX0XKICHUN MEXKTy OTHOLICHHEM U S3bIKOBOM KOMITETEHITHEH
B IMMUTPAHTCKUX cooOrmiecTBax (cp. Lasagabaster 2008).

B T0 ke BpeMsi 3TH HOBbIE COLIMOJIIMHIBUCTHUECKHE PEaTMH BCEeTJa UK U PO-
JOJDKAIOT UATH PyKa 00 PyKy C PYCCKHM si3bIKOM B HOBOM oOmmunu (Pavlenko
2017). Ilonnmanue HHOT/1a HECOTIOCTABUMBIX CUTYAIIM MOYKET OBITh OUEHB T10JIe3-
HBIM JIJISl COLMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO OMUCAHUS PYCCKOTO sA3bIKa. « BaskHO M3y4HTh,
MOYEeMy Ha MMOCTCOBETCKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE HAOIIOIAI0TCA pa3InYHbIe 0000IIEHHbIE
TEH/ICHIIUY B MCIIOJIb30BAHHUH SI3bIKA, CAMOUJICHTU(DUKAIIMK U TPYIIIIOBOU HICHTH-
¢duxamum» (Cheskin & Kachuyevski 2019: 4).

ConuoaMHIBUCTUYECKAs! CUTYalMsI C PyCCKUM SI3bIKOM KaK YHAcJ€10BaHHBIM
MO-TIPEXKHEMY OCTaBIIsIET 6€3 OTBETa MHOKECTBO BOIIPOCOB, U 1LI€Ib STOTO CHEIH-
aJILHOTO BBITYCKa — CIIOCOOCTBOBATH OoJiee TITyOOKOMY MOHMMAHUIO HEKOTOPBIX U3
HuX. B HEeM mpencTaBieHbl HOBbIE CPaBHUTEIbHBIEC HCCIEAOBAaHUS 10 Mepeaayue u
COXPAHEHHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK APUTAXKHOIO B CTpPaHaX (B HEKOTOPOM CTENEHM)
C UCTOPUYECKUM MPUCYTCTBUEM PYCCKOTO fA3bIKa (Hampumep, ctonusd, I 'epmanus,
W3pauns, Benusa u CHIA), HO Takke U B MEHEE M3YUYEHHBIX CpeIax C OYEHb
HeJaBHEH HUCTOpPHEH pPYCCKOTo s3blKa Kak 3pUTakHOro (Hampumep, Mcmanws,
Kunp, Uunusa, HOxnas Kopess u SAnonwus). Kpome Toro, nanubeiii crenuaibHbIM
BBINYCK MPU3BaH OTPA3UTh Pa3MYHbIC TEKYIIHE ACHEKThl PYCCKOTO s3bIKa Kak
SPUTAKHOTO: B HEM COOpaHbI pabOTHI O Pa3TMYHBIX KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX U (DYHKIIU-
OHAJIBHBIX POJIIX PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK yHACIEAOBAHHOTO, O CEMEMHOM SI3bIKOBOM
IIOJINTUKE B OTHOILEHUU PYCCKOI0 KaK 3pUTAKHOTO B Pa3HbIX CTpaHaX, O JOHIH-
TIOHBIX M3MEHEHHSIX €ro COLMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO CTaTyca U O CTPYKTYPHBIX
W3MEHEHUSX, KOTOPhIE HOCUTEIU MPOU3BOJAT B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE KaK 3PUTANKHOM.
Takum 00pa3zom, aBTOPBI OOCYXKIAIOT PAa3IUYHbIE COIMOIUHTBUCTUYECKUE TEpe-
MEHHBIE, KOTOpBIE MOOYKIAI0T MUTPAHTOB IIEPBOTO MOKOJICHHS TIepe1aBaTh WK HE
nepenaBaTh CBOU POJHBIC S3bIKM HOCHUTENSIM BTOPOTO MOKOJICHHUS; OCOOCHHOCTH
MMOCTPOCHHUS UJCHTUYHOCTU Y Pa3HbIX MOKOJICHUN MHUTPAHTOB; SIBJICHUS, KOTOPBIC
XapaKTepU3yIOT S3bIKOBOM BHIOOP M HACIEAHE S3bIKOBBIX CHCTEM B MOCIEIYIOIINX
MMOKOJICHUSIX; U 3aMETHOCThH SI3bIKOB MUTPAHTOB B TAKUX YCJIOBHSIX, KaK S3bIKOBOM
naHamadgT.

2. PycCKUM A3bIK B NOCTCOBETCKUX MMMMUIPAHTCKMX coobLiecTBax

B Hacrosmee BpeMs pyCCKHil sI3bIK pacIIpOCTpaHEH o BceMy Mupy. [ToMmumo
Poccuiickoii deaepanuu u 4eTbpHAALATH HALIMOHAIBHBIX FOCY1apCTB, 00pa30BaB-
muxcs B pesyinbTare pacnana Coserckoro Coro3a, BO MHOTUMX CTpaHaX 00OCHOBa-
JIOCh 3HAYUTEIIBHOE KOJUYECTBO PYCCKOS3BIUHBIX. Kpome TpaaunMOHHBIX
Mmect npoxwuBanusi B M3pamne, I'epmanun u CILIA (Ben-Rafael et al. 2006),
OOIIMHBI PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX MMMUIPAHTOB B TOCJIEJHEE BpEMs CTald OCOOEHHO
MHOrouMcaeHHbIMU B 3anagHoil EBpone, Ha banxnem Boctoke u B A3un. Kak yxe
YKa3bIBaJIOCh BbIIIE, OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 HUX CBSI3aHbl PYCCKUM S13bIKOM BHYTpPEHHE,
a HE KOHKPETHOW 3THUYECKOW MJIM HAIMOHAJIbHOW NMPUHAIIC)KHOCTBIO. []. JlaliThH
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(Laitin 1998) ompenenun pycCKuid S3bIK KaK MapKep TPYNIIOBOM HUACHTHYHOCTH
CpeaH PYCCKOSA3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB 3a pyOeKOM, XOTs CIIeyeT NPOSBIATh HEKOTO-
PYIO OCTOPOKHOCTH C TOUKH 3PEHUS PA3INYUi B MICHTUYHOCTH U B3IJISAIaX MOCT-
coBerckux ummurpanroB. A. Yeckun u A. Kauyescku (Cheskin & Kachuyevski
2019) HacTauBaroT Ha TOM, YTO PYCCKOS3bIYHASI UACHTUYHOCTD CJIO’KHA U BapbUpy-
€TCsl B pa3NIUYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX, B KOTOPHIX TOBOPSAT HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

B nacTosiimee Bpemsi K pyCCKOMY sI3bIKY KaK CPEICTBY OOIICHUS, UACHTUIHO-
CTH ¥ KOMMoIu(DUKaIHMK 32 TIpeneraamMu Poccun MpUMEHSIOTCS pa3HbIe OIpeee-
HUs. Pycckuid sI3bIK B MOCTCOBETCKUX TOCYJapCcTBax MPHUHATO OMPENEATh Kak
JIUH2BA-DPAHKA, A3bIK MENHCIMHUYECKO20 O00WeHUs, OQUYUATbHBIU A3bIK, A3bIK
MEHbUWUHCMBA WU UHOCMPAHHBIU A3bIK B HOBBIX COL[MOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX JIAH-
madTax. BaxkHO OTMETUTD, UTO POJIb PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK JTUHTBa-(ppaHKa ype3BbI-
YailHO BapbUPYETCS B paMKax HAIMOHANBHOW TOMUTHKH JepycudUKamm
(Pavlenko 2006). belmu mpoBeieHBI OOIIUPHBIE UCCIICTOBAHNUS MEHSIOIIUXCS S3bI-
KOBBIX CHUTYyallui B YETHIPHAIATH IMOCTCOBETCKUX HAIIMOHAIBHBIX TOCYIapCTBAX
(manpumep, Pavlenko 2008). OcHOBHBIC pe3yJIbTAaThl OTJIMYAIOT CTPaHbl banTuu ¢
uX TIyOOKOM M BCEMPOHUKAIOMIEH MOJMTUKON B OTHOIICHUH HAIIMOHATBHBIX S3bI-
koB (Brubaker 2014), a Ttakxke ctpanbsl KaBkasza, KOTOpbIe UCKIIOUUIN PYCCKHM
s3bIK U3 3akoHoaarenbeTBa (Hogan-Brun & Melnyk 2012), ot ctpan LlenTpanbHoit
A3uu, c A3bIKOBOI MOJUTUKON B MOJIB3Y PYCCKOTO, KOTOpas MPHU3HAET PYCCKHIA
A3BIK TM00 Oo(pUIIMaANBHBIM, THOO SI3PIKOM MEKHAIIMOHAILHOTO 001meHus (Aminov
et al. 2010). Takue BocTOUHOEBpOIIEHCKHE TOCYAapCTBa, Kak bemapyce, YkpanHa u
MomnoBa, 00pa3yroT 0COOYIO TPYIITY CTPaH ¢ MEHSIOIICHCS TUHAMUKON S3BIKOBOM
nonuTuku. B To BpeMs kak benapych npuHsiia pycckuii sSi3bIK B KaUeCTBE CBOETO
BTOPOTO TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO 53bIKa, KOTOPBIM B HacTofAllee BpeMs ne-pakTo Hc-
MOJIB3YETCSl B KaUeCTBE OCHOBHOTO si3bIka cTpanbl (Pavlenko 2013), MomgoBa mo-
TSPU30BaHA MEX]y HAIIMOHATHHBIM MOJJIABCKUM U MPECTIKHBIM pycckuM (Prina
2012), a YkpanHa MpoXoauT pa3HbIE ATaIlbl S36IKOBOTO PETYIMPOBAHUS, BKIIIOUAS
KpalHIOW CTeNeHb MOTUTH3AINH sI3bikoBOro Bompoca (Csernicskd 2017, Smaglo
2020).

B cTpanax 3a nmpenenamu OCTCOBETCKOTO MIPOCTPAHCTBA ITOKa3aTeneM o0LIei
XapaKTePUCTUKHU JI1 MOCTCOBETCKMX HMMMUIPAHTOB SIBJSETCS UMEHHO PYCCKHIA
SI3bIK. B MOCTCOBETCKMX MMMHUTPAHTCKUX COOOIIECTBAX PYCCKUM S3BIK YaCTO HUC-
MOJIb3YETCS B KAUeCTBE JIMHIBa (hpaHKa U S3bIKa MEKITHUYECKOTO OOIIeHUSs, He3a-
BHCHMO OT 3THHUYECKUX WJIM HAlMOHAJIBHBIX TPyII HocuTeneu (cp. Ryazantsev
2015). BaxHO OTMETHUTBH, YTO HE BCE IMMOCTCOBETCKHE UMMHUTPAHTHI — PYCCKOSA3BIY-
HbIe. [{71s1 TOTO, 4TOOBI H30€KATh JTF0OO0T0 IMOBEPXHOCTHOTO WU YIIPOIIIEHHOTO TIO/I-
xona k auacnope, [[. Mamoruna (Malyutina 2020) noguepkruBaeT BaKHOCTh pa3-
JTUYHST MEXKy TEMH TTOCTCOBETCKUMH MUMMHTPAHTAMH, KOTOPBIE UCTIOIB3YIOT PyC-
CKUH 53bIK, U TEMH, KTO HE XO04YEeT UMETh C HUM HUYEro oo1ero. 3to HabmoieHne
KQKETCS OYeHb YMECTHBIM, YYHTHIBAs, YTO HCTOPUYECKH CIIOKWIACh OOIIas
TEHJCHIIMS Ha3bIBaTh «PYCCKUMY» JIOO0Or0 MMMUTrpaHTa u3 ObiBIIEero COBETCKOTO
Coro3a (cm., Haripumep, Andrews 1998 o Takoil HCTOPUYIECKOM MTEPCTICKTHBE).
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HecMoTpss Ha 3TH pasznuuusi, UMEHHO PYCCKUHM S3bIK NOJYYWJ IIMPOKYIO
noanepkky 3a npenenamu Poccun. Poccniickas denepanus 3anmycTuia «IpOEKT
COOTEYECTBEHHUKOB), HAIIPABJICHHBIH Ha B3aUMOJEHCTBUE C POCCUICKUMHU Ipax-
JaHaMH, TPO’KUBAIOIIMMU 3a TPaHULEH, B YAaCTHOCTH HA TOOIIPEHHE CBA3EH
C POAMHON U MCIIOJIB30BAHKE TAKUX CBSA3EU U1 IPOJABHKEHUs Poccun U pycckoro
s3pika Ha 3amnazne (Byford 2012). Bnusaue 3Toro mpoekra pacrnpocTpaHseTcs Ha
MHOTHX IOCTCOBETCKMX UMMHIPaHTOB. «Pycckas auacrnopa — 3To He auacrnopa B
CTPOTOM CMBICIIE clIoBa U He “pycckas”» (Suslov 2017: 10): B rpymnmsl cooTeue-
CTBEHHUKOB BO BCEM MUPE BXOJAT HE TOJBKO POCCUNCKUE IPaKIaHe, POKNUBAIO-
e 3a pyoekoM, Ho U UMMUTpaHThl U3 CoBerckoro Coro3a, OBIBIINE COBETCKHE
PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIC TPaXKAaHe, rpaxaane Poccun u ObIBIIME COBETCKHE TpakJaHE B
LEeJIOM. DT UMMHTIPAHTCKUE OOLIMHBI 00BEANHEHBI 001Iei ncTopuel 1 o0IKUMHU
BOCIIOMMHAHUSIMH, U PYCCKHMH SI3bIK UTPAET KIIOYEBYIO pojib B 3THX cBA3sX (Elias
& Shorer-Zeltser 2006). OO6mmii S3bIK U KyJbTypa, KakK SICHO 3asBISIOT
A. Mycraiioku, E. [IporacoBa u M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020a), MmoryT
ropaszio CUJIbHEE CII0COOCTBOBATh YCHEIIHOW KOHCOIMIAIMH JUACTIOPBI, YEM JIF0-
00l MPUHIINAIT UICOTOTUIECKON MU MOJIUTUYECKON JIOSUTbHOCTH. Takum 0Opaszom,
B 1I€JIOM, YyBCTBO IIPUHAJIEKHOCTH K PYCCKOS3BIYHOM TMACIIOpE HE CBA3AHO C I10-
nutudeckumu npuctpactusimu (Golova 2020).

B HekoTOphIX MPUHUMAIOLIUX CTpaHaX POJb PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa Kak cpedcmed
06weHuss TUACTIOPHI Y)KE JIOCTUTIIA 3HAYUTENBHBIX ycrexoB. B M3paunne, nanpu-
Mep, PYCCKHM SI3bIK CUCTEMATUYECKU UCIIOIB3YETCS B Pa3BETBICHHOM CETH IeyaT-
HbIX ¥ nekTpoHHbIXx CMU (Elias 2011). EneneBckas u @uankosa (Yelenevskaya
& Fialkova 2003), ocHOBbIBasiCh Ha HappaTUBaX WMMHUIPAHTOB, MMOKA3aJH, YTO
pycckosi3pIuHbIe B M3panie riry0oko 0CBEJOMIIEHBI O IIEHHOCTU U (PYyHKLMOHAb-
HBIX BO3MOYKHOCTSIX PYCCKOI'O fA3bIKa. B pe3ynbraTe pyCCKHil S3bIK HCIOIb3YETCS
Jake B OUIMAIbHBIX CUTYalUsIX, HalpUMep, B Ou3Hece U cepe BHICOKMX TEXHO-
noruii. Iloxoxas cutyauus cymectByer B ['epmannn u CIIA, rae npoxusaroT
o0IIMpHbIE pyCcCKOA3bIYHbIE coolmiecTBa. B I'epManuy 0ko1o mecTu MUITMOHOB
HOCHTEJIEH PYCCKOro sI3bIKa, OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 KOTOPBIX CUUTAIOT PYCCKHUI CBOMM
MapkepoMm uaentuanoctd (Hamann et al. 2020). BeneactBue 3Toro pycckuid Si3bIK
NOJICP>)KUBACTCSI M HUCHOJb3YeTCsl BO MHOIMX KOHTEKCTax: OT 0Opa3oBaHUs
(B OCHOBHOM, JI€TCKUX CaJI0B U HAYaJIbHBIX IIKOJI) 10 KOMMEpPUYECKOW MHPPACTPYK-
TYpPBI, CPEJICTB MAacCOBOI MH(OPMALIUU U COLUAIIBHBIX CETeH, a TAKKe METUIMH-
ckux yupexxaeruii (Bergmann 2015). B Coenunenssix LltaTax, rae no cocTOsHHUIO
Ha 2010 roxg 6oJee Tpex MUJUTMOHOB Y€JIOBEK TOBOPpHIIH Mo-pyccku (Aref’ev 2014),
PYCCKHMIl BBICTYNAaeT B KadeCTBE $3bIKa COLMAIBHOW Cpelbl HWMMHUIPAHTOB
(Hubenthal 2004), KOTOpbI MOJIOKUTENBHO BOCIPUHUMAETCS, H3Yy4aeTcss |
HCIIONb3yeTcss MHOTUMH SpuTakHuKaMu (Kagan 2010). [ly6nudnoe npucyTcTBHE
pycckoro si3bika B CIIIA oueHb HIMPOKO, B TOM YHMCJE HE TOJBKO B Ipecce, HO
TaKXe B IOPUAMYECKHX M MEIUIMHCKUX CIyxk0ax, o0pa30BaTeNbHBIX YyUpex/e-
HUSX, KOMMepUYecKol HH(pacTpyKType M OCOOEHHO B aKaJIeMHUYECKUX Kpyrax
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(Kagan & Dillon 2010). Bo Bcex Tpex YNOMSIHYTBIX CTpaHaX pPYyCCKOS3bIYHBIE
IPYMIIBI B LEJIOM MOJIOKHUTEIBHO OTHOCSITCS K PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK K 9pUTaKHOMY,
oOecrieunBas €ro COXpaHeHHE U Mepeaady U3 MOKOJIEHUs B MokojeHue (cp. Moin,
Schwartz & Breitkopf 2011 npo U3pauns u I'epmanuto; u Kagan 2010 npo CLLIA).
OnHAaKO COIMONMMHTBUCTUYECKUN CTaTyC U (DYHKIIMOHHUPOBAHUE PYCCKOTO S3bIKA B
JPYTUX CTpaHaX ¢ KPYHMHBIMH PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIMH COOOIECTBAMU HE 00s3aTeIbHO
CIIEAYIOT TaKOM ke cxeme. B HeKOTOPHIX M3 HUX NMPUYMHA MOXKET 3aKII0YaThCS B
OoublIei paccpeiOTOUEHHOCTH PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX MO BCEH CTpaHe, ¢ pa300IueH-
HbIMU (M HEOOJIBIIMMHU) CBSI3IMHU C coobuiecTBoM. llpumepom MOryT Cily>XKHUTh
PYCCKOSI3bIYHBbIE MUMMUTPaHTHI B BennkoOpuTanum, KOTOpbIe IPEACTABISIIOT COO0M
JIOBOJIEHO (hparMEHTUPOBAHHOE COOOIIECTBO C CHIIBHBIMU COLIMATBHBIMHA U KYJIb-
TYPHBIMH Pa3IMYUsIMH U pa3HOOOpa3HBIMU 00IIECTBEHHBIMU IpakTukamu (Byford
2012). Ha pwIHKE pPYCCKOS3BIYHBIX MHUTPAHTOB BenuMKkoOpUTaHMHM CYIIECTBYET
PYCCKOSI3bIYHASI CETh MCTEOIMIIMEHTA, BKIIIOYAIONIAs MaTepralbHble (TPOLYKTHL,
pabouyio cuiy, yCIyrd W T.J.) U CUMBOJIMYEcCKHe (MH(OpMAIHIO, YCIYrH, KOH-
TaKThI U T.J1.) GOpMBI 0OMEHA; HO OHA SIBHO HAIlEJIeHa Ha pacCpeJOTOUYECHHYIO U He-
CKOJIbKO HEONpPEJIEICHHYIO LEJEeBYI0 TpyIMIy, KOTOpas B OCHOBHOM CBSI3aHa
yepe3 HehopmanbHbie conpanbhbie cetu (Byford 2012).

B HekoTOphIX cTpaHax pyCCKOS3bIYHBIE COOOIIECTBAa MOSBUINCH COBCEM He-
JIaBHO, a IMacIiopa 4YeTKo He oprann3zoBaHa. Haunboiee spkuMu npumMepamMu MOTyT
CILyKHUTb pyCCKOsI3bIuHbIE 0O1IMHBI B FOxHOW EBpone, riae pycckuil si3bIK ABIISETCS
OJTHUM W3 MHOTHX $I3bIKOB HMMHUTPAHTOB M3 YUCJIA MEHBUIMHCTB, CO CJIOKHBIMU,
JUHAMHYHBIMM M Pa3HOOOpPa3HBIMU COLIMOJMHTBUCTUYECKHUMH CHUTYaIUSIMHU.
B Urtanuu, HanpuMep, pyccKOsA3bIYHOE COOOIIECTBO XapaKTEpU3yeTCsl MHAUBUY-
aJIN3MOM U Pa3pO0JIEHHOCTHIO, B OCHOBHOM M3-3a €r0 OTHOCUTENIEHO HEOOJIBIIIOTO
pasMepa W BBICOKOW paccpemoToueHHOCTH 1o ctpaHe (Perotto 2014). B cBoem
coronMHrBucTruueckoM uccienaopannu M. [leporro (Perotto 2014) o6Hapyxuna,
9TO OOJIBIIMHCTBO WIEHOB 3TOTO COOOIIECTBA HE OYESHDb 3a00THTCS O MOICPKAHUT
KOHTAaKTOB C IPYTUMH PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIMU UJIM O COXPAHEHUH PYCCKOTO S3bIKA.

Takum 00pa3oM, COIMOJMHTBHCTUYECKAs CHTYalHs C PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM B
MOCTCOBETCKUX MMMHIPAHTCKUX COOOIECTBaX OYE€Hb M3MEHYMBA U HECTaOWIbHA.
TpaHcHaMOHANBHOCTD ONPEAEISET COUUATBHYI0, KYJIbTYPHYIO U SKOHOMHUYECKYIO
NesATeTLHOCTh coBpeMeHHBIX auactop (Yelenevskaya & Protassova 2015). Dto
OJUH U3 (PaKTOPOB, OOBSACHSIOUINX COLUOIMHIBUCTHYECKHE Pa3IMYMsl B PyCCKO-
S3BIYHBIX JMACIIOPaX, HO ONPEACICHHO HEOOXOUMBI JIOTIOIHUTENIbHbIE HCCIIe10-
BaHMS 00Jie€ KOHKPETHBIX (HAIlMOHAIBHBIX M CICHM(PUYHBIX I COOOIIECTBA)
(hakTOpOB, KOTOPBIE OOBICHSIOT (M MPEICKA3bIBAIOT) (PYHKIIMOHAIBHYIO U CUMBO-
JIMYECKYI0 LIEHHOCTh PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK S3bIKa UMMHUIPAHTOB. B 3TOM OTHOIIE-
HUU OJHHUM U3 MEPBBIX HEOOXOIUMBIX LIArOB SIBISIETCS pacCMOTpeHue (GpakTopos,
KOTOpbI€ OJaronpusTCTBYIOT WIM MPENSTCTBYIOT COXPAaHEHUIO PYCCKOIO s3bIKa
KaK 9pUTA)XHOTO B PA3JIMYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX 110 BCEMY MUY .
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3. PyccKuid A3bIK KaK 3pUTaXKHbIN

Cratyc pyccKOro si3blka Kak JPUTAXKHOTO CHIJIBHO Pa3iIU4aeTcs B Pa3HbIX
oOmHax. B HEKOTOpBIX M3 HHUX PYCCKUI SA3BIK — 3TO IOJHOLICHHBIN S3bIK,
nepeaBaeMblii U3 MOKOJCHHUs B MOKOJEHHE, C JIOJTOH COLMOIMHIBUCTUYECKON
ucropueil. Takue YKOPEHUBIIHECS JAUACTIOPHI COCTOSAT KaK M3 TOTOMKOB PYCCKO-
S3BIYHBIX SMUTPAHTOB, TaK U U3 HOBBIX UMMHrpanToB (Mustajoki et al. 2020a).
OnHako HE BCE WIEHBI TAKUX TUACIIOP COXPAHSIOT PYCCKUH SI3BIK M KYJIBTYypYy
¢ redyenueM BpeMeHH (Smyth & Opitz 2013). OueBUIHO, UTO CYLIECTBYET MHOMXKeE-
cTBO (paKTOPOB, 00YCIOBIUBAIOIINX COXPAHEHHE PYCCKOTO A3bIKa KaK SPUTAKHOTO
BO BceM Mupe. DakTUUeCKH 1axe B CTPaHAX CO 3HAYUTEIbHBIMU PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIMU
cooOmiecTBaMu, TAKUX Kak | epMaHusi, MHOTHE IPEJCTABUTENIN BTOPOTO MIOKOJICHHS
MMMHTPAHTOB acCUMIIIUPYIOTCs JIMHTBHCTHYECKU (Golova 2020). Cnexyer noba-
BUTH, UTO PYCCKUH S3BIK 32 PyOEKOM HE OCTAETCs CTAOMIIbHBIM, U3MEHEHHUS U Ba-
puanuu Hen30eKHbI (B KauecTBe 001ero o63opa cM.: Ryazanova-Clarke 2014).

COIMONMHTBUCTUYECKHAE M TICUXOJUHIBUCTHUECKUE HCCIICAOBAHUS IPUTAXK-
HBIX SI3bIKOB IMOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO BHEIIHKUE U BHYTPEHHHE YCIOBHS HE JCHCTBYIOT MO
OTIENTHFHOCTH Ha COXpaHEHHE YHACIICAOBAaHHBIX S3bIKOB. CyIIeCTBYeT MHOXKECTBO
(hakTOpOB, BIMSAIOMIUX HA COXPAHEHHE IPUTANKHOIO S3bIKA WIIM €r0 3aMelIeHHEe C
TEUYEHUEM BPEMEHH; HCCIIEeIOBaHUS TIOKA3bIBAIOT POJIb (PaKTOPOB, 00YCIOBICHHBIX
MPUHUMAIOIIKUM OOIIECTBOM, U (PaKTOPOB, UCXOISAIINX OT CAMUX HOCUTENEH yHa-
cnenoBaHHoro si3bika (Schalley & Eisenchlas 2020). JleficTBUTENBHO colMabHAS
LEHHOCTh SPUTAXKHOTO $3bIKAa KaK $3bIKa MEHBUIMHCTBA OIpeNesseTcs] TeMHU
poJIsiMH, KOTOphIE OH Wrpaet B mNpuHHMaromem obmectBe. H. Xopabeprep
(Hornberger 2005) nmpearnonokui, 4To Bce T100aTbHbIE XapaKTEePUCTUKU TPUHH-
MAIOIIEr0 COOOIECTBAa UTPAIOT POJIb B COXPAHEHUH IPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA, BKIIOYAS
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHM CTaTyC 3PUTAXKHOTO SI3bIKA, OTHOILIEHUE K HEMY HOCHUTE-
JIe SPUTAXKHOTO SI3bIKA U MPHUCYTCTBUE APUTAKHOTO S3bIKA B PA3IUYHBIX 0OIIIe-
CTBEHHBIX cepax (Hampumep, B 00pa30BaHUU U HA PbIHKE TpyJa). OYHKIIMOHAb-
HBI MOTEHIMAJI YHACIEJIOBAaHHOTO sI3bIKAa BHE JIOMa Takke BaxkeH. Yacrora mc-
MOJI30BAHUS M BO3MOXKHBIE KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIE POJIM IPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA KaK B Ce-
MEIHOM KOHTEKCTE, TaK U 3a €ro MpeieIaMyi UMEIOT OOJIBIIOE BIMSHUE HA €T0 JKU3-
HecriocobHocTh (Banfi 2018). Cpeaun npyrux (hakTopoB MCCIIeI0BATEIN MOICPKH-
BAaIOT POJIb MPECTHKA IPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA U OTPAKAEMOT0 UM KYJIBTypHOTrO (poHa
(Romanowski 2021); BO3MOXKHOCTH HCIIOJIb30BAHUS IPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA B CUTYa-
IUSAX C COIMAIBHO-DKOHOMHUYECKHMH pecypcamu, Harnpumep, B cepe oOpa3oa-
HUS, HA PBIHKE TPYyJa, B CPEIACTBaX MaccOBOM MH(OpMAIINH, B CHCTEMax 3/paBo-
OXpaHEeHHs WM B cepe T0OBIX IPYTHX TrocyaapcTBeHHbIX yeuyr (Aalberse et al.
2019); crenenb caMOUCHTU(UKAIIUHN C KYJIbTYPOU DPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA U TTO3UTHB-
HO€ OTHOIIEHHUE K €ro CUMBOJIMYECKUM M (PYHKIMOHAIBHBIM IIeHHOCTsIM (Ivanova
2019); u cTeneHp BO3ACHCTBUS Ha S3BIK HCTOPHYECKOTO HACIIEINSA, a TAK)KE COKpa-
meHne Takoro BnusHUs goma (Montrul 2016). 13 aToro ciemyer, 4To ciemyomniee
YTBEPKICHHE OKa3bIBAETCS JOBOJIBHO MPAaBUIbHBIM: «B03MOKHO, TIaBHBIN BBIBOJ]
MHOTOJIETHUX UCCIICIOBAHMI B 00JIACTH COXPAaHEHHS M CMEHBI SI3bIKA 3aKIII0YAETCS
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B TOM, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT pa3zHOOOpa3Hble (DaKTOpPBI, KOTOPHIE OKAa3bIBAIOT CBOE
BJIMSIHME B KOHKPETHBIX CIIy4asiX, U CTAHOBUTCS] HEBO3MOXKHBIM IIOCTPOUTH EAMHYIO
[IUPOKO NMPU3HAHHYIO TEOPHIO O COXPAaHEHHUH M CMEHE SI3bIKA, IPEICKa3hIBAIOIIYIO,
YTO MPOU30MUIET B TFOO0H MaHHOM ABYs3bIYHOM cpene» (Aalberse et al.: 49). Takum
o0pa3om, colmaabHbIe (PaKTOPBl CHCTEMATHYECKH JOTOJIHSIIOTCS HA0OPOM WHIIHU-
BUYalIbHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHUK JIUI], TOBOPAIINX HA SI3bIKE: UX BO3PACTOM, IMOJIOM,
CEeMEWHBIM TI0JI0)KEHHEM, 3HAHUEM SI3bIKA, TPUIMHAMU MHUTPAIIUH, CPOKOM TIPOKH-
BaHUs B CTpaHe NpeObIBaHMs, KOHTaKTHOU rpynmoii u 1.1. (Nesteruk 2010).

OTHOCHUTENIBHO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK APUTAXKHOTO MOXKHO CAETATh HECKOJIBKO
3ameuyaHuil. ECTh HECKONbKO Ba)KHBIX ACMEKTOB, 00YCIOBIMBAIOIINX COXPaHEHHE
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa KaK SPUTAKHOTO B PA3JIIMYHBIX PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX.
Cpenu Haubosnee BaxHbIX (PaKTOPOB — KOHTAKTHBIN S3BIK M €r0 COLIMATIbHBIN Ipe-
CTHX, BO3MOXXHOCTH ISl MOJyYCHHS OOpa3oBaHUs, COLUAIBHO-IKOHOMHYECKUE
MpeUMYyIIeCTBa U OTHOLICHHE HOCUTENEH K MOJUTUYECKUM U COIIMAIbHBIM KOHHO-
TalUsM PYCCKOTO Kak HallMOHAJIBHOTO si3blka Poccun. A Mycraiioku, E. Ilpora-
coBa u M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020b: 5) odueHb YE€TKO PE3IOMUPYIOT 3TO:
«Hewnpneonornveckas mojaaep)kka pyccKOro si3blka 3a MpeJesiaMH CTPaHbl — 3TO
JIeJIMKATHBIN BOIPOC, KOTOPBIN HE TOJIBKO MPHU3BIBAET K 100pOii BoJie, HO U TpeOyeT
HKCHEPTHOTO 3HAHUS MECTHOTO S13bIKa, 00Pa30BaTEIbHOM MOJUTUKHA U SKOHOMHUYE-
CKOI1 CUTyaluu, KOTOPOE MOKET JIMO0 cO371aTh CTUMYJIbI ISl COXPaHEHUS PYyCCKOTO
A3bIKa, TUOO0 C/IENaTh €r0 HeaKTyalbHBIM Ul COLHAbHO-DKOHOMUYECKON BEPTH-
KaJIbHOM MOOMJIBHOCTH IPE/ICTABUTENEH JUACTIOPY.

Bo MHOrmx cTpaHax pyCCKOSI3bIYHBIC KYJBTYPHBIE YUPEKACHHUS CIIOCO0-
CTBYIOT COXPaHEHHIO PYCCKOIO SI3bIKa KaK APUTAKHOTO YepPe3 BOCKPECHBIE IIKOJIBI,
S3BIKOBBIE KYPCHI WM JTaXKe (XOTSA U PEXe) peryisipHOe LIKOJIbHOE 00pa3oBaHHUE.
Tem He MeHee, CeMbH UTPAIOT KIIFOUYEBYIO POJIb B YKPEIJICHHH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK
SPUTAKHOTO, M B ’TOM OTHOIICHUH Ba)KHO IOHUMATh, KaK MOJIUTHUKA B OTHOIICHUU
CEMEIHOro si3plKa CO3AAETCA B PA3NMYHBIX PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX IO
BCEMY MUDY.

B cBoem onucannu ceMeHOM S3bIKOBOM MOJTUTUKH B PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIX CEMbSIX
B CIHA O. Hecrepyk (Nesteruk 2010) ymomuHaeT 0 HEOOXOAUMOCTH, BCIIE] 3a
JIx. @UIIMaHOM, pa3rpaHUYUBATh nepedayy A3blKA W COXpAHeHUe A3bIKa IS
MOHUMAaHUS ABYS3bIUMsA Y S)puTaKHUKOB: O. HecTepyk ykasbIBaeT Ha TO, 4TO mepe-
Jada s3blKa (MCIIONIb30BAHME PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK YHACJEJIOBAaHHOTO JETbMHU B
ceMbe) ropaszzio Oosee pacnpocTpaHeHa M YCIEIIHA, YeM COXpaHEHHE S3bIKa
(ucmonb30BaHUE PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa B KAYECTBE YHACJIEIOBAHHOTO IMOCIEIYIOIIUMU
MOKOJICHUSIMU JJIS1 BBITIOJIHEHHSI pa3IMYHbIX (QyHKIMH). Jlenas ak[eHT Ha PyCcCKo-
si3praHoi nuacrtope B CHIA, O. Jlaneko (Laleko 2013) moguepkuBaer, 4To UMMH-
TPAHTHI B TPETHEM M YETBEPTOM IMOKOJCHHUSAX, B TOM YHCIIE TIOCTCOBETCKUE TPaK-
naHe, OOBIYHO MPOSIBISIOT MEHEE CHIIBHYIO SMOIIMOHANIbHYI0 03a00Y€HHOCTH IO
MOBOJAY COXPAaHEHMS PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK PUTAKHOTO. Ee BBIBOJ OTHOCHTEIHHO
CyIbOBl pycckoro si3pika Kak sputakHoro B CIIA He oueHb OjarompusTeH:
«<...> mpenmnonaras, 4To OTHOLICHHE K S3BIKY JIOMa BBICTYINAET IOKa3aTeJeM
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IIPOJOJIKAIOIIETOCS MEXKITOKOJIEHYECKOTO COXPAHEHHUS SI3bIKA B CEMbSIX UMMUTPaH-
TOB, Mbl MOXEM BBIIBUHYTH TUIIOTE3y O TOM, YTO CTPEMJIEHHUE K COXPAHEHHUIO U
AKTUBHOMY HCIIOJIb30BAaHUIO 3PUTAXKHOIO SI3bIKa 3a IpeaejaaMu JOMa U CEMbU
MOJKET HE BXOJUTh B YUCJIO BBICIIUX IPHOPUTETOB POXKACHHOTO B AMEpPUKE MOKO-
JICHUS PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX dpuTakHIKOBY» (Laleko 2013: 391).

s cpaBHEHMS: COLMONUHITBUCTUYECKAsA cUTyauus B OUHISHINM MOKa3bl-
BAaeT, YTO B OOJILIITMHCTBE Cy4YaeB IMOJTUTHUKA B 00IaCTH CEMEMHOTO SI3bIKa CIIOCO0-
CTBYET coXpaHeHuIo pycckoro si3bika. E. [Iporacosa (Protassova 2008) nosicuser,
9TO OOJIBITMHCTBO PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIX CEMEH BRIOMPAIOT IIKOJIBI C TIPETIOIaBaHIEM Ha
(DMHCKOM M PYCCKOM $I3bIKaxX WJIM C MPENoJaBaHUEM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa B KAYECTBE
SPUTAXKHOTO, XOTSI 3TH PE3yJbTaThl MOKA3bIBAIOT 3HAUYUTEIbHYIO COLHUATIbHYIO
KOPPEJSLMIO: CEMbH C HU3KUM COLMAIbHO-3KOHOMHUYECKHM CTaTyCOM MEHeEe
CKJIOHHBI MOJABEPraTh CBOUX JETEH BIHMSIHHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK yHACJIEeJOBaH-
Horo. AnanoruuHo M. IlIBap (Schwartz 2008) moka3bsiBaeT, 4TO PyCCKO-E€BpEii-
CKM€ WMMHTpaHThl B M3pawie akTHBHO y4acCTBYIOT B Iepefadye CBOUM JIETSIM
PYCCKOTO s3bIKa KaK 3)pUTAKHOTO U, YTO HEMAJIOBAXKHO, KAJIYIOTCS, KOrJa o0pa3o-
BaTeJIbHBIC M COI[MANIbHBIC YCIOBUS HE 00ECIeUnBaIOT COAIaHCUPOBAHHOTO BIIaJIe-
HUSL PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM Ui uUX naeredl. Takum oOpa3oM, COLIMONMHTBUCTHYECKHE
CUTYyalliu B OTHOILIIEHUH PYCCKOTO sI3bIKA CHJIBHO Pa3IMYaroOTCs B Pa3HbIX CTpaHax,
Y UCTOPUYECKHUE BOIIPOCHI (HAIPUMEP, HATMYUE PYCCKOIO SI3bIKA WIIA COLIUANIbHAS
OTKPBITOCTH K SI3IKAM MHUTPAHTOB) MIOMOTYT MHOTO€ OOBSCHUTH B JIOTIOJTHEHHUE K
COIMAIPHBIM U WHIWBHUIYATbHBIM (PAKTOpPAM B COXpPAaHEHUHU PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA Kak
SPUTAXKHOTO. SI3BIKOBBIE HJICOJIOTHH, @ TAK)KE YIIPABJICHUE U MPAKTUKA HCIOIb30-
BaHUS PYCCKOTO KaK YHACJIEOBAHHOTO SI3bIKa — TPH CTOJIA CEMEHHOM S3BbIKOBOM
MOJIMTUKA B COOTBETCTBHM C Kiaccuueckoil mojenpio b. Cmonbcku (Spolsky
2004) — 3aBUCAT OT CTpaHbl U 0OPa3yIOT CBOETO PO/a KaJeHIOCKOT MEHSIOMINXCS
1 HEYCTOWYMBBIX KOHTEKCTOB, OJarOnmpHUATCTBYIONINX WA MPEMATCTBYIOIMIUX CO-
XPaHEHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK 3PUTaKHOTO.

Kpowme Toro, HabnrogaroTcs BIMSIHUE CTaTyca PYCCKOro s3bIKa KaK yHacjen10-
BAHHOT'O HA €r0 BHYTPEHHIOIO 3BOIOLUIO U U3MEHEHHUSI U CBSI3aHHAS C 3TUM I10JIH-
THKa B OTHOILLIEHUU CEMEUHOTO si3bIKa. OrpaHMuYE€HHOE 3HAKOMCTBO C 3PUTAXKHBIM
SI3BIKOM MOXKET MMETh Ba)KHOE 3HaYeHUeE IS ero ycBoenus. Hampumep, cucrema-
TUYECKH yTBEPHKAACTCS, YTO YMEHBIIICHHOE KOJIMYECTBO UHITYTA SIBJISIETCSI OCHOB-
HOM MPUYMHON TPYAHOCTEH ¢ MPUOOPETEHHEM OCHOBHBIX IPaMMaTHYECKUX IMPH-
3HAKOB 3PUTAXKHOTO $I3bIKa, B OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOIO KaK YHAacJeJIOBAaHHOTO, B
CBSI3H C UCIIOJIBb30BAaHUEM POJIOB UMEH CyIIeCTBUTENBHBIX (cp. Rodina et al. 2020).
UYro KacaeTcst pyCcCKOro sI3bIKa, COOTBETCTBYIOIIME HCCIEIOBaHUS ObUIM MPOBE-
JICHBI BO MHOTHUX MECTaX MPOKUBAHUS UIMMUTPAHTOB, BEISIBUB U3MEHEHUS B CTPYK-
Type PYCCKOTO si3bIKa Kak spurtaxHoro (cp. Protassova 2008 o pycckom si3bike
B Ounnsguauu, Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008 o pycckom si3pike B CIIIA, u
Schwarz 2008 o pycckom si3bike B M3panne). OnHako HeJaBHEE CpaBHUTEIHHOE
HCCIIEIOBAHUE PYyCCKOro s3bika B M3pawne, I'epmanumn, Hopseruwu, JlatBum u
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BenunkoOpuTanun BBISIBIIIO HEOOXOAMMOCTD MTOMCKA OOIIMX M MPOTHUBOIIOIOKHBIX
YepT SA3BIKOBBIX HM3MEHEHMH B PYCCKOM s3bIKe Kak yHacieaoBaHHOM (Rodina
et al. 2020).

4. CtaTbu AAHHOrO BbINyCcKa

B HacTosilieM cnenuansbHOM BBIITYCKE MHOTOCTOPOHHHM B3IJISL HA SI3BIKH U
CaMOOBITHOCTh MUTPAHTOB CIIOCOOCTBYET MMOHUMAHHIO CIIETYIOIINX BOIPOCOB:

o CoyuonunesucmuyecKkue nopmpenul: KTO IMEPeacT WIIM HE MepelacT CBOK
S3bIK BTOPOMY MOKOJIeHHI0? Kak BOCIPUHUMAIOTCSL PYCCKUI U APYTHE TOCTCOBET-
CKHE SI3BIKU KaK DPUTAKHBIE?

o Coyuanvhas 6uouMocms S3bIKOB: KaK ATH S3bIKM BKIIOYCHBI B Pa3HbIC
cdepbl UCIOIB30BAHUS SI3bIKA (JIMHIBUCTUYECKUN JlaHAIIA(T)?

e 3uanue u omHOWleHUsA: YTO MOCTCOBETCKUE MMMHIPAHTHI U PENaTPUAHTHI
JTYMAIOT O CBOMX SPHUTAXKHBIX SI3bIKAX M KaK UX YOCIKICHUS BIMSIOT HA UX JKU3HE-
CIOCOOHOCTH?

o 3uanue, 0duecmeo u A3bIKOBAsL CUCMeEMA: KaK BCE 3TU COIIMOIMHTBHCTHYC-
CKHE M KOTHUTHUBHBIC TIPOIIECCHI BIUSIOT HAa TPAHC(HOPMAIIHIO S3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM
PYCCKOTO M JPYTUX MOCTCOBETCKUX SI3BIKOB KaK PUTAXKHBIX B COBOKYITHOCTH C MX
KOHTAKTHBIMH SI3bIKAMH?

JlaHHBIH BBITYCK BKJIIOYAET B CE0Sl TEMAaTUUECKUE UCCIIEAOBAHMS, TOCBSILCH-
HBIC YIIPABIICHHIO S3BIKOM B JIBYSI3BIUHBIX PYCCKO-ICTOHCKUX M PYCCKO-UCTTAHCKHX
cembsix (Ivanova & Zabrodskaja), COIMOMMHTBUCTUYECKIM MOJIEISIM COXPAaHEHUS
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B Ka4eCTBe yHaclenoBaHHOTo B ['epmanuu (Brehmer), rpammaT-
YECKHMM acleKTaM PyCCKOTO s3bIKa Kak apuTaskHoro B M3panne (Meir et al.), rpam-
MaTHYECKUM M3MEHECHHUSM B PYCCKOM SI3BIKC IO/ BIUSHHEM aHTJIUHCKOTO sI3bIKa
CpeaH pyCCKO-aHTJIMHCKUX JIBYSI3BIYHBIX NMMHUTPAHTOB, mpokuBatonux B CIIA
(Isurin), MHOTOSI3BIYHIO ¥ TPAHCIHMHTBU3MY CPEIH PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB Ha
Kurmpe, B Octonuu u B IlIBennu (Karpava et al.), npucyTcTBUIO pyCCKOTO SI3bIKa B
s3pikoBOM JaHamadTe HropuOepra, I'epmanmst (Ritter) m B Tpex asmaTcKux

ctpanax — Muauu, SAnonun u FOxuoit Kopee (Protassova et al.), uconb3oBanuto
PYCCKOTO0, Ka3aXCKOT'0 U PACIPOCTPAHCHUIO aHTIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa B MIPAKTHUKE UME-
HOBaHUS M nepenMeHoBanms (Smagulova & Madiyeva), a Takke 0 COXpPaHECHHUIO
OPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA W HIACHTUYHOCTH B JIMTOBCKOW nuacmope (Ramoniené &
Ramonait¢). B cratee A. bpanen u A. Bepmuk (Branets & Verschik) npencraBnen
CTPYKTYPHBIH M 3KCTPAJMHIBUCTHUYECKUI aHAIW3 PELUENTHBHOTO MHOTOS3bIUMS,
JEMOHCTPHUPYIOIINI, KaK 3CTOHIBI IMOHMUMAIOT YKPAaWHCKHUH SI3bIK 4Yepe3 3HaHUE
pycckoro sizbika. [ [Tytsara (Putjata) oOpamaercs K TeMe COXpaHSHHUS SI3bIKA CPEIH
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX YUHUTEJIEH, CYMMHPYs Pe3yJIbTaThl CBOETO MCCIIEAOBAHMS, IOCBS-
IICHHOTO TPEJICTABJICHUSIM PYCCKO-UBPUTCKUX TOBOPSIIUX O S3BIKOBOW HOPMAaJIb-
HOCTH B O0pa3zoBaTenbHOW cpene. Tpu peleH3uHM Ha KHUTHM B KOHIIE JTAHHOTO
BBIITYCKa BKIIFOYCHBI C IENIBIO MPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATh, KAK B Pa3HBIX CTpaHaX KakK-
70€ HOBOE IOKOJICHHE HAXOIUT COOCTBEHHBIE CIIOCOOBI MCIIOJIB30BAHUS CBOETO
APUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT OTHOILICHHIA MEXIY S3bIKOM H OOILECTBOM,
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S3BIKOBBIMU yYCTAHOBKAaMHM M BOCHPUATHEM. OTO MO3BOJSAET Oo0Jiee OTYETIMBO
IIPEJCTaBUTh ceOe MPOLECC COXPAHEHUS! PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa U A3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB
IIOCTCOBETCKUX HMMMHUIpaHTOB B EBpome u 3a ee mnpeaenamMu IO CpPaBHEHHUIO
C 0COOBIMM CUTYalMsSIMU C YYacTHEM JBYX WM Ooiiee S3bIKOB, UCCIIEAOBAaHHbBIX U
IIPE/ICTABICHHBIX B 3TUX HAyYHbIX U3/IaHUSAX.

5. 3aKknoueHue

N3-3a NOAUTHYECKOM, SKOHOMUYECKOH 1 JeMorpaduueckoil HecTaOuIbHOCTH
HE TOJBKO 3THUYECKHE MEHBIIMHCTBA (B OCHOBHOM €BPEU U ITHUYECKHE HEMIIbI),
HO M 9THUYECKHE TPYIIIbI YK€ HE3aBUCUMBIX TOCYIapCTB HauaIl SMUTPUPOBATH C
MMOCTCOBETCKOI0 MPOCTpaHCTBa B cTpanbl LlenTpanbHoit u 3anmagHoit EBporbl.
Murpanusi MeKIy HOBBIMU HE3aBHUCHUMBIMU TOCYJapCTBAMU, KOTOpasi BKIItOYasa
TOOpPOBOJIBHOE TIEPEMEIICHHE PENaTPHAHTOB, TAKXKE CTajla Ype3BbIYAIHO MHTEH-
cuBHOM. Kak ecTecTBEHHBIN pe3yabTaT MUTPALIMOHHBIX MIPOLIECCOB, MHOTHE SI3BIKU
MOCTCOBETCKUX UMMUTPAHTOB OBLTH YHACIIEAOBAHbI OT CEME MUTPAHTOB B HOBOM
cpelie U HayaldH MOCIe0BaTEIbHO COCTABIATh YacTh UX SI3bIKOBOM cpefbl. JIMHT-
BUCTHUYECKHUH Pe3yJIbTaT CTAI MHOTOYPOBHEBBIM: B TO BpeMs KaK HEKOTOPHIE MOCT-
COBETCKHE MUTPaHThl chopmupoBanu OONbIINE COOOIIECTBA FKCIATOB, KOTOPHIE
BBICTYTAIOT 32 COXpAaHEHUE, UCIIOJIB30BAHNE U KU3HECTIOCOOHOCTD TPAAMIIMOHHBIX
SI3BIKOB, MHOTHE IPYTHE HHTETPUPOBAJIKCH B CBOM IPUHUMAIOIINE 00111eCTBA U/ 1IN
aCCUMWJIMPOBAINCH KYJIbTYPHO W JIMHTBUCTHYECKH, OTKA3aBIIMCh OT CBOETO
SpUTAXHOTO s3bIKa. Hailr criennanbHbIN BBITYCK MOKA3bIBAET, UTO HU OJHO U3 3TUX
W3MEHEHHH HE TMPOU3OILIO B OJHOYAChE, M CIOXKHO OIpPENeIuTh, KaKue
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHE U3MEHEHHUS BCE €IIe MPOI0JIKAIOTCS.

OskuaeMblil pe3yIbTaT CIeNUaIbHOTO HOMEpa — BBISIBJICHHBIE 3aKOHOMEPHO-
CTH, KOTOPBIE OMPEIEISIOT COLIMOTMHTBUCTUYECKUE U KOTHUTUBHBIE aCTIEKThI JKU3-
HECTIOCOOHOCTH 3PHUTAXKHBIX S3BIKOB, @ TAK)KE BIHMSIHHUE YKCTPATHMHIBUCTUYECKHX
(hakTOpOB Ha BHYTPEHHHE CUCTEMBI SPUTAXKHBIX SI3BIKOB. B 3TOM KOHTEKcTE B cIie-
LHAIIBHOM HOMEpPE MpeJIaracTcs JaJbHENIINN aHAJIU3 COUMAIIBHBIX OTHOIIEHUN B
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX OOIIECTBAX U SI3BIKOBBIX CUCTEMBI B 3PUTAXKHBIX S3bIKAX. DTU
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHE PEAJMH, OKPYKAIOIINE PYCCKHH S3bIK, MOKHO BKpaTIIe
omucaTh C MOMOIIBIO ACTOHCKOM moroBopku: “Heal lapsel mitu nime” («Y xopo-
nrero pebeHka MHOTO UMeH»). B cBoem cbopuuke A Mycraiioku, E. [IporacoBa u
M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020a) 3agarorcst BompocoMm: «Pycckuii sS3bIK Kak
KOMMYHUKATHBHBII MHCTpYMEHT: JIMHTBa-(ppaHKa, MOCPETHUK WIH YTO-TO emie?»
U TAI0T 0030p BO3MOXKHBIX ClieHapueB. JlaHHBI crieliMaabHbIN BBITYCK, OTBEYAs HA
HEKOTOPBIEC YK€ 3HAKOMBIE BOIPOCHI, TPUBOAUT K HOBBIM BBI30BaM; CaMo COOOM
pazyMmeeTcs, 4TO OTJEeJbHbIE HENpPEeIBHJICHHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOTO S3bIKa
oOHapy>XKMBalOTCsI B Ooyiee CIIOKHOW CHUTyaluu (Hampumep, HHTepdepeHuus,
TPAHCIMHTBU3M, PELEITUBHOE MHOTOSI3bIUHE).

Kak moka3pIBalOT TeMaTHYECKUE HCCIEOBAaHUS B HAIIEM CIEHUATFHOM
HOMEpe, PYCCKHM U Jpyrue s3bIKU (HApuUMeEp, JUTOBCKUH) MOCTCOBETCKUX
umMmHurpanToB B EBpome u 3a ee mpenenamu MOTYT CTaTh (KyJIBTYpHBIM)
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HacCJICaueEM, HpI/I06peTCHHBIM B OCHOBHOM B Ka4€CTB€ JOMAIIHET'O A3bIKa, 4aCTO oe3
OCO3HAHHOH OCBEJIOMICHHOCTH WX CHHaHHpOBaHHOﬁ SI3BIKOBOM IMOJIUTUKHU CEMBH.
MHoroe 3aBHCHT HE TOIBKO OT OIpPEaACIICHHBIX CII0CO0OB HCHOJIL30BAHMS sA3bIKa,
€ro 06p330BaTeJ'H>HOFO N S5KOHOMHUYCCKOT'O CTAaTyCa B Ooiee IHUPOKOM COO6IJ.[CCTBC,
HO M OT JEeTeH KaK aKTHBHBIX ArcHTOB, KOTOPBLIC MOTYT HNPCAOCTaBUThH CBOH
COOCTBEHHbIE Ha60pLI HOPM U OXXMIAHUN B OTHOIIECHHHU HCIIOJb30BaHUS JpUTaAK-
HOTI'O A3BIKA.

© Anastassia Zabrodskaja and Olga Ivanova, 2021
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Abstract

The study discusses the perspectives of long-term maintenance of Russian as a heritage language in
Germany. Based on data from a longitudinal study (2014—2018) we investigated changes in the
sociolinguistic situation of 19 adolescent heritage speakers and in their proficiency in Russian. The
aim was to investigate whether changes in the participants’ sociolinguistic situation are reflected in
their knowledge of Russian. Data on the sociolinguistic situation were collected via an extensive
questionnaire that the participants had to fill out once a year. Language proficiency was measured
by experimental tasks targeting different linguistic domains. For the current paper, we used data
from the longitudinal measurement of lexical and grammatical proficiency. The results revealed that
the participants’ exposure to Russian input is decreasing in several domains over time, especially
concerning media consumption and personal visits to the homeland. Russian is increasingly
restricted to interactions with parents, and to educational settings (classes in Russian as a foreign or
heritage language). Regarding language attitudes, our participants explicitly consider Russian
important primarily for family interactions and cultural factors, but less with regard to career goals.
Nevertheless, there was a positive trend in lexical and grammatical proficiency. We interpret these
findings as a result of the prolonged exposure to heritage language instruction which leads to a
stabilized proficiency in Russian. Given the institutional support and the size of the community, we
hypothesize that the perspectives for long-term maintenance of Russian as a heritage language in
Germany are better than for Russian heritage speaker communities in other countries.
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HayyHad craTbda

CoxpaHeHHE «3IPUTAKHOT0» PYCCKOro si3blKa B 'epMaHuU:
JIOHTUTIOAHBIN MOAX0/,

bepuxapxy BPEMEP

KoncTaHlcknii yHUBEPCUTET
Koncmany, I'epmanus
AHHOTALUA
B cratee paccMaTpuBarOTCs NEPCIICKTUBLI JUIUTEJIBHOT'O COXPAHCHUA PYCCKOTI'O SI3bIKa KAK SPUTAKHOIO

(yHacnenoBanHoro) B ['epmanum. [Ipu momormu oHruTIOAHOTO MccnenoBanus (2014-2018 rr.) MbI u3y-
YUIIM M3MEHEHNUS COLMOIMHTBUCTHIECKON cuTyanuu y 19 HocuTenel pyccKoro SpuTasKHOTO SI3bIKa
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B TIOZIPOCTKOBOM BO3pACTe MapauiesIbHO C U3MEHEHHUSMH B UX BIIJICHUU PYCCKUM sI3bIKOM. Llemnbro
UCCIIeIOBaHNS OBIJIO BBLICHUTH, OTPAXKAIOTCS JIM M3MEHEHUS! COLMOIMHIBUCTUYECKON CUTYalluH
YYaCTHHUKOB Ha 3HAHUM 53bIKa. JlaHHBIE O COIMOJMHTBUCTHYECKOH CHTyalMd OBLTH COOpaHbI
C TTOMOIIBIO MOJAPOOHOM aHKETHI, KOTOPYIO YYaCTHHKHU 3allOJIHsUIH pa3 B roJl. YPOBEHb BIIaJACHUS
SI3BIKOM ITPOBEPSIICS C IOMOIIIBIO SKCIIEPUMEHTANBHBIX 338[aHUH B PA3JIMYHBIX S3BIKOBBIX 00JIACTSX.
B Hacrosiei pabote MBI UCIIONB30BAIN JaHHBIE JIOHTHTIOMHOTO aHAJIM3a 3HaHUH B 00JIaCTH JIeK-
CHUKH M TpaMMaTHKH. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3alu, YTO C TEUCHUEM BPEMEHH Y MOJPOCTKOB KOJIUYECTBO
KOHTaKTOB C PYCCKHM SI3BIKOM B Pa3HBIX c(epax ero ynorpednenus cHmwxkaercss. OcoOeHHO 3To Ka-
caetcs norpednenus CMU 1 9acTOTH TMYHBIX BU3UTOB Ha POIMHY poauTenei. Pycckuil s3pIK Bce
OoJIbIIIE OTPaHMYMBACTCS OOIIEHUEM C POAUTEISIMU M 00pa30BaTEeIbHON Cpeslon (3aHATUS PYCCKUM
SI3BIKOM KaK MHOCTPaHHBIM WJIM YHACJeJOBaHHBIM). UTO KacaeTcs OTHOLICHHS K S3bIKY, TO MOJI-
POCTKH OJJHO3HAYHO CUHUTAIOT PYCCKHUH SI3bIK BAYKHBIM B TIEPBYIO OUEpPE/Ib JUISI CEMEHHOTO OOLICHUS
U COXpaHEHHs KyJIbTYpbl, HO B MEHBIIIEH CTENEeHH I MPoecCHOHABbHBIX 1ieiell. TeM He MeHee,
HaOro1amack MOJ0XKUTEIbHAS TEHACHINS B JIEKCHYECKOM M IPaMMaTHYECKOM BIIJICHHHU SI3BIKOM.
MBbI HHTEPIIPETUPYEM ITH PE3YNIBTAThl KaK UTOT JJIUTELHOTO 00YUEHHsI YHACTIEJOBAHHOMY SI3BIKY,
YTO NPUBOANT K CTAOMIIN3AIMHU YPOBHS BIIaACHUS UM. Y UNTHIBas HHCTUTYHOHAIBHYIO TTOIEPIKKY
U KOJIMYECTBO HOCHUTENEH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA, MbI MPEAINOIaraeM, YT0 MEePCIEKTHBbI JTUTEIBLHOTO
COXPaHEHUsI IPUTAKHOTO PYCCKOTO sA3bIKa B ['epMaHuy Jrydine, 4eM y pyCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB
B JIPYTUX CTpaHax.
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1. Introduction

Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union Russian has become one of the most
widely spoken allochthonous minority languages in Germany (cf., among many
others, Besters-Dilger 2013, Brehmer 2007, Isurin & Riehl 2017). Estimations of
the number of Russian-speaking inhabitants in Germany vary from 2 to 6 million
speakers, depending on the criteria applied to count speakers of Russian in Germany
(e.g., place of birth, L1 speakers, heritage speakers, foreign language learners etc.,
see Lokshin 2020). According to official statistics, more than 3.5 million people
who lived in Germany in 2017 either immigrated themselves from states of the
former Soviet Union to Germany or had at least one parent who did so (Statistisches
Bundesamt 2018: 130). Among them, 1.38 million people have their roots in the
Russian Federal Republic (Statistisches Bundesamt 2018: 127). While we can
safely assume that individuals who immigrated as adults from Russia and possibly
also other member states of the former SU retain at least a basic knowledge of
Russian, this cannot be presupposed for people who immigrated as small children
or were even born in the new host country. Only 1.1 million people who came from
the Russian Federal Republic to Germany migrated themselves. Consequently,
more than 280.000 individuals were born in Germany to families, where at least
one parent is an L1 speaker of Russian (Statistisches Bundesamt 2018: 130). It is
this group of individuals that we will focus on in our contribution. As usual in
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linguistic research, we will use the label ‘heritage speakers’ to refer to this group:
“A heritage speaker is an early bilingual who grew up hearing (and speaking) the
heritage language (L1) (in our case: Russian, B.B.) and the majority language (L2)
(in our case: German, B.B.) either simultaneously or sequentially in early childhood
(...), but for whom L2 became the primary language at some point during childhood
(at, around, or after the onset of schooling). As a result of language shift, by early
adulthood a heritage speaker can be strongly dominant in the majority language,
while the heritage language will now be the weaker language” (Benmamoun et al.
2013: 133). Given the fact that the peak of immigration from countries of the former
Soviet Union to Germany was in the early 1990s, the offspring of the first
generation of Russian-speaking immigrants are currently building their own
families which inevitably involves the decision whether to transmit their heritage
language Russian to the following (= third) generation or not.

For this reason, our contribution focuses on the perspectives of long-term
maintenance of Russian as a heritage language in Germany. Due to the significant
number of speakers of Russian in Germany, there has been a constantly growing
body of research on (heritage) Russian in Germany. The sociolinguistic studies
among them tackle the question of the general vitality of Russian as a minority
language in Germany (cf. Achterberg 2005), but also issues related to language use
and attitudes in families (Anstatt 2013, 2017, Levkovych 2012, Ries 2013) or
identity matters (e.g. Dietz & Roll 2017, Isurin 2011, Meng & Protassova 2003,
2009, 2013, Schnar 2010, Zdanova 2004, 2008a, 2008b). Most of the
(socio)linguistic studies on Russian in Germany share one feature: they rely on data
drawn from cross-sectional designs only. In case that developmental tendencies are
addressed in the papers, the respective observations are based on a comparison of
different age groups of Russian heritage speakers (apparent time approach, cf., e.g.,
Bohmer 2015 or Brehmer & Usanova 2017) or on a comparison of first- and second-
generation immigrants from the former Soviet Union (cf., e.g., Brehmer &
Mehlhorn 2015, Brehmer & Kurbangulova 2017 or Warditz 2019). ‘True’
longitudinal designs which focus on the linguistic trajectories of individuals or the
development of sociolinguistic factors over the life-span of Russian-German
bilinguals are clearly the exception. In this respect, the data discussed in studies by
Meng and Protassova (cf., e.g., Meng 2001 and Meng & Protassova 2017) are
almost the only source of information on long-term bilingual development of
speakers of Russian in Germany. They followed several families of Russian
Germans (Russian: pycckue nemywnt, German: Spdtaussiedler ‘repatriates’), i.e.
ethnic Germans who repatriated to Germany from the former Soviet Union in the
early 1990s, in a systematic participant observation from the time of their arrival in
Germany over a time span of more than 20 years. Although the authors established
some common trends in the development of sociolinguistic factors as well as their
impact on the proficiency in both languages (cf. Meng & Protassova 2017), the
studies lack a systematic and quantifiable analysis of the interplay between the self-
reports and the linguistic data throughout the observed time span.
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To address this research gap, we conducted a longitudinal analysis of a sample
of'adolescent Russian heritage speakers where we focused both on the development
of sociolinguistic factors which shape the process of language maintenance and/or
language loss, and the linguistic development of their heritage language Russian.
Section 2 provides a brief summary of previous research on sociolinguistic factors
which impact on language maintenance in heritage speakers of Russian. In Section
3 we introduce the research questions of the current study, followed by the
introduction of our study design and the participants in Section 4. Section 5 presents
the results regarding the development of some selected sociolinguistic factors and
aspects of the participants' proficiency in heritage Russian over the investigated
time span. Section 6 discusses the results and the interrelation between the
sociolinguistic and linguistic developmental trends in our sample of speakers. The
paper ends with some general conclusions and an outlook on some open questions
that we could not address in our paper.

2. Sociolinguistic factors shaping language maintenance
in Russian heritage speakers

Due to the fact that populations of Russian heritage speakers can be found in
many countries all over the world, there have been quite a lot of attempts to identify
(socio)linguistic factors which influence the maintenance and transmission of
Russian to the following generation(s) (cf., among others, Armon-Lotem et al.
2011, Gagarina & Klassert 2018, Eriksson 2015, Karpava et al. 2018, Otwinowska
et al. 2021, Rodina et al. 2020, Zemskaja 2001). Building on general models of
assessing language vitality in immigrant settings (Lo Bianco 2008, Lo Bianco &
Peyton 2013), Laleko (2013) mentions three groups of factors which prove to be
the most influential parameters of language maintenance and shift in the Russian-
speaking community in the U.S.:

2.1. Sources of capacity development in Russian heritage language acquisition

Capacity refers to “the level of knowledge that heritage speakers of Russian
have in the heritage language and the factors that create conditions for development
of such capacity” (Laleko 2013: 89). These factors include possibilities to receive
formal instruction in the heritage language, e.g. by attending community schools or
other extra-curricular educational settings which target heritage language learners.
The extent to which such community schools or other opportunities for receiving
heritage language instruction are available depends on the countries of residence:
while the situation in the U.S. seems to be characterized by a lack of community
schools for heritage learners of Russian (Kagan 2005: 213f., cited in Laleko 2013),
Russian-speaking parents in Germany can get major support in their efforts to
transmit Russian to their children from various institutions. These include public
schools which offer classes of Russian as a foreign or heritage language,
Saturday/Sunday (community) schools as well as cultural, church or private
institutions which organize language courses but also different leisure activities
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where children can get acquainted with various aspects of Russian culture’.
However, the availability of such offers varies regionally due to the federal
educational system in Germany. Especially in rural areas access to external support
in heritage language transmission is often limited. Furthermore, even when such
support is established locally, the use of these opportunities is always linked to
additional efforts (regarding time and perhaps also money) for the families. It also
requires a high level of motivation from the children’s side. Thus, it is “not
uncommon for parents to serve as the primary (and often only) source of linguistic
input for children in immigrant families. For Russian, language exposure at home
emerges as the most significant factor in heritage language maintenance and
transmission” (Laleko 2013: 93f.). The success of intergenerational transmission of
Russian crucially depends on the patterns of daily language use at home, i.e., the
amount of input the children receive in their heritage language from other family
members. Studies on family language policies in Russian heritage communities
revealed a direct correlation of successful transmission of the heritage language
Russian with parental language preferences, repertoires and active use of Russian
in the families (see, among many others, Eriksson 2015, Karpava et al. 2018,
Kopeliovich 2010, Otwinowska et al. 2021). Again, the circumstances for Russian
heritage speakers to receive sufficient encouragement from their parents to actively
use Russian on a daily basis seem to be more favorable in the European context
when compared to the U.S.? The parents’ decision regarding the amount and
consistency of the use of the heritage language in family interactions reflects such
considerations like the need for communication with the extended family in their
countries of origin, the frequency of contact with other bilingual families in the host
country, the social and educational environment (SES, level of education and/or
employment status of parents etc.) or psychological factors (e.g. degree of
integration in the host society, attitudes towards majority and heritage language
and culture etc.) (see Karpava et al. 2018 for an overview of relevant research on
these factors).

2.2. Opportunities for the use of Russian in different domains

Besides the amount of passive exposure to the heritage language, the
possibility to actively use Russian in a wide range of contexts is another crucial
factor for language maintenance by heritage speakers of Russian. Given the large
size of the Russian-speaking community in Germany (cf. Section 1) and the rather
small size of the host country (compared, e.g., to the U.S.) as well as the still

! See, e.g., Brehmer & Mehlhorn (2018) for an illustration of the range of possibilities to receive
Russian heritage language instruction in Germany. Kref3 (2014) offers insights into the structure,
topics and organization of Russian heritage language instruction in one community school in Lower
Saxony.

2 See Laleko (2013) and the studies cited therein for the American context vs. the above
mentioned studies on family language policies in Russian-speaking families in several European
countries like Sweden, Ireland, Estonia or Cyprus.
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ongoing immigration from Russian-speaking countries to Germany (although on a
much lower level compared to the 1990s), the general prospects for Russian
language maintenance are quite favorable. Although the majority of Russian
speakers does not live in clearly defined ethnic or linguistic neighborhoods in
Germany (with some local exceptions, see Diick 2020: 304), which might also be a
consequence of the Russian-speaking population’s heterogeneity in Germany?,
there are quite numerous opportunities to use Russian outside the home. Especially
in major cities and large metropolitan areas the Russian-speaking diaspora in
Germany has established close social, cultural and educational networks and an
infrastructure supporting the use of Russian in different domains outside the family
circle: clubs, cultural associations, religious organizations, Saturday/Sunday
schools, cafes and restaurants, ethnic shops and grocery stores which offer Russian-
language press, films, books or foodstufts, but also their ‘own’ travel and insurance
agencies, medical offices, lawyers, discotheques or nursery schools (Besters-Dilger
2013: 189). The availability of public services and business in Russian also provides
employment opportunities where knowledge of Russian is required*. Furthermore,
with the advance of the Internet and subsequent developments towards global
interconnectedness (including e-mails, social networks, Skype, satellite radio and
television) both access to Russian-language media (from the homeland and from
Germany-based providers) and possibilities to maintain links with people, culture
and life in the countries of origin are nowadays virtually unlimited. However,
despite these most favorable sociolinguistic conditions for language maintenance,
the question arises to what extend the individuals make use of these facilities.
Laleko (2013: 95f.) reports results from studies on media use among
second-generation Russian Americans which reveal that “these growing

3 The Russian-speaking population in Germany is split into three distinct groups that are
distinguished not only by their histories and motivations to come to Germany: (i) Russian Germans,
i.e., ethnic German repatriates from the former Soviet Union who were immediately eligible for
German citizenship after their arrival; (ii) Jews from the former Soviet Union who were allowed to
enter Germany in the 1990s in order to strengthen the Jewish communities in Germany; (iii) ethnic
Russians who immigrated to Germany due to various motivations and under different legal
circumstances (students, au pairs, scientists, spouses etc.) (cf. Besters-Dilger 2013, Brehmer 2007
or Isurin & Riehl 2017). Despite their common linguistic background with Russian as their L1, they
differ with respect to ethnicity, geographic, economic and educational backgrounds, their legal and
socio-political status in Germany, but even more so regarding their language attitudes and affiliation
to the Russian culture. As a consequence, the single groups often show a high degree of internal
coherence (including a preference for in-group marriages and friendships, see Meng & Protassova
2017: 189), and often avoid close contact with members of the other groups (cf. Behrend 2014 or
Isurin & Riehl 2017). While differences in identity building and language attitudes have been
already addressed in research (cf., e.g., Irwin 2017), there is still no study that systematically
investigates possible differences between these groups concerning actual L1 maintenance.

4 We know from studies on L1 attrition that the use of the home language in professional contexts
(i.e. as a translator, teacher etc.) is a very strong predictor for language maintenance (cf. Schmid &
Dusseldorp 2010). Zemskaja (2001) also stresses the importance of the use of Russian in professional
settings (“pycckuii sI3pIK — KOpMIUICI”) as a main motivation to preserve the heritage language.
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opportunities do not seem to change the established patterns of preference for
English-language media”, so that the heritage speakers “listen predominantly to
American music, watch American movies, and spend time on the Internet visiting
English language websites”. The latter tendency cannot be accounted for by the lack
of literacy skills in Russian, because even the majority of those heritage speakers
who acquired basic literacy skills do not to access Russian internet resources or read
in Russian outside of school (Carreira & Kagan 2011, cited in Laleko 2013: 96).

2.3. Heritage learner motivations and desire for continued use of Russian

The last group of factors concerns mostly the attitudes of heritage speakers and
their parents towards maintenance of Russian and its transmission to the next
generations. Positive attitudes towards Russian are also a prerequisite for capacity
building and making an effort for creating opportunities for language use within
and outside the family circle. Consequently, “linguistic attitudes may directly
influence the choice of language in certain situations” and have “an indirect effect
on the acquisition and attrition of linguistic structures themselves” (Anstatt 2017:
204). In her empirical study on language attitudes among second-generation
speakers of Russian in Germany, Anstatt (2017) — following a model proposed by
Garrett (2010) — distinguishes between three different components of individual
dispositions towards languages which strongly interact and overlap to a certain
extent:

(1) Affective language attitudes relate to “feelings like pride or comfort using
the language, to aesthetic judgments and to loyalty towards the language” (Anstatt
2017: 205). These feelings are often connected with a general desire to maintain
autonomy and distinctiveness from the host culture or with a desire for
identification with the majority group.

(i1) Cognitive components of language attitudes are of a more objective nature
and pertain to “judgments about the perceived benefit from the language”, i.e. the
belief that the language can be useful in certain situations (Anstatt 2017: 208).

(ii1) Behavioral attitudes include aspects of the predisposition to use a language
in a given situation and therefore overlap with factors that were discussed in
Section 2.2. Thus, Anstatt treats answers to questions concerning the frequency of
use of Russian in different situations that allow for a relatively free language choice
as indicative of language preferences and, therefore, as reflecting behavioral
attitudes towards the heritage language (Anstatt 2017: 209).

All three components are inevitably influenced by the real and/or perceived
prestige of the heritage language in the host community?.

3 In an interesting study on Russian in Israel, Remennick (2003) could show how the increasing
ethnic power of Russian speakers during the 1990s and the ensuing higher status of Russian as the
most important immigrant language in Israel motivated members of earlier waves of immigration
from the Soviet Union to Israel to return to Russian as a means of everyday communication after
many years of oblivion.

861



Bernhard Brehmer. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 855885

2.4. Vitality of heritage Russian in Germany:
Observations from previous studies

For the American context, Laleko (2013: 98) states that the main motivation
of heritage speakers to maintain Russian “is fueled to a large extent by affective,
rather than purely practical, factors and aims first and foremost at preserving
familial continuity and strengthening emotional ties to the cultural heritage”. Thus,
it is considered predominantly as a “bridge to the past”. Professional goals are
hardly mentioned as the driving force for (re-)learning the heritage language which
according to Laleko points to the rather few opportunities that knowledge of
Russian provides in the American job market. It is for these reasons that Laleko
provides a rather pessimistic view on the future of Russian as a heritage language
in the U.S. She considers it to be an endangered language which does not survive
beyond the second generation (cf. Laleko 2013: 89). Previous research on linguistic
vitality of Russian as a heritage language in Germany reveals some striking
parallels to these observations, but differs with regard to predictions regarding its
future. Thus, Russian is the language that yields the highest scores on the vitality
index proposed for Slavic immigrant languages in Germany in the comparative
study of Achterberg (2005). However, this prominent position is mostly due to the
size of the community as well as its role as the dominant and most frequently used
language for everyday communication within and partly also outside the family
(Achterberg 2005: 252). Two caveats have to be mentioned when interpreting these
results: First, data collection for Achterberg's study took place in the early 2000s,
so 20 years have passed since then which might lead to divergent results when the
current situation is under focus. Second, Achterberg did not distinguish between
first- and second-generation immigrants which does not allow to draw more fine-
grained conclusions with regard to the vitality of Russian as a heritage language for
people who were already born in the host country. An additional hint that the
situation for heritage Russian in Germany might not be so different from the
American context comes from the results of Anstatt's study on language attitudes
of second-generation speakers of Russian in Germany (Anstatt 2017): Based on
data from questionnaires and interviews with adolescent heritage speakers, she
found that “Russian (...) is a language with a high affective value and enjoys a very
high loyalty. It is closely linked to home and parents, and, somewhat less, to the
maintenance of Russian culture” (Anstatt 2017: 210). German, on the other hand,
is seen as less emotionally charged, but as a prerequisite for educational and
professional success, and also as the language for communicating with peers, even
with those who come from Russian-speaking families (Anstatt 2017: 210). This
resembles very closely the “division of labor” between heritage and majority
language which Laleko found for American Russian.

3. Aims of the present study

The current study specifically addresses the development over time of these
three groups of sociolinguistic factors that shape Russian language maintenance in
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a sample of adolescent heritage speakers. In contrast to previous studies, our data
rely on a longitudinal design where we focused on the situation of second-
generation speakers of Russian. We believe that it is this group of adolescent
speakers who function as important decision-makers in questions of long-term
maintenance of Russian in Germany. They play an important role in passing down
a certain attachment to the Russian language and culture which will be decisive for
the future of Russian in Germany (Eriksson 2015, Anstatt 2017). As Isurin and
Riehl (2017: 5) state: “By looking at the second or 1.5 generation (...) of Russian
migrants/repatriates we can project how integration, language acquisition, and
attitudes toward language and culture maintenance shape those young people who
might claim Germany as their home”. The specific situation of the second
generation is very often stressed in heritage language research: On the one hand,
there is the heritage language as the language of their families and the necessary
link to maintain relationships with relatives and acquaintances in the countries of
origin. On the other, there is the majority language as the language of education,
employment and main means of communication with the environment (including
peers). There seems to be a general agreement in heritage language research that
the majority language almost inevitably develops into the primary language,
whereas the heritage language turns into a secondary language which might be
associated with some emotional value, but serves rather restricted functions in
everyday life. Thus, it is predicted that the situation of the second generation is
characterized by a steady decline of the use of the heritage language throughout the
life-span and a rapid adoption of the majority language which gradually replaces
the heritage language (see the definition for ‘heritage speaker’ cited in Section 1).
It remains to be seen whether this characterization also fits the situation of Russian
as a heritage language in Germany. The research questions that we want to address
here include the following:

RQ1: Do the sociolinguistic factors that have been identified as shaping the
probability of heritage language maintenance (cf. Section 2) change over time in
the examined sample of adolescent Russian heritage speakers in Germany?

RQ 2: Is the development of these factors accompanied by observable trends
in the development of linguistic proficiency in the heritage language?

RQ3: Can the results obtained from RQ1 and RQ2 serve as predictors
regarding long-term preservation of Russian as a heritage language in Germany?

4. Material and method
4.1. Participants

The data were gathered in a longitudinal project on Russian as a heritage
language in Germany. Data collection started in summer 2014 and ended in 2018,
with every participant being tested once a year (apart from 2016). When data
collection started in 2014, we had 28 participants from Russian-speaking families
who lived in two German metropolitan areas: Hamburg (n=16) and Leipzig
(n=12). Four years later 19 participants took part in the last wave of data collection
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(ten from Hamburg and nine from Leipzig). As our study addresses the longitudinal
development, only those participants were included in the sample who took part in
all four points of data collection (2014, 2015, 2017, 2018). Table 1 offers an
overview of these 19 participants’ basic demographic characteristics.

Table 1
Participants’ demographic characteristics
Variable Participants
Sex 9 males; 10 females
Age at first testing (mean (SD)) 12.3(0.82)
Place of birth Germany (n=12)

Russian Federation (n = 4)
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan (per each n = 1)
Age at immigration [foreign borns] (mean (SD)) 10.1 months (5.2)

Group affiliation Russian Germans (n = 8)
Jewish (n =6)
Mixed families (n = 4) 8, Others (n=1)
Educational background Higher secondary school (n = 16)
Middle secondary school (n = 3)
Access to (any kind of) Russian language yes (n=14),no0 (n=15)
instruction

For our study, we specifically focused on teenage heritage speakers who had
rather recently started to attend secondary school (grades 6 and 7). According to the
literature (see Section 1), this is the time where a shift to the majority language as
the dominant language is expected. On the other hand, at least some of our
informants had the possibility to select their heritage language Russian as a regular
school subject. Two participants took advantage of this and attended lessons in
Russian as a second foreign language starting from grade 6. Our sample is certainly
not representative of all adolescents who grow up in Russian-speaking families in
Germany, which limits the possibility to generalize the findings. First, 74% of our
participants had at least some exposure to heritage language instruction (see
Section 5.1. for more details). Second, their educational background is rather
strong: 84% attend a higher secondary school, which is above average for children
with a migration background in Germany. Third, as we recruited our sample in two
German major cities (Hamburg, Leipzig), our findings reflect the situation in urban
contexts rather than in rural areas, where the possibilities for gaining external
support for heritage language development are more limited. Furthermore, the

¢ In all mixed families except one Russian functions or functioned (in case the parents are now
divorced) as the main means of communication: In two families the fathers are from Afghanistan,
but lived in Russia or Ukraine for a longer period, where they met their partners (one mother is
Russian, the other is Ukrainian). In another family the mother is German, but studied and worked in
Russia for many years. Then, there is one family in our sample where the father is German and does
not speak Russian, but the mother is an ethnic Russian and speaks her mother tongue to her children.
And finally, in one family both parents were born in the Russian Federation, but did not disclose
their affiliation to one of the above mentioned groups (‘Others’).
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sample is biased since participation in the study was on a voluntary basis.
Consequently, our study attracted mostly families with a high interest (and
presumably also confidence) in taking measures to secure Russian language
maintenance by their children. If, however, we will find a decline in Russian
language use or a declining status of Russian over the examined time span even in
these adolescents, the perspectives for heritage language maintenance of Russian in
Germany in general do not look very promising.

4.2. Data collection

Our data collection proceeded in several steps: We gathered data for the
sociolinguistic part of our study via an extensive written questionnaire that
contained 34 mostly closed questions regarding (i) biographic information; (ii) the
participants’ language biography and acquisition; (iii) their attitudes towards the
heritage and majority language; (iv) their language use and preferences in different
communicative situations inside and outside of the family; (v) factors that might
influence their language choice and the likelihood of code-switching when
communicating with other people from the same linguistic background; (vi) the
intensity of contact with people residing in the countries of origin. The
questionnaires were delivered during all phases of data collection (i.e. once a year),
which leads to a total of four completed questionnaires per participant.
Questionnaires were not only distributed to the adolescents, but also separately to
their mothers in order to cross-check the answers given by our adolescent
participants with the answers delivered by their parents (e.g. regarding language use
in the families). As an additional step, we conducted semi-structured in-depth oral
interviews on the linguistic situation in the family and language attitudes with both
adolescents and their parents to enrich and validate the data that were collected
through the questionnaires. The interviews were transcribed, relevant topics were
coded and analyzed against the data that were gathered in the questionnaires. For
both questionnaire and interview, the participants could choose the language they
felt most comfortable in (German or Russian). For the present investigation,
however, we will focus on the quantitative data obtained from the questionnaires.

As we did not want to solely rely on the self-assessments of the proficiency in
the heritage language, our informants were exposed to a large test battery. The tests
mostly aimed at eliciting experimental, but also semi-spontaneous production data
that targeted different domains (lexicon, grammar, phonetics). Furthermore, we
used tests that provided data on different modalities of skills (oral comprehension,
reading comprehension, reading aloud, writing, mediation) in the heritage and
partly also the majority language (for a comprehensive overview on the applied test
battery see Brehmer & Mehlhorn 2015). For the purpose of the current study, we
will restrict ourselves to longitudinal data that targeted vocabulary knowledge and
grammatical proficiency in Russian. For assessing lexical skills, we used a word-
list/vocabulary task where the informants had to translate a list of 100 words from
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German to the heritage language Russian (n = 50) and vice versa (n = 50). The test
items were selected to include all parts of speech, different semantic domains and
also different degrees of frequency. For each correctly translated item the
participants scored one point, leading to a maximum score of 100 (see Brehmer et
al. 2017 for more details on the vocabulary task). The participants had to take the
same test with the same items at each wave of data collection. The same applies to
the test on grammatical proficiency, where we used a Cloze test which targeted
knowledge of nominal and verbal morphology in Russian. The test consisted of a
coherent text in Russian that depicted a retelling of an episode taken from the
famous Masa i Medved’ cartoon movie. The text contained 74 gaps overall that had
to be filled by the participants who had to use the correct grammatical form of the
respective word that was given in the base form (nominative singular for nouns,
pronouns and adjectives; infinitive for verbs) in brackets following the gaps. The
test items focused mainly on nominal case inflection (n = 30) and verb inflection
(n = 32). The test was delivered as a paper-and-pencil task for participants who
could read and write in Russian. Orthographic errors were neglected when scoring
the results for each participant. For illiterate participants each sentence of the text
was read out orally by the test instructor and the participants had to give the correct
grammatical form for each test item. In order to avoid learning effects the text was
rewritten for data collection waves three and four, but the test items and target forms
stayed the same. Test administrators were all L1 speakers of Russian.
Interviews/questionnaires and language tests were conducted on different days.

5. Results
5.1. Sources of exposure to Russian

Following the three groups of parameters that were distinguished by Laleko
(2013) for assessing heritage Russian vitality in the U.S., we first present the results
of our analysis regarding the answers to questions which targeted the conditions for
developing proficiency in the heritage language. This includes the possibility to
receive formal instruction in the heritage language. One characteristic feature of
the participants in our sample is that almost all of them attended schools or private
organizations that offered Russian language courses. Only five participants (26%)
were never exposed to formal teaching in Russian. The extent to which the other
participants attended heritage language instruction, however, differs. As stated
earlier, two participants selected their heritage language Russian as a regular school
subject starting from grade 6 with an average amount of 4 lessons per week. Both
of them had had already earlier exposure to teaching of Russian, because they
attended Russian language courses which were offered by different state or private
institutions while they went to kindergarten and/or elementary school. The same
applies to the other participants in our sample who took Russian language classes
at community schools or other extra-curricular educational settings, including
private initiatives like organizing home classes (see Brehmer & Mehlhorn 2018 for
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details). Three participants (16%) had already stopped attending Russian language
classes before we started collecting our data in 2014, another three participants quit
these extra-curricular activities during the longitudinal study. The duration of
attendance of these additional courses exceeds five years and more for most of our
participants; only three participants received instruction in the heritage language
between two and four years. The amount of lessons per week also varies between
1.5 and 3 hours. Thus, the ratio of participants who have been exposed to formal
instruction in their heritage language over a longer period is very high in our sample
and stands in stark contrast to the situation in the U.S., where “[a]ccording to the
most recent data, in a sample of 254 heritage learners of Russian, 84.3% have never
studied Russian at a community or church school, and only 14.7% reported having
attended a community or church event in their heritage language within the last six
months” (Laleko 2013: 92).

As a next step, we analyzed language preferences for everyday communication
within the family as a proxy for the amount of input that the adolescents receive in
their heritage language at home. Figure 1 depicts the total number of participants
who stated that they use only or predominantly Russian when addressing members
of their core family (mother, father’, siblings) or that they are addressed only or
predominantly in Russian by the respective family members. The picture evolving
from the answers reveals a quite typical pattern for heritage language settings: The
heritage language does not play a significant role in communicating with siblings,
and this does not change throughout the examined period. It is mostly mothers
(13—-15 out of a total of 19) who address their adolescent children only or
predominantly in Russian, while the number of fathers that use at least
predominantly the heritage language when addressing their children is lower
(8-9 out of 16). This might be related to the fact that in our sample mixed marriages
consist of mothers with L1 Russian and fathers with other languages than Russian
as L1, but even in most of these families Russian could have functioned as the
language of intrafamily communication (see footnote 6). Thus, the rather low
amount of adolescents (8—10) who perceived parent—parent communication to be
predominantly or exclusively in Russian is striking.

Overall, the distribution of language preferences within the families stays
rather stable over the examined period, with Russian playing a slightly less
important role only during the second wave of data collection in 2015. A clearly
positive trend can be established for Russian as the preferred language of the
adolescents when they address their mothers: While in 2014 only ten informants
declared that they use only or predominantly Russian when addressing their
mothers, the number increased to 13 in 2018. Still, this does not eliminate the

7 The number of answers regarding language practices of fathers and mothers varies due to the
fact that three participants lived in single-mother households, because the parents were divorced
and/or lived separately during the data collection procedure.
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asymmetry regarding the role of Russian as a preferred means of intrafamily
communication between mothers and their children.

among siblings (n=18)

child to father (n=16)

child to mother (n=19)

father to child (n=16)

mother to child (n=19)

among parents (n=16)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
®2014 02015 m2017 @2018

Figure 1. Exclusive or predominant use of Russian in interactions between family members

In order to gain insight into the consistency of language use in intrafamily
communication, we asked our participants to reflect on their code-switching
between Russian and German in interactions with different members of the core
family. Figure 2 depicts the number of participants who stated that they regularly
code-switch when communicating with the respective addressees. Again, the
participants observed that they most often resort to code-switching when talking to
their mothers which obviously mirrors the fact that mothers are most frequently
addressed in Russian (see Figure 1). However, there seems to be a decrease in the
amount of code-switching with parents over time. This clearly contrasts with code-
switching when talking to siblings where more participants reported on instances
of code-switching in the later waves of data collection compared to 2014 (increase
from six participants in 2014 to eight participants in 2018). Still, the ratio of use of
Russian when communicating with siblings is obviously quite low in the
investigated sample.
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Figure 2. Regular code-switching when communicating with family members (n=19)

5.2. Use of Russian in different domains

Despite the highly developed Russian-speaking infrastructure in Germany
mentioned in Section 2.2., the German host community clearly dominates the
participants’ social networks in our study, which limits the exposure to the heritage
language Russian outside the family.® Only one participant claimed to have a fellow
student in school, with whom she engages in casual conversations in Russian. Three
participants have Russian-speaking friends, which is why Russian is “sometimes”
used for in-group communication. Regarding the immediate neighborhood, only
two participants stated in 2014 that they sometimes use Russian when talking to
neighbors or other adolescents living in the same district. During the later waves of
data collection only one participant in 2018 reported on the same experience.
Overall, there is neither an increase nor decrease in the low numbers of interlocutors
outside the family with whom our participants can use Russian as a means of
communication on a regular basis.

When asked about the efforts that are made to stay in touch with relatives and
friends in the home countries of their parents, almost all participants (18 in 2014,
19 in 2015) claimed that they keep in touch with the countries of origin. These
numbers drop, however, towards the end of our longitudinal studies: in 2017, only

8 These observations contrast with findings from other studies. Meng & Protassova (2017: 189)
report that in their sample of Russian German young adults there is a clear tendency for in-group
marriage and close relationships with other members of the same community. However, they also
confirm that the preferred or only language of the informants among themselves is German, while
Russian is only used occasionally.
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17 participants reported on such contacts, in 2018, 16 participants continued their
communication with family members and acquaintances in Russian-speaking
countries. Figure 3 shows the ways in which these personal contacts are maintained.

Social media

Telephone/Skype calls

Personal visits

| I | I | I | I I | I ! I ! | ! I ! I |
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 5 10 15 20
m2014 ©O2015 m2017 m=m2018

Figure 3. Ways of keeping in touch with relatives and acquaintances in the home countries

‘Classical’ telephone or skype calls are the preferred means for communicating
with residents in the home countries, while the number of participants who pay
regular personal visits drops from a maximum of 15 in 2015 to only ten in 2018 at
the end of data collection. As the teenagers grow older, regular visits to the countries
of origin obviously lose their attractiveness, which may be due to a preference for
other holiday destinations or financial and administrative constraints (the need to
apply for a visa). Communicating via social media plays a surprisingly marginal
role, but this might be due to the fact that in most cases it is the grandparents or
other elder relatives who still reside in the countries of origin, which does not make
use of technically advanced media always feasible.

Media are another domain where the heritage language can be employed, e.g.,
for reading Russian websites or print media, watching Russian TV and films (via
satellite or on the Internet) or listening to Russian music. With the advance of the
digital age, heritage speakers nowadays have gained almost unlimited access to
media in the heritage language, either produced in the countries of origin or by the
local communities themselves, which are distributed on the Internet. Technical
advance, thus, allows to counteract the geographical distance and “to participate,
almost seamlessly and in real time, in the mainstream of Slavonic-language life of
their homelands” (Kamusella 2013: 219). For Russian heritage speakers in the U.S.,
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however, it was established that these media are used mostly by the elderly or
middle-aged generation, while the younger generation clearly prefers English-
language media (Dubinina & Polinsky 2013: 163, Laleko 2013: 95f.). Figure 4
depicts the regular use of Russian-language media by our participants over the
examined time span.

Books
Periodicals

Bible

TV/Films/DVDs
Websites

E-Mails
SMS/Social media

Telephone

m2014 02015 m@2017 @2018

Figure 4. Regular use of Russian language by type of media

Our participants use their heritage language predominantly for media that
enables them to stay in touch with friends and relatives (telephone, SMS,
WhatsApp, social media like Facebook), with social media and short messenger
services becoming a more important means over the examined period (13 out of
19 participants use Russian both for telephone calls and social media in 2018).
Among the media that primarily serve entertaining functions our participants
mostly resort to Russian-language TV programs and films, although the number of
participants who regularly watch Russian films and TV programs is decreasing over
time (15 in 2014, 12 in 2018). The same applies for visiting websites in Russian.
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An even more rapid decrease can be observed in the domain of listening to Russian
music (11 participants in 2014, just five in 2018).° Classical print media such as
books or periodicals are regularly consumed in Russian only by a minority of
participants in our sample, with Russian books being far more popular than
periodicals. This might be related to the fact that there is a high share of participants
who still attend heritage language classes or classes in Russian as a foreign
language, where reading (excerpts of) texts in Russian comprises an integral part of
the teaching program. Media that require the active composition of longer texts in
Russian (E-Mails) are the least popular in our sample. Generally speaking, there is
an average decline in the regular use of Russian in almost all types of media, but
still the number of participants who use or consume media in Russian is
comparatively high when compared, e.g., to heritage speakers of Russian in the U.S.
(cf. Carreira & Kagan 2011).

5.3. Attitudes towards Russian

The desire for maintaining the heritage language is crucially shaped by the
degree of identification with the heritage language, the personal connection to it as
well as the ethnic, linguistic and cultural identities of the heritage speakers (Laleko
2013: 97). In order to assess these factors in our sample, we focused on the affective
components of attitudes towards the heritage and the majority language. Following
a proposal by Anstatt (2017: 205), we analyzed answers to questions which “relate
to feelings like pride or comfort using the language, to aesthetic judgments and to
loyalty towards the language” as indicative of the degree of emotional identification
with Russian and German. In a series of closed questions in the questionnaire our
participants were asked to rate their assessment of several statements by using a
five-point Likert scale (ranging from point 1 = “I thoroughly disagree with this
statement” to point 5 = “I thoroughly agree with this statement”). Figure 5 depicts
the scores for a couple of questions targeting the feeling of comfort our participants
experience when they speak, hear, read and write Russian.

The participants feel on average very comfortable both when they hear and
speak the heritage language and this does not change throughout the examined time
span. When it comes to modalities of language use that require literacy skills
(reading, writing), however, they clearly feel more uncomfortable and the degree
of variation within the group increases considerably. This reflects more varied
proficiencies in the realm of reading and writing among the participants which is a
typical feature of heritage speakers (see Bohmer 2015 for heritage Russian in
Germany). There is no clear developmental trend over time in either direction. Due
to lack of space, we cannot go into detail regarding the corresponding values for the
majority language German. Generally speaking, the participants show an equally,

° Here again, our sample seems to differ from other studies on Russian heritage speakers in
Germany: Anstatt (2017) and Meng & Protassova (2017) find for their informants that they consider
it more customary to listen to Russian music than to watch Russian TV programs or films, as the
high speech rate in Russian films makes it hard for them to follow.
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although on average slightly lower positive attitude towards speaking and hearing
German when compared with Russian. However, the values for reading and writing
reveal a higher degree of comfort when this is done in German compared to
Russian.!'”
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Figure 5. Assessment of statement “I like to hear / speak / read / write Russian”

To address the question of loyalty towards the heritage language, we included
statements regarding the readiness of the participants to accept a partner that does
(not) speak the heritage language (Question: “I would not mind having a
(a) German-speaking / (b) Russian-speaking partner”) and the willingness to pass
the heritage language on to their own children (Question: “If I have children, I want
them to first learn (a) German / (b) Russian”). Figure 6 shows the reactions to these
two statements.

Our participants essentially do not care about the mother tongue of their future
partners, which means that they do not exclude the possibility that their potential
family language will be primarily (or only) German. This would place the whole
burden of passing Russian on to their children solely on them if they decide that
their children should learn Russian. Most of our participants want their children to
speak Russian, but top priority is given to German if they had to choose which
language their children should acquire first of all. With increasing age, the mean

10 Average scores for the data obtained in the last wave of data collection (2018): Hearing: 4.37
(Russian) / 4.16 (German); Speaking: 4.37 (Russian) / 4.21 (German); Reading: 3.26 (Russian) /
3.84 (German); Writing: 3.37 (Russian) / 4.0 (German). There are no major changes in these values
throughout the examined time span for German. Interestingly, however, the average scores for
hearing and speaking German show a slight decrease over time, while the opposite is true for these
modalities in Russian.
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rate of agreement with the statement that their children should learn Russian first is
decreasing, but the fact that the majority still prefers a “neither agree nor disagree”
reaction indicates that the ideal option for most of our informants is a bilingual
education of their children, as can be deduced from the in-depth interviews that we
conducted after the participants filled in the questionnaire.
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Figure 6. Assessment of statements (i) “l would not mind having a German-speaking /
Russian-speaking partner” and (ii) “I want my children to first learn German / Russian”

Overall, the quantitative data from the questionnaires underline that Russian
has a high emotional value for our participants. When asked why they decide to
code-switch from Russian to German if a German-speaking person joins the group
of otherwise bilingual interlocutors, none of our participants declared that this is
due to the fact that they feel uncomfortable while speaking Russian in public. Single
participants, however, admitted that they try to avoid the use of Russian in public
places in Germany.'' The majority explained their code-switching behavior in these
instances as a result of the wish to get themselves understood by all interlocutors
and/or considered it an issue of politeness not to choose a language that is unfamiliar
to single interlocutors.

5.4. Longitudinal development of Russian language skills

Although this paper focuses on the longitudinal development of factors which
determine the sociolinguistic situation of Russian adolescent heritage speakers in
Germany, we are also referring to data taken from the linguistic part of the
longitudinal study where we investigated the development of proficiency in the

' A maximum of four participants chose that option in the 2015 data collection wave, two
persons opted for this answer in 2014 and 2017 while only one participant in 2018 admitted that this
is a relevant factor for his/her code-switching behavior.
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heritage language. Our aim is not to establish statistical relationships between the
development of sociolinguistic factors and linguistic proficiency (for such an
analysis compare, among others, Anstatt 2017), but to cross-check whether changes
in the sociolinguistic situation are accompanied by observable trends in the
development of language skills. For this purpose, we collected data on Russian
language proficiency from experimental tests targeting different linguistic domains
(see Section 4.2.).

5.4.1. Development of vocabulary knowledge

Figure 7 shows the results of the test targeting lexical proficiency in the
heritage language from the longitudinal study. We replicated the same task at every
data measurement point (see Section 4.2).
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Figure 7. Development of lexical correctness scores (in %) over time

A look at the data reveals a steady increase in average lexical correctness
scores. The average correctness scores rise from 64.74% in 2014 to 74.16% in 2018.
A one-way repeated measures ANOVA yielded a highly significant improvement
for the investigated time span (F =21.086, df =3, p <.00001).

5.4.2. Development of grammatical proficiency (inflectional morphology)

Figure 8 gives an overview on the development of the morphological
correctness scores (in %) over the examined time span which we obtained from a

Cloze test that targeted mostly noun and verb inflection in Russian (see
Section 4.2.).
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Figure 8. Development of morphological correctness scores (in %) over time

The data, again, show an increase in morphological correctness scores over
time. This increase is especially conspicuous for the period between the data
measurement points two and three, when the average correctness score rose from
70.1% in 2015 to 77.5% in 2017. A one-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed a
significant difference for the investigated time span (F = 14.141, df = 3, p <.00001).

6. Discussion

6.1. Changes in sociolinguistic parameters during
the examined time span (RQ1)

The sociolinguistic parameters that according to the previous literature
influence the probability of heritage language maintenance do develop in different
ways. With regard to the exposure to explicit heritage language instruction two
participants selected their heritage language as their second foreign language
subject in school at the beginning of our study. This ‘upgrading’ of the status of
heritage language instruction from a previous additional activity that happened in
the spare time of our participants to a regular school subject certainly enhances the
prospect for future heritage language maintenance for these individuals. At the
same time, three participants in our sample abandoned their attendance of heritage
language instruction during our longitudinal study, another three stopped attending
voluntary heritage language instruction already around the time when they entered
secondary school, i.e. shortly before we began collecting our data. The fact that six
informants resigned from explicit heritage instruction due to motivational problems
and time constraints after or shortly before entering secondary school seems to be
quite typical for adolescent heritage speakers. This tendency was also attested in
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the interviews that we conducted with heritage language instructors during the
project. However, given the rather long period that most of our informants were
exposed to heritage language instruction in different institutions, we can presuppose
that heritage language skills might have already stabilized by the time the
participants stopped attending these language classes. The high level of lexical and
grammatical proficiency in Russian (as well as for other modalities of heritage
language proficiency that we could not report on here) that we found for most of
our informants seem to corroborate this assumption.

Language exposure at home has been identified as one of the most significant
factors in heritage language maintenance and transmission. Regarding this
parameter, a positive development emerges from our data, as the amount of
exposure the informants receive in their families remained quite stable during the
longitudinal study. Despite the rather low amount of consistent use of Russian in
parent—parent communication, the number of participants who claimed to use at
least predominantly Russian when talking to their parents considerably increased,
especially with regard to mother—child interactions. Mothers are the most active
part in providing Russian input for their children (see Figure 1), which, however,
might also reflect the fact that participation in our study was on a voluntary basis
and therefore attracted mostly mothers and adolescents who had a certain interest
in preserving the heritage language. Communication with siblings takes place
mostly in the majority language German with code-switching between Russian and
German being a rather common feature of these interactions. Although code-
switching regularly also occurs with other family members, an increase in regular
resorting to code-switching could only be found for interactions between siblings
(see Figure 2). Anstatt (2017) reported on the importance of the use of Russian as
a means of communication between peers for heritage language maintenance in
adolescents. This factor, however, could not have been a contributing factor to the
high and stable proficiency in Russian that we found in our sample, as the
composition of our participants’ social networks is clearly dominated by German
as the means of communication with people outside the core family, including
peers. This is true for the whole time span that we covered in our study.

A negative trend could be established for the use of Russian in different
domains. The number of participants who regularly visit the home countries of their
parents drops towards the end of our longitudinal study. Contacts with friends and
relatives in these countries are maintained largely by telephone calls and less so by
social media which might be due to older relatives still residing in the countries of
origin. This decrease in active contacts to Russian-speaking people in the homeland
is not compensated for by a higher use of media in Russian. On the contrary, the
consumption of media that require higher literacy skills remains a source of input
in Russian for less than one third (writing e-mails) or half (reading books) of our
participants or shows a rapid decline in use (visiting websites) during the course of
our study (see Figure 4). Even passive consumption of Russian via listening to
Russian music loses importance towards the end of the study. Only visual media
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like watching Russian programs or films and social media provide a constant source
of regular linguistic exposure to Russian for two thirds of our participants. The
preference for activities that do not require a high degree of literacy in Russian
(speaking on the phone, watching TV and movies, composing short messages in
social media) resembles the patterns found for media use in American heritage
speakers of Russian (Carreira & Kagan 2011), despite the very high share of
participants that have at least basic literacy skills in Russian in our sample.

The attitudinal factors that we obtained from the questionnaires indicate an
overall stable positive attitude towards the heritage language. Our participants feel
comfortable when using Russian (especially regarding hearing and speaking
Russian, less so when they have to read it or write in it) and most of them have no
reservations to use it in public (see Figure 5). However, their loyalty to Russian
does not go so far that the language factor is considered a key variable for selecting
a future partner. This hints at a reduced need to stay (linguistically) separate from
the surrounding majority community. On the other hand, they do not exclude the
possibility of having a partner from the Russian-speaking community. When asked
whether they want to pass Russian on to their children, nearly all participants
declared the wish to do so in the interviews that followed the questionnaire,
although on average they granted a higher priority to the acquisition of the majority
language German (cf. Figure 6), as this is considered the key to their children’s
educational and professional success. Additional support for the claim that our
participants exhibit a high emotional attachment to their heritage language comes
from the interviews. Almost all participants are proud of having an additional
language “for free” compared to their monolingually raised peers. Knowledge of
Russian is mostly considered an essential part of their linguistic identity and a
cultural value in itself. This parallels the findings regarding the loyal and emotional
relationship to Russian in other samples of Russian-speaking adolescents in
Germany (see, among others, Anstatt 2017 or Meng & Protassova 2017). In our
sample we observed a close relationship between the attitudes towards the Russian
language and culture exhibited by the parents and their children (Burkhardt et al.
2018). However, when asked why they deem it important to maintain Russian,
differences between the two generations emerge which relate to differences
between affective and cognitive components of language attitudes (see
Section 2.3.). The parents attribute a certain economic value to the knowledge of
Russian, i.e., they see good proficiency in Russian as an asset on the job market in
Germany, while the children place more emphasis on maintaining Russian as a sign
of loyalty towards their family and their own roots, which means their attitudes are
mostly affective by nature (for a similar finding see Anstatt 2017: 206f.).

6.2. Development of proficiency in Russian

For both investigated linguistic domains (knowledge of vocabulary and
inflectional morphology) there was a positive trend in correctness scores obtained
by our participants throughout the examined period. Participants received
significantly higher scores towards the end of the longitudinal study. This proves
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that there are no signs of attrition with regard to lexical and morphological
proficiency in Russian on the group level. One could claim that the two investigated
domains do not depend on literacy development and should therefore be less
vulnerable to changes in the sociolinguistic setting like the abandonment of formal
instruction in the heritage language or decreasing use of Russian media. However,
the observed trend is also valid for other modalities of the language skills that we
investigated in the project, including reading comprehension and orthographical
correctness scores.'? In sum, our participants exhibit a stable or even progressing
proficiency in their heritage language.

6.3. Predicting long-term maintenance of Russian

Our data pose some challenges regarding predictions of further maintenance
of Russian by our participants. On the one hand, there is a clear positive trend
regarding proficiency in the heritage language, at least on the group level. On the
other hand, there are also some indications that the exposure to Russian input is
decreasing in several domains, first and foremost with regard to media consumption
or personal visits to the homeland of their parents. Russian seems to be more and
more restricted to intrafamily communication at home, especially to interactions
with the parents, and to educational settings (classes in Russian as a heritage or
foreign language). This trend is mirrored by the attitudes of our participants towards
Russian, as they explicitly consider Russian important primarily for family
interactions and cultural factors, but less with regard to career goals. The motivation
for maintaining Russian and passing it on to the following generation is therefore,
as Laleko (2013: 99) puts it, linked to seeing “Russian as a heritage language [that]
retains primarily retrospective (or past-oriented), rather than prospective (or future-
oriented) value for its speakers”. It is for this reason that Laleko (2013: 98)
concludes that Russian as a heritage language in the U.S. is in danger of being
abandoned after the second generation, unless “the language begins to be viewed
as having real value in the present and future lives of the speakers, rather than only
as a bridge to the past”. However, the essential difference — as we see it — between
the American and the German context lies in the fact that in Germany access to
institutional support for receiving formal instruction in the heritage language is
readily available, at least in major cities. This opens up additional possibilities for
obtaining and improving Russian language skills outside the family setting and does
not put the whole burden on individual members of the Russian-speaking
community itself (e.g., regarding the development of literacy skills in Russian and
other skills available to competent speakers).

The question remains whether future generations of speakers of Russian as a
heritage language will actually make use of these opportunities and whether the
German society will continue to offer and expand possibilities for receiving heritage

12 Literacy development in the heritage language Russian deserves a closer examination in a
separate study.
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language instruction. Currently we are witnessing a change in language policy in
Germany which favors a reevaluation of linguistic superdiversity in educational
settings and tries to counterbalance a monolingual habitus that has dominated
official language ideology in Germany for a long time. The process, however, is
hampered by the federal system of Germany, where innovations in the educational
sector are often restricted to the individual federal states (Bundeslinder). The
reevaluation of heritage languages and linguistic diversity in general could benefit
from assigning a certain “market value” to these languages, which could turn the
linguistic resources available to the individual speakers into a benefit on the job
market. This prospect, however, also depends on the development of the political
and economic climate between Germany and the Russian-speaking countries. On
the one hand, heritage speakers of Russian could benefit from the traditionally close
economic and cultural cooperation between Germany and Russia. On the other
hand, the political and economic development in the successor states of the former
Soviet Union also play a central role for future immigration or remigration
processes which could lead either to a replenishment or a decrease of the number
of immigrants from Russian-speaking countries. This, in turn, has an impact on the
number of heritage speakers of Russian in Germany and also on the continued inter-
generational language maintenance. Technical advance and global interconnected-
ness both in the private and trade sector offer additional possibilities for enhancing
heritage language maintenance. Owing to the considerable size of the Russian-
speaking community in Germany, the prospects for its continuous existence in
Germany do not look as grim as some of its members or some linguists claim. After
all, the experiences of other larger immigrant communities in Germany (Turkish,
Italian, Greek, Serbian/Croatian) bear witness that heritage language maintenance
beyond the second generation is possible.

7. Concluding remarks

The results of our study obviously have to be treated with some caution. First,
the small sample size limits the possibilities for generalizing the trends that we
highlighted in this paper by drawing on quantitative evidence from questionnaires
and experimental tests on selected aspects of Russian language proficiency. Second,
the time span covered in our study is five years only, which makes dramatic changes
in the sociolinguistic situation of the participants rather unlikely. Future studies
should cover a larger time period, preferably also the transition of participants from
school into the working environment, and systematically monitor the development
of both sociolinguistic factors and language skills in the heritage language. Third,
our sample is certainly biased because of the high share of participants who
receive(d) formal instruction in the heritage language and who are on average
highly educated as almost all of them attend higher secondary school tracks.
Furthermore, participation in the study was voluntary and therefore attracted mainly
parents and adolescents with a certain degree of language awareness and a positive
attitude towards bilingualism and biculturalism. The fact that our findings match
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the findings reported in other studies on adolescent heritage speakers of Russian in
Germany (e.g., Anstatt 2017) quite well, however, indicates that the results might
nevertheless be applicable to at least a certain subgroup of second-generation
speakers of Russian in Germany.

The study was built on quantitative data that were presented on the group level.
While this allows to highlight some common trends in the investigated sample, a
more in-depth look at individual trajectories, both concerning the sociolinguistic
settings as well as the linguistic development, would enable us to run a more fine-
grained analysis on the relevance of certain sociolinguistic parameters regarding
decisions that lead to abandoning the heritage language or retaining or even
expanding its use. A longitudinal investigation of individual case studies, however,
lies outside the scope of the current paper. The data obtained in the semi-structured
interviews that followed the questionnaires provide, however, a fruitful basis for
conducting such an analysis in the near future.
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Abstract
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the acquisition / maintenance of linguistic phenomena in heritage language grammars.
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HayyHad ctaTbda

H3panibCKuil pyCCKUM: nagekHasa mopdosiorusa
B ABYSI3bIYHOM KOHTEKCTE

Haraabss MEUP, Mapuna ABPAMEHKO, Taresana BEPXOBIEBA

VYHuusepcurer bap-Unan
Pamam-I'an, U3zpauns

AHHOTAINSA

B HacTosIeM UcClieI0BaHIH H3y4YaeTCsl YCBOSHHUE MaAeKHOH MOP(HOIOTHH B IBYSI3bIYHOM KOHTCK-
cre. Llenbro TaHHOTO UCCIIEAOBAHUS SBIISCTCS BBISBICHUE MOTCHIIMAILHBIX MEXaHU3MOB, BbI3bIBa-
IOIIUX PACXOXKICHUS B «IPUTAKHOW» TpaMMAaTHKE 10 CPABHEHHUIO C «MOHOJIMHTBAIbHBIMU S3BIKO-
BBIMH HOpMaMu». B uccliejoBaHMM TpPUHAIU ydacTue 95 aeteid W B3pOCIBIX MOHOJIMHIBOB U
OWJIMHTBOB. BUIIMHTBEI, TpokuBaromue B M3pawnie, chpliaad pycCKH S3bIK C POXICHUS, B TO
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BpeMsi Kak BO3pacT Hadasla U3y4eHUs] HBPUTa BapbHPOBAIICSI. MBI POBEIH SKCIIEPUMEHT, HAIPaB-
JICHHBIH Ha TIOpOK/AeHHE (OPM BHUHUTEIBHOTO Najexa. Pe3yipraThl Mokas3aiad, 4TO OWJIMHIBBI,
KOTOpBIE HAauaJld U3y4yaTh UBPUT B BO3pacTe 110 5 JeT (KaK U JeTH, TaK 1 B3POCIIbIe-«IPUTAKHUKNY ),
MIPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAIIM PACXOXKICHUSI B BOCIIPOM3BEICHHH BHHUTEIBHOTO MMa/ieXa M0 CPaBHEHHIO
C PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIMH T'PYyIIIIaMH MOHOJIMHTBOB. BHHUTENBHBIN Nafie OMIMHIBOB ¢ OoJee TO3HUM
HayaJIOM M3y4YeHHs UBPUTA COOTBETCTBYET HOpPMaM MOHOJHMHIBOB. Ha 0a3e pycckoro «3purax-
HOTO» s3bIKA B KOHTAKTe C MBPUTOM JAHHAs CTaThsl WIUTIOCTPUPYET IPaMMaTHICCKHE H3MECHCHUS
B sI3BIKE HACJEAUs M MOTCHIMAIbHBIC MEXaHH3MBI, CBA3aHHBIC C STHMH H3MEHEeHWsIMHU. Bospact
Hayaja yCBOCHHUS BTOPOTO S3bIKA M KPOCC-TMHIBUCTHYECKOE BIHMSHHE TI0]] IABJICHUEM TOMHHUPY-
IOIIETO SI3bIKa 00CYKIAIOTCS KaK IIOTEHIMAIbHBIEe (JaKTOPBI, BIUSIOINE Ha yCBOSHUE / TIOAAepXKa-
HHE SI3BIKOBBIX CTPYKTYP B «IPUTAXKHOI» rpaMMaTHKe.

KiroueBble cJI0Ba: «apumasicuvlily (VHAC1e008aHHbIIL) A3bIK, RA0EHCHAS MOPPOA02USA, UHUMENb-
Hbll naoedic, pycckuil A3vik, M3pauns

Jas uuTHpoBaHus:

Meir N., Avramenko M., Verkhovtceva T. Israeli Russian: Case morphology in a bilingual
context. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 886-907.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-886-907

1. Introduction
1.1. Heritage languages

The current study investigates case morphology of child and adult speakers of
Israeli Russian, i.e., speakers who acquire Russian as their heritage language
(hereafter HL) and Hebrew as the societal language (hereafter SL), with a special
focus on case morphology. The term ‘heritage language’ also labeled ‘minority
language’, ‘community language’, ‘home language’, ‘family language’, ‘mother
tongue’, ‘L1’, refers to a language that is spoken at home but is not the SL of the
society (Benmamoun et al. 2013, Montrul 2016, Polinsky 2018a, Polinsky &
Scontras 2020, Rothman 2009). HL speakers are typically the second or third
generation of immigrants who acquire their HL from birth until the onset of
schooling (approximately ages 4-5) via naturalistic exposure to native input.
Although HL speakers acquire HL as their native language in childhood, their
linguistic performance shows divergences from the baseline, i.e., language spoken
in the country of origin or language spoken by the first generation of immigrants
who are dominant in this language (for more details see Montrul 2016, Polinsky
2018a). The exact mechanisms of the HL grammar formation and the exact
trajectory of HL ultimate attainment are still the subject of ardent debates (see a
keynote paper by Polinsky & Scontras (2020) and the commentaries to it). This
current study documents the case system of HL-Russian speakers (children and
adults) with the focus on the accusative case morphology. Our aim is to understand
the underlying factors contributing to previously reported divergences in HL
grammars as compared to the baseline ones. We compare child and adult
HL-Russian in order to contribute to the ongoing discussions about the trajectory
and mechanisms shaping HL formation (see a keynote paper by Polinsky &
Scontras (2020) and the commentaries to it). Polinsky (2018b) suggests that
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“[i]n order to fully understand adult HL, it is imperative to consider the language
of ‘future heritage speakers’: childhood bilinguals who are still receiving daily input
in the home language but who operate under similar sociolinguistic conditions to
those reported for adult heritage speakers” (Polinsky 2018b: 548).

In the next subsections of the introduction (1.2—1.4), we will briefly discuss
the socio-linguistic status of the Russian language in Israel. Subsequently, we will
overview available studies on case acquisition in monolingual and bilingual
Russian speakers. We will conclude the introductory subsection with the specific
research questions and the rationale of the current study.

1.2. Heritage Russian in Israel

Today Russian is the most frequently spoken HL in Israel, after Hebrew (the
official language of the State of Israel) and Arabic (which has a special status in
Israel) (Spolsky & Shohamy 1999, Meir et al. 2021). In the early 1990s, Israel
experienced a massive immigration wave from the Former Soviet Union (FSU)
resulting in more than one million speakers of Russian, or approximately 15% of
the total population of Israel (Altman et al. 2014, Yelenevskaya 2015). Olim
xadashim ‘new immigrants’ to Israel from the FSU continue to account for the
largest proportion of immigrants to Israel. For example, in 2016 immigrants from
Russia and Ukraine comprised 57% of all immigrants to Israel (Konstantinov
2017). The arrival of over one million immigrants from the FSU in the 1990s has
changed the linguistic balance in Israel, fostering Russian, as a channel of
information, education, and culture to facilitate faster integration of immigrants
(Yelenevskaya & Fialkova 2017). The mass immigration from the FSU has created
a rich ethnolinguistic community with its own economic, social, and political
networks based on Russian language and culture, reflecting identity choices ranging
from assimilation to separatism (Remennick 2003a). The Russian language is
present in all spheres of Israel's public life, which is evident in Russian signs and
Russian texts in business and commercial areas where they target both domestic
and international customers, making the Russian language a valuable commodity
in Israel (Yelenevskaya & Fialkova 2017). Russian-language commodification has
seen a rise around the world with the flourish of mass and individual tourism for
leisure, culture and shopping from the FSU (Muth 2017, Pavlenko 2017).

Many members of the Russian-speaking community in Israel are interested in
maintaining the Russian language and culture and transmitting Russian to the next
generation (Ben-Rafael et al. 2006, Leshem & Lissak 1999, Schwartz et al. 2011).
Most immigrants perceive Russian culture and language as superior to the Hebrew
culture and language (Niznik 2011). Russian-speaking immigrants promote the
acquisition of the Russian language among their children, including those who are
born in Israel (Schwartz et al. 2011). While the policy of the State of Israel
recognizes the legitimate right of each community to acquire and support its native
language, the transmission of heritage languages, including Russian, is considered
to be the parents’ responsibility (Niznik 2007). There are private Russian-only and
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bilingual Russian—Hebrew kindergartens for children ages 2—5 as well as afternoon
schools for elder children (Moin et al. 2013), reflecting the community’s strong
desire to maintain and transmit Russian to future generations. In addition to the
Russian language, mathematics, science, logic, English, and the arts are taught in
Russian complementary schools (Kopeliovich 2011). The Mofet network founded
by a group of immigrant teachers from the FSU in 1991 provided a suitable
educational system for Russian-speaking immigrant children (Epstein & Kheimets
2000a, b). Today Mofet supplementary evening schools and day-schools focus on
math, science, computer skills, and the Russian language. In the first years of the
Mofet schools, the language of instruction was Russian, yet today all the lessons are
conducted in Hebrew (Epstein and Kheimets 2000a, b), reflecting the shift towards
Hebrew in the second generation of immigrants.

Despite the ubiquitous presence of Russian in Israel and a strong desire to
maintain and transmit HL-Russian to future generations, recent studies show a
decline in Russian proficiency among 1.5 and second-generation speakers of HL-
Russian in Israel (Meir & Polinsky 2021, Niznik 2011, Remennick 2003). Although
there are Russian periodicals, Israeli radio and TV channels which broadcast
exclusively in Russian, Russian speakers residing in Israel over 11 years show
preference for watching Israeli channels, listening to Hebrew radio stations, visiting
Hebrew websites and reading Hebrew periodicals (Remennick 2003). This trend is
also observed in the second-generation children born in Israel. A recent survey
conducted among Russian-speaking mothers in 4 countries, including Israel,
showed that 96% of the respondents in Israel indicated that their children could
speak and understand Russian. However, 47% of the respondents showed
dissatisfaction with their children’s proficiency in HL-Russian (Otwinowska et al.
2021). Furthermore, the respondents indicated that only 41% of children had
literacy skills in HL-Russian. Thus, after 30 years of the massive immigration of
Russian Jews to Israel, there is a linguistic shift to Hebrew. The gradual attrition of
Russian among immigrant adolescents and the linguistic shift towards Hebrew is
consistently reported in recent studies (Niznik 2011, Remennick 2003). The current
study is set to investigate the change in the case system of HL-Russian child and
adult speakers in Israel.

1.3. The Case of the accusative case in monolingual and HL acquisition

The Standard Modern Russian is a language with rich nominal inflectional
morphology; all Russian nouns, adjectives, numerals, pronouns and demonstratives
must bear a case inflection (Timberlake 2004). There are six main cases in Russian
in singular and plural: nominative (NOM), genitive (GEN), accusative (ACC),
dative (DAT), instrumental (INSTR), and prepositional (PREP). There are three
more cases, which do not apply to all nouns: locative (LOC), partitive (PART), and
vocative (VOC).

Following Zaliznjak’s (1977) classification based on the gender and
phonological type of the stem, Russian nouns are divided in three declension
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classes. Feminine and masculine nouns ending in —a/ja (e.g., zvezda ‘star’; papa
‘father”) are referred to as the 1% declension class; masculine and neuter nouns (e.g.,
stol ‘table’; pingvin ‘penguin’; okno ‘window’) are the 2" declension class.
Feminine nouns ending in a soft consonant (e.g., tetrad’ ‘notebook’) are referred to
as the 3" declension class, and they were not tested in this study due to their low
frequency in input.

Table 1 lists NOM and ACC case inflections for singular nouns across the 1*
and 2" declension classes. On some nouns (e.g., feminine nouns of the 1°
declension and masculine animate nouns of the 2" declension), a dedicated
inflection is used for ACC which is different from the NOM one (i.e., NOM#ACC).
However, on other nouns, the ACC case inflection is homophonous to the NOM
one (e.g., inanimate nouns of the 2" declension), i.e., (NOM=ACC).

Table 1
The Russian case inflections ([NOM] - [ACC]) across two declension classes
NOM=#ACC NOM=ACC
1st declension klubnik-a—>klubnik-u n/a
‘strawberry.FEM’
zvezd-a->zvezd-u
‘star.FEM’
2nd declension petux—>petux-a stol->stol
‘rooster.MASC’ ‘table. MASC’
krokodil->krokodil-a mylo->mylo
‘crocodile. MASC’ ‘soap.NEUT’

1.3.1. Acquisition of accusative case in monolingual Russian-speaking children

Monolingual children acquiring Russian have to acquire the case system of
Russian, i.e., 72 possible nominal inflections (6 cases [NOM, GEN, ACC, DAT,
INSTR, OBLQ] x 2 number classes [singular, plural] x 3 genders [feminine,
masculine, neuter] x 2 animacy classes [animate, inanimate]) (see Kempe &
MacWhinney 1998). Animacy is not relevant for all the cases; thus Voeikova
(2011) suggests that the number of cells in the paradigm should be lowered to 40.
Russian-speaking children acquire the complex case system in a short period of
time. Initially, base forms, i.e., singular NOM forms are predominant in
monolingual child production (Gagarina & Voeikova 2009). Case oppositions (e.g.,
oppositions of NOM and other case markings) make up only 5% of all produced
nouns at the very onset of noun production. The first case oppositions occur at
about 1,9 (Voeikova & Gagarina 2002), and NOM-ACC opposition is the first to
appear in speech production (Eisenbeiss et al. 2009, Gvozdev 1961, Voeikova
2011). Monolinguals start with adult-like ACC case inflections on feminine nouns
(Hrzica et al. 2015, Gagarina & Voeikova 2009, Protassova 1997, Protassova &
Voeikova 2007), then the number of unmarked base forms drops to 50% within
3—4 months of initial appearance of case oppositions (Gagarina & Voeikova 2009).
At the age of 3, monolingual Russian-speaking children show high accuracy of case
production on familiar nouns. To sum up, monolingual Russian-speaking children

890



Natalia Meir et al. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 886907

acquire case inflections before the age of 3, although the mastery of some irregular
forms might continue up to age 6 (Babyonyshev 1993, Cejtlin 2009, Gvozdev 1961,
Hrzica et al. 2015, Gagarina & Voeikova 2009, Protassova 1997, Protassova &
Voeikova 2007).

1.3.2. Acquisition of accusative case
in bilingual children who acquire Russian as their HL

In contrast, child bilingual Russian-speaking children, i.e., “future HL
speakers” as referred by Polinsky (2018b), are reported to show consistent
difficulties with the production and comprehension of case inflections (Gagarina
2011, Janssen 2016, Meir & Armon-Lotem 2015, Meir, et al. 2017, Protassova et
al. 2017, Ringblom 2014, Turian & Altenberg 1991, Schwartz & Minkov 2014),
especially when the SL of HL-Russian speakers has a sparse case morphology. For
example, Schwartz and Minkov (2014) investigated the acquisition of the Russian
case system by three simultaneous and six sequential Russian-Hebrew speaking
children acquiring HL-Russian in contact with Hebrew longitudinally, over a period
of 7 months. The authors reported quantitative differences between simultaneous
(exposure to Hebrew before 12 months) and sequential bilinguals (exposure to
Hebrew around the age of 2). The accuracy rate for the ACC case was reported to
be 55% among child HL-Russian speakers with the onset of Hebrew before
12 months, and 80% among children with the AoO after 2 years. Similarly,
Kopeliovich (2010) reported on the change in the Russian case system in children
and adolescents who acquire Russian as their HL in contact with Hebrew. The
NOM case is used as a default case form in various syntactic environments which
require cases other than NOM. The NOM case form is used by child HL-Russian
speakers with such words as mnogo ‘much/many’, malo ‘little/few’, net ‘there
is no’, which assign the GEN case in Modern Standard Russian. Furthermore, the
OBLAQ case is also reported to be substituted with NOM forms in HL-Russian in
contact with Hebrew.

Meir and Armon-Lotem (2015) reported low accuracy scores both on elicited
production of the ACC case and on comprehension. The length of exposure (LoE)
and age of onset (AoO) to the SL were found to be related to case production, but
not to comprehension. Children with longer LoE to Hebrew were found to have
more difficulties with case inflections in HL-Russian. Similar results were obtained
in Meir, Walters, and Armon-Lotem (2017) based on a Sentence Repetition task:
bilinguals with different AoO of Hebrew (before 24 months, between
24-48 months, and after 48 months) had significantly more case errors as compared
to age-matched monolinguals on the Russian Sentence Repetition task. In
monolingual and bilingual children, most of the case errors were produced in
subject and object relative clauses. However, in the bilingual groups, ACC case
errors were also found in object questions and simple sentences with non-canonical
word orders (OVS and SOV); these structures elicited very few ACC case errors in
monolingual Russian-speaking children. Janssen and Meir (2019) compared
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HL-Russian speakers in Israel and in the Netherlands to monolingual Russian-
speaking aged-matched and younger controls. The child HL-Russian speakers were
found to be less accurate on the elicited production and on the comprehension of
SVO and OVS sentences which require sensitivity to case morphology. Child
HL-Russian speakers with earlier AoO of the societal language and less HL use at
home were found to be less accurate on ACC case production and repeating
sentences with different word orders. However, a recent study tapping into
processing of ACC case morphology showed that despite lower accuracy of ACC
production, HL-Russian child speakers showed sensitivity to case morphology
when parsing OVS and SVO sentences, yet the integration of ACC case cue was
delayed compared to monolingual controls (Meir et al. 2020).

1.3.3. The accusative case in adult HL-Russian

Studies on adult HL-Russian speakers residing in Israel are sparse. However,
previous studies on adolescents and adult HL-Russian speakers who are dominant
in English show difficulties with case morphology (e.g., Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan
2008, Polinsky 2006, 2008, but see Lyskawa & Nagy 2020). In the seminal paper,
Polinsky (2006) reported a dramatic reduction of cases in American HL-Russian
compared to Modern Standard Russian. Polinsky concluded that American Russian
‘has a basic two-case system: the unmarked case and the case of the second object
(goal)’ for consistency (Polinsky 2006: 220): in American Russian, ACC forms
were reported to be used for indirect objects. Some of the existing case forms are
suggested to be fixed lexical items. Unlike Polinsky (2006), Isurin and Ivanova-
Sullivan (2008) reported a slightly different picture for the American HL-Russian
case system based on the narrative data. Although substitutions of DAT case with
ACC were observed only for pronouns, no ACC case use was observed for indirect
objects, as previously reported by Polinsky (2006). Furthermore, unlike Polinsky
(2006), Isurin and Ivanova-Sullivan (2008) did not find the loss of oblique cases
and the use of default NOM forms. Studies tapping into numerical phrases which
require special morphology in Russian also bring conflicting evidence for adult
American HL-Russian (n =31) and German HL-Russian (n = 19) (see Denisova-
Schmidt 2014, Ivanova-Sullivan 2015, Polinsky 2018). Some studies show that HL-
Russian speakers showed no traces of case system re-structuring (Denisova-
Schmidt 2014, Ivanova-Sullivan 2015, Polinsky 2018a). Similarly, a recent study
showed that the processing of wh-questions is baseline-like in American HL-
Russian speakers with various AoO to English (n = 24): 8 were born in the USA, 8
arrived before 6, and 8 between 7 and 13 years (Sekerina & Laurinavichyute 2020).
It should be kept in mind that correct comprehension of wh-questions in Russian is
ensured by the sensitivity to case morphology. In the same vein, Lyskawa and Nagy
(2020) concluded that HL-Russian speakers retain the concept of the case. Their
experiment was based on narrative data and shows that participants retain the rules
(the syntax) of the case but have difficulties with selecting and producing normative
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morphological forms; thus, acquisition of inflected forms of pronouns is easier than
nouns. This may be explained by the existence of pronoun case marking in English
(all participants live in English-dominant Toronto). More than that, HL speakers
tend to shift to NOM across all cases (except DAT), but also the tendency for fairly
high normative usage in ACC contexts was observed. To sum up previous research
on adult HL-Russian, studies bring inconclusive evidence with respect to case
system of HL-Russian speakers. Furthermore, previous research has been mainly
conducted on HL-Russian in contact with English.

Research on HL-Russian in contact with Hebrew is scarce. Sociolinguistic
research reports extensive insertions of Hebrew lexical items into Russian discourse
among the first generation of Russian-speaking immigrants residing in Israel,
turning “immigrant Russian” into a contact language, comprehensible only to
bilinguals (Naiditch 2000, Remennick 2003a, Perelmutter 2018a, 2018b, Prashizky
& Remennick 2018). The immigrants belonging to the 1.5-generation report mixing
Russian and Hebrew in their daily use: 49% report that they mix Russian with some
Hebrew, and 9% report using so-called HebRush, the code-switched variety of
Hebrew and Russian, only 36% report using Russian without mixed Hebrew
(Remennick 2003b). Despite extensive borrowings from Hebrew, studies on the
first generation of immigrants who are dominant in Russian show that these
borrowed Hebrew items (see (1) in bold) are inflected for case following the
Russian system of case assignment based on the declension classes. The grammar
of first-generation immigrants seems not to deviate from that one of Standard
Modern Russian. Correct assignment of case (even on Hebrew borrowings) is
indicative of intact grammatical structure among first-generation immigrant
speakers who are dominant in Russian.

(1) véera byl  vbank-e, poprosil y pakid-a alva’-u, on mne jeje ne dal,
yesterday was  inbankyioc, asked at clerkmasc-acc credit~ACC he me it not give
Jjaposjol  kmenahel-u snif-a itaki  polucil iSur na alva’-u.
[ went to head-par branch-cen  and got authorization.acc on credit.acc.

Yesterday, I was at the bank, asked a clerk to arrange a credit for me, he did not give it to me,
I went to the head of the branch, and I was given authorization for a credit.

A recent study by Meir and Polinsky (2021) investigated grammatical abilities
of adult HL-Russian speakers in contact with Hebrew with various AoO of Hebrew.
Three groups of participants were compared: HL-Russian speakers with AoO
before age 5, HL-Russian speakers with AoO between 5—13, and Russian-dominant
bilinguals. Participants in all the three groups had been exposed to Russian from
birth and had been residing in Israel on average 20 years. Sensitivity to
ungrammaticalities in adjectival phrases and numerical phrases were tested. The
study tested sensitivity to case ungrammaticalities within numerical' phrases (*tri

' In Russian, paucal numerals combine with the paucal count form (e.g., 2/3/4 samolet-a
‘planes.PAUC”), and numerals 5 and above combine with the genitive plural (e.g., 5/6/7 samolet-ov
‘planes.PL.GEN”).

893



Natalia Meir et al. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 886907

samolet-ov ‘three plane. M-PL.GEN’ versus *pjat’ samolet-a ‘five plane. M-PAUC)
were tested. Findings demonstrated a robust effect for AoO on the development and
maintenance of HL-Russian in adult HL-Russian speakers. The group with late
Ao0O (Russian-dominant bilinguals) showed ceiling-level performance in
sensitivity to (mis)matches for both adjective-noun and numeral-noun conditions,
confirming similarities to the Modern Standard Russian. HL speakers with earlier
Ao0Os (before age 5 and from 5-13) were less accurate in detecting
ungrammaticalities than the Russian-dominant group. The two groups of heritage
Russian speakers showed reduced sensitivity to ungrammatical numeral-noun
constructions in comparison to adjective-noun constructions. The authors suggested
restructuring of the numerical phrases under indirect influence from the dominant
language (i.e., Hebrew) as one of the possible explanations. Both groups of speakers
with earlier AoOs (before age 5 and between 5-13) seemed to favor simpler
structures within numeral-noun constructions. HL speakers with an earlier AoO
were more likely to accept mismatches within numeral-noun constructions as
grammatical all together (numeral-noun expressions with paucal numbers and
numbers 5 and above). The authors suggested that HL-Russian speakers, who
received exposure to Hebrew starting before the age of 5, might have problems with
case forms more generally, under the influence of Hebrew which has sparse case
morphology.

To summarize, previous research brings inconsistent evidence on case
morphology in adult and child HL speakers. Some studies report restructuring and
profound case difficulties in HL speakers: both children (Gagarina 2011, Turian &
Altenberg 199, Ringblom 2014, Schwartz & Minkov 2014, Meir & Armon-Lotem
2015, Janssen 2016, Meir et al. 2017, Protassova et al. 2017) and adults (Polinsky
2006, 2008). Others show no evidence for case restructuring (Isurin & Ivanova-
Sullivan 2008, Lyskawa & Nagy 2020, Sekerina & Laurinavichyute 2020).
Furthermore, the research by Meir and Polinsky (2021) indicates that adult HL-
Russian speakers with early AoO to Hebrew who are dominant in Hebrew might
also have difficulties with case production. The current study is the first study to
compare ACC case morphology in HL-Russian adult and child speakers to
monolingual child and adult controls.

1.4. The current study

The current study was set to test the production of ACC case morphology in
adult and child HL-Russian speakers, who acquire their HL-Russian in contact with
Hebrew. Russian-Hebrew bilingualism offers a unique opportunity for
understanding the ACC case morphology, as both languages mark ACC case, albeit
differently. While Russian uses case inflections to mark ACC case, Hebrew marks
the ACC case by the particle ef only before definite nouns (Berman 1978). The
contrast between Russian and Hebrew is presented below (2).
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(2) “A/The penguin sees a/the crocodile”

RU  [uneeun euoum KPOKOOUJI-a.
pingvin NOM.ANIM.MASC  sees.SG.3P  crocodile. ACC.ANIM.MASC
HE(INDEF)  ha- pingvin  ro’e tanin.
DEF.pingvin  sees.M.SG.3P crocodile
HE(DEF) ha- pingvin  ro’e et ha- tanin.

DEF.penguin sees.M.SG.3P ACC DEF- crocodile

The choice of ACC case morphology is not accidental. Morphology is known
to be particularly fragile under HL bilingual acquisition, and language structures
involving case assignment are reported to be among the most vulnerable (Albirini
et al. 2013, Montrul 2016, Polinsky 2018a). Looking into the existing evidence on
HL-Russian in contact with English for adult HL speakers, the rich case paradigm
seems to be prone to divergences: HL-Russian speakers use unmarked NOM forms
in contexts that require the use of dedicated case inflections (Polinsky 2006, 2008,
Meir & Polinsky 2021, but Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008, Lyskawa & Nagy 2020,
Sekerina & Laurinavichyute 2020 for an alternative view).

Yet, previous research showing simplifications in complex morphological
paradigms relies mainly on the evidence from HLs in contact with English. Thus,
it is not clear whether these divergences in rich case paradigms are the outcomes of
all HLs or alternatively, the result of the specific contact situation with English,
which has a sparse case system and lacks grammatical gender. Furthermore, it is
not clear how ACC case morphology develops over the lifespan of HL speakers.
This study aims to evaluate the effect of AoO and the influence of the contribution
of Hebrew to the acquisition / maintenance of ACC case in children and adult HL
speakers of Russian residing in Israel.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

A total of 95 participants were recruited for the study across the four adult
groups and two child groups (see Table 2). The current study is part of the larger
ongoing project aiming to investigate characteristics of HL-Russian among adult
and child speakers residing in Israel and the USA. The adult participants from Israel
were split into three groups based on their AoO, i.e., the onset of Hebrew exposure:
before the age of 5 (HL-EarlyAoO); between the ages of 5 and 13 (HL-LateAoO),
and after the age of 13 (RUS-DOM) (similarly to Meir & Polinsky 2021). All
participants reported Russian to be their mother tongue. The adult Russian-speaking
controls were recruited in the Russian Federation, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, all the
monolingual Russian-speaking controls reported Russian to be their mother tongue
and the language of their daily communication. Two child groups were recruited
for the purposes of the project. The child HL-Russian speakers (hereafter HL-child)
and their monolingual controls (hereafter Mono-Child). All the children in the
HL-child group were born and raised in Israel in Russian-speaking families.
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Reflecting the design of the study, there was a significant effect of age
(F(5, 89)=140.47, p <.001) and a significant effect of AoO for the Israeli groups
(F(3, 52)=85.68, p<.001). Starting with the AoO, there were significant
differences between the adult groups (RUS-DOM > HL-LateAoO > HL-EarlyAoO,
p<.001), yet there was no significant difference between HL-EarlyAoO and
HL-child, p=.99). Importantly there were no significant differences between Mono-
Adult and RUS-DOM, which are considered to be the baseline in the current study
for the adult groups. There were no significant differences with respect to age
between HL-LateAoO and HL-EarlyAoO. Furthermore, the two child groups
(Mono-Child and HL-Child) were not significantly different from each other with
respect to age.

Table 2
Demographic data on the participants across the groups
Adult Groups Child Groups
Mono-Adult |RUS-DOM| HL-LateAoO | HL-EarlyAoO |Mono-Child| HL-Child

(n=14) (n=14) (n=8) (n=15) (n=19) (n=22)
Age 46 (13) 42 (5) 32(7) 24 (5) 6 (1) 6 (1)

26-66 33-52 20-40 19-33 4-10 4-8
AoO of Hebrew n/a 20 (6) 10 (1) 2 (1) n/a 2(2)

13-38 8-11 0-4 0-4

Length of residency in n/a 21 (4) 21 (8) 24 (5) n/a 6(1)
Israel 14-28 9-29 17-33 4-8
Self-rated proficiency n/a 5.0(0.0) 4.0 (0.5) 3.2(1.2) n/a n/a
in HL-Russian 4-5 1-5
(Rating Scale 0-5)
Self-rated proficiency n/a 4.3 (0.6) 4.9 (0.4) 49 n/a n/a
in SL-Hebrew 3-5 4-5 (0.2)
(Rating Scale 0-5) 4-5

2.2. Experimental Task

An elicitation task elicits ACC case inflections on 36 nouns (Janssen 2016,
Janssen & Meir 2019). The participant was asked to describe what he/she sees on
the computer screen by saying ja vizu ‘I see (target noun)’. If the participant
failed to respond to the sentence with ja vizu ‘Isee  ’, s/he was
reminded to start the sentence with ja vizu ‘I see’. This was done for each target
noun to ensure that the syntactic environment for the ACC case was produced.

The participants’ responses were coded as ‘correct’ and 1 point was given
when a target ACC inflection was produced. Responses with non-target inflections
were coded as ‘incorrect’, in this case the participants were allocated a score of 0.
In addition, we noted the type of error.

The task elicited 3420 responses, yet 29 responses (totalling 0.8%) were
excluded from data analysis as unscorable. For example, items code-switched into
Hebrew were not analyzed.
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NOM=ACC NOM=ACC
ja vizu kuklu ja vizu vedro

I see doll.ACC I see bucket.ACC

Figure 1. Examples of items used in the production task

2.3. Procedure

The current study is part of a larger project, funded by the Israel Science
Foundation (ISF: 552/21), awarded to Natalia Meir, aimed at investigating
characteristics of Israeli and American Russian among children and adults. The
study was approved by the review board of Bar-Ilan University. Informed written
consent was obtained prior to participation for adult participants. For children,
informed parental consent was secured as well as child ascent before testing. Each
participant was tested individually via Zoom. The task was presented via a
PowerPoint presentation. The experimenter gave oral instructions. Four warm-up
items were administered to familiarize the participants with the task, and they were
not included into the analysis. Participants' responses were audio-recorded for off-
line analysis.

3. Results

Figure 2 presents the performance on the case task across the groups
comparing the accuracy production of the ACC inflections across the nouns
requiring the dedicated ACC inflection (i.e., NOM # ACC) versus the noun on
which the ACC case inflection is homophonous to the NOM one (ie.,
NOM = ACC). The results indicated a ceiling effect in the Mono-Adult,
RUS-DOM, HL-LateAoO and Mono-Child, while lower accuracy in the
HL-EarlyAoO and the HL-Child groups. A large individual variability should be
noted in the two groups of HL-Russian speakers with early AoO of Hebrew on
nouns requiring the use of the ACC dedicated inflection (HL-EarlyAoO: M = 0.77,
SD = 0.42; HL-Child: M = 0.73, SD = 0.44).

The analysis was conducted using a statistical package SPSS 25. Given the
binary nature of our dependent variable — the accuracy of the ACC case production
(target ACC production = 1, non-target ACC production = 0), we analyzed the data
using a binomial mixed-effects logistic regression model. Participants and items
were included as random factors with a random intercept and a random slope. The
inclusion of these two variables enabled us to account simultaneously for
participant-specific and item-specific variability and allowed for generalization
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beyond both the sample of participants and the set of stimuli items. We included
Inflection_Type, Group and the interaction Inflection Type* Group interaction as
fixed effects. The results demonstrated a significant effect of Inflection Type
(F (1, 3379) = 15.34, p<.001), a significant effect of Group (F (5, 3379) = 14.99,
p<.001) and a significant Inflection Type* Group interaction (F (5, 3378) = 5.86,
p<.001).

1.00 BNom = Acc
[ZINoM = ACC

.90
c
P
= 80

.70

80—, 5 ’ -

ono- RUS- HL- HL- Mono-  HL-Child
Adult Dom LateAoO EarlyAoO  Child
Group
Error bars: 95% CI
Figure 2. Performance of the ACC case task across the groups
Table 3
Results for the NOM#ACC vs. NOM=ACC contrast per group

Group Contrast Estimate Std. Error t Adj. Sig.
HL-Child -0.22 0.02 -9.16 p <.001
Mono-Child 0.00 0.01 -0.13 p=.90
HL-EarlyAoO -0.18 0.03 -5.90 p<.001
HL-LateAoO -0.01 0.02 -0.43 p=.67
RUS-DOM -0.02 0.02 -1.02 p=.31
Mono-Adult 0.00 0.02 0.00 p=1.00

As a follow-up on the interaction, we set pair-wise contrasts evaluating the
difference between the accuracy across nouns requiring the dedicated ACC
infection (i.e., NOM # ACC) and noun on which ACC is homophonous to NOM
(i.e., NOM = ACC) with an adjusted alpha-level for multiple comparisons. The
difference between the NOM # ACC nouns and the NOM = ACC was significant
only for the HL-EarlyAoO (p <.001) group and HL-Child (p <.001) (see Table 3).
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Table 4
Error pattern profiles among the HL-EarlyAoO and the HL-Child groups

HL-EarlyAoO HL-Child
The use of NOM default form instead of the dedicated ACC 76.6% 86.4%
inflection on NOM#ACC nouns
The addition of -u inflection on NOM=ACC nouns 9.0% 10.2%
The addition of -a inflection on NOM=ACC nouns 9.0% 2.5%
Other 5.4% 0.9%

We further explored the error patterns in the adult HL-Early AoO and the
HL-Child groups (see Table 3). The error pattern analysis revealed overall
similarities between the two groups with early exposure to Hebrew (before
age of 5). In both groups, the most common type of error was the use of the NOM
form instead of the dedicated ACC inflection with feminine nouns ending in -a
(i.e., ja vizu grus-a/ kukl-a/ golov-a/ lun-a/ zvezd-a/ zmej-a/ butylk-a — 1 see a pear/
doll/ moon/ star/ snake/ bottle) and masculine animate nouns (i.e., ja vizu snegovik/
krokodil/ petux — 1 see a snow-man/ crocodile/ roaster) (see Table 4). Furthermore,
there were also cases of the overgeneralization of the ACC inflection -u and its use
with nouns which require the homophonous ACC and NOM forms (i.e., ja vizu
kryl-u/ zZiraf-u/ sapog-u/ jablok-u/ derev-u — 1 see a wing/ giraffe/ boot/ apple/ tree)
and over-generalization of the animate masculine inflection -a to inanimate
masculine nouns (e.g., ja vizu Sarik-a/ zivot-a/ jajc-a/ sapog-a — 1 see a balloon/
stomach/ egg/ boot). Yet, the latter patterns were less frequent (i.e., the erroneous
use of -u and -a inflection) as compared to the use of NOM default forms. The
pattern labeled ‘other’ included no response patterns, and the use of other infections

(e.g., ja vizu kryly).

4, Discussion

The current study investigated the accuracy of the ACC case morphology in
child and adult HL-Russian speakers who acquire Russian in contact with Hebrew.
Studies directly comparing child and adult HL speakers are rare (but see Polinsky
2011, Polinsky 2018). The rationale for testing the accuracy of ACC case
morphology among adult and child immigrant groups and in monolingual controls
was determined by two factors. First, previous studies convincingly demonstrated
almost error-free production of the ACC case inflections among monolingual
children (e.g., Gagarina and Voeikova 2009). Second, when looking into HL
bilingual acquisition, case morphology seems to be fragile under HL bilingual
acquisition (Albirini et al. 2013, Montrul 2016, Polinsky 2018a). The evidence on
HL-Russian in contact with English demonstrates that the rich case paradigm seems
to be prone to divergences: HL-Russian speakers use unmarked NOM form in
contexts which require the use of dedicated case inflections (Polinsky 2006, 2008),
yet there are also findings showing that HL speakers might develop grammars in
accordance with the baseline ones (Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008, Lyskawa &
Nagy 2020, Sekerina & Laurinavichyute 2020). Previous studies on child
HL-Russian speakers demonstrate that case morphology poses difficulties under
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HL bilingual acquisition (Turian & Altenberg 1991, Gagarina 2011, Ringblom
2014, Schwartz & Minkov 2014, Meir & Armon-Lotem 2015, Janssen 2016, Meir
et al. 2017, Janssen & Meir 2019). In the current study, we compared child and
adult HL speakers of Russian who acquired HL-Russian in contact with Hebrew.
Russian-Hebrew bilingualism offers an excellent test case for understanding the
formation of HL grammars: the two languages use ACC case marking, albeit
differently: Russian utilized inflections, while Hebrew marks it with the particle et.

Starting with the monolingual baseline, the results of the current study
confirmed at-ceiling performance in the adult and child monolingual Russian
controls. The results demonstrate that monolingual Russian-speaking children show
adult-like performance on the ACC case inflections regardless of the fact whether
the noun requires a dedicated ACC inflection, or the ACC form is homophonous to
the NOM form.

Similarly, error-free performance was observed for Russian-dominant
participants (the RUS-DOM group), which confirms the stability of grammatical
knowledge even after 20 years of the contact situation with a language which has
sparse case morphology (Hebrew). Previous sociolinguistic studies demonstrated
extensive borrowings from Hebrew in the speech of the 1%-generation immigrants.
However, it was shown that lexical borrowings are inflected for cases following the
Russian system of case assignment based on the declension classes. Correct
assignment of case (even on Hebrew borrowings) is indicative of intact grammatical
structure among first-generation immigrant speakers dominant in Russian.
Interestingly, the results for the adult HL-Russian speakers with the AoO to Hebrew
between 5—-13 indicated at-ceiling performance. Thus, the study shows that ACC
case production is error-free in first-generation immigrants and in 1.5-generation,
who immigrated to Israel after the age of 5. It should be kept in mind that ACC case
morphology is an early acquired linguistic phenomenon in monolingual children
(Gvozdev 1961, Babyonyshev 1993, Protassova 1997, Protassova and Voeikova
2007, Cejtlin 2009, Gagarina & Voeikova 2009, Hrzica et al. 2015), thus the results
for the HL-speakers with later AoO (between 5—13) demonstrate the stability of
early acquired phenomena. Future studies need to determine the effect of AoO on
late acquired phenomena.

In contrast, the results of the current study indicated that two groups of
participants showed a decreased accuracy of the ACC case production: child and
adult HL-Russian speakers with the AoO to Hebrew before the age of 5. Both child
and adult HL-Russian speakers with earlier AoO were significantly less accurate
on nouns requiring the use of the dedicated ACC inflection, which is different from
the NOM case. Child and adult HL-Russian speakers with AoO before 5 produced
erroneous nominative default forms on nouns requiring the use of a dedicated
accusative inflection on feminine nouns ending in -a (e.g., ja vizu grusa ‘I see a
pear.NOM’ instead of ja vizu grusu ‘I see a pear.ACC’) and masculine animate
nouns (i.e., ja vizu snegovik ‘I see a snow-man.NOM’ instead of ja vizu snegovika
‘I see a snow-man.ACC”).
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The results of the current study re-iterate previous findings on HL-Russian
acquisition in contact with a dominant language with sparse case morphology
confirming that child HL-Russian speakers have difficulties with acquiring the
ACC case and resort to NOM default forms, while their monolingual peers show
at-ceiling performance (Turian & Altenberg 1991, Gagarina 2011, Ringblom 2014,
Schwartz & Minkov 2014, Meir & Armon-Lotem 2015, Janssen 2016, Meir et al.
2017, Protassova et al. 2017). In addition to child HL-Russian speakers, the current
study brought novel data on the adult HL-speakers, confirming that AoO is an
important factor shaping adult HL grammars as well. The study adds to the previous
research tapping into morphology of speakers of Israeli Russian. Meir and Polinsky
(2021) proposed that HL-Russian speakers, who received exposure to Hebrew
starting before the age of 5, might have problems with case forms more generally,
under the influence of Hebrew which has sparse case morphology. Furthermore,
case morphology has been reported to be challenging to adult HL-Russian speakers
of American English, which also has sparse case morphology (Polinsky 2006,
2008). The current study brought additional evidence that case morphology is
fragile under HL bilingual acquisition if the acquisition of the societal language
with sparse case morphology starts before the age of 5.

The study aimed at contributing to the on-going debate on the exact
mechanisms of HL grammar formations (see a keynote paper by Polinsky &
Scontras (2020) and the commentaries to it). The results show that AoO is one of
the important factors which shapes the HL grammar. The study showed that ACC
case is vulnerable only in HL-speakers with earlier AoOs, before the age of 5, while
ACC case morphology of immigrants of the first generation and the 1.5-generation,
whose exposure to Hebrew started after the age of 5 shows no divergences from the
monolingual speakers of Modern Standard Russian. Yet, based on the high
heterogeneity with respect to ACC case acquisition observed in child and adult HL-
Russian speakers with AoO before 5, future studies should address how internal
and external factors modulate the acquisition of the complex case system in order
to explain the conflicting evidence with respect to adult HL-Russian case system
(Polinsky 2006, 2008, 2018a, Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008, Lyskawa & Nagy
2020, Sekerina & Laurinavichyute 2020). HL-speakers reported in this study
represent a high variability in their ACC case accuracy. A recent study on the
acquisition of grammatical gender demonstrated an intricate interplay between
various factors shaping the acquisition of gender morphology in child HL-Russian
speakers (Rodina et al. 2020). Based on the large variability observed in the current
study for the child and adult speakers of HL-Russian who started acquiring Hebrew
before the age of 5, it is plausible to suggest that external factors might play an
important role in consolidating the morphological knowledge in addition to the
AoO factor. The role of the type of family should be investigated, comparing
acquisition of ACC case morphology in speakers raised in families in which both
parents are speakers of HL-Russian versus mixed families, in which only one parent
speaks HL-Russian. The role of schooling and input in HL should be also addressed
in order to understand which factors shape HL acquisition.
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5. Conclusions

The current study sheds light onto grammar development and maintenance
under heritage bilingualism of child and adult HL-speakers. The study provides
evidence that HL-Russian speakers with earlier age of onset of the societal
language, that has sparse case morphology, show difficulties with case forms more
generally, under the influence of Hebrew which has sparse case morphology.

Both child and adult speakers acquiring Russian as their heritage language who
start the acquisition of Hebrew before the age of 5 are more likely to use the
erroneous NOM default form with feminine nouns ending in -a (e.g., ja vizu grusa
‘I see a pear. NOM’ instead of ja vizu grusu ‘I see a pear. ACC’) and masculine
animate nouns (i.e., ja vizu snegovik ‘1 see a snow-man.NOM’ instead of ja vizu
snegovika ‘1 see a snow-man.ACC’). The production of ACC case morphology in
HL-Speakers with later Age of Onset of Hebrew (after the age of 5) and first-
generation immigrants is error-free, i.e., similar to the one of the adult and child
monolingual Russian-speaking controls.

On the basis of Russian in contact with Hebrew, the study demonstrates how
heritage language grammars differ from the baseline grammar of monolingual
speakers and which mechanisms are potentially associated with heritage language
ultimate attainment. The study shows that divergences in heritage language
grammars are related to the Age of Onset of the societal language, and possibly to
the properties of the societal language.
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Hayynag ctaTbs

Bce jiv 06'bsICHAETCA HHTepepeH en?
HU3MeHeHMA B NEPBOM fI3bIKE
Y PYCCKO-aHTJIMACKUX OMJIMHTBOB

JIroagmuiaa HCYPUH

VYHuusepcurer mrara Oraiio
Konymbyc, CLLIA

AHHOTAIIUSA

B nmanHOW cratbe OOCYXIAIOTCS PE3YJBTATHl SMIIMPHIECKOTO HCCIEIOBAHUS, ITOCBSAIICHHOTO
N3YYEHUIO TPAaMMaTHIECKUX H3MEHEHHH PYCCKOT0 SI3bIKa KaK POHOTO T10]T BIMSHIEM aHTJINICKOTO
s3pIKa B TPYIIIE PYCCKO-aHITIMMCKNUX OWIMHTBOB, mpokuBaonmx B CIIIA. B uccnemoBanum
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Yy4acTBOBAJIO JBA/IATh OJHOSA3BIYHBIX PYCCKHX M TPHILATh PYCCKO-aHIIIMHACKMX OMIMHIBOB. Bee
YYaCTHUKH-OUIMHIBBI SMUTPUPOBAIH M3 POCCHH MOCIIE TOr0, KaK MX POIHOM A3bIK ObLI HOJTHOCTHIO
cthopmuposan, u xwid B CIIIA B reuenue 1031 jer 10 BpeMeHHU IPOBEICHUS UCcenoBanus. J{is
cbopa marepualia UCIOJIb30BANIOCH MOIYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHOE HWHTEPBBIO, HAIIEIIEHHOE HA aBTO-
6uorpaduueckre BOCIIOMUHAHNS. AHAIN3 HAPPATUBOB BISBUJ OTJIINYUTEIbHBIE H3MEHEHUS B PYC-
CKOM sI3bIKE OWJIMHTBOB B JIByX OOJIACTSX: B MOPSKE CJIOB U UCIOJIb30BAHUU HYJIEBOTO MOJIEKA-
utero. HabmojaeMble M3MEHEHHsI, KacaloIIruecs UCIOIb30BaHUs HYJIEBOTO MMO/UICKAIIET0, TIPE/IIO-
JIAraroT BIUSHUAEC AHMIMICKOTO S3bIKA. BUJIMHIBBI ¢ XOPOIINM 3HAHUEM aHTIIUICKOTO SI3BIKA PEKe
UCIIONB3YIOT HyJieBble MecTonMeHus. OJHAKO pe3ysbTaThl UCIOIb30BaHHS OOPATHOTO TOPSIKA
CJIOB OWITMHI'BAMH OBLIH MPOTUBOIOIOXKHBI MPE/IIONIOKEHUSIM. BUITUHTBBI C OUEHb OTPaHUYCHHBIM
BJIMSIHUEM POJHOTO $3bIKa COXPAaHUIM OOpaTHBIH TOPSAIOK CIOB B OOJbIICH CTENEHH, 4YeM
OWIMHIBBI, KOTOPbIE MHOTO OOIIAIOTCSl HA PYCCKOM si3bIKe. MI3MEHEeHUs B HCIOJIb30BaHUH 00paT-
HOTO TOPSJKA CJIOB YaCTHYHO OOBSACHSIOTCS HAOII0JAeMBIMH H3MEHEHHSMH B HCIIOJIb30BAHUM
0€3MYHBIX M SK3UCTEHIMANBHBIX NpEIIoKeHHd. Pe3ynbTaTel UCCIEA0BAHUS ITOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO
MEXBI3BIKOBOE BIUSHUE HE MOXKET CIYXKHUTh €IUHCTBEHHBIM OObSICHEHHEM M3MEHEHHI B POTHOM
SI3bIKE OMJIMHTBOB.

KnioueBble ciioBa: usmenenue nepeozo A3vika, pyccKo-aHenuicKue Oununegsl, unmepgpepenyus,
HyJlesble nooedicaujue, 00pamuulil NOPsOOK Cl08

Jnst uuTHpOBaHUSA:

Isurin L. Does language transfer explain it all? The case of first language change in Russian-
English bilinguals. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 908-930.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-908-930

1. Introduction

Over the last few decades numerous studies of bilingualism and second
language acquisition (SLA) have provided ample evidence of the instrumental and
cognitive benefits of achieving fluency in a foreign language. Bilinguals are no
longer viewed as imperfect hybrids of two monolinguals; rather, the high value and
undeniable advantages of knowing more than one language overwrite the costs of
being bilingual, such as unavoidable changes in the first language that often happen
as a result of speaking a second language.

The bilingual’s two languages do interact and influence each other. The study
of such influences falls in the domain of language transfer or cross-linguistic
influence (CLI), which has been a field of extensive research in the past few decades
(e.g. Odlin 1989, 1990, Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991, Selinker 1992, Ellis 1994,
Kellerman 1995, Gas & Selinker 1994, 2008, Jarvis & Pavlenko 2008). Cross-
linguistic influence usually is studied from the perspective of foreign language
acquisition and first language attrition. Odlin (1989) defines transfer as “the
influence resulting from the similarities and differences between the target language
and any other language that has been previously (and perhaps imperfectly)
acquired” (27). Furthermore, an earlier study comparing L2 acquisition and L1
forgetting in two groups of participants, Russian English attriters and English
speakers learning Russian as L2, suggested that CLI can indeed be the cause of
similar syntactic transfers both in L2 acquisition and L1 attrition (Isurin 2005).

The present paper discusses findings from an empirical study that looked into
grammatical changes of Russian (L1) under the possible influence of English (L2)
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in a group of Russian-English bilinguals residing in the U.S. and it mainly focused
on two variables — length of immigration and the daily exposure to L1. It aims to
contribute to the accumulated knowledge of how first languages changes under the
influence of another language in bilingual speakers.

2. Cross-linguistic influence: the state of the art

As mentioned earlier, traditionally CLI is studied from the perspective of
second language acquisition and first language attrition. The field of SLA puts great
emphasis on studying possible negative influences that the native language can
exert on the newly acquired language. Javadi-Safa (2018) presents an exhaustive
overview of different hypotheses and models within the CLI framework and the
historical overview of research on transfer, predominantly as it applies to a
facilitative transfer in second language acquisition (for more information see the
original publication). Here I will limit myself to a brief discussion of a few major
theories that underlined the investigation of language transfer in the last few
decades.

CLI can affect not only the L2 learner’s performance in the target language but
also can become a cause of changes (commonly known as L1 attrition/ loss) in the
individual’s native language. In the past, studies on transfer from L2 to L1 relied
on once well-established, however lately abandoned, theories, such as Contrastive
Analysis and Markedness (e.g. Seliger & Vago 1991, Seliger 1996). According to
this notion, if two language grammars come into contact and the L2 category is less
marked than the corresponding L1 category, then the latter is likely to be replaced
by a rule transferred from L2. In other words, transfer will always move in the
direction of the less marked category.

The last few decades of the 20" century also have seen much research
conducted within the framework of universal grammar (UG). According to this
approach, L1 changes often result from an attempt to simplify the grammatical
sentence in order to avoid redundancies in the two languages (Levine 1996, Seliger
1996). According to Seliger (1996: 617), “forgetting within L1 is not random
forgetting but guided by a principle of arriving at the most parsimonious grammar
that can service both languages.”

The first decade of the 21 century has witnessed a few attempts to redefine
the concept of transfer as it applies to L1 attrition. Cook (2003) was among the first
to offer new terminology, such as L1 change (rather than L1 attrition) and L2 effect
(rather than transfer). In light of this re-conceptualization of the whole notion of
bilingualism, he promoted the idea of L2 users becoming the norm in the modern
world and suggested that the bilingual’s linguistic performance — as imperfect as it
might be — exhibits distinctive characteristics and has its own rights. Around the
same time, Pavlenko (2000, 2003) proposed a classificatory CLI framework
describing different instances of transfer, such as lexical borrowings, semantic shift,
restructuring transfer, et cetera.

Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) take a fresh look at the field of transfer and add
new perspectives, such as directionality of transfer. CLI is no longer bound by
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forward (from L1 to L2) or reverse (from L2 to L1) direction but also can be lateral
(from L2 to L3) and bidirectional. Bidirectional transfer is defined as the mutual
influence of the two languages within the same individual. The authors call for a
new approach to the study of transfer and show the need to have a more
interdisciplinary approach in order to identify and measure CLI in its context. In
addition, they delineate two general approaches to the study of transfer:
intrasubjective and intersubjective. The former approach concerns single case
studies, either experimental or longitudinal, whereas the latter involves a group of
language speakers. The aim of the intersubjective approach is to identify common
trends exhibited by a group of bilinguals whose L1 and L2 remain the same.

However, one of the unresolved issues in the field of CLI concerns the very
terminology used in the literature. Scholars often use the terms transfer, cross-
linguistic influence or linguistic interference interchangeably. Moreover, there is
no consensus on defining transfer. A collection of works on code-switching (Isurin,
Winford & de Bot 2009) raised the question of separating transfer from code-
switching or borrowing. The contribution by Odlin (2009) continued the debate of
the right terminology from the linguistic perspective, while Marian (2009) showed
a way of looking at code-switching and transfer from a psycholinguistic perspective
with the use of rigid experimental instruments. Also, Marian and Kaushanskaya
(2007), in their study involving Russian-English bilinguals, demonstrated a clearly
identified trend of code-switching on nouns (overt change) and linguistic transfer
on verbs (covert change). To illustrate the latter, participants would produce in
English (L2) the following utterances that suggest transfer from Russian (L1):
walking through a street for ‘crossing the street,” I was going to the first grade for
‘I was in first grade,” or we left from Kiev sometime in April for ‘we left Kiev...’

To summarize, a flurry of research on CLI in the last few decades has identified
a few contested territories, such as the attempt to find the right theoretical
framework and reconcile conflicting terminology used throughout the field. The
present article does not aim at solving these fundamental problems. Instead, it takes
a functional approach to the linguistic analysis, adopts the intersubjective approach
proposed by Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), and works on the assumption that transfer
is a covert change in the individual’s L1 as a result of the L2 influence. In this light,
the next section will look at recent findings related to those registered in the present
study.

3. Cross-linguistic influence: findings relevant to the present study

The present study concerns changes in L1 under the influence of L2 in two
domains, namely, a change in word order and null subject.

3.1. Word order

One of the major concerns of early SLA studies on language transfer was how
word order in L2 might be influenced by the structural differences of word order in
L1 (Rutherford 1983, Sharwood Smith 1986, 1990, Zobl 1986a, 1986b, Fathman &

911



Ludmila Isurin. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 908-930

LoCoco 1989, Odlin 1990). The results of the studies looking into word order
transfer were conflicting. Some indicated that L2 acquisition is affected by SVO
(subject-verb-object) in L1 (Zobl 1982), while others disputed this notion
(Rutherford 1983). Scholars working within the UG framework maintained that the
initial word order acquisition is guided by universal principles rather than cross-
linguistic influence (Klein & Perdue 1993, Zanoon 2016). However, Odlin (1990)
argued that there is no universal constraint on transfer of the basic word order, a
claim that was previously supported by findings in Trevise’s (1986) study. One of
the recent ERP (event-related brain potential) studies looked into how L1-Spanish
speakers acquiring Basque as L2 process non-canonical SVO and OVS
(object-verb-subject) in Basque (canonical word order in Basque is SOV and in
Spanish — SVO). The results indicated that bilinguals heavily relied on their L1
while processing non-canonical Basque word orders, which further supported the
earlier finding about the role of the word order in L1 that might govern the
acquisition of L2. The authors concluded that “it could be that non-native speakers
never process the grammatical structure of L2 in a native-like manner, mostly if
they already can do it transferring the cues of their L1 grammar” (Erdocia & Laka
2018: 8).

Besides SLA studies, the role of CLI in word order was studied in the bilingual
context. A recent study on word order transfer in 117 Dutch-English bilingual
children demonstrated a role of CLI in acceptability judgment task (Bosch &
Unsworth 2020). While English is an SVO language, Dutch is a V2 (“verb second”)
language, meaning that if an element other than the subjects appears in clause-initial
position, subject-verb inversion takes place. Although none of their participants
produced VS word orders in English, they were more likely than monolinguals to
accept V2 word orders as correct in the grammaticality judgment task. In addition,
bilinguals were more likely to accept ungrammatical V2 word orders in English if
they were exposed to relatively more Dutch than English. Thus the authors
concluded that in some cases CLI may be more persistent than previously thought.

However, transfer of word order cannot only affect acquisition of foreign
languages but also can lead to changes in the native languages. The research in this
area has not been as extensive as in SLA. Merino’s (1983) study showed
deterioration of the performance on word order in Spanish (L1) with an increase in
performance of the corresponding category in English (L2). Liu, Bates, and Li’s
(1992) study found that late Chinese-English bilinguals transferred English-like
word-order strategies to the interpretation of sentences in Chinese. Word order
information in L1 comprehension was found to be particularly vulnerable when
there was a phonological similarity between L1 and L2 verbs used in a
grammaticality judgment task (Altenberg 1991). In Shaufelli’s (1996) study on
Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands, the analysis of the elicited spontaneous
speech showed more variability in word order, whereas the sentence interpretation
task showed that the participants relied more on word order. The author suggested
that word order changes could result from L2 (Dutch) transfer as well as the
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language’s internal pressure. The latter concerns internal restructuring of the native
language that leads to a more consistent pattern.

In her study, Isurin (2005) looked at two sets of bilinguals whose languages
remained the same — Russian and English — but the order of acquisition was the
reverse. In other words, Russian-English bilinguals undergoing changes in their L1
and English learners of Russian as L2 participated in the study. Typologically,
English and Russian differ in terms of permissible word orders. While the former
has a fixed SVO (subject-verb-object) order, the latter allows six mathematically
possible combinations, with SVO being basic and pragmatically the most neutral
(Comrie 1979). The study analyzed the data from two sources: a longitudinal study
on a Russian child adopted by an American family and an experimental study where
story elicitation was used as the main psycholinguistic tool. The results of the
longitudinal study suggested that the fast process of L1 attrition in a child was
accompanied by a restructuring of her word order, with the VS (verb-subject)
pattern almost disappearing and SVO remaining a dominant word order by the end
of the observation period (a year after Russian input abruptly ended). This finding
encouraged the author to look further into this particular phenomenon. The
experimental part of the study involved three groups of participants: monolingual
Russian speakers, Russian-English bilinguals residing in the U.S., and English-
speaking learners of Russian as L2. Picture-based story telling was used as an
elicitation technique. Although there was no clear evidence for word order transfer
in the group of Russian-English bilinguals, the results of the study indicated that a
tendency to use VS order less frequently may be a function of longer residence in
the L2 country and higher exposure to L2. Conversely, the use of the inverted (VS)
word order in L2 learners of Russian increased with higher fluency in L2. What
may be of particular relevance to the present study is that L2 learners of Russian
demonstrated a tendency to more frequently use so-called existential sentences
where VS use is required. Russian uses the inverted VS order for existential and
presentational constructions (see Polinsky 2006, for further references). The author
suggested that such a sentence is one of the earliest learned in L2 Russian classes
and L2 learners may rely on it heavily during the early stages of L2 acquisition. The
reduced use of a variety of word orders in speakers of ‘American Russian’ — first
and second generation immigrants — also was reported by Polinsky (2006).
Moreover, Harrison (2011) identified instances of word order transfer in
Polish-English bilingual children.

3.2. Null subject or pro-drop

Another area of concern for the present study is so-called null subject, also
known as pro-drop, which is a drop of an overt realization of subject from the
grammatical surface of the sentence. Although Russian is not a language allowing
pro-drop in all instances and shows constraints on where null pronominals can
occur (Franks 1995, Lindseth 1998), it nevertheless allows for a null subject, which
happens not only in colloquial Russian. For example, the sentence prishli, poeli i
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legli spat’ (came, ate, and went to sleep) would be correct grammatically and the
corresponding referents (pronouns ‘we’ or ‘they’) easily could be recovered based
on the inflected verb ending and the referent previously used in the context. English,
on the other hand, does not allow for pro-drop, and using null subjects is
ungrammatical in most instances other than the omission of a personal pronoun at
the beginning of an English sentence in instances of colloquial usage (informal
questions and answers), in imperatives, and lately in informal cell phone text
messaging.

A few previous studies reported changes in this particular feature as a result of
the individual’s exposure to another language. Giirel (2004) studied a group of
native speakers of Turkish who had been living in North America (U.S. and
Canada) for a prolonged period of time and found clear evidence of changes in pro-
drop, as it is used in Turkish. The author discussed her findings within the
framework of the Activation Threshold Hypothesis and argued that such change in
the use of null subjects happens as a result of a higher level of activation of a
competing language system (L2) which does not allow for this particular syntactic
property. Harrison (2011) registered decline in pro-drop in the speech of Polish-
English bilingual children and attributed it to transfer from English. Isurin’s (2011)
study of Russian immigrants in the U.S. provided further evidence of change
regarding null subject that happen with more exposure to L2. Her participants were
Russian-English bilinguals, monolingual English speakers, and a control group of
Russian monolinguals. Bilinguals differed in terms of their daily exposure to
English and general level of integration. Significantly less frequent use of null
subjects in Russian was attributed to the factor of L2 exposure. The author studied
a phenomenon of null pronominal use by bilinguals from a perspective different
from that commonly used in the field of CLI. Pro-drop was viewed as one of the
characteristic features of languages associated with so-called collectivist cultures
(contrasted with individualist cultures) — a line of thinking that emerged over the
last few decades within a collectivism and individualism construct in cross-cultural
psychology. Despite clear evidence of the diminished use of null subjects among
well integrated bilinguals with low level of exposure to Russian the author
concluded that changes regarding pro-drop probably should be better studied within
the CLI framework.

In one of the most recent longitudinal case studies on pro-drop in a contact
situation, a Bulgarian — German bilingual with 17 years of residence in Germany
was tested at four points during the five yearlong investigation and showed a
significantly higher rate of overt pronominal subjects in L1 (L1 is pro-drop
language; L2 — non-pro-drop) than the rates of ten monolingual controls when
tested in Germany. However, after three weeks of L1-reexposure in Bulgaria
attrition effects disappeared and the overt subject rate fell within the monolinguals’
range. The study adopted a psycholinguistic approach considering both language
dominance shift and attrition as modifications of the availability of linguistic
structures for ongoing language processing. The results did not support the
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predictions and the authors concluded “that peculiarities of performance observed
in L1 attrition are probably depending much more on language mode and activation
states than on restructuring of linguistic representations” (Kopke & Genevska-
Hanke 2018: 13).

If pro-drop disappears or becomes less frequent as a result of the bilingual’s
exposure to another language which does not allow for it, how can we explain
findings coming from studies where both languages allow for pro-drop, yet the
occurrence of null subjects in L1 changes? Similar changes in the use of null
subjects were registered in two studies involving Spanish (L1) in Italy and Italian
(L1) in Spain (Sorace 2004, Sorace & Serratrice 2009). Both languages in question
allow for the use of null subjects; however, changes occurred in the use of null
subjects in respective L1s. Moreover, Russian speakers in the U.S. and Israel
showed similar patterns of the disappearance of pro-drop, despite the fact that in
Hebrew null subjects in the first and second person are preferable or even required
(Dubinina & Polinsky 2013). Dubinina and Polinsky (2013) join Sorace and her
colleagues in supporting the Interface Hypothesis that suggests that such an
unexpected change actually may result from the fact that a language spoken outside
of its native environment may undergo changes that pertain to the interface at which
a particular linguistic feature is located. In the case of pro-drop, it is the interface
between the syntactic rule (null pronominals can occur only in specific syntactic
positions) and the information sentence (the pronoun’s referent and the referent of
the nearest topic should be the same). In addition, the authors suggest that less
processing effort is required in order to overtly state a lexical pronoun. Since the
cognitive load placed on the bilingual speaker operating between the two languages
is usually high, we may add that such processing economy indeed may be a
mechanism behind those changes that cannot be explained within the CLI
framework. The authors agree that we do not have much information as to why such
changes occur in the first place, especially in cases where both languages allow for
the same feature, such as null subject.

To summarize, prior studies on syntactic changes in L1 under the influence of
L2 reported instances of word order and null subject changes. The study presented
in this article aims at bringing additional evidence of L1 changes under the
influence of L2 in the above two domains and it specifically looks into two factors,
length of immigration and the amount of daily exposure to L1, that may account for
the registered changes.

4. Study design and methodology
4.1. Participants

Fifty participants took part in the study: 20 monolingual Russians and
30 Russian-English bilinguals. The pool of Russian monolinguals was recruited in
St. Petersburg, Russia. The age of the participants in this group ranged
from 27 to 57. All bilingual participants emigrated from Russia after their L1 was
fully acquired and had lived in the U.S. for 10-31 years by the time the study was
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conducted. The age of this group ranged from 30 to 76. Most of the participants in
the study were college educated or had some post-secondary degree. The study
controlled for two variables: amount of daily exposure to L1 and length of residence
in the U.S.

4.2. Materials and procedure

A semi-structured interview on autobiographical memories was used as an
elicitation technique (such technique was previously used to study code-switching
and transfer in a group of Russian-English bilinguals by Marian and Kaushanskaya
2007). The number of questions and the order of their presentation remained
constant throughout the study. The interview questions concerned memories
associated with birthday celebration, New Year/ Christmas celebration, and
vacation time. Memories on recent events as well as those from the participant’s
childhood were elicited. All participants were interviewed individually by the
researcher; the interviews were recorded and later transcribed for analysis. The
elicited data were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively.

4.3. Predictions

Based on the evidence gathered by prior studies the following predictions were
made. Bilinguals’ narratives will show two trends. First, the use of null subjects
will become less frequent. Second, the use of the inverted VS order will become
less frequent. If observed, both changes can be attributed to CLI from English that
generally does not allow for null subject or for the inverted word order. In line with
prior findings from studies on L1 attrition, the amount of daily exposure to L1 rather
than the length of residence in the L2 country is expected to have an effect on the
above changes (see Schmid 2004 for the detailed overview of the above two factors
in the literature on L1 attrition).

5. Results

Altogether, 300 narrative excerpts related to same topics were produced by the
participants and later analyzed. The total length of narratives produced by
monolinguals was 5,270 words (M =263.5) and the total length of bilinguals’
narratives was 14,179 words (M = 472.6). The difference in the length of the speech
sample partially can relate to the elicitation method. All monolingual participants
and the majority of bilingual participants (N = 20) were interviewed over the phone.
However, much shorter narratives elicited from monolingual speakers can be
attributed to a certain sense of alert that Russians residing in Russia may still have
when being interviewed over the phone by an American-based researcher.

The analysis of null subjects as well as the analysis of word order was based
on the number of clauses produced by each individual participant. In other words,
the ratio of VS order and null subjects produced by each participant was calculated
based on the number of clauses produced by this participant. In this analysis, a
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clause was defined as a production unit containing maximally but not minimally
one verb. The definition of clause was adopted from Broersma, Isurin, de Bot &
Butlena (2009). The total number of clauses for monolinguals was 990 (M = 49.5),
and for bilinguals 2,418 (M = 80.6).

5.1. Word order change

As mentioned earlier in this paper, the word order in Russian is not fixed,
meaning that there are six different word order structures possible without any
change in the meaning of the sentence; whereas English has a fixed word order,
with the VS order violating the grammaticality of a sentence. One of the goals of
the study was to look into word order change, especially the use of the inverted
verb-subject pattern. The analysis of narratives revealed a remarkable difference in
the use of this particular order between the two groups. Below are the excerpts from
monolingual and bilingual narratives demonstrating an observed change.

Russian monolinguals:

(1) Bce 6b110 Kax 00blUHO, KAK 3MO NOJIONCEHO Y PYCCKUX. CHAYANA

OaHs1, NOMoM 3acmonbe, nomom 6 12 uacoe ciywanu npesuoenma,
U BIUIU K eNKe HA Yauyy, e0e yiice cobpanoch Haule O0awHoe
coobwecmso (VS). boin camom (VS), 6v11u manyst (VS), xoounu
opye K Opyey, no3opasisiu.
All was like always, as it is customary for Russians: first, a
bathhouse, then a sit-down dinner, then (we) listened to the
President at 12 o’clock, and (we) went outside where all our dacha
community got together. There was a firework, there were dances,
(we) went to see each other, congratulated.

(2) Ham nakpwisanu maxoii 6oavuoti cmon pooumenu (VS), 1 nommio,
umo koeoa eéom 6vino epemsa (VS), umo 6wviio mano umo 6
maeasunax (VS), u mne mama Kynuna ... npuHecia oueHsb 601bUol
mopm, u mam 6om 0wl edxicux maxou neyerwiii (VS)...

Parents would set a big table for us. I remember, when there was a
time that there was little in stores, my mom bought... brought me
a very big cake, and there was a pastry hedgehog there...

Russian bilinguals:

(3) Ilocneonee poowcoecmeo ... Mbl 3aMeYAMENbHHIM  00PAZOM
npocnanu. Ilockonvky mos dcena pabomana, a si Obll CO C8OUM
ManenbKum cvlHom. [losmomy mol ¢ HUM 08peMsl le2iu Cname.
Last Christmas... We slept through it in a wonderful way. Since
my wife worked I was with my little son. So he and I went to sleep
on time.

(4) A 600bwe He ommeuaio ce0ll OeHb PONCOCHUsL, Mbl C MOel HCEHOU udem
Ky0a-HubyO0b 6 pecmopa, u s ne ommeuaio ux goobwe. [lomomy umo s
nepesanui UOUMO My Yepmy, Ko2oa Mou OHU POACOCHUSL NPUHOCUIU MHE
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pA0oCcmv, NOCKOAbKY MOU KaxCOblll OeHb POdHCOeHUs Oelaem MeHs, 2pyoo
2oeops, cmapue. M 6oobue, s1 oymaio, umo 3a nociieonue 20 nem s ceoi
O€Hb POACOCHUsL HEe OMMEUAL.

I do not celebrate my birthdays at all, my wife and I go to a restaurant, and
I do not celebrate them at all. Because I am past that stage where my
birthdays were fun to me, since every birthday makes me, so to speak,
older. And I think that in the last 20 years I have not celebrated my
birthdays.

As Figure 1 demonstrates, bilinguals produced fewer VS orders in their
discourse than monolinguals (M =5.65 vs. M =8.76). A t-test analysis indicated
that this difference was reliable 7 (1.48) =2.51, p <.0l.

_./ il /
m 8 o
E 6 47 rd
A 4 / /

O i/ T 1
1 2
Groups
m1-BL,2-ML

Figure 1. Inverted word order

Length of immigration can be viewed as a relatively arbitrary measure, as often
it is the researcher’s choice where to draw the line separating long-timers from
recent immigrants. Thus in this study, it was decided to split groups in three
different ways to see whether the results will change depending on a particular
regrouping. If we find that no matter how we regroup the participants the measure
does not show a change, we may suggest that the found effect indeed is reliable.
First, the data were split into two groups, participants who spent 617 years in the
US and those who spent 21-31 years. The mean VS% was higher for those in the
21-31 years condition (6.16) compared to the mean for those with 6-17 years (5.5).
A Bonferroni #-test proved unreliable ¢ < 0.4. Then the participants were split into
two different groups, those who spent 615 and 16-31 years in the US. The mean
VS% was nearly identical across the two groups (6—17 year condition, M = 5.67,
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16-31 year condition, M= 5.63). A Bonferroni t-test proved unreliable ¢ < 0.21.
Finally, the data were split into three groups based on 612, 13—17, and 21-31 year
condition split. The mean VS% was higher for those in the 21-31 year condition
(M = 6.16) than it was for either of the other two groups (13—17 year condition,
M = 5.36; 6-12 year condition, M = 5.76). A one-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) with year as the single factor and VS% as the dependent measure proved
unreliable, suggesting that the means were highly similar across all three year-
conditions, F < 1.0 (Table 1). The results suggest that the length of immigration
does not play a role in the bilinguals’ use of the inverted word order.

Table 1
Length of immigration versus the VS use
Years N Mean SD SE
6-12 8 5.7625 5.4691 1.9336
13-17 15 5.3600 2.5399 0.6558
21-31 7 6.1571 6.0701 2.2943

Next, the variable of daily exposure to Russian was considered. First the
participants were split into two groups: those with 40% or more exposure to Russian
(M =59) and those with 30% and less (M = 16). The mean VS% for those with
40% or more exposure (M =4.52) was smaller than the mean for those with 30%
or less exposure (M = 6.41). This effect proved unreliable based on a ¢-test with an
applied Bonferroni correction, ¢ (1, 28) = 1.21, p < .12. Then the participants were
evenly split into two group conditions (note: the closer in size the two groups are,
the more statistical power the analysis contains): those who had less than 20%
Russian input and those who had more than 30%. The mean VS% for those with
30% or more exposure to Russian (4.23) was smaller than the mean for those with
20% or less exposure (7.08). This effect proved reliable based on a #-test with an
applied Bonferroni correction, 7 (1, 28) = 1.92, p <.05. Conversely, daily exposure
to Russian produced an effect opposite to our predictions; that is, participants with
limited exposure to Russian showed significantly more inverted word orders in their
discourse than those who had a high exposure to Russian in the US.

5.2. Existential sentences

A closer look at the word order patterns across the two groups showed that
monolinguals use existential sentences much more often than bilinguals. The
example of existential sentences in Russian will be a sentence like:

(5) Tam 6vino (V) mHozo arooeti (S)
There were many people there.

An existential sentence always requires the word order inversion (VS) in
Russian. A further analysis of existential sentences revealed that bilinguals’
frequent use of a demonstrative pronoun “somo” (this, it) at the beginning of the
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sentence that otherwise might have been an existential sentence results in the direct
word order and makes the sentence less grammatical:

(6) Tam Ovino (V) mHozo arooeti (S)
There were many people there.

Compare with:

(*) Bmo (S) 6b110 MHO20 N100eii (V)
It was many people.

Below are excerpts from the bilinguals’ narratives demonstrating the above
trend:

(7) Ho amo bvina 6 nodasasiowem 6Oabuuncmee pooumenbCKas KOMRAanus,

HeCMOmpsi HA MO, YMo OHU ObLIU ¢ dembMu, IMO OblIU — K020a s ObLIa
COBCEM MANEHbKASL — IMO ObLIU HEe MOU NOOPYICKU CO WIKObL, A IMO Obll
Kpye Opyseil pooumeneti co cgoumu oemovmu. M moavko yace 8 cmapuieti
wiKoJe, 51 HA4aIa NPUIAUAms CoUx noopyicex. /la u amo mooice o0
8ce20a MHO20 HAPOO).
But it was mostly my parents’ company, despite that they were with their
children. These were — when 1 was really little — these were not my
girlfriends from school, but this was a circle of my parents’ friends and
their children. Only in high school I started inviting my friends. So this
was also a lot of people.

(8) Omo 6vino oepesns, (*) amo 6wi10 paboman (*). Mot ¢ pedamamu xoounu

6 KOIX03, 3apabamvléanu OeHbeu. Imo 60m OblI0 WKOALHOE BPeMs.
Hnoeoa, 6 parnem makom nuoHepckom 603pacme, 3mo Obliu NUOHepCKUe
aazeps. B cmyodenueckue — 2mo OvLiu cmpotompsobi.
This was a village, (*) this was worked (*). My friends and I went to
collective farms, made some money. This was a school time. Sometimes,
in early pioneer age, this was pioneer camps. In student years — this was
student construction brigades.

Existential sentence in Russian involves the verb “6wmims” (to be) in its
conjugated forms “6wino, Owvin, 6wina,” for three genders (neuter, masculine,
feminine), and plural form “6su1u™ in the past tense. Since the speech samples
analyzed in this study concerned autobiographical memories, most of the elicited
narratives were in the past tense.

On average, bilinguals produced the demonstrative pronoun “smo” at the
beginning of a clause that had the potential of being an existential sentence twice
as often as monolinguals (10.7% vs. 4.7%). Table 2 illustrates a number of instances
where the demonstrative pronoun “smo* used at the beginning of a clause as well
as four forms of the verb “6uims” were produced by each group.

(*) indicates ungrammatical sentences.
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Table 2
Existential sentences
Word/ group Bilinguals (Mean) Monolinguals (Mean)
2TO 6.9 1.7
bbl/10 5.5 3.6
Bbl/IN 2.4 1.8
BbI/1A 2.9 1.5
bbl/ 2.6 1.7

Bilinguals produced the demonstrative pronoun “smo” at the beginning of a
clause four times more often than monolinguals and used all four forms of the verb
“Ovimy” more often than monolinguals. However, it would be incorrect to claim
that the use of the demonstrative pronoun was always associated with the existential
sentence. Oftentimes, the pronoun was used in those cases where the impersonal
sentence would be more grammatically correct. The following excerpts illustrate
the two observed trends, namely, (9) the use of the pronoun in the existential
sentence and (10) in the impersonal sentence:

(9) Kanuxynvl — 0a s 6ce pems sanumancs cnopmom ¢ 11 nem, nosmomy 0
MEHS 6Ce KAHUKYIIbL — MO ObLIU 20PHOMBIJICHBIE COOPBL, MO 6 20Pbl, MO 8
Kanzososo noo Jlenunepadom, m.e. smo bwviria paboma, 2mo ObLlO
gecenoe KaKoe-mo HACmpoeHue, Mo ObLIU 3A6MPAKYU 8 CIOIOBHIX ...
Holidays — well, I always did some sports since [ was 11 years old, so all
my holidays — this was skiing camps, either in mountains or in Kavgolovo
near Leningrad. In other words, this was work, this was high spirits, and
these were breakfasts in cafeteria...

(*) amo mooice 6vL10 Bcec0a MHO20 HAPOODY.

There were many people too.
(10) Dmo 6vL10 OUEHb 3aMEeuamenbHo.
It was wonderful.
Omo 6bLI0 OueHb NPUSMHO.
It was very nice.
A monvko nommio, umo 2mo 6ce20a bulLIo 0UeHb 8ecello.
I only remember that always it was much fun.
Omo 6v110 cywecmseeHHo bonee cOOLIMULIHO.
It was more eventful.
Omo 6bL10 0ueHb CKPOMHEHBKO.
It was very modest.

Although the above examples (9, 10) taken out of context cannot be considered
grammatically incorrect and most native speakers of Russian would accept them as
grammatical, the absence of a clear referent for the demonstrative pronoun smo
indicates that bilinguals consistently use it as a strategy. The observed trend of such
frequent use of the demonstrative pronoun at the beginning of sentences that
otherwise would have been impersonal and, as such, more correct in standard
Russian, shows that bilinguals overwhelmingly adopt a new discourse strategy.
This strategy can relate to transfer from English where impersonal sentences begin
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with the expletive ‘it’ (s3mo), whereas, in standard Russian, impersonal sentences in
the past tense begin with the neuter form of the verb ‘to be’ (6s110).

5.3. Null subjects

The analysis of narratives revealed numerous instances of null subjects in
monolinguals’ discourse and its less frequent use by bilinguals. The following
excerpts show examples:

Russian monolinguals:

(11) Hosvtit 100 cnpasnsinu B Kpy2y cembil, HPUXo... RPUULTU OPY3bi... HY
6eceno, GuINUIU, 3aKYCUTU, ROCMOMPENU MeAEGU30P.

[We] celebrated New Year in a family circle, friends came... well, it was
fun, [we] had drinks, ate, and watched a TV.

(12) Hoswuit T00? Hy 3ameuamenvno mpaouyuoHHo, CHAYALA NO30pasisem

pooumeneil... Tlozopasnsem pooumeneti, maxk cKazamo, NPOBONCAEM C
Humu Hoevwtit I'00, cmapwiti mo ecmu, cmaputil. I[lomom 00 605 Kypaumos
6036paAEMC OOMOTUL U YIice MAM, CKANCEM, 8 MECHOM CeMEUHOM Kpy2y
y enku ecmpeyaem Hoewiti 100.
New Year? Wonderful, traditional, first [we] congratulate our parents.
[We] congratulate our parents, so to speak, say goodbye to the New Year,
that is, old year.... Then before the Kremlin clock strikes [we] return
home and there, say, in a close family circle (we) celebrate New Year by
the Christmas tree.

(13) Hoswuit T00? 3ameuamenvno cnpasnina. Chauana cudena ooma ¢
POOUMENSAMU, C HUMU 6CMPEMULd, ROMOM HOULLA K OPY3bSM, 60N ... Y HUX
mam ObLIO 8eceno, MaHyedan, eau-nuiu U 0OWaIUcy, Y.

New Year? [I] celebrated it great. First, [I] was at home with my parents,
[I] celebrated with them, then [I] went to my friends’, well it was fun
there, (we) danced, drank, ate, talked, went out for a walk.

Russian bilinguals:

(14) Muvt cnpasnsanu u Hoswiti 00 u Posicoecmeo 6 smom 200y 6 komnauuu
pycckux Opyseti. Pooicoecmso mbl cnpagnsiu 6 00HOU KOMNAHUU, d
Hoeuvui I'00 6 opyzoii.

We celebrated both New Year and Christmas. We celebrated Christmas
in one company and New Year in another.

(15) Mut cnpasasiiu Hosouii 100, Ho mul cnpasnsiau eco ¢ Poccuu, nomomy

umo mul yesxcanu myoa Ha 3 Hedeau. Ml cnpagisnu e2o 8 Kpyey cembl,
C MOUMU DPOOCBECHHUKAMU, KYNUAU €NKY, HPUSOMOBUNU CHOI, KaK
o0bviuno 6 Poccuu mut cnpasnsnu Hoeuwlil 100 u panvuie.
We celebrated New Year but we celebrated it in Russia, because we left
there for three weeks. We celebrated it in a circle of our family, with my
relatives, bought a Christmas tree; put together a table, as always in
Russia we celebrated New Year before.
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(16) B smom 200y mwt 6vi1u na I asaiiax, 6 omnycke. M mol cnpaeisiiu 3mo
ecmecmgenno ua lagaiisx. [[na Hauana mel nouwiu 6 SHNOHCKUL
pecmopan, Hawa mobumasn kyxus, a Hoevii o0 ecmpemunu y nac @
omeJie, HOMOMY Yo 3mo ObLIO Ha bepezy okeana, 20e OvLiu hetiepsepKil.
This year we were in Hawaii, vacation time. Naturally, we celebrated it
in Hawaii. First, we went to a Japanese restaurant, our favorite cuisine.
And [we] celebrated New Year at our hotel, because it was by the ocean
where there were lots of fireworks.

Clearly, the above monolinguals’ excerpts demonstrate how Russians use null
subject, especially when the agent is the first person pronoun, whereas bilinguals’
excerpts almost always have an overt pronominal in the subject position. The
difference in discourse patterns is particularly striking since both sets of excerpts
relate to the same topic and have the same opening line. The results of the
quantitative analysis showed the same trend.

The pro-drop mean was higher in the monolingual condition (M =13.01)
compared with the bilingual condition (M = 9.91). Findings from a #-test indicated
that this difference was unreliable, ¢ (1.48) = 1.39, p < 1.0. See Figure 2.

Groups

m1-BL 2-ML

Figure 2. Pro-drop

Next, two independent variables, length of immigration and amount of daily
exposure to Russian, were tested. As in the word order analysis, the bilingual data
were analyzed against two variables, the length of immigration and the amount of
daily exposure to Russian. Steps similar to those in the analysis of VS were made
here. First, bilinguals were split into two groups, those who spent 6—17 and
21-31 years in the US. The mean pro-drop score was lower for those in the
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21-31 years condition (M = 7.88) compared to the mean for those in the 617 years
condition (M = 10.52). A Bonferroni #-test proved unreliable ¢ < 0.85. In order to
increase the statistical power owing to the increased number of participants in the
higher number of years condition, the participants were split into two different
groups, those who spent 615 and 16-31 years in the US. The mean pro-drop score
was slightly higher in the 615 years condition (M = 10.48) than in the 16-31 years
condition (M=9.04). A Bonferroni #-test proved unreliable # < 0.55. A final split
into 6-14 and 15-31 years conditions produced similar results. The mean pro-drop
score was larger for those in the 15-31 years condition (M = 10.35) compared to
the mean for those in the 6-14 years condition (M =9.24). A Bonferroni ¢-test
proved unreliable 7 < 0.4. In other words, the length of immigration does not seem
to play a role in the observed syntactic change despite our attempt to see whether a
different grouping will make a difference.

However, when the amount of daily exposure to Russian was used as an
independent variable, the following results were obtained. Splitting the data into
two conditions, those participants who spend 10-30% or less (M =16) and
40-80% or more of their daily time speaking Russian (M = 59) (note: 92% of
participants in that group had more than 50% Russian input), showed that the mean
pro-drop score for those with 40% or higher exposure to Russian (M = 14.47) was
more than twice the mean for those with 30% or less exposure (M = 6.86). This
effect proved reliable based on a #-test with an applied Bonferroni correction,
t (1, 28) = 3.13, p < .005. When the data were split slightly differently, that is
participants with less than 20% of daily exposure to Russian and those who have
more than 30% of exposure, the mean pro-drop score for those with 30% or higher
exposure (M=13.25) was larger than that of the mean for those with 20% or less
exposure (M=6.56). This effect also proved reliable based on a #-test with an applied
Bonferroni correction, 7 (1,28) =2.72, p <.01. The results of these tests showed that
the less frequent use of overt pronominals in Russian may indeed be a function of
the amount of Russian input in the individual’s daily life. In the immigrant setting,
the diminished input in L1 directly translates into a higher input of L2, especially
in the group of our bilinguals, i.e., those bilinguals who had limited Russian input
were professionally employed and highly integrated individuals.

6. Discussion

The present study looked at first language changes in Russian-English
bilinguals and those changes were considered within the CLI framework. A few
particular instances of language change were under scrutiny.

The analysis of syntactic changes in the bilinguals’ discourse identified a less
frequent use of null pronominals by bilinguals. Although Russian is not a typical
pro-drop language and has constraints on when and where the subject can be
dropped from the grammatical surface of the sentence, null pronominals are
commonly used by native speakers, as was illustrated by the group of monolinguals
in the present study. The difference in the use of pro-drop by the two groups of
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participants encouraged us to look more closely at those factors that may contribute
to a change in the native language. Length of residence in the L2 country and daily
exposure to L1 are traditionally considered as main factors in L1 attrition research.
Predictably and in line with prior studies (Schmid 2004, Kopke & Genevska-Hanke
2018), the length of immigration did not produce a significant effect, whereas the
amount of daily Russian input showed that the less frequent use of null pronominals
indeed might be associated with limited exposure to Russian. The latter translates
into a more frequent use of English, which, in turn, suggests that language transfer
could account for the registered change in the bilinguals’ discourse. The obtained
finding adds to the evidence reported in prior studies where the two languages in
contact differed in terms of this particular feature. However, due to the nature of
the two languages involved in the present study, it does not provide an answer to
why such change can occur in those contact situations where both languages allow
for pro-drop. The explanation of that phenomenon by Sorace and colleagues
(Sorace 2004, Sorace & Serratrice 2009, as cited in Dubinina & Polinsky 2006)
remains the most plausible. Indeed, the cognitive load imposed by processing two
languages could result in a bilingual’s stating overtly a lexical pronoun, which
would require less processing effort. In the immigrant setting — especially among
immigrants who are professionally employed (this was the case of all participants
with a low level of Russian input in our study) — limited exposure to Russian can
translate directly into a higher input of English. In accordance with this line of
thinking, the observed change could occur as a result of a cross-linguistic influence
as well as bilinguals’ effort to reduce the cognitive load by using an overt pronoun
in those instances where null pronominal would be allowed.

Another observed change in the bilinguals’ discourse concerned word order
and, in particular, instances of the inverted verb-subject order. In line with our
predictions, the two groups of participants — monolinguals and bilinguals — did
differ in their use of this feature and the difference was statistically reliable. As is
the case with the less frequent use of null pronominals, the VS use was not affected
by the length of immigration. When the factor of Russian input was considered the
effect was reliable but going in the direction opposite to our expectations. In other
words, bilinguals use the VS order much less than monolinguals and participants
with very limited exposure to Russian use it more often than those who have a
higher Russian input. How can we explain this dichotomy? Clearly, this finding
cannot easily be explained within the CLI framework. Limited exposure to Russian
assumes higher exposure to English, a language that has very rigid constraints on
the VS order use. Why did transfer from English not happen in this group of
speakers? At the same time, high exposure to Russian in the U.S. provides ample
chances for participants to hear and use this feature. Why did these speakers use the
VS order less frequently? Starting with the second question, we may suggest that
the Russian input in the U.S. is different from the Russian input in Russia. Frequent
interaction in Russian with other Russian immigrants may not be a sufficient input
of standard Russian. In the absence of continuous, firsthand daily contact with the
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language spoken in the L1 country the language of the immigrant community may
change, thereby providing ample linguistic input of what we consider L1 input but
which, in reality, is different from the L1 input in the L1 country. Thus, participants
with a high level of exposure to Russian may be exposed to the language that had
changed in general. Taking this argument a step further we can suggest that either
transfer from English affected that input or some internal language changes leading
to simplification of certain linguistic features occurred. The L1 input containing
covert linguistic changes may be viewed as a source of “transfer,” with the term
“transfer” being re-conceptualized to extend it to within language influence.
However, this suggestion remains rather speculative due to the insufficient data on
the Russian language spoken in Russian immigrant communities in the U.S. In light
of this argument, a well preserved use of the VS order by participants with very
limited exposure to Russian — whether this exposure means standard Russian or
“American Russian” — speaks against cross-linguistic influence from English.

The reduced use of the inverted word order led us to look closely at those
particular instances where the observed change occurred. Numerous instances of
existential sentences in the monolingual discourse and less frequent use of such
sentences in the bilingual discourse revealed an interesting trend. Bilinguals seem
to overuse the demonstrative pronoun ‘amo’ at the beginning of a sentence that
otherwise would have been an existential sentence requiring the inverted word
order. The demonstrative takes the subject position and changes the word order into
direct, albeit this is less grammatical in standard Russian. A further look into this
particular change showed that bilinguals often use this pronoun at the beginning of
a sentence that otherwise would have been an impersonal sentence. Based on the
anecdotal evidence from teaching Russian to English-speaking students, a similar
transfer/strategy has been observed among L2 learners who tend to overuse a
Russian demonstrative pronoun which often results in odd sounding sentences, such
as Omo 6wL1o eadcho 3namsb (4T0-TO) Instead of a more grammatically correct
sentence bwiro saxcrno 3nams (410-T0) (It Was important to know). Moreover, in
our study, bilinguals tended to use all four forms of the verb ‘6uims’ more often
than monolinguals. The above finding can suggest a few things. First, we can see a
clear sign of transfer from English where impersonal sentences start with the
expletive ‘it” (smo), such as ‘It was interesting.” However, in the case of existential
sentences, such transfer is not clearly identified (cf.: ‘There were many people’).
The English adverbial ‘there’ does not translate directly into the Russian
demonstrative pronoun smo. Another suggestion that we can make here is that
bilinguals’ discourse becomes less lexically diverse and this may lead to the overuse
of certain basic verbal forms, such as the verb ‘to be,” or even to the overuse of
certain grammatical sentences, such as sentences beginning with the demonstrative
smo followed by the conjugated forms of the verb 6wims, whether it changes an
existential sentence or an impersonal sentence. In order to substantiate such claim,
we should have conducted an analysis involving lexical token ratio, which was
outside the scope of the present study. Finally, we can suggest that bilinguals’
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strategy of using the demonstrative pronoun at the beginning of a sentence could
result from an attempt to reduce processing effort: by introducing a clearly defined
subject at the beginning of the sentence the bilingual speaker reduces the processing
load involving the choice of an inverted word order.

Going back to the predictions made at the onset of the study, CLI can account
for the registered changes in the use of null pronominals but it fails to explain a less
frequent use of the VS order. As expected, the amount of the L1 input plays a role
in both changes, but the directionality of the effect was not as straightforward as
predicted. This suggests that language transfer should be studied within a much
broader framework where psycholinguistic techniques and methodologies are
combined with a more traditional comparative analysis. Also, such changes should
be studied from the perspective of a bi-directional transfer where both L1 attrition
and L2 acquisition are scrutinized.

7. Conclusion

The present study has contributed additional evidence of L2 to L1 transfer to
the existing knowledge of covert syntactic changes taking place in the individual’s
first language under the influence of the second language. However, the findings of
this study provided only partial support for cross-linguistic influence as a sole
source of the registered changes. As expected, Russian-English bilinguals have
demonstrated a clear trend of using fewer null subjects than their monolingual
counterparts and the less frequent use of null subject was related to the amount of
Russian input. Predictably, the length of immigration did not play a role in the
observed syntactic change. However, the less frequent use of the inverted word
order by bilinguals revealed an unexpected finding that cannot be interpreted within
the CLI framework. The amount of Russian input produced an effect opposite to
our expectations, showing that very limited exposure to Russian actually preserves
the use of the inverted word order.

To conclude, the present study conducted within the traditional CLI framework
failed to provide sufficient support for transfer as the sole reason for L1 changes in
bilinguals living outside the L1 environment. Instead, we suggested that a
psycholinguistic perspective on language change and language transfer should be
incorporated in the more traditional comparative CLI framework. Finally, the
present study showed the undeniable benefit of combining two methods of
analysis — quantitative and qualitative.

© Ludmila Isurin, 2021
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Abstract

Translanguaging is seen both as a threat and as an opportunity for minority language development
and transmission. While the theme of translanguaging has been explored especially in a context of
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Hayynag ctaTbs

[IpocTpaHCTBO TPAaHC/JAMHTBU3MaA
U TPAHC/JIUHTBa/IbHbIE MPAKTUKU
B MHOT'OSI3BBIYHBIX PYCCKHUX CEMbAX

Ceeriana KAPIIOBA!, Harasua PUHI'BJIOM?, Anacracusi 3SABPOJICKA S

'Vuusepcurer Kunpa
Huxocus, Kunp
2CTOKrOJbMCKHUI YHUBEPCUTET
Cmoxkeonvm, Illeeyus
VYHuuBepcuret [lanapHbl
Danyn, Lllseyus
3TanauHCKUI YHUBEPCHTET
Tannun, cmonus

AHHOTAINSA

TpaHCIMHIBU3M MOXHO pacCMaTpUBaTh U KaK Yrpo3y, U KaKk BO3MOXKHOCTb JJIs Pa3BUTHS U IIEpe-
Jla4M SI3bIKOB MEHBIIMHCTB U3 IIOKOJIEHUS B IOKOJIEHHE. HecMOTps Ha TO, UTO TeMa TPaHCIMHIBU3Ma
JIOCTaTOYHO HCCIIeI0BaHa, 0COOEHHO B KOHTEKCTE MUTPALIMHU, HOBU3HA TOM CTAaThU 3aKIII0YAETCS B
TOM, YTO B HEW paccMaTpHBaIOTCS MHOXKECTBEHHBIE KOHTEKCTHI, CBSI3aHHBIE C IIPOOJIEMOM TpaHC-
JUHTBH3MA. YTOOBI HOHSTH NPUPOAY JaHHOTO SIBIEHHS, Mbl IPUMEHSIEM HHHOBAIIMOHHBIN MEXIHC-
LUUIUTHHAPHBIN TOAXO]] U UCCIEAYEM TPAHCIMHIBU3M BO BCEH €ro CI0KHOCTHU, BKIIFOYasl TUMUHAIIb-
HBIE MIPOCTPAHCTBA A3bIKOBOTO JaHgmadra. [lomnTrka B 001acTH ceMeWHOTo s3bIKa BIMSET Ha
JOMAIITHIOKO SI3BIKOBYIO cpeny. Hamna menb — u3y4nTh BEIOOP S36IKOB MHOTOSI3BIYHBIMH PYCCKOTO-
BOPALIVMMY IMMUTPaHTaMU U NIPEACTaBUTENIMA MEHBIIMHCTB Ha Kumnpe, B [1IBennn u B OcToHHN 1
TIOMIBITATHCS TOHATh, KAK OHU OTPaXKAalOTCs B MHOTOSA3BIYHOM CEMEMHOM AHCKypce. Mcnonb3ys oT-
Horpaduyeckne HaOMIOJCHHUS 32 YIaCTHUKAMU M YCTHOE CIIOHTAHHOE MHOTOSI3BIYHOE PEUETIPOM3-
BOJICTBO, MBI IIBITAEMCSI ONMCAaTh, KAK KOMMYHHUKAIUS MEXKIY WICHAMH MHOTOS3BIYHBIX PYCCKO-
A3BIYHBIX CEMEU B KYJIbTYPHOM U SI3BIKOBOH CPENlE TPEX CTPaH OCYILECTBIIETCS IOCPEACTBOM IPaK-
TUKM TPAHCIUHIBU3MA. JleTalbHO UCCIIENYsl CIOXKHOCTU TPAHCIUHIBAJIBHOIO NPOCTPAHCTBA, MBI
CTPEMUMCSI II0-HOBOMY B3IVISIHYTh Ha TO, KAK OHO OPIraHU30BAHO U KAK TPAHCIMHIBU3M CTAHOBUTCS
LIEHHBIM JMHIBUCTUYECKUM PECYPCOM B MHOTOS3BIYHBIX ceMbsX. [loyueHHbIe pe3yIbTaThl MOKa-
3BIBAIOT, YTO TPAHCIMHI'BH3M MOXET HCIIOJIB30BaThCS B CEMEHHOM KOHTEKCTE M CIOCOOCTBOBATH
HaCBIIIEHHOMY U MO3UTHBHOMY CeMEeWHOMY OOIIEHHIO. B yCIoBHAX BCeX Tpex CTpaH MPOUCXOIHUT
CTaHOBJICHWE HOBOW HOPMBI PYCCKOTO si3blka. CMeHa sI3bIKa MOJKET NPOHM30HMTH ObIcTpee, ueM
0’KHIANIOCh, U TOITOMY ATl POAUTENEH BaKHO MPEJOCTABUTD IETSIM BO3MOXKHOCTU IIPAKTHKOBATh
PYCCKHI SI3BIK B KAYECTBE IIEPBOTO.

KnioueBble CJI0Ba: mpanciuHe8u3M, MEHCNOKOIEHUECKas nepeoaya A3biKd, MHO20A3bl4uUe, A3bIK
MEHbUUHCMGA, PYCCKULL A3bIK

Jos uuTHpoBaHus:

Karpava S., Ringblom N., Zabrodskaja A. Translanguaging space and translanguaging practices
in multilingual Russian-speaking families. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4.
P. 931-957. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-931-957

1. Introduction

Applying the theories of family language policy (King et al. 2008) (hereafter
FLP), we explored divergent language choices within the family context, minority
and immigrant contexts of northern and southern Europe, in connection with

932



Sviatlana Karpava et al. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 931-957

available linguistic resources. FLP reflects language ideology, language policies in
the society (Lane 2010, Curdt-Christiansen 2014a), the immigrant experience of
parents (Curdt-Christiansen 2009), their beliefs (King & Fogle 2006) and parental
“impact beliefs” (Pérez Baez 2013). Previous research on state language policy
(Lane 2010, Curdt-Christiansen 2014b) has shown that macro factors affect parental
beliefs at the micro level, i. e. “impact beliefs” (Curdt-Christiansen 2009, Pérez
Béez 2013). Weak impact beliefs can lead to the inability to prevent language shift
and a lack of success regarding FLP, while high expectations of parents regarding
their children's future education and career opportunities with relation to
multilingualism lead to successful FLP and the raising of bilingual/multilingual
children.

By translanguaging we mean that a bilingual person has one integrated
linguistic system (Garcia 2009) as a result of flexible bilingualism and multiple
discursive practices. According to Li Wei (2011), translanguaging space is created
by and for translanguaging. In our previous study, we explored the way parents and
children in multilingual families communicate on a family level, demonstrating
how family language policy and translanguaging can support and enhance dynamic
multilingualism in the family and integrate Russian as a minority language in a
societal and educational context (Karpava et al. 2019).

In this paper, we suggest that looking closely at the complexities of
translanguaging space might enable FLP researchers to develop new ideas about
how the inclusion of all available linguistic resources into the ongoing social
practice of interacting works and, more generally, how translanguaging space is
organised. Multilingual interaction and translanguaging promote the strategic use
of language and the agency of speakers (Garcia & Li Wei 2014). Translanguaging
becomes a valuable resource and an ideological practice, especially in immigrant
and minority contexts (Garcia & Leiva 2014), which is relevant to our study.

Translanguaging is a complex phenomenon that cannot be viewed in simple
terms and from one perspective only, and should be studied in all of its complexity.
In this paper, one of the purposes is to explore this complexity. Translanguaging
practices can support and expand dynamic multilingualism and integrate a minority
or an immigrant language into a wider context. However, from the language
transmission perspective translanguaging can be highly controversial since it can
increase language change when used in more and more domains, especially when
families do not make conscious choices regarding specific language management
and have “laissez-faire” attitudes regarding language choice. We suggest that two
scenarios are possible here: either language change or a new variety of Russian that
is developed in the three countries studied (Cypriot Russian, Estonian Russian and
Swedish Russian). In this article, we focus on new varieties, and in our examples
we reveal the involvement of all family members in this process and, in general, the
results were positive.

This study aims to investigate multilingual interaction and translanguaging
practices, affected by translanguaging spaces and linguistic landscapes as well as
sociolinguistic situations, among Russian-speaking parents and their children in
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three different linguistic environments: Cyprus, Estonia and Sweden. Although
these countries have different geographical location, these are closely related to
Russia culturally, historically and/or economically: through past or recent intensive
migration, membership in political and economic unions and strategic partnerships,
and through stereotypes and the clichés of historical memory carrying both positive
and negative traits. In all the three countries, there are substantial Russian-speaking
communities which appeared there for different historical and political reasons: in
Estonia this happened mainly through colonisation during the imperial period and
Soviet era; post-revolutionary and post-Soviet emigration occurred in Sweden; and
Cyprus has become both a Russian tourism Mecca and a magnet for (rich) migrants
since the 1990s.

The data were collected using ethnographic participant observations. This
helped to gain a deeper understanding of how translanguaging practices are
managed in multilingual Russian-speaking families in three different environments
and what differences and similarities could be observed between them.

2. Theoretical framework for the present study: Translanguaging

Uninhibited switching between languages, i. €. code-switching, is considered
to be a norm. There are many different terms for code-switching: these include
“loanword” (Haugen 1950) or “borrowing” (Poplack & Sankoff 1984), “code-
mixing” (Appel & Muysken 1987), “transversion” (Clyne 2003) and “convergence”
(Gardner-Chloros 2009). Code-switching may cause language change (Thomason
2001). Heine & Kuteva (2005) view code-switching as a synonym of borrowing.
Matras (2009:114) distinguishes between situational switching and discourse-
related switching. Gardner-Chloros (2010) refers to code-switching, language
mixing and “fused lects” which can lead to language change.

Garcia & Li Wei (2014) proposed a translanguaging framework, according to
which bilingualism and multilingualism are not marked language practices, but
norms. The traditional view of bilingualism, with separate linguistic systems, is
rejected as bilingual/multilingual speakers translanguage and choose various
linguistic features depending on the context in creative and critical ways (L1 Wei
2011).

Translanguaging is a systematic pedagogic, scaffolding strategy of using two
or more languages in alternation that boost competence and performance in all of
the languages (Lewis et al. 2012). Translanguaging can be used spontaneously or
for pedagogical purposes (Garcia 2009). The former refers to the “ability of
multilingual speakers to shuttle between languages, treating the diverse languages
that form their repertoire as an integrated system” (Canagarajah 2011: 401); the
latter involves the scaffolding of comprehension in an educational setting, and is
also called pedagogical translanguaging, intentional translanguaging or classroom
translanguaging (Cenoz & Gorter 2017).

Spontaneous translanguaging is an essential part of bilingual/multilingual
social and language practice, it is not just code-switching or language mixing, and
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it presupposes code fluidity (Garcia & Li Wei 2014), depending on the situation
(Canagarajah 2015). Previous research on spontaneous translanguaging focused on
the use of English and an additional language, such as Spanish, Punjabi and
Mandarin, in English-speaking countries (Garcia 2009, Creese & Blackledge 2010,
Martinez-Roldan 2015, Gort & Sembiante 2015), regional minority languages and
educational contexts (Lewis et al. 2012, Garcia & Li Wei 2014, Garcia et al. 2016,
Garcia & Kleyn 2016).

Translanguaging allows bilinguals/multilinguals to create identities and to
participate in multilingual discursive practice in meaningful ways (Garcia 2009,
Canagarajah 2011). Translanguaging is described as an effective strategic
communication in which a speaker chooses necessary linguistic features from their
linguistic repertoire (Garcia & Li Wei 2014). According to Makalela (2015: 16),
translanguaging is “a fluid communicative language practice where the languages
of input and output were purposefully juxtaposed.” The focus of translanguaging is
on the cognitive and linguistic skills of the interlocutors in bilingual/multilingual
discourse. Garcia & Kleyn (2016: 14) proposed that “translanguaging refers to the
deployment of a speaker’s full linguistic repertoire, which does not in any way
correspond to the socially and politically defined boundaries of named languages.”

2.1. Translanguaging space

Lefebvre (1991) suggested the idea of social or socially produced space. Jewitt
(2016) views space as a semiotic resource. The term “spatial repertories” was
proposed by Pennycook and Otsuji (2014:161). Li Wei (2011) proposed the term
“translanguaging space,” which includes translanguaging practices, multilingual,
multimodal and multisensory communication, and meaning co-production:
language, cognitive and semiotic systems, attitudes, identities and ideologies are
involved (Garcia & Li Wei 2014, Hua et al. 2017). Translanguaging space
presupposes that signs and resources are interconnected for space production. As
suggested by Li Wei (2011), translanguaging space, i. e. socially constructed
contexts, allows individuals to use their linguistic resources for communication in
a strategic way. Translanguaging “transgresses and destabilizes language
hierarchies, and at the same time expands and extends practices that are typically
valued in school and in the everyday world of communities and homes” (Garcia &
Li Wei 2014: 68).

Translanguaging space is a space created by and for translanguaging practices,
a space where multilingual individuals integrate social spaces (and thus “language
codes”) that were formerly practised separately in different spaces by “bringing
together different dimensions of their personal history, experience and
environment, their attitude, belief and ideology, their cognitive and physical
capacity into one coordinated and meaningful performance” (Li Wei 2011: 1223).
It presupposes “multimodalities — gestures, objects, visual cues, touch, tone, sounds
and other modes of communication besides words — and online and digital media
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afford new translanguaging spaces and resources for multilingual and multimodal
communication” (Hua et al. 2015: 10).

Within the socio-cultural perspective, languaging is a social act in the process
of meaning construction that has a fluid, dynamic nature (Garcia 2009). Languages
are seen as semiotic resources and not discrete systems (Hua et al. 2015); “there are
no clear-cut boundaries between the languages of bilinguals...,” rather there is
“a languaging continuum that is accessed” (Garcia 2009: 47). Each language has its
functions associated with certain power, prestige and identity.

2.2. Translanguaging, FLP and minority/immigrant languages

Minority and immigrant languages are vulnerable. Hélot & De Mejia (2008)
have found that whether bilingualism is accepted or not depends on the status of the
language, whether it is prestigious or not; minority languages are usually non-
prestigious and are often associated with low socio-economic status, shame and
backwardness (Cenoz & Gorter 2017). As we showed earlier, the same language
(Russian in our case) can be more accepted in one setting/context and less accepted
in another (Karpava et al. 2020).

Translanguaging can increase the comprehension of minority languages (see
studies by Lowman et al. 2007: Maori vs. English, Lewis et al. 2012: Welsh vs.
English, Llurda et al. 2013: Catalan vs. English). The development of languages is
affected by socio-economic and socio-political factors. Translanguaging space
allows the act of translanguaging and creates the opportunity for flexible and
dynamic multilingual language use and the enhancement of cultural identities
(Canagarajah 2011). According to Otheguy et al. (2015: 283), translanguaging can
have a positive effect on minority languages. Sustainable translanguaging is
associated with balance, language awareness and metalinguistic awareness (Cenoz
& Gorter 2017). Balancing between different languages involves a process of
constant negotiation and here the role of Russian-speaking parents is especially
important. Translanguaging is jointly produced, and if co-conversationalists start
producing phrases and sentences relying more and more on majority language
resources, without using Russian words and structures, then a language shift occurs
in the speech of younger family members.

Garcia (2009), Cenoz & Gorter (2011, 2015) and Garcia & Li (2014) have
suggested the idea of an integrated linguistic repertoire. Otheguy et al. (2015) have
emphasised the importance of the legitimisation of translanguaging practices in
order to protect minority languages. Research on translanguaging and translingual
practices has shown that new multilingual ideologies are being developed (May
2014, Cenoz & Gorter 2015). Li Wei (2018) states that translanguaging can
empower speakers and can provide them with opportunities for the legitimate use
of various languages (Cenoz & Gorter 2019).

Language ideologies, social functions, political power and economic values,
as well as views and beliefs about languages and language practices (Curdt-
Christiansen 2009, 2014b, 2016) affect language choice, use and maintenance.

936



Sviatlana Karpava et al. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 931-957

There may be both agreement and disagreement regarding FLP among the
parents in one family that can affect language practice and management (King et al.
2008). Kirsh (2012) conducted research on Luxembourgish-English families in the
UK and how ideology in the mainstream society restricts the possibility of raising
bilingual children. A similar situation was observed by Ohlfearnain (2013) with
Irish Gaaeltacht, and by Simpson (2013) in Australia.

There is a hierarchical order in the use of languages and this can lead to
language maintenance, language shift or language loss. There is negotiation,
mediation and evaluation of identities and sociocultural values, which can be
accepted or rejected in bilingual/multilingual interaction (Curdt-Christiansen 2013,
2016).

Language policy is guided top down by governments and authorities and
bottom up by parents (Wiley & Garcia 2016), so the agency of parents should be
taken into consideration. A lot of families try to follow the “one person — one
language” strategy, but sometimes some flexibility is needed. Their language
practices can be quite complex and determine how they communicate: with parents,
children, siblings, relatives and friends, on-line, off-line and through different types
of input: TV, radio, internet, social media and newspapers, which can be associated
with multilingual discourse, code-switching, code-mixing and a flexible
translanguaging policy. Quite often, children can even act as translators for their
parents. There are some community bilingual schools that are characterised by
bilingual translanguaging practices (Creese & Blackledge 2010, Garcia et al. 2013,
Wiley 2014, Wiley & Garcia 2016).

Discourse strategies (minimal grasp, expressed guess, repetition, move on and
code-switch), parental effort, explicit/implicit language use, management and
planning can be wused to prevent language shift and to facilitate
bilingual/multilingual development (Lanza 2007). FLP is affected by both internal
and external social factors. Parents take into consideration social prestige,
educational empowerment, and socioeconomic gains when they decide which
language(s) to use at home with their children (Curdt-Christiansen 2009).

3. The sociolinguistic background to the study

Next, the sociolinguistic situations in the respective countries are considered.
The language situation, top-down language policy and ideologies influence a
particular set of values, symbols, narratives and emotions that enable Russian-
speakers to structure their real-life linguistic experiences.

3.1. The sociolinguistic situation in Cyprus

The sociolinguistic situation in Cyprus can be characterised as post-colonial,
as Cyprus is a former colony of Britain: English is widespread and is used for
communication throughout the island. The local population use two varieties of
Greek: Cypriot Greek and Standard Modern Greek. The Russian language is one of
the most popular foreign languages in Cyprus, after English.
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The Russian community in Cyprus is one of the largest foreign communities
on the island. The first immigrants came there in the late 1990s. Nearly
50,000 people from Russia and the former Soviet republics live in Cyprus
permanently; about 75% of these people are in Limassol. The Russian community
in Cyprus is the largest foreign language group. One part of this group is formed by
members of mixed marriage families, mainly between Russian women and Greek
Cypriot men, with bi- or multilingual Russian—Cypriot Greek children. There are
also immigrant families where mostly both partners are Russian and are seeking
long-term residence in Cyprus, so they speak Russian at home and English or Greek
outside the home.

Russian is a minority language in Cyprus, but it is becoming more and more
prestigious nowadays and is widely used. The Cypriots themselves can choose to
learn Russian in the lyceum (high school) and public schools or learn it in public or
private tutoring centres. Recently, good knowledge of Russian has become a
requirement for getting a job in Cyprus, especially in business and tourism. Cyprus
has become an attractive destination for Russian people for economic, political,
social, geo-political, personal and educational reasons.

There are several public and private Russian-speaking schools in Nicosia,
Limassol and Paphos. Russian-speaking children attend either Greek-speaking
public schools or English-speaking private schools, and some of them attend private
Russian-speaking schools. The Russian language and culture, and bilateral cultural,
humanitarian and scientific cooperation with the Republic of Cyprus are actively
promoted via the Russian Centre for Science and Culture, which was established in
1978 and is situated in the capital Nicosia. There are various Russian cultural
centres and Cyprus-Russian associations. The Cyprus Russian Festival and other
cultural events are organised throughout the year and promote Russian language
and culture in Cyprus. Both Cyprus and Russia are Orthodox Christian nations,
which is a strong cultural bond between them. Russian Orthodox churches are
located in Nicosia, Larnaca and Limassol.

The linguistic landscape in Cyprus is changing, becoming more and more
multilingual. This is related to the political economy of language and space. Taking
into consideration the increased valorisation and commodification of the Russian
language (Muth 2017) and the fact that the Russian community in Cyprus is one of
the largest on the island, as well as the post-colonial status of Cyprus and
widespread usage of English throughout the country, bilingual and multilingual
signs reflect the translanguaging practices of both the local population (English and
Greek) and the Russian-speakers in Cyprus. The majority of bilingual and
multilingual signs can be found in tourist areas, near the sea, in the main shopping
areas (shops, hair salons, pharmacies, entertainment venues, banks, currency
exchange offices, hotels and other accommodations, restaurants, real estate
development offices/advertisements, and car sales and rental firms); Figure 1 is an
example of switching between languages for economic reasons. Written in all
capitals, “FRESH CYPRUS FISH” is a full English translation of an original
Cypriot Greek explanation and an equivalent provided in Russian.
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Figure 1. English-Greek-Russian multilingual sign: fish tavern

3.2. The sociolinguistic situation in Estonia

The country’s large Russian-speaking population was formed mainly through
immigration during the Soviet period. The post-Soviet period in Estonia witnessed
a language shift: Estonian regained its official status and Russian suddenly lost its
strong position and became peripheral. This caused negative attitudes towards the
Estonian language and its speakers among Russian-speaking communities.

A control-oriented language policy aimed to purify all language use of any
external linguistic influence. According to the nation-building model, the main aim
was the introduction of Estonian as the first language for Estonians and as the
second language for non-Estonians. The goal was for the use of Estonian as the
official language to be normalised, regulated and standardised. Foreign language
speakers can gain citizenship only by demonstrating competence in the official
language. Besides being requirements for citizenship, language tests were
demanded of people in certain positions, e.g. employees in the service sector,
teachers, doctors and police. Current Estonian laws and policies do not facilitate the
maintenance of the Russian language. Language, citizenship and education laws
regulate only the knowledge and use of the Estonian language.

Different educational models for non-Estonian children, the Estonian-language
immersion programme in non-Estonian schools and the extending of teaching
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Estonian to kindergartens have created diversity in the language-learning pattern
across schools in Estonia. The demand for Estonian-language Ilearning
opportunities in schools is rising, and becoming multilingual is considered
beneficial in the job market.

In north-eastern Estonia, some towns still have an overwhelming majority of
Russian-speakers. Despite the fact that the number of Russian-speakers is quite
high, economic weakness does not allow the community to be culturally and
politically active.

Globalisation made English a very prominent language in Estonia. Currently
the language environment is developing through the interplay of Estonian- and
Russian-speech communities in the context of the European Union and the global
usage of English as a common lingua franca. The order of the kolm kohalikku keelt
“three local languages” in Estonia in the first fifteen years of the 21% century is
definitely Estonian, Russian and English (or perhaps Estonian, English and
Russian).

The situation in Estonia’s linguistic landscape is complex. On the one hand,
Estonian receives clear official support and is used significantly in the public
sphere. On the other hand, the shift in the perception of Russian from being a
marginalised minority language to a commodity with inherent economic value is
particularly salient with regard to the service-oriented industries: this is largely
reflected in the accommodation of Russian-speaking tourists, potential clients of
private businesses, which employ Russian as a marketing strategy. In addition,
English as a means of international market-driven commodification and a
globalising force is now widely used in the public space.

This situation involving three languages is clearly illustrated in Figure 2. If we
start reading it from the left, we notice that to the right of the restaurant “Hutorok
tpaktups” is located the liquor store “Lime beverage Alkoholipood.” On the
restaurant sign, the Russian lexical item “hutorok” (small farm) is transliterated into
Latin characters (xymopox > hutorok) according to the rules of Estonian spelling.
This may signal an appreciation of Estonian or perhaps just obedience to the Place
Name Act. Written entirely in capital letters, the Russian word “rpaktups” (tavern)
is written with EPs ('b) after the consonant at the end, as it used to be in tsarist
Russia. In 1917-1918, the usage of this letter became connected with the “tsarist
regime,” therefore the Bolsheviks issued a decree about new spelling, and as a result
the letter b remained only as the 28th letter of the alphabet. This re-appropriation
of the “useless 'b” contributes to nostalgic consumerism reminiscent of the Russian
empire era. As for the liquor store, its name is written fully in English — “lime
beverage” — and its services are in Estonian: “alkoholipood” (a liquor store).
Besides all of this linguistic creativity and interesting orthographic choices, the
restaurant provides Ukrainian folk cuisine.
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Figure 2. Latinised Russian-Imperial Russian and English-Estonian multilingual signage:
tavern and liquor store name signs

3.3. The sociolinguistic situation in Sweden

Sweden is nowadays a multilingual country with a large number of
immigrants. Russian immigration to Sweden started as early as the 1570s, when
some Russians fled to Sweden to avoid the Oprichnina. Since then, there have been
several immigration waves. However, Russian immigrants have never been a large
minority group in Sweden. In the early 1990s the Russian diaspora grew bigger
because of post-Soviet migration. Since Sweden does not gather any official
language statistics, it is very difficult to discover the exact number of people who
speak a particular language, including Russian. What complicates the case with the
Russian language even further is the fact that many Russian-speakers came from
other parts of the former Soviet Union, i.e. from former republics with mother
tongues other than Russian. According to Parkvall (2015: 276), there are about
30,000 Russian-speaking people in Sweden, which is 0.3% of the country’s
population of around 10 million people. The number of Russian-speaking
immigrants is steadily increasing.

Since Russian immigrants do not form one of the main migrant groups, they
do not live in distinct Russian communities as they do in several other European
countries. Rather, they have settled throughout Sweden, often isolated from each
other. Many of them have Swedish partners and live in their spouses’ home-towns.

All immigrant Russian children are entitled to study Russian in elementary
school (and in some cases even in pre-school), and mother tongue instruction is
provided as part of the regular educational system. Depending on where they live,
there are varying opportunities for Russian people to maintain their mother tongue
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and for their children to participate in mother tongue instruction. Presently, children
have the right to one hour of instruction per week if there are at least five children
with the same mother tongue. Russian-language transmission is supported both by
official minority language policies and by Russian communities. In addition,
Russian-speaking children can learn Russian in different circles and Saturday
schools organised by parents and teachers. Additional efforts must be made by
Russian-speaking parents, especially since help for Swedish-Russian bilingual
families is mostly available in large cities.

It is not surprising that in Sweden the functions of Russian in public signage
are reduced to the language of graffiti for personalisation purposes (e.g. “I love you,
Olechka”) or in museums, libraries and underground stations, as is shown in
Figure 3. In the case of the underground station, the letter "U" in the word
“JIMTEPATYPA”, “literature”, is mirrored for stylistic reasons. Russian is also
used in tourist attractions visited by many Russians.

Figure 3. Functions of Russian in Sweden public spacé: a language of graffiti and underground space

4. Methodological framework and research design

Ten families in each country were chosen for a closer look at family language
policies and translanguaging strategies. The main criterion for a mixed family to be
included in our dataset was that it consisted of an official language- (Cypriot Greek-
, Estonian- or Swedish-) speaking partner (a father) and a Russian-speaking partner
(a mother) who lived together with their child(ren) as one household, and that the
family members were not only inclined towards merging with the mainstream
society linguistically and culturally but also considered it important to preserve the
Russian language and culture. Notably, often the father’s relatives welcomed such
an approach.
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As a non-manipulative methodology, our ethnographic participant observation
aimed to observe language use in the widest possible range of situations: during
family meals, at indoor and outdoor entertainment activities, and for completing
homework assignments. Our aim was to search for spontaneous translanguaging
and to understand its nature as an essential part of bilingual language practice,
depending on a particular socio-linguistic and socio-cultural context as well as
translanguaging space. In this paper, we purposely do not include examples of
conversations in which a bilingual child spoke to a Russian-speaking family
member who was monolingual (for example, a grandmother who arrived from
Russia for a short visit or lived in another, mainly monolingual part of the country,
in the case of Estonia) and during which the number of language switches was very
low or even non-existent. On the one hand, this shows the child’s ability to
accommodate to the linguistic behaviour of his/her interlocutor and supports the
idea that translanguaging might be self-regulated, depending on the context and the
communication/interaction. On the other hand, the child might be mostly a listener
in such situations (which was true at least in the dialogues we had available), might
talk about familiar matters or respond to what was said, and ask for someone else’s
language help.

Using ethnographic participant observations and spontaneous oral
bilingual/multilingual production, our study attempted to describe how
communication was managed through translanguaging activities in multilingual
Russian-speaking families in Cyprus, Estonia and Sweden. The researchers made
regular home visits to the families. We tried to make sure that between 18 and 20
hours was spent with each family during the six months of the study (this fieldwork
ended right before the lock-downs in March 2020). The focus was on FLP, the
language repertoires of the family members, construction and negotiation of
implicit/ explicit FLP, and translanguaging.

Discourse analysis was used as an analytical tool in order to analyse recurring
issues, patterns regarding language ideologies and practices, attitudes, identities,
FLP enactment, ideologies and practice, and translanguaging space. We tried to
implement a qualitative discourse/conversation analytic approach (Walsh et al.
2011, Partington et al. 2013) for data analysis. We took into account that while
divergent language choices we encountered on a typical observation day might
seem inconsequential, they nevertheless constructed the translanguaging space in
which families lived, communicated family language policy-making and conveyed
family language ideologies.

The functions of translanguaging were categorised into types that would help
to explain the multifunctional nature of translanguaging. We did not find counting
statistical data on spontaneous language choices a useful tool here because relying
on a set of numbers about multiple forces in constant simultaneous interplay, such
as speakers’ linguistic competences, communicative goals and functions, without
understanding the social context of the interaction and the relationships between the
interlocutors, does not really contribute to understanding the enduring
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translanguaging spaces in which mixed families live. In addition, we implemented
an in-depth ethnographic landscape analysis of visible semiotic signs at home and
in public spaces (see Figures 1-3 as an example), trying to interpret their
indexicality and deeper layers of meaning in relation to multilingual situations in
the countries under investigation in line with the principles of the symbolic
construction of public spaces (Blommaert 2013).

5. Translanguaging space and language management in observed data

Our results show that parents in minority and immigrant contexts realised quite
soon the importance of early child literacy experiences at home. The parents tried
to enhance these experiences both in Russian and in the dominant language of the
country via (in)direct teaching through child-directed speech and meaning-focused
shared activities. According to the families, the usage of flexible bilingual and
bicultural materials aided in raising a bilingual and bicultural child with an
integrated linguistic and cultural system.

We examined the choices of books and other printed reading materials at
home: whether they were in Russian, the majority language of the country (Cypriot
Greek, Estonian or Swedish) and/or English (and other languages). We found that
not every family had strong reading habits. However, a multilingual
translanguaging space on a bookshelf might have been created so that various
Russian, English and majority language books indicated the coexistence of diverse
languages and cultures in the home. The families often preferred Russian fairy tales
because of their general caring, educative and benevolent nature. Some families
mentioned that they needed to adjust the language in the fairy tales and the stories
read to the children, for example by removing “old words” or replacing complex
syntactic constructions with easy ones, to ensure that the children would understand
the plots of the stories. Notably, the translanguaging space included not only
reading materials, but also writing materials.

Multilingual space might also be created with the help of various symbols and
cultural attributes: not only Russian cultural artefacts (e.g. Russian Matryoshka
dolls; Khokhloma, a Russian wood-painting handicraft style and national ornament;
Gzhel, a Russian style of blue and white ceramics; and a samovar or a kitchen tool
used as a batterie de cuisine) as well as shawls, Russian kosovorotki (peasant shirts)
and Russian forage caps. Russian-speaking participants tried to maintain strong
links with their homeland and brought different symbolic cultural items from
Russia. At home, these were put together with items of the majority and often
Anglo-American cultures, which could be a reflection of a translanguaging space.
This represented a new unified family culture policy formed on the basis of separate
cultural spaces, where children were introduced to not only linguistic and cultural
concepts but also historical elements shared by the two countries. By being included
naturally in the everyday life of the child, the Russian artefacts became as natural a
part of the child’s life as the Swedish/(Cypriot) Greek/Estonian ones.
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As we mentioned in Section 4, we collected photographic data of the linguistic
landscapes. Our aim was to examine whether multilingual translanguaging space in
Russian-speaking families is a (possible) reflection of the multilingual
translanguaging space of the society. The location, layout and index of signs in the
real space of Cyprus, Estonia and Sweden provided information about social
change, complexity and super-diversity on the individual family level. In Cyprus,
we found that there are many bilingual and multilingual public signs (Figure 1),
which provide evidence of the emergent multilingualism in the country that affects
language policy, the status of minority/immigrant language, their use, maintenance
and intergenerational transmission. The situation in Estonia’s linguistic landscape
is complicated (Figure 2). The before data show how Estonian and Russian are
combined on multilingual signs. If to touch upon distinctive features of particular
images and pay attention to the orthography and graphic representation of Estonian
and Russian, then their linguistic forms on multilingual signs are sometimes
combinations of the two languages or of the Latin and Cyrillic alphabets, or even
compromise forms, new creations, playful spellings or mixed structures. Russian in
today’s Sweden is basically not present in the public space except for some very
specific situations (Figure 3).

The approach to switching between the languages adopted by the research
participants, or what we call translanguaging in this paper, is considered to be a
norm in conversations between multilingual individuals in a family circle because
the content is available to all the interlocutors. Our longitudinal observations show
that both parents and children alternated languages because it allowed them to
create a shared translanguaging space, which facilitated interaction among
multilingual family members and allowed the full use of available linguistic
repertoires, where they could smoothly make meaning comprehensible and
establish inclusive family membership. In Example 1, a mother is sending her
children to school. She urges one child, who is late all the time, to hurry; the child
adapts her language choice to the preference of the mother but still uses both
Russian and Cypriot Greek.

(1) Cypriot Greek data:
— Bvicmpee cobupaiimecs 6 wikony.
The mother uses Russian, translated as “Get ready for school faster.”
— “Eva AemT6, 000G POV éVa AETTO.
The child uses Greek in order to answer, translated as “One minute, give
me one minute!”
— Tt 6cé€ 8pems onazoviséaeuin!
The mother continues to speak in Russian, translated as “You are late all
the time!”
— Hem, nenpasoa povo enipuepa. ..
The child uses both Russian and Greek, translanguaging in order to
respond, translated as “No, it is not true, only today.”

Such switching happens mostly on an unmarked basis, according to our data
from the three countries: in other words, speakers are conscious of what code is
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expected. Mostly translanguaging happens when people relax and do not control
their language use, as they have adjusted to one another and know well what is
acceptable with particular multilingual conversation partners. This is where
translanguaging becomes flexible multilingualism. We found that different factors
contributed to translanguaging milieu creation at home; they mainly were the
multilingual competence of family members; parents’ positive and sometimes even
encouraging attitude towards it, which makes children feel that it is a common
conversational repertoire shared and accepted by the family; and frequent
association of a majority- or English-language term with a particular phenomenon
in everyday life, whereas the level of competence in these languages did not restrict
or facilitate translanguaging. Our Russian-speaking family members had very
different educational backgrounds, levels of proficiency in the mainstream
language — Cypriot Greek, Estonian and Swedish — and in English, and various job
experiences. But, with the help of translanguaging, these multilingual speakers
created (new) identities and participated in multilingual discursive practice in a
meaningful way. The families created shared interactions, expanded with the help
of different linguistic resources, in which all family members were able to
participate on an equal basis and make proper interpretations, as in Example 2, in
which a dialogue involves speakers of younger and older generations using Greek,
Russian and English:

(2) Cypriot Greek data:
Daughter 1: Ilépe 0dracoa!
Let’s go to the sea!
Daughter 2: 0droaooa, 0draocoa... mope... mbl notidem Ha mope. ..
Sea, sea... sea... we will go to the sea...
Grandmother: Hado 2o6opums no-pyccku!
You should speak Russian!
Daughter 1: (to Grandmother): Ja, 6abywxa! Iownu Ha mope; Haoo
6351Mb NOJOMEHYA.
Yes, granny! Let's go the sea; we need to take the towels.
Grandmother: Jla, u Bony He 3a0yabTre!
Yes, and do not forget water!
Daughter 2:  “OK, let’s go!”

We suggest that social networking is likely to reinforce the ability to
translanguage, indexing divergent language choices about which word to use when
talking about a particular sort of thing, because what we have noticed is that one
feature common in the speech of those Russian-speaking family members who
networked with majority-language speakers of different ages outside the home was
a tendency to express in one word, several words or a short phrase a spontaneous
feeling or reaction. Children also engaged in similar situations when they started
negotiating their linguistic roles: it was hard to detect if it was a parent who started
saying a particular word simply as a statement of fact and this shaped the behaviour
of a child, or if a teenager had brought a phrase home from school or his/her social
network and initiated its use among younger siblings and parents.
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Occasional Swedish interjections appeared in otherwise Russian conversations
(or situations), for instance: men assa “oh, ass” (when a sandwich fell off the table),
oops! “oops” (when noticing that an SMS was sent to the wrong number), oh nej!
“oh no” (when discovering that the shop closed five minutes ago and now it is too
late to go), and va? “what?” (when surprised). In Estonia, Estonian exclamations
and other expressive and emotional utterances are very attractive as a locally
labelled style: aitab kiill! “that is enough!” (referring to an activity that must stop),
mida? “what?” (used in so many different types of situations that sometimes it is
unclear what discourse role is actually being assigned to it: associated with
difficulties, surprise, disagreement, referring to objects/situations/etc.), and nii “so”
(also used for many different purposes). In Cyprus, Russian-speaking family
members use English expressive and emotional utterances (e.g. “please”, “relax”,
“super” and “the best!”) if their relationships have stronger links with an
international community. English is used as a lingua franca (sometimes
interchangeably with Russian) and locally relevant social meanings occur regularly
if Russian-speakers work or communicate closely with Cypriots in Cypriot Greek.

The analysis of natural conversational data produced by mixed families in
Cyprus showed that very often the participants used English or Greek in the names
of shops, and for labels and goods. In Cyprus, translanguaging is a common
phenomenon, and sometimes it was easier for the participants to use a fixed phrase
or chunks of language in English, which is widespread throughout the island, or
Cypriot Greek to fill in lexical gaps, than it was to spend time searching for a
suitable equivalent and or a descriptive translation in Russian. A pragmatic function
of translanguaging in these countries is to cover semantically specific terminology,
as in Example (3), which is an excerpt from a Russian-speaking mother’s speech
regarding a specific shop where she buys different types of health products (note
that here English language elements are not integrated morphologically into a
Russian matrix):

(3) Cypriot Greek data:
B organic shop nokynaio, 6e3 narbmogoeo macna.
I buy it in an organic shop, without palm oil.

Consider also the shop names specifically used in a dialogue between family
members in Example 4. Translanguaging of this kind leads to full-fledged
borrowing of such terms:

(4) Cypriot Greek data:
— Kaxue maeazunvl cecoous pabomaiom?
Which shops are open today?”
— Hoamag pabomaem, ToOypno. ecezoa pabomaem, 6Oe3 GbIXOOHUIX,
006008 U npazoHUKos!
The Papas shop is open, and Sigma is always open, seven days a week,
without lunch breaks, and on holidays!
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In the case of translanguaging it is strange to talk about the grammar because
we are not dealing with properly formed phrases or sentences. But what makes
Estonian data different from Cypriot is the (full) morphosyntactic integration of
Estonian items into the Russian matrix, as in Example 5, in which, as the endings
of gender agreement in Russian adjectives indicate, the Estonian nouns toit “food”
and kohvik “cafe” are treated as Russian masculine nouns of the second declension
class. In addition, the Estonian noun kohvik follows the declension principles of
the accusative case, as required by Russian monolingual grammar rules:

(5) Estonian data:
Kakxoii toit npeonacaemcs 6 nosom kohvik-e?
What food is offered in the new café.PREP?

In Sweden, Russian-speaking family members insert Swedish words or phrases
when they either have no Russian equivalents (Example 6), or they do not remember
the exact translation at a particular moment, as in Example 7, in which a child
describes her school experiences.

(6) Swedish data:
Haoo nanucamo inkopslista.
I need to write out a shopping list.

(7) Swedish data:
Mpot na traslojd maxoe denanu.
We did this in labour class.

As particular circumstances and Swedish realities affect Russian-speakers,
those Swedish words are mainly used, as they are difficult to translate into Russian.
Similarly to Russian-Estonian data, a Swedish word might be morphologically
integrated into Russian: as the endings of a Russian verb and a Russian adjective
show, in Example 8, a Swedish noun is treated as having neutral gender. This might
also be called intentional translanguaging, as sometimes it is not only easier to insert
a Swedish word, as in Example 8 nirvaro “attendance”, since the Russian
equivalent is not as easily accessible, but it is also important to emphasise its official
significance:

(8) Swedish data:
OH 6ce20a na ypoku xo0ul. Y nezo Narvaro 6v110 cmonpoyeHmuoe.
He always attended lessons. His attendance was one hundred percent.

In Example 9, Swedish elements are treated as majority-language school-
related concepts that are used in preference to the Russian equivalents, whereas the
Swedish insertion prov “test” behaves as a Russian masculine noun, cf. with mecm
“test,” a Russian masculine noun with zero-ending:

(9) Swedish data:
Y nac 6w11 svenska prov no sirskrivning.
We had a Swedish spelling test.
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In Estonia, in Example 10, when chatting about school matters, a child starts
excitedly describing them:

(10) Estonian data:
H3-3a dpetaja maxou nioxoi tuju y mensa cecoous.
Because of the teacher I am in such a bad mood today.

Even within one short sentence, two switches occurred that show the intensity
of Estonian nouns. One of the insertions, tuju “mood,” has masculine gender
agreement with the Russian adjective, as the ending of the latter shows: niox-ou
“bad (MASC).”

Estonian nouns might also be adopted with the help of a demonstrative
pronoun, as in Example 11, where a Russian word points to the masculine gender
of an insertion:

(11) Estonian data:
A mne npasumcs smom luuletus.
But I like this poem.

Translanguaging is defined functionally and consists of languages relevant to
the current situation. Our comparative data demonstrate that nouns and interjections
are usually switched, and then other parts of speech that have their place in the
“switchability hierarchy” (Appel & Muysken 1987: 170—171), but these are
outside the scope of this paper. What we found is that when the mothers used
translanguaging themselves and did not correct their children’s mixing of
languages, the children seemed to have more relaxed attitudes to language mixing
and did not seem to reflect on what language to choose but just chose the language
that was most accessible at the moment. Thus, while most parents wanted to
preserve the quality of the Russian language and transmit it to their children, they
sometimes let the children use the language that was most convenient at particular
moments. Some parents noted that over time more domains were replaced by the
majority language, which led to a language shift. These parents went to a lot of
trouble to provide their children with the benefits of not only becoming but also
staying bilingual.

6. Discussion

The concept of translanguaging helped us to capture the dynamic nature of
languaging in Russian-speaking families. We implemented a social process
approach, with the focus on translanguaging and translanguaging space, potential
language variation and change. We dealt with diverse geographical and linguistic
contexts, various families and language combinations related to different attitudes,
beliefs, self-efficacy, expectations and behaviours.

We carried out a linguistic landscape analysis, where translanguaging space
and multi-faceted semiotic resources, multimodality and discoursivity are
ideological constructs and social events. We found some differences and
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similarities between the study participants in the three countries under investigation
regarding translanguaging practices. Sociolinguistic situations in the countries, the
size of the Russian community, the status of Russian (minority, immigrant, lingua
franca) — all these factors affected the translanguaging space at the levels of the
society and home, family domain.

The sociolinguistic realities had a potential impact on translanguaging and
intercultural communication of the participants. In Cyprus, translanguaging was a
common phenomenon in linguistic landscape and written communication. Due to
post-colonial situation, there are many bilingual, English-Greek signs, and the local
population uses two languages, (Cypriot) Greek and English, interchangeably. If in
Cyprus Russian can be characterised as a new lingua franca in public signage and
discourse, then in Sweden, it meets more needs of a marginalised minority group.
In Estonia, multilingual public spaces generate power struggles and the language
ideological dimension in a de jure monolingual society. All the three linguistic
landscapes clearly illustrated that Russian and dominant languages serve different
needs at home of multilingual Russian-speaking families and in the society,
covering these adequately. All this taken together definitely has had an impact on
the language choice, use and attitudes of Russian families and their translanguaging
space reflected the one of the mainstream society.

The translanguaging space created at home is based on pragmatically practical
reasons of mutual understanding, getting the message across, functional and
communicative purposes. More importantly, in Cyprus and Sweden,
translanguaging allowed keeping linguistic links with homeland, broadening the
horizons of children, and developing their intercultural competence, awareness and
communication skills.

Translanguaging was implemented as a communicative function, not a variety
or fixed code, a social practice based on a dynamic system, the pragmatic use of
linguistic and other (multimodal) resources, a repertoire including accommodation
and strategic skills. There was an interplay between children’s and parents’ multiple
language use, family language policy, language choices, management, informed
and useful decision, unique struggles and challenges that parents face.

In Estonia and Sweden, both parents and children were especially creative in
the use of grammatical resources for efficient and successful translingual
communication. In Cyprus, all the three available codes of the repertoires were
commonly employed. In all the three countries, children played overt and covert
roles in their own language use and many times affected parental language choices.
Via practising translanguaging children become aware of the power dynamics of
the languages involved, and they are able to develop personal and communal
agency. Thus, the children developed translingual communicative capacity and
mediation competence.

In Cyprus and Sweden, mothers in mixed-marriage families are the key agents
for the heritage language use, maintenance and transmission. Their bilingual
children are often the initiators of translanguaging as they speak two languages and
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have to communicate with their Russian-speaking mothers and majority language-
speaking fathers. They can also be mediators between their two parents. To
conclude, both linguistic and non-linguistic factors affected translanguaging
strategies and the construction of the traslanguaging space in Russian-speaking
families in Cyprus, Estonia and Sweden.

7. Conclusions

This study aimed to look into translanguaging space, societal changes, socio-
political structures in Cyprus, Estonia and Sweden, family language policy, the
interplay between language ideologies and language practices and management,
language use, maintenance and transmission, linguistic and cultural values, and
certain incongruities in language practices and ideologies, taking into consideration
both linguistic and non-linguistic factors, and macro- and micro-factors. This
linguistic ethnography project investigated translanguaging practices, the use of
multimodal resources, and the analysis of linguistic landscape.

It is impossible to cover all that we know about the Russian language in the
interplay with local majority languages and translanguaging but, based on our
results, we argue that a new norm of the Russian language (for the Swedish case,
see Ringblom 2012; for the Estonian case, see Zabrodskaja 2009) is being
developed in all the three settings and this topic will definitely be studied further. It
also seems to be likely that the socio-linguistic situation in each country affects
language attitudes and multilingual interaction practices in majority language—
Russian bilingual families.

Translanguaging takes place both at the word and intra-sentential levels. In
some contexts, longer insertions are a marked practice and these contexts need to
be investigated further in order to be able to draw any definite conclusions. Yet, it
seems that in families that see translanguaging as a natural way of communication,
such strategies are also more accepted and more widely used. Even though it may
be argued whether it is beneficial from the language transmission point of view,
language change has not happened in such families, probably because of the
positive attitude to the Russian language and because of the use of it even outside
the home domain.

We believe that while translanguaging practices can be used in family
conversational contexts and can contribute to the creation of a rich and positive
family repertoire, parents should also be aware of the fact that a language shift can
happen more quickly than they expect, and thus it is important for parents to provide
numerous opportunities for practising Russian as the L1 (see also Ivanova &
Zabrodskaja 2021). Even though both the children and the adults were able to
control which language they used and in what situations, sometimes this became
problematic.

Instead of continuing to use terminology from the dominant, official language,
it may be more appropriate to introduce the necessary terminology from the Russian
language, to make the child familiar with it and able to use it in his/her own
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communication; otherwise, children will not be able to function in Russian in
school, and the number of such communicative contexts where Russian is not used
will continue to grow. This requires a systematic approach in order to succeed and
to have a clear understanding that while translanguaging practices can support and
expand dynamic multilingualism and integrate Russian as a minority language into
a wider societal context, from the Russian intergenerational transmission
perspective, translanguaging can be highly controversial since it can enhance
language change when used in more and more domains, especially when families
do not make conscious choices regarding specific language management and have
“laissez-faire” attitudes regarding language choices and expanding translanguaging
within the family context.

Translanguaging can be seen both as a threat and an opportunity for minority
language development, its protection and its promotion (Cenoz & Gorter 2017). As
the norm becomes blurred, we suggest that, in early childhood, languages should
be separated as much as possible, but more research needs to be done on this topic.
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Abstract

This study aims to analyze linguistic contact in a written language on a sample of advertisements
for Russian-speaking immigrants in the German city of Nuremberg, where there is a well-developed
infrastructure for Russian-speaking immigrants, including the availability of periodicals. The study
has the following research questions: What functions do Russian and German, as well as other
languages, perform in advertisements in periodicals for Russian-speaking immigrants? Is there a
correlation between the subject matter of the ads and the language or languages used? What
phenomena of language contact found in the spoken language of Russian-speaking immigrants are
characteristic of advertisements? A corpus consisting of 443 advertisements, obtained through
continuous sampling from periodicals, was collected for the study. The analysis revealed that
Russian, German, English, Ukrainian, and Latin fulfil specific functions in the advertisements. It
was found that, depending on the subject matter, advertisers choose a particular language or
language combination for their ads. At the lexical and morphosyntactic levels were identified
borrowings from German and English, entirely or partially grammatically integrated into Russian,
and cases of code-switching between Russian and German. Thereby, the study highlights one aspect
of the linguistic situation of the Russian-speaking community in Germany and may implicitly serve
to assess the vitality of the Russian language in Germany.
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Bb160p A3bIKA U A3bIKOBON KOHTAKT
B IeYAaTHbIX PeKJIaMHbIX 06’ bABIEHUIX
JAJIS1 PyCCKOSI3bIYHBIX UMMHUIPAHTOB B [epMaHum

Anna PUTTEP

PerencOyprckuil yHuBepcurer
Pezencoype, I'epmanus

AHHOTAIHSA

Lenpro JaHHOTO WCCIIEAOBAHUSA SBJSICTCS aHATH3 BHIOOpA S3BIKA U SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB B ITHCH-
MEHHOH peur Ha MpUMepe PEKIaMHBIX OOBSIBIICHUH IJIST PYyCCKOSI3BIYHBIX UMMMHTPAHTOB. /laHHEIC
ObuTH coOpaHbl B HEMeIKoM ropoae HiopHOepr, rae mMeeTcst XOpomo pa3BuTasi HHPPaCTPYKTypa
JUIA PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX MMMUTPAHTOB, BKIIIOYAIOIIAsi B ceOs MEepPHOAWYECCKHUE TeYaTHBIE M3TaHUS.
B pamkax nccienoBaHus OBUTH MOCTABIEHBI CIETYIONINE HCCIE0BATENbCKIAE BOMPOCHL: (1) Kakue
(YHKIMH BBIMOJHSIOT PYCCKHI M HEMELIKHUH, a TaKXKe APYTHe SI3bIKU B PEKIIAMHBIX OOBSIBICHUSX B
HepI/IO}II/I‘IeCKI/IX IICYATHBIX U3JaHUAX OJIA pyCCKOHSBI‘-IHBIX I/IMMI/II'paHTOB; (2) CyH_[eCTByeT JIN CBA3b
MEXIY TEeMaTHKOH OOBSBICHHH W HCIIOJIb3YEMBIM SI3BIKOM WM si3bIKaMu; (3) Kakue (GpeHOMEHBI
SI3BIKOBOTO KOHTAKTa, BCTPEYAIOIINECS B YCTHOU PeYd PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX IMMHUTPAHTOB, XapaKTePHBI
JUIA PEKJIAMHBIX OOBsBICHHNA. MaTepuamoM HUCCICIOBaHUS TOCTYXWI KOPITYC, COCTOSINUN W3
443 pexiIaMHBIX OOBSBICHHUN, M3BICUYCHHBIX METOJOM CIDIONIHON BBHIOOPKH W3 IMEPHUOINICCKUX
MIEYaTHBIX W3JaHUNA. AHaIHU3 MOKa3all, YTO B OOBSBICHUAX HCIOIH30BAINCH PYCCKUH, HEMEIKUH,
AHTJIMACKAH, YKPaWHCKUHA S3BIKH M JIATHIHB, BHITIONHSIONINE OMpeeieHAbIe (YHKINU U, KaK Tpa-
BHJIO, HCIIOJIB3YEMBIE IUISI OTJCIBHBIX AJIEMEHTOB TEKCTa. Takke OBIIIO YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO HA BBIOOD
SI3BIKA WJIH SI3BIKOB OOBSBIICHUS BIUSET HX TeMaTuka. Ha yiekcudaeckoM M MOP(POCHHTaKCHIECKOM
YPOBHSIX OBLIH BBISBJICHBI 3aMMCTBOBAHHUS M3 HEMEIIKOTO U aHTJIMHCKOTO S3BIKOB, KOTOPEIE MOTHO-
CTBIO UJIX YaCTUYHO I‘paMMaTI/I‘IeCKI/I I/IHTerI/IpOBaHBI B pyCCKI/II‘/lI SA3BIK, a TAKXKC cnyan/I HepeKHIO-
YCHUSI KOJOB MEKIY PYCCKMM U HEMEIKHUM s3bIKaMH. TakuM 00pa3oM, MCCIIeOBAHUE OCBEINACT
OJIMH W3 acCIeKTOB S3BIKOBOM CUTyallMH PYCCKOS3BIYHOTO cooOIecTBa B ['epMaHUM U MOXKET
KOCBEHHO CITYXKHTB JJIs OICHKH XU3HECTIOCOOHOCTH PYCCKOTO s3bika B [ 'epMaHuy.

KiroueBblie c10Ba: MHO2053bIUUE, NEYAMHAS PEKNAMA, PYCCKOA3bIUHbIE UMMUuSpanmul 6 I epmanuu,
nepexoienue Kooos, 3aUMCme08anus

Jas nuTHpoBaHus:

Ritter A. Language choice and language contact in print advertisements for Russian-speaking
immigrants in Germany. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 958-980.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-958-980

1. Russian-speaking immigrants in Germany

The second half of the 1980s and the 1990s was marked by population outflows
from the Soviet Union, and later its 15 successor states to different countries of the
world, including Germany. This so-called 4th emigration wave (Kharitonova-
Akhvlediani 2011: 17-19) at the end of the 20th century was triggered by the
processes of political transformation and subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union
(Dietz & Roll 2019: 101). Today, along with immigrants from Turkey, Poland,
Romania, and the former Yugoslavia, Russian-speaking immigrants form one of
the largest immigrant communities in Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt 2019).
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According to the German Federal Statistical Office for 2019, there are about
3.5 million people from the former Soviet Union, 2.7 million of whom have
personal immigration experience (Statistisches Bundesamt 2019). These are mainly
immigrants from Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Ukraine. Most of them had
either no or limited knowledge of German when they arrived in Germany, considering
Russian as their first and often only language (Dietz & Roll 2019: 109-110).

Russian-speaking immigrants are divided into three groups (Kharitonova—
Akhvlediani 2011: 20-25, Dietz & Roll 2019: 103—108). The first and the most
numerous group form ethnic (Russian) Germans. They are the descendants of
Germans who migrated from various German regions to the Russian Empire in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Before 1941, the German settlers lived in
closed, religiously organized communities where they used only the German
language, or rather German dialects, and were thus virtually isolated from the rest
of society (Baur, Chlosta & Roll 2019: 82—83). In the summer of 1941, after the
German invasion of the Soviet Union began, the communities were abolished, and
Russian Germans were deported to Siberia, from where they were able to resettle
independently in the Soviet republics of Central Asia after the war. However, they
were never allowed to return to the European part of the USSR and rebuild their
autonomous republic (Worbs et al. 2013). Most of them lost their German dialects
due to heavy assimilation pressure and switched to Russian (Baur, Chlosta & Roll
2019: 88-91).

The second group of Russian-speaking immigrants consists of 235,000 people
of Jewish origin who arrived in Germany between 1991 and 2015 from the former
Soviet Union, including the Baltic States (Dietz & Roll 2019: 106). Almost none of
them spoke German upon arrival (Dietz & Roll 2019: 106).

The third group of at least 417,000 people (Ritter 2018: 236) consists of
Russian-speaking immigrants who moved to Germany for different reasons and
with varying levels of the German language. This group is sometimes divided into
the following subgroups: immigration due to studies, work, family reunification, or
as refugees (Kharitonova-Akhvlediani 2011: 23-25, Dietz & Roll 2019: 107-108).

The peak of the Russian-speaking immigration wave was at the beginning of
the 1990s when 150,000—-200,000 people came to Germany every year. Since 1996,
the number of arrivals has been decreasing (Haug & Sauer 2007: 20, Worbs et al.
2013: 32-33). Thus, the majority of immigrants have been living in Germany for
some 25-30 years. This long period, the significant size of the community, and
the relatively low level of German language skills (Kharitonova-Akhvlediani
2011: 41), at least in the first years after immigration, served as a precondition for
the development of Russian-speaking infrastructure in Germany. The infrastructure
includes, for example, grocery shops, travel agencies, transport companies, lawyers
and doctors specializing in Russian-speaking clients and patients, beauty salons,
cultural-educational centres, Russian nurseries, schools, as well as weekend schools
offering a variety of Russian language courses, music lessons, and choreography
classes.
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The Russian-speaking infrastructure also includes such media as print and
electronic periodicals, satellite TV, and one Russian-speaking radio station in
Berlin. Major print media include newspapers such as, for example, “/Iuamor”
(Dialogue), “Kpyrozop” (Horizons), “Kapsepa” (Career), “Pycckas 'epmanus”
(Russian Germany), “Paiionka” (Rayonka), “TB-O0yneBap” (TV Boulevard),
“Epeiickas nanopama” (Jewish Panorama), and journals “Y nac B baBapuu” (Here
in Bavaria), “Neue Zeiten” (New Times), “Ilaptaép” (Partner), and “Katroma”
(Katyusha). Many of these are distributed free of charge and are used primarily as
advertising space.

The developed Russian-speaking infrastructure, directly and indirectly, serves
to increase the vitality of the Russian language, which is the most widely spoken
Slavic language in Germany (Achterberg 2005). Furthermore, advertisements in
print media form part of the network of communication within the community,
which, however, does not live in isolation from the rest of German society. Most
Russian-speaking immigrants speak German to some extent, communicate in this
language at least at work or in public institutions, use German-language media, and
are thus bilingual (Dietz & Roll 2019, Meng 2019). Earlier studies in contact
linguistics show that the linguistic phenomena of borrowing, code-switching, and
code-mixing, i. e. between German and Russian, are characteristic of the spoken
language of Russian-speaking immigrants (Goldbach 2005, Pabst 2007, Pavlova
2019, Warditz 2019).

Based on this background information, the present study aims to answer the
following questions: What functions do Russian, German, and other languages have
in advertisements printed in the periodicals for Russian-speaking immigrants? Is
there a connection between the subject matter of the advertisements and the
language or languages used? What language contact phenomena, found in the
spoken language of Russian-speaking immigrants, are characteristic of
advertisements?

2. Theoretical background
2.1. Multilingualism, code-switching and borrowings

Linguistic contacts between people speaking different languages have existed
since time immemorial. These contacts were the results of trade, war, colonization,
migration, the spread of religions, or for other reasons (Stavans & Hoffmann 2015:
12—-19). However, the phenomenon of bilingualism and/or multilingualism only
gained attention in the twentieth century. Weinreich (1967: 1) and Haugen (1956:
9) used the term ‘bilingualism.” Weinreich (1967: 1) defines bilingualism as “the
practice of alternately using two languages”. Haugen (1956: 9) uses the term
‘bilingualism’ as a general term for all people who speak more than one language.
Contemporary definitions of the terms ‘bilingualism’ and ‘multilingualism’
highlight different aspects of the phenomenon. On the one hand, they emphasize
that multilingualism exists as a synonym for bilingualism. On the other, depending
on the context, the term ‘bilingualism’ indeed means only two languages (Swann et
al. 2004: 214-215).
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In the present study, the term ‘multilingualism’ is a synonym for the term
‘bilingualism.” Thus, people are described as multilingual if they have learned more
than one language during their lifetime. It does not matter whether the languages
were acquired naturally in the family or learned at school classes and in language
courses. Besides, in the context of immigration, the term 'life multilingualism' is
used (Gogolin 1998: 76-77), since for many immigrants, multilingualism is an
everyday practice of linguistic border-crossing and linguistic border existence
(Gogolin 1998: 92-93).

In this everyday practice, the linguistic border existence manifests itself in the
use of two or more languages in immigrants' speech and in the phenomena of code-
switching and borrowing. In this case, code refers to both languages and their
varieties, e. g. dialects (Riehl 2009: 20).

During recent decades, interest in the phenomenon of code-switching has
grown considerably, which is confirmed by numerous studies with all kinds of
language combinations (Gardner-Chloros 2011: 9). However, despite the diversity of
studies, or perhaps just because of this diversity, there is no consensus among scholars
on the definition for this term (Muysken 2000: 4, Riehl 2009: 20, Matras 2011: 101).
In the present study, the term ‘code-switching’ refers to speakers using more than one
language or language variety in the same utterance (Velupillai 2012: 404).

In recent decades, there have been studies looking at different aspects of the
phenomenon of code-switching in spoken language (Gardner-Chloros 2011,
Stavans & Hoffmann 2015 as examples). However, the phenomenon of code-
switching does not only apply to oral but also to written forms of communication,
such as advertisements and posters (Gardner-Chloros 2011: 6, Sebba 2012: 1).

Along with code-switching in colloquial speech, the phenomenon of
borrowing is widespread in the context of the use of two or more languages. The
integration of borrowings into the host language can occur at different levels:
phonological, morphological, semantic, and graphic (Gardner-Chloros 2011).
Borrowings may be integrated morphologically and syntactically by adding endings
and syntactic functions from the host language, such as in the expression 'du bikest'
where the English word receives a German verb ending (Riehl 2009: 21-22), or they
may acquire an additional morphological feature, such as the word 'le weekend'
borrowed from English into French and given an article (Swann et al. 2004: 30). In
other cases, borrowings are not phonetically integrated, such as the words
'Restaurant' and 'Pendant' borrowed from French into German (Riehl 2009: 22). In
addition, borrowings may be widespread within a certain linguistic community
when not only bilinguals but also monolinguals can understand them (Swann
et al. 2004).

It is not always possible to accurately distinguish the phenomenon of code-
switching from the phenomenon of borrowing. Opinions on this issue differ in the
scientific literature (Riehl 2009: 21). The present study supports the view that both
phenomena — borrowing and code-switching — are on a so-called continuum (Matras
2011: 113).
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2.2. Multilingualism in advertising texts

Advertising in contexts such as television, radio, film, print, internet, and
outdoor advertising is an integral part of everyday life for modern people. As for
any complex and multi-dimensional phenomenon, there are many definitions to
describe advertising. These definitions consider both the process of creating
advertising products and their relationship to the target audience from different
angles. From the perspective of economic theory, advertising is a tool that is used
as part of the overall marketing mix to achieve specific marketing goals (Rogge
2000: 28). Advertising is a form of communication between people which is
initiated, shaped and paid for by a specific advertiser and directed to recipients
whose specific composition is indefinite (cf. Armstrong 2010, Arslanagic-Kalajdzic
& Zabkar 2016). Based on cultural theory, advertising, especially its linguistic
component, is a mirror of the culture in which it emerges, e. g. American, German
or Russian (cf. Roche 2001: 11-13). Finally, from the point of view of the cognitive
process, advertising, or more precisely the creation of advertising products, is
inextricably linked to creativity (McStay 2013).

Although the specific composition of the addressees of advertising is
indefinite, we can say of the target audience that there are advertisements for
political, economic, religious, or cultural purposes. Economical advertising consists
of advertising for political-economic purposes of the state, advertising of
enterprises, and advertising of individual enterprise functions, e. g. to increase the
sales of goods or services provided by the enterprise (Schweiger & Schrattenecker
1995: 11). The last two of these cases constitute the focus of the present article.

Advertising reaches its recipients via the media through numerous channels,
one of which is print advertisements. The main components of a classic print
advertisement include a headline, informative text, slogan, product name, logo, and
a graphic image (Janich 2001). The text in an advertisement may be short or long.
Short texts have no more than five sentences and have an eye-catching optical
character. They have a persuasive rather than informative function and serve to
increase the credibility of the advertised product. Long texts in print advertisements,
on the other hand, primarily have an informative function and therefore include a
more detailed and substantive description of the product or service advertised
(Janich 2001: 47).

Language (or languages) play/s a relevant role in advertising, including print
advertisements (Sebba 2012). Multilingualism is gradually becoming a large-scale
phenomenon in the language of advertising and will presumably continue to grow.
In terms of linguistic analysis, multilingual advertisements display the phenomena
of code-switching, code-mixing, and borrowing in written speech (Gardner-Chloros
2011: 5-6).

To achieve a greater effect, advertisers often use foreign words or expressions,
which in the context of advertising are expected to have a particularly positive
influence on the target audience (Kupper 2003: 23-24, Zhiganova 2016: 228). Since
English is the most widely learned language in the modern world, as well as the
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language of international communication in many spheres of life, anglicisms are
frequently used in advertisements in countries such as Germany, France, or South
Korea, even when the target audience of the advertisement is exclusively the local
population (Kupper 2003, Zhiganova 2016, Ahn, La Ferle & Lee 2017).
Advertisements that use two or more languages can also target tourists, as shown
in a study on Russian-language advertisements in the Chinese border cities of Heihe
and Hunchun (Oglezneva, Petrova & Ying 2016), or the immigrant community, as
shown in studies on the use of English and Spanish, or English and Russian
in immigrant communities in the US (Angermeyer 2012, Garcia Quintana &
Nichols 2016).

3. Data and research method

The present study of advertisements was carried out on print media in the
Bavarian city of Nuremberg, which is one of the centres of Russian-speaking
immigration. According to Nuremberg city administration's statistics, Russian-
speaking immigrants make up 6% of the city's total population and are one of the
largest immigrant communities along with Turkish and Romanian (6% and 4.3% of
the total population, respectively) (Stadt Niirnberg 2011). Consequently, a well-
developed infrastructure is present in Nuremberg, including several grocery shops
with typical post-Soviet food products and a Russian-German cultural centre where
German, Bavarian, and local print periodicals for Russian-speaking immigrants are
distributed.

The basis of the study is the corpus of 443 advertisements from print media
targeted at Russian-speaking immigrants as of September 2019. The advertisements
serve as primary sources of information, while the newspapers and magazines,
which they are from, serve as metadata, as they provide additional information for
the context. All collected advertisements are commercial advertisements. The
advertisers in the advertisements are small and medium-sized businesses as well as
individuals. The vast majority of the advertisements (437 advertisements, 98.4%),
which are in colour shades, different fonts, and have the main elements of a classic
print advertisement, include short texts with a persuasive function. Only six
advertisements (1.6%) contain long texts with an informative function, as they
describe offered products and services in detail.

The specific composition of the target audience for the advertisements studied
is not defined. However, the analysis of the products and services offered shows
that they target individuals living permanently in Germany but using Russian daily.
The content of advertisements offering consular services and travel agency
advertisements, €. g. tourist trips from Germany to other countries and airline tickets
to various cities in Russia and Kazakhstan, confirm this assumption.

Earlier studies characterize this target group as a “symbolic community of
Soviet immigrants” who are, among other things, “united by language” (Goldbach
2005: 24-25). The present study proposes to consider the target audience as a
symbolic community of immigrants from the post-Soviet area, for whom Russian
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is a native language, or one regularly used, and serves as a unifying factor for the
community. In addition, advertisements show that the target audience is to some
extent proficient in German, but perhaps not completely so, as advertisements
for legal or medical services, for example, include such expressions as
“pycckosi3prunblii - agBokatr”  (Russian-speaking lawyer), “pycCKOSI3BIYHBIHA
nepcorar” (Russian-speaking staff), or “roopum mo-pyccku” ([we] speak
Russian).

The analysis of the material was conducted at two levels: sociolinguistic and
linguistic. The quantitative data analysis, followed by an interpretation of the
results, aims to draw conclusions at a sociolinguistic level. For this purpose, all
advertisements were sorted by subject and language, considering different
combinations and the number of languages used. The qualitative data analysis aims
to identify language contact phenomena, interpret their use, and compare the results
with those from similar studies.

4. Results
4.1. Functions of languages in advertisements

The first research question deals with the functions that Russian, German, and
other languages, if any, have in advertisements printed in the periodicals for
Russian-speaking immigrants. Five languages were found in the advertisements:
Russian, German, English, Ukrainian, and Latin (see Table 1). However, only three
of them — Russian, German, and Ukrainian were used in the advertisements
individually, i. e. without combinations with other languages.

Table 1
Distribution of languages in advertisements

language or languages in an advertisement in figures as percentage
1 Russian and German 345 77.9
2 Russian 72 16.2
3 Russian, German, and English 10 2.3
4 German 9 2.0
5 Ukrainian 3 0.7
6 | Russian and English 2 0.5
7 Ukrainian and German 1 0.2
8 Russian, German, and Latin 1 0.2

total 443 100

Table 1 gathers all the language combinations found in the advertisements. The
table shows that most advertisements are multilingual, primarily in two languages:
Russian and German (345 advertisements, 77.9%). This language combination is
understandable in terms of the perceived language knowledge of the target
audience, for whom Russian is likely to be the first language and German the
second. The second most common combination, using Russian, German, and
English, was found in 10 advertisements (2.3%). In addition, two advertisements
use Russian and English, and one each uses Ukrainian and German as well as
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Russian, German, and Latin. The remaining 84 advertisements, representing about
19% of the total number, were written in one language, which is usually Russian
(72 advertisements, 16.2%).

4.1.1. Russian and German and their functions in advertisements

As described in Section 2.2, a print advertisement can consist of several
constituent elements, varying according to the advertiser's objectives. The study
shows that the different constituent elements of multilingual advertisements
(business or product name, slogans, informative text, service description, contact
information, and personal names) include Russian and / or German. Thus, both
languages can fulfil different functions.

The Russian language dominates in the elements of advertisements such as
headlines, slogans, product, or service names, descriptions, and informative text. In
headlines, slogans, and product, or service names, the Russian language performs
the functions of attracting attention and introducing, for example, Enena Bexmann’
3Haem, Kaxk coenamv sawu 3y6wl 300posvimu, a yavloky neompazumoii! (Elena
Beckmann knows how to make your teeth healthy and your smile irresistible!),
Omuxpuisaiime mup ¢ namu! (Discover the world with us!), Mei ¢ Bamu 6 onu Baweii
ckopou. (We are with you in your time of need.), Kaogwowiti uenogex — smo
Bcenennas. (Every person is the universe.), C namu naoéxcro! (It is safe with us!).
As a rule, these elements are highlighted in the advertisements in bright colour,
large, or bold type and are immediately apparent. Since the advertisements target
the Russian-speaking community, one may assume that advertisers want to attract
potential customers or buyers by using a language that is easier to understand.
Noteworthy, however, in some advertisements are the names of products,
or services that first appear in larger or bolder type in Russian, and then in
smaller type, or in brackets in German, e. g. Poibonoguwiii bunem (Angelschein)
(Fishing ticket).

Such elements of advertisements as informative texts and descriptions (short
listings) of products or services in most multilingual advertisements analyzed are
also in Russian. Here, the Russian language performs an informative function,
especially in the description of medical, cosmetic, or consular services. The use of
Russian may be explained by the desire of advertisers to provide detailed
information about their products or services in a way that is as accessible and
comprehensible as possible. From this it follows that not all recipients are familiar
with the relevant terms in German. The only exceptions are descriptions of legal
services which use German terms. In several advertisements, there are services
listed in German in bold type, and their explanations in Russian in brackets, e. g.
Strafrecht (6oposcmeo, hapkomuxu, menectvie nogpedcoerus u op.) (Criminal law
(theft, drugs, bodily injury, etc.)). In these advertisements, Russian and German

! All personal names have been changed for the sake of anonymity.
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have reverse functions. The German language has an attention-grabbing function,
while the Russian language has a clarifying function.

German includes predominantly such elements of advertisements as company
names, logos, and contact details of the advertisers written in Latin characters. The
use of German, in this case, is understandable because both advertisers and
addressees in the advertisements studied are physically located in Germany. Only
in one ad was the name of an elderly care service found, which was taken from the
Russian language: Ujut (yiom) (coziness). Thus, the German language performs the
informative function here.

However, German has different options in the names of the companies, and the
descriptions of the contact details. Along with names like MultiMarkt (literally:
multi market), and MixMarkt (literally: mixed market) for shops, or Mill Reisen
(Mill travel), Blick Reisen (Blick travel), and Weber Reisedienst (Weber travel
service) for travel agencies, advertisements for medical clinics, and lawyers' offices
also use both languages. For example, Rechtsanwalt Viktor Schenk / aosoxam
Buxmop Illenx” (lawyer Viktor Schenk) with duplicated information, or
MedxcpeuoHanvublil ypoarocudeckuti Praxis Dr. S. Bondar (interregional urology
surgery Dr. S. Bondar) when languages are mixed (see Section 4.3). When
describing the contact information, especially in the case of physical addresses of
the companies, there are examples where Russian has an explanatory function, e. g.
Asmobyc Ne57 om cmanyuu mempo Langwasser Mitte (Franken Center) 0o ocm.
Moorenbrunn (Bus number 57 from Langwasser Mitte (Franken Center) metro
station to Moorenbrunn stop), 0se munymol newikom om cmanyuu mempo U3/U6
Miinchner Freiheit, 6xo0 ¢ ynuywvl SiegfriedstrafSe, cnpasa om pecmopana Mocca
(two minutes’ walk from U3/U6 Miinchner Freiheit metro station, entrance from
SiegfriedstraBe, right side of Mocca restaurant). The fact that advertisers want to
help their potential customers to find the right address quicker, explains the use of
Russian here. In addition, several ads also have uacs npuéma (opening hours), or
“gacel padoThr” (business hours) in Russian.

Different options and the use of two languages characterize the spelling of
personal names, although all of the advertisers live in Germany and could have
written their names exclusively in Latin characters. The first option is the use of the
Latin alphabet, for example, for the names of lawyers, doctors, or translators. The
second is the use of the Cyrillic alphabet only. This variant was used primarily for
personal names of people offering repair and renovation work, non-traditional
healing, or spiritual practices, and less frequently for names of lawyers, doctors,
and translators. The use of the Cyrillic variant of personal names can be partly
explained by the nature of the services provided. In services such as spiritual
practices, the use of Cyrillic can work as a positive factor indicating a less formal
and more trusting atmosphere when working with clients.

The third option for personal names is the use of both languages. Noteworthy,
in some of these cases, is that the names in German and Russian were different, for
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example, fOpuii (Yuri) and Jiirgen, Hean (Ivan) and Johann, or Jles (Lev) and
Leon. Therefore, the use of two languages may be explained by the desire of
advertisers to duplicate information to make it easier to find, and, perhaps, by the
desire to show that, despite their German names, they are natives of the former
Soviet Union and speak Russian. The German first names were probably the result
of replacing the Russian names with similar-sounding ones after moving to
Germany.

4.1.2. Ukrainian

Ukrainian is the subject of four advertisements for immigrants from Ukraine.
Three advertisements are entirely in Ukrainian and deal with passenger transport
between Germany and Ukraine. The fourth advertisement is in Ukrainian and
German and offers translation services. Therefore, the Ukrainian language is used
to attract the relevant target audience, which may also speak Russian and use the
Russian-speaking infrastructure.

4.1.3. English

English, or more precisely, borrowings from English (see Section 4.3) is part
of twelve advertisements, in terms like, e. g. online shop, last minute, anti-aging,
master of science in oral implantology. The first three examples refer to borrowings
from English into German, which can also be found in German advertising texts
(Zhiganova 2016: 226). The authors of the advertisements may not know the
equivalents of these expressions in Russian, because in several other advertisements
were found expressions like eopswue nymésku instead of last minute, and ounaiin-
mazasun instead of online shop. The fourth example refers to an academic degree,
which was probably obtained in an English-speaking country and was, therefore,
transferred to the German text without translation.

4.1.4. Latin

The use of Latin was recorded only once, in the form of the proverb anima
sana in corpore sano (in a healthy body a healthy spirit) in the advertisement of a
dentist. In this case, the use of Latin is probably a decoration of the text.

4.2. Subjects of advertisements and language use

The second research question asks whether there is a relationship between the
subject matter of the advertisements and the language or languages used. Based on
the analysis, all advertisements were sorted by subject into 20 groups (see Table 2).
The subjects of advertisements cover different areas of life, ranging from legal,
consular, medical, and financial services to cultural events, holidays for children,
spiritual practices, and funeral services.
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Table 2
Breakdown of advertisements by subject
subject in figures as percentage
1 tourism and transport 92 20.8
2 medicine 75 16.9
3 legal services 40 9

4 goods 35 7.9

5 translation services 24 5.4

6 beauty salons 23 5.2

7 funeral services 21 4.7

8 cars 16 3.6

9 grocery shops 15 3.4

10 consular services 14 3.2
11 spiritual practices 14 3.2
12 media 14 3.2
13 restaurants 12 2.7
14 | finance and credit 10 2.2
15 cultural events 8 1.8
16 | job advertisements 8 1.8
17 repair and finishing work 6 1.4
18 courses and events for children 4 0.9
19 marriage in Denmark 4 0.9
20 diverse 8 1.8
total 443 100

The two most numerous groups of advertisements are tourism and transport,
and medicine. Thus, these groups and their thematic relationship with language use
will be treated separately.

The biggest number of advertisements (20.8%) belongs to the group tourism
and transport, represented by travel agencies and companies providing diverse
forms of passenger transport. It follows from the advertisements that these
companies specialize in Russian-speaking customers because they offer airline
tickets and tourist trips to the former Soviet Union countries, as well as visas and
postal services. The presence of many advertisements in this group is, on the one
hand, due to the size of the Russian-speaking community in Germany and, on the
other, to the relative geographical distance of Russian-speaking immigrants from
countries like Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, or parts of Russia from which they
emigrated.

All advertisements in this group are multilingual with either German and
Russian, or German and Ukrainian. However, Russian predominates, as headlines,
slogans, short informative texts, and listings of services are mostly written in
Russian. The predominance of Russian may be explained by the geographical
specialization of the advertisers’ products. German appears in all advertisements to
convey the contact details of companies and, in some cases, in geographical names,
e. g. Meersburg. Furthermore, in several advertisements, words or phrases in
German were found in bold or in red, as in German travel advertisements, e. g.
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Friihbucherrabatt (early bird rebate), VIP-Klasse (vip class), Neu (new), Jetzt
buchen (book now).

The second-largest group of advertisements (16.9%) relates to medicine. This
group consists of advertisements for private doctors' surgeries and clinics, mainly
dental clinics, where either the doctors themselves are from the former Soviet
Union, or some of the staff speak Russian. This group also includes care services
for the sick and elderly. The large number of advertisements in the medical field
are explained by the fact that medical vocabulary is too specific and unfamiliar to
most immigrants. Therefore, doctors or nursing staff who speak the patients’ native
language and understand them better have a clear advantage over doctors who do
not speak Russian.

The advertisements from the group medicine contain both languages. The list
of services and slogans is usually written in Russian. Only a few advertisements
include the same short, informative text in both languages. In addition to contact
information, some advertisements also include qualifications of doctors in German,
e. g Dr. med. dent., Facharzt fiir Allgemeinmedizin (general practitioner),
Professor (professor), or the specialization of the doctor's office, e. g.
Kieferorthopddie (orthodontics). As mentioned earlier, most Russian-speaking
immigrants are not familiar with the medical vocabulary in German. However, there
are no advertisements in Russian only in this group.

The advertisements on other subjects were divided into three groups depending
on the languages or language combinations. In the first (and most numerous) group
are ads where Russian is the predominant language. These include advertisements
for goods, consular services, spiritual practices, restaurants, cultural events,
beauty salons, job advertisements, and courses and events for children. However,
within the group, there are significant differences between the advertisements for
the particular subjects. For example, the group of advertisements labelled spiritual
practices includes fortune-tellers, healers, psychics, and sorcerers, how they call
themselves, and also advertisements for Christian churches. Half of the
advertisements on this subject contain a telephone number, without an address, and
use only Russian. The advertisements for restaurants and beauty salons use
German only for contact information. This may be explained by the fact that
advertisers want to emphasize the specifics of their services exclusively for
Russian-speaking customers. The situation is different in the goods advertisements.
Most of them use Russian to refer to certain products, and German only in the case
of a specific model of a product.

The second group includes advertisements for media, marriage in Denmark,
and repair and finishing work, where absolutely all advertisements are in Russian.
These advertisements contain only telephone numbers (repair and finishing work,
marriage in Denmark) or website addresses (marriage in Denmark, media). In this
case, it is possible that the advertisers deliberately chose Russian, because they do
not expect their potential customers to have sufficient knowledge of German.
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The third group includes advertisements for legal services, tramslation
services, cars, finance and credit, and grocery shops using both languages, but
without the predominance of Russian. In this group, there are advertisements where
the entire information is given in both Russian and German (translation services),
where German is predominant (legal services), or where the advertisements are
entirely in German (finance and credit, translation services, cars, legal services).
The more frequent use of German, specifically in advertisements on these subjects,
may be a result of the pragmatical thinking of advertisers. Despite specializing in
Russian-speaking clients, they still want to attract non-Russian-speaking customers
as well. For example, grocery shops offer Polish products and use German in their
advertisements to reach Polish immigrants in Germany who visit these shops. The
use of German may also result from the desire of advertisers to save advertising
costs and print only one version of the ad in different print media, e. g. in the case
of law offices or companies selling car parts. It is noteworthy, however, that no
subject group consists entirely of advertisements written in German only.

4.3. Language contact phenomena in advertisements

The third research question focus on the language contact phenomena specific
to advertisements. Earlier studies show that language contact phenomena in the
immigrant speech primarily appear at the lexical and prosodic levels (Riehl 2009,
Matras 2011, Warditz 2019). After a longer period of contact between two
languages, these phenomena emerge at the levels of morphology and syntax.
However, there are exceptions when language contact phenomena are present at
different language levels after a brief contact between two languages (Weinreich
1967, Warditz 2019). The analysis carried out in this study found language contact
phenomena at the lexical and morphosyntactic levels. Most of them are the result
of the contact between German and Russian. A few cases of contact between
German, Russian, and English are part of the present study.

4.3.1. Lexical level

a) Borrowings without an equivalent in Russian

As in the spoken language of Russian-speaking immigrants, print
advertisements contain concepts and phenomena, which are either specific to
Germany, or have no exact translation into Russian. One example is the German
word Praxis (surgery) and its derivatives Arztpraxis, Zahnarztpraxis (doctor’s
surgery, dental surgery), which may be translated into Russian as ‘dactHbIi
BpaueOHbIi kabunet’ (private doctor's office), ‘kabuner Bpaua’ (doctor's office),
or even ‘yacTtHas MeauIMHCKas kinuHuKa (private medical clinic) (cf. Goldbach
2005: 53).

Four options for this word were found in the advertisements studied. First
option: German term written in Latin characters, e. g. Zahnarztpraxis (dental
surgery). Second option: a mixture of languages and alphabets, e. g.
cmomamonoeuweckuti Praxis (dental surgery). In this option, the word ‘Praxis,’
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which in German is feminine gender, is borrowed into Russian, and according to
the rules of determining the gender in Russian, becomes masculine. Hence, the
adjective ‘cromartonoruueckuii’ also becomes masculine. The third option differs
from the second only in the sense that both words are written in Cyrillic characters,
e. g. puzuomepanesmuueckuti npaxcuc (physiotherapeutic surgery).

Fourth option: the use of the word ‘mpakcuc’ in the masculine gender as an
independent member of a sentence in Russian, e. g. Haw npaxcuc nepeexan. (Our
surgery has moved.), or Ilpakcuc pacnonosicen 6 150 mempax om cmanyuu mempo.
(The surgery is located 150 meters from the metro station.). Furthermore, several
advertisements contain variants with vocabulary of similar meaning used instead of
the word ‘Praxis.” Some advertisers replaced it with a Russian word ‘mpaktuka’
(practice), e. g. cmomamonocuyeckas npakmuka (literally: dental practice). Other
advertisements contain the following terms: wacmusiti opmoneouueckuii
uncmumym (literally: private orthopedic institute), and yponocuueckas xkaunuxa
(urological clinic). Some advertisements do not mention the name of the
organization at all, but use the doctor's specialization, e. g. épau yxo-eopno-roc
(literally: ear, nose and throat doctor), or épau-xapouonoe (cardiologist).

Another German word that is characteristic of everyday life in Germany and
has no equivalent in Russian (cf. Pabst 2007: 69 and 75) is ‘Termin’ (appointment).
Depending on the specific situation and context, this word may be translated into
Russian as ‘mpuém’ (appointment), e.g. with a doctor, ‘koHCymbTaIs’
(consultation), e.g. with a lawyer or a doctor, ‘BcTpeua, Ha3Ha4YeHHas Ha
ompenenénHoe BpeMms® (meeting set for a certain time), ‘Ha3HauYEHHBIA CPOK’
(appointed time), or ‘Ha3zHavenHas gara’ (fixed date). In the spoken language of
Russian-speaking immigrants in Germany, the word ‘Termin’ is used quite often
(Goldbach 2005: 54, Pabst 2007: 69).

In the present study, the use of this word was recorded in written language, e.
g. Ilozabomvmecsy 0 mepmune no menegony (Arrange an appointment by phone),
or mepmuHbl no 0oeosopénnocmu (appointments by arrangement). In both
examples, the German word ‘Termin’ was integrated morphologically (case
endings and plural endings), and graphically (written in Cyrillic characters with a
lowercase initial letter). In addition, several medical advertisements contain such
translations as 3anuce Ha koucyremayuro (making of an appointment), and
3anuwumecwv na npuém (Make an appointment).

Furthermore, the German word ‘Amt’ (department), found in two medical
advertisements, is often used in the spoken language in a Russian-speaking
immigrant environment (Goldbach 2005, Pabst 2007). This word was also
integrated morphologically into Russian and received the masculine gender as well
as the plural ending according to the rules of the Russian language: conposoarcoenue
6 ammul (escorting to departments), and conpososcoaem 6 ammer ([we] escort
to departments).

In travel advertisements, the most frequent case was the German term
‘Pauschalreise’ (package tour), which may be translated into Russian as ‘typ’
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(tour), ‘maketHslii Typ® (package tour), or ‘KOMIUIEKCHAs! TYpPUCTHUYECKAs MOE3/Ka’
(all-inclusive tourist trip). Some advertisements use the German term
‘Pauschalreise’ without integration into the Russian language. Other
advertisements use Russian words with similar meaning like ‘moesnku’ (trips), or
‘akckypcun’ (excursions). Finally, in some advertisements, the result of language
mixing is a hybrid term ‘maymansneie moe3aku’ (package tour (German) + trips
(Russian)). This hybrid term may be seen as a kind of attempt at creative translation
(McStay 2013).

b) Borrowings with equivalents in Russian

This group of borrowings from the German language includes words that have
a semantically close equivalent in the Russian language, but nevertheless are used
in advertisements in German and written in Latin or Cyrillic characters. Several
advertisements use the word ‘Parkplatz’ (parking), written in Latin characters and
added to Russian without any morphological change, e. g. Parkplatz 6o 0gope
(Parking in the yard), or Parkplatz ¢ aitobom asponopmy I'epmanuu (Parking at any
German airport). Other examples of German words written in Latin characters and
partially integrated into Russian were found in job advertisements such as gaxarcus
Ha Vollzeit / Teilzeit (vacancy for a full / part-time job), eaxcecoonwiii Weiterbildung
(annual advanced training), and in travel advertisements such as noezoxu na
Weihnachten (trips at Christmas time), and Yepuoecopus, berapyce NEU
(Montenegro, Belarus NEW).

In addition to borrowings from German into Russian, this category includes
examples of borrowings from English. Most likely English expressions were first
borrowed from English into German, as they are present in advertisements of
German travel agencies, and later appeared in advertisements for Russian-speaking
immigrants. A typical example is the term ‘Last minute’ or ‘Lastminute’ taken from
English and written in advertisements according to German spelling rules as a noun
with a capital letter. Despite the Russian equivalent of ‘ropsimas mytéska’ (literally:
burning ticket), the English version with the German spelling was found in five
advertisements, while the Russian version was found only in one. The use of the
English version may be partly explained by the lack of knowledge of the Russian
version among immigrants. A similar example from travel-related advertisements
is the word ‘online,” e. g. ‘online OGponmpoBanue,” or ‘online-OpoHupoBaHue’
(online booking) used in many advertisements. The Russian version
‘OponupoBanue B uaTepHeTe’ (online booking) was found only once.

4.3.2. Morphosyntactic level

Because of the structure of print advertisements, they do not usually contain
linguistic constructions that could be labelled as sentences according to the rules of
the Russian or German language. This fact was one of the reasons why far fewer
language contact phenomena were found on the morphosyntactic level than on the
lexical level. The examples found were divided into two groups.
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One group includes examples with several single borrowings, often written in
Latin characters. A typical example is the following sentence taken from an
advertisement of a curtain shop: 3axazvr npunumaiomes no Tenegony, no E-Mail,
a maxoice Ha Hawem Homepage. (Orders can be placed by telephone, via e-mail, or
on our homepage.). Here, there is obviously a significant influence of the German
language on Russian. First, the words ‘E-Mail’ and ‘Homepage,” although
originally borrowed from English, are written in German, i. e. with a capital letter
like all German nouns, and in Latin characters. Noteworthy is the word
‘Homepage,” which in English has no gender and in German is feminine: in this
sentence it appears with the pronoun ‘our’ and can be either masculine or neuter.
Secondly, the word for telephone is written in Russian, but according to the rules
of the German language, starts with a capital letter. A similar example was found
in an ad of a travel company offering trips to health resorts with various treatment
courses: [lomoww 6 3anonnenuu ANTRAG na Kypopm u noayueHuu oniamol om
Krankenkasse! (Help in filling in the application for the spa and receiving payment
from a health insurance company!). In another travel ad, borrowings from both
German and English were found: Hezabwigaemviti omovix na mope; ayuuiue
kypopmul mupa, Friihbucherrabatt; Griechenland; onnama 6 kpeoum,; omenu
oocmynuvie, VIP-Klasse; Last Minute ckuoka 0o 65%, ece myponepamopwi,
Spanien; Typyusi, KOMnemMeHMHOCMb, ONLIM, 3HAHUS, VEANCeHUe K KIUCHMAM.
(Unforgettable holiday at sea; best resorts of the world; early bird rebate; Greece;
credit payment; hotels available, VIP-class; last-minute discount up to 65%; all tour
operators; Spain; Turkey; competence, experience, knowledge, respect for clients.).
Although in the first two examples the borrowings are only partially integrated
morphologically, they fit into the sentence structure in terms of syntax. It is
noteworthy, however, that all the three examples give a visual impression of
language mixing, because of the use of several words written in Latin characters.

The second group contains cases not only with single German or English
words, but with phrases and sentences. A typical example of this group is a short
text from a travel advertisement: Haoéocno, kauecmeenno, bvicmpo, Hedopozo! Gut
reisen mit GuT Reisen. /lewesne npocmo ne 6visaem! (Reliable, high quality, fast,
cheap! Good trip with GuT Reisen. You cannot get any cheaper than that!). This
text consists of three sentences written in one line, separated by punctuation marks.
The first and third sentences are in Russian, the second in German. Thus, this text
contains the phenomenon of code-switching from Russian to German and back.

Similar cases of code-switching were found in other advertisements in the
subject groups tourism and transport, job advertisements, and finance and
credit. Two of the examples are short texts: Hosas cayicoa no yxody Vita
Pflegedienst npuenawaem k compyonuuecmay cneyuanucmos: Krankenschwester /
Krankenpfleger, = Gesundheits- und  Krankenpfleger/in,  Altenpfleger/in,
Betreuungskrdfte. Onvim pabomul 6 no0o6HvIx cryscoax npusemcmayemcs. (New
care service Vita Pflegedienst welcomes applications: female nurse / male nurse,
nurse for the elderly, supporting personnel. Experience in similar services is

974



Anna Ritter. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 958-980

welcomed.), and Tpebyromcs na nocmosnnoe mpyooycmpoticmeo (fiir den Standort
in 21224 Rosengarten) LKW Fahrer, Kommissionierer. Bewerbung evicvliams Ha
E-Mail: ... (Truck driver and order picker are needed for permanent employment
(for the location in 21224 Rosengarten). Letter of application on e-mail: ...).

In the two other examples, the switch from Russian to German occurs within
the sentence: Jlemo 2020, XXL Rabatt oo 44% (Summer 2020, XXL discount up
to 44%), and Ilepedaua % om mpemvux auy, noomeepicoeHue % om 6cex
cmpaxosvix @upm; cmpaxosanue epyza Transportversicherung, Kurierdienst,
Pflegedienst — ¢ 30%; LKW Transporte, Taxi, Reisebus. (Transfer of % from third
parties; confirmation of % from all insurance companies; cargo insurance; transport
insurance; courier service, nursing service — with 30%; truck transports, taxi,
touring coach.). The results of the analysis cited are comparable to the results of
research on the phenomenon of code-switching in oral speech, where in one
utterance the speaker switches from one language to another, e. g. in the
case of indirect speech, and then returns to the first language (Riehl 2009: 24,
Gardner-Chloros 2011: 104-105).

4.3.3. Spelling

In addition to language contact phenomena, spelling errors were repeatedly
found in the advertisements studied. For example, in a psychologist’s advertisement
the word ‘mumpeccus,” instead of ‘mempeccusi’ (depression) was written. An
advertisement of a private medical surgery gives information on diseases of the
‘OrmopHOJABUTATENBHBIA anmnapat’, instead of ‘omopHo-aBHraTenbHBIN ammapatr’
(musculoskeletal system). Finally, in one other advertisement: ‘gacTHoe oXpaHHOE
areHctBo’, and not ‘yacTHOe oXpaHHOE areHTCTBO’ (private security agency) offers
its services. These mistakes may be a result of inattention, or they could be printing
errors. But an alternative explanation is also possible. Since neither the advertisers,
nor the editors of the newspapers, where the advertisements were printed, paid
attention to the spelling of these words, it is also possible that they had forgotten or
did not know the correct spelling.

5. Conclusions

The results of the analysis show that the situation of language contact, as
described in earlier studies on the spoken language of Russian-speaking immigrants
in Germany, is partly reflected in the written language in advertisements. Despite
the lengthy stay of most of the described target group in Germany, Russian
nevertheless fulfils numerous functions in most multilingual advertisements and
determines the grammatical and graphical structure of the advertisements. Besides,
the majority of monolingual advertisements are in Russian. Thus, at least for the
Russian-speaking community in Nuremberg, Russian continues to play an
important role in communication, is one of the unifying factors, and a component
of identity. Links between language choice in advertisements, target group
behavior, and ethnic identity in immigrant communities were also found in other
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similar studies (Sebba 2012, Angermeyer 2012: 261, Garcia Quintana & Nichols
2016: 236).

The results of this study coincide with the results of the studies on the spoken
language of Russian-speaking immigrants, which also emphasize that Russian,
although gradually losing its position, nevertheless continues to be one of the
languages used at home and within the community. Furthermore, it has its value
as a specific potential and resource for immigrants (Ritter 2018: 248, Meng 2019:
129-133, Soultanian 2019: 412, Warditz 2019: 283, Dietz & Roll 2019: 109).

German is the second most important language used for some elements of the
advertisements, or even for the whole advertisements, competing with Russian.
Therefore, it is possible that the role of German in advertisements will continue to
grow in the future, as similar studies on spoken language show (Ritter 2018: 248,
Meng 2019: 133). This is primarily due to the fact that the second generation of
Russian-speaking immigrants, already born in Germany, cannot as a rule read and
write in Russian, and do not learn this language at school, which leads to a
progressive decline in language level (Dietz & Roll 2019: 110-111).

The subject variety of advertisements (from medicine and lawyers to spiritual
practices, from job advertisements to invitations to Russian-speaking cultural
events), using Nuremberg as an example, confirms the high level of development
of the Russian-speaking infrastructure in Germany. On the one hand, this means
that Russian-speaking immigrants are at least able to do without the German
language in some spheres of life. On the other hand, Russian-speaking immigrants
working, for example, in law offices, medical clinics, grocery shops, cultural
centres, or in the editorial offices of Russian newspapers, are part of the Russian-
speaking infrastructure and have the opportunity to use Russian in the workplace
regularly. This fact also confirms the heterogeneity of the Russian-speaking
community in terms of social status. The differences in the use of Russian, German,
and, in some cases, Ukrainian in advertisements on certain subjects are closely
related to the preferences and goals of advertisers, and to the subjects of the
advertisements.

The study revealed phenomena of contact between Russian, German, and
English at the lexical and morphosyntactic level in written language. These data are
partly comparable to the results obtained from the analysis of the spoken language
of Russian-speaking immigrants in Germany. German is the main source of
borrowings in Russian, whether due to ignorance of Russian equivalents or due to
lack of them. Therefore, several studies on the spoken language (Goldbach 2005,
Pabst 2007, Pavlova 2019) and the present study on the written language have
identified the fact that some words are borrowed from German into Russian more
often than others. The results of the analysis of language contact on the
morphosyntactic level are partly comparable to the results of Warditz (2019: 298),
who derived general trends of the Russian language change on the morphosyntactic
level among Russian-speaking immigrants in Germany.
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However, by contrast with the spoken language, the language contact
phenomena in advertisements are not considered in the context of a single sentence
or an utterance, but in the context of a single advertisement. Furthermore, they
depend on its graphical arrangement and its use in a certain element of the
advertisement (cf. Zhiganova 2016: 228, Oglezneva, Petrova & Ying 2016: 196).
The code-switching phenomena found in the studied advertisements also have their
peculiarities in contrast to the spoken language. First, their frequency of use is
directly related to the limited number of language constructions used in
advertisements. Second, they fulfil specific functions in the structure of the
advertisements, i. e. their use is not random. Finally, one more relevant feature of
multilingualism in written advertisements is the purposeful use of two alphabets
(Angermeyer 2012), e. g. to draw attention to a particular piece of information, or
the intentional avoidance of Latin script, e. g. when German borrowings are
integrated into Russian-language constructions or are absent.

In conclusion, it is noteworthy to add that the study of print advertisements for
Russian-speaking immigrants highlights one aspect of the linguistic situation of this
immigrant community in Germany as a whole. The results of the present study may
serve to complement the findings of other studies in this field since the present study
was conducted on a relatively numerous Russian-speaking community of the city
of Nuremberg. Furthermore, the results of this study may implicitly serve to assess
the vitality of the Russian language in Germany (cf. Achterberg 2005). As the
linguistic situation of an immigrant community is dynamic, a follow-up study may
be carried out in a few years to identify possible changes in the use and functions
of languages.
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trends in the development of Russian.

Keywords: Russian language migrants, pluricentrism (pluricentricity), Russian-speaking diaspora,
Russian language maintenance abroad, multilingualism
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Hayynag craTbs

Pycckun A3bIK
B MHOTOSI3bIYHOM CpeJe TPpexX CTpaH A3uu

Exarepuna IPOTACOBA!, Hunakmu CYPbSHAPASIH?,
Mapus EJIJEHEBCKASI

"Xenbcunkckuii yHuBepcuteT
Xenvcunku, Qunianous
2JlenniicKUii YHUBEPCHTET
Henu, Mnous
3Texnuon — [Monurexundeckuiit UHCTHTYT
Xatigha, M3pauns

AHHOTAIHSA

B crathe paccMaTpuBaeTCs CONMOIMHTBUCTHYECKAs CHUTyalus B Tpex cTpaHax Asum — Muany,
SAnonnn u IOxHON Kopee, KoTOprle M3BECTHBI CPAaBHUTEIHHO MEHBIIE B KauyecTBE CTpaH, I
HCIIOJIB3YETCS PYCCKUM s3bIK. Llenb uccieoBanus — ONpeleuTh poilb PyCCKOTO SI3bIKA B PYCCKO-
A3BIYHBIX AMACHOpax JaHHBIX CTpaH, B IeI0BOH chepe u 06pa3oBaHUU, a TAKKE BBIIBUTH 0COOEH-
HOCTH €r0 TIPEToJIaBaHus B pacCMaTpUBaeMbIX KyJIbTYpPHBIX KOHTEKCTax. B cTpaHax, oToOpaHHBIX
JUIsl aHaJIu3a, II0-Pa3HOMY CKJIAJbIBAIIUCH A3BIKOBBIC KOHTAKTBI C PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM, IOJIUTHYECKUE
oTHoIeHus ¢ Poccuelt, 13p1K0Bast MOJIUTUKA, A3BIKOBBIE YCTAHOBKH, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 1 MOTUBALIHS
K COXPaHEHHIO U HU3yYEHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa y HUX pa3Hast. Ml paccMaTpHBaeM CXOACTBA U Pa3iu-
YHS B Pa3BUTHH PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB B TPEX CTpaHAaX M 0OCYXIaeM SIBICHUS S3BIKOBOU M
KyJIbTYPHOW TMOPUIHOCTH H, B YaCTHOCTH, MX BIMSHHUE Ha UICHTUYHOCTh MHOTOS3BIYHON JIMIHO-
CTH, OCHOBBIBasICb Ha WHTEPBBIO, IOJEBBIX 3aIUCSIX, MHTEPHET-PECypcax U OIyOIMKOBaHHBIX
JAHHBIX. Pe3ynbTaTel CBUAETENBCTBYIOT O TOM, 4TO B SmoHumn m Kopee pacTeT KOJIM4ECTBO
MMMUIPAHTOB, CTYAEHTOB, NpEANPUHUMATENICH U YICHOB CMEUIAHHBIX CEMEH, MOJb3YHOILIMXCS
PYCCKHMM B TIOBCEIHEBHOM )KU3HH, a PYCCKHE LIKOJIBI K 00pa30oBaTebHbIe IEHTPBI TPUOOpeNn 00IIb-
uIyro nomyJsipHocts. B MHauK naBHUE OTHOIIEHHUS IpYy>KObI M coTpynHu4ecTBa ¢ Poccuei, mon-
Jiep’)KUBaeMble IBYCTOPOHHHMH COTJIALICHUSIMHU, CIIOCOOCTBYIOT IOIYJIIPHOCTH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA B
pa3nnuHBIX cdepax Ku3HU. Bo Bcex Tpex cTpaHax pyCCKHi S3bIK CIY)KUT Kak JIMHTBa-(ppaHKa st
MMMUTPAHTOB U3 Pa3HbIX IIOCTCOBETCKUX CTPaH, YTO MOBBIIIAET €ro [IEHHOCTH JUIsl IpeACcTaBUTene!
Jaractop. B mccienoBaHny yTBEepKAASTCS, YTO PEATHH JKH3HN B AUACTIOPE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT ILTIOPH-
LEHTPUYECKUM TEHACHIUAM B Pa3BUTUU PYyCCKOTO SI3BIKA.

KaioueBble clloBa: pycckosasviumble Mucpanmol, NIOPUYEHMPUSM  (NIIOPUYEHMPULHOCTD),
PYCCKOA3bINHASA OUACNOPA, COXPAHEHUE PYCCKO20 A3bIKA 3a PYOEINCOM, MHO20AZbINUE

Just nuTHpoBaHus:

Protassova E., Suryanarayan N., Yelenevskaya M. Russian in the multilingual environment of
three Asian countries. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 981-1003.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-981-1003

1. Introduction

The discussion of the role and essence of pluricentric languages closely
interacts with the concepts of norm / standard / variant, as well as the (non-)native
speaker, diaspora, and transnational community (Kloss 1952, Clyne 1992). We
claim that the role of Russian as a second language and as a lingua franca is to some
extent similar to that of English in the expanding circle (cf. Proshina & Nelson
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2020). At the same time, the necessity for a common language serving different
speech communities is growing stronger, which does not exclude the need to speak
and write languages used locally.

Russian today can also be considered a language with different circles of use,
in other words, a pluricentric language. This article follows up on our previous work
on pluricentric tendencies in the development of the Russian language (Mustajoki
& Protassova 2004, Mustajoki et al. 2010, 2019, Nikunlassi & Protassova 2014,
2019, Yelenevskaya & Protassova 2015, Suryanarayan 2017a, 2017b). This
approach to language studies combines analyses of linguistic phenomena with
research into socio-political, ideological and economic conditions that make the use
of a language beneficial for groups residing far from the center where the dominant
variety rules. We started studying the modes of Russian language use in a number
of countries (e.g., Protassova & Yelenevskaya 2021, Protassova et al. 2020) and we
continue applying the pluricentric lens to its forms and functions in three Asian
countries, India, Japan and South Korea, where the number of Russian speakers has
increased thanks to recent immigration and enhanced tourism (Rosstat 2019,
Emigrating 2020). In multilingual communities, languages adapt to the conditions
of communication, to linguistic diversity and superdiversity, and hardly any
speakers remain monolingual (Pavlenko 2008, Oglezneva 2009, Rovinskaya 2013,
Gasparov & Kupina 2014, Ryazanova-Clarke 2014). This means that although
multiple varieties can be called regional variants of Russian and cannot be mixed
up under the same label, such as “diasporic Russian,” yet, they are used in similar
communities of practice and shape each other through contact and mutual
adaptation.

We will discuss in what domains Russian is used in the three countries in Asia
and how it is evolving. Each section devoted to one of the three countries under
study

e gives a brief overview of the history of Russian language use there;

e cxamines the reasons for Russian-language maintenance and speakers’

attitudes to the sociolinguistic situation in their community;

e looks at domains in which Russian is used;

e outlines the nature of deviations from the language norm as viewed in

Russia.

Material for the article has been drawn from interviews with L1, L2 and
L3 speakers of Russian in respective countries conducted at different times and at
different places. All of them were audio-recorded, parts relevant for the research
projects were transcribed and subjected to analysis. Our other sources are electronic
media and 35 Internet discussion forums (for the sake of anonymity and space
economy, we are not giving the names of the participants). Finally, we studied
scholarly literature devoted to the history and functioning of the Russian language
in the countries discussed, and conducted ethnographic diaries recording informal
conversations with lay people and researchers from the countries we studied.
In other words, we used both existing and researcher-generated data (Rapley
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2007: 10). So, data collection and analysis continued as a cycle throughout the
entire research process (Corbin & Strauss 2015: 3—17).

In order to give a sociolinguistic background of the use of Russian in India,
Japan and South Korea and outline regional deviations from Russia’s Russian, we
applied a mixed methodology. Its main components are the sociolinguistic method
of document analysis, text analysis and participant and non-participant observation
(Bowen 2009: 27). We used text analysis paying special attention to the topics
raised, instances of translanguaging, innovative forms, deviating from the norm as
it is viewed in Russia, and to the contextual clues which help to interpret the overall
sense of communication, be it an interview or a forum discussion. As interviewers,
participants in forum discussions, and interlocutors in face-to-face informal
conversations with colleagues and clients in various immigrants’ establishments,
we conducted participant observation. Sometimes we acted as lurkers in public
discussion groups, doing non-participant observation, and both types were recorded
in our ethnographic diaries. Thus, triangulation and multimethod approach allowed
us to look at the topic of our research from different perspectives.

2. Russian in India

The relations between India and Russia are extremely multifaceted and
versatile (cf. Rishi 1982, Shlapentokh 2012, Kuhrt & Kiseleva 2017, Burgess
2019). Barman (2015) mentions the Russian mission in Mumbai, formerly Bombay,
which in the 19" century promoted the knowledge of Russian among Indian
officials. According to Dey (2015) and Thakur (2017), the first encounters and
mutual interests of Indians and Russians were on the Silk Road, yet the study of
Russian started only in the 1940s, first in Calcutta (Kolkata), then in Delhi and
Allahabad. Periods of interest in Russia and its culture alternated with times of
indifference. The Soviet Union was one of the first countries to recognize the
independent India and thereafter, Russian language teaching commenced in various
universities and centers of multilingual and multicultural India. There was a need
to equip Indian personnel with the language skills so that they could work in the big
and small industrial projects undertaken in India with the help of the Soviet Union.
Gradually, Indians of various professions realized the importance of learning the
language — army and naval officers, engineers, businessmen and even shopkeepers
and traders so that they could communicate effectively with the Russian speakers
visiting India either to work or as tourists (Sahai 1990).

Today Russian is taught at various levels, from school to postgraduate
programs, and at dozens of universities. Scholars doing research in the Russian
language and culture publish internationally and also in the Indian journals
“Russian Philology”, “Critic”, “Resonance” and ‘“Assonance”, which appear
regularly. There are also numerous centers of Russian Science and Culture which
conduct language and cultural projects involving people studying Russian for
professional purposes and those who learn Russian for personal enrichment. Some
centers organize language lessons and various courses in Russian for the Russian-
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speaking children of expats and those growing up in mixed families. Many of the
Indian experts studied in the Soviet Union and post-Soviet Russia, and as the need
to know Russian remains relatively high, their professional skills are in demand.

A large number of students from various parts of India who went to the Soviet
Union / Russia from the 1960°s onwards to obtain higher education in the fields as
diverse as medicine, engineering, sciences, cinematography, philology, etc.,
constitute another group of people who speak Russian and continue to converse in
the language as and when the opportunity arises (social gatherings of alumni
associations, functions organized by the Russian Embassy and Russian Centers of
Science and Culture, etc.).

Therefore, presently, Indian citizens who speak Russian to varying degrees are
graduates of Russian universities, students of different part-time courses run by the
Russian government-sponsored Russian Centers of Science and Culture in the cities
of Chennai and Trivandrum (south India), Mumbai (west India), Kolkata (east
India) and Delhi (central India), as well as students who study Russian at Indian
universities and other educational institutions (including some secondary schools).
The approximate number is estimated at several tens of thousands of people, though
it is difficult to provide exact numbers (Arefyev 2012: 301-303). There is a large
segment of people in service industries using Russian: shopkeepers, yoga
instructors, tourist guides and others who have picked up Russian ‘on the job.” Their
proficiency is limited and is just enough to suit their commercial needs
(Suryanarayan 2017a). Similarly, a considerable workforce with knowledge of
Russian is engaged by hospitals to help with language needs of patients coming
from Russia and the CIS countries for medical treatment (Suryanarayan 2017b,
Muth & Suryanarayan 2020). For all of these, Russian is a foreign language and the
level of knowledge is mixed, from very fluent and excellent to medium to limited.

Another and probably more interesting group of Russian-speaking people that
should be studied is the Russian diaspora and the changing use of their native
language in alien settings. Russian diasporans have made different parts of India
their home. Many are members of mixed families, determined students seeking to
perfect their skills in Indian classical dance, yoga and Ayurveda practices. Some
are employees of local business firms and banks, freelancers, residents at ashrams
and the Auroville community (Pondicherry) and other abodes in the Himalayan
mountain range (Mcleodganj — residence of the Dalai Lama). Diasporans continue
to preserve their language and culture and are keen on passing on the Russian legacy
to their children. The government-sponsored Russian Cultural Center in Delhi
organizes various events for the expatriates. In addition, large groups have formed
their own associations and try to preserve the Russian language, culture, and festive
traditions in informal settings. Their children are taught Russian either at home or
at the Russian Cultural Centers. As mentioned earlier, their Russian is influenced
by Hindi and Hinglish, which can be observed at the phonetic and lexical levels, as
well as in semantic usage and style.

A research project based on questionnaires and interviews with a few mixed
families residing in Delhi and its nearby areas aimed to determine the influence of
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the local language and culture on the way Russian is spoken by the diasporans. The
project revealed frequent code mixing and translanguaging. One participant, a lady
in her mid-forties, said that her Russian mother insisted on speaking to her only in
Russian at home, so she grew up in a trilingual environment, speaking English, her
father’s language Hindi, and her mother’s native Russian. We observed her
continuously mixing these languages in conversations with her mother. Her mix of
languages could be intriguing for an outsider: /[a, da, s denana oxady ympom (0xady
naeana ‘to sweep the floor’). In this construction the speaker is conveying the action
of sweeping the floor which in the Hindi language is conveyed by the expression
‘to apply the broom’ without indicating the place, by using the Russian verb oezamo
(to do) with the Hindi noun nxaxy ‘broom.’

In another expression s eynoyro amma, the speaker applies the Russian ending
of the first person singular to the Hindi verb eynona ‘to knead’ and adds the object
amma ‘dough’ without changing the ending. This is a comfortable use of the
Russian verb ending, since the Hindi expression for kneading the dough (an
exercise carried out daily in Indian households to make fresh chapattis) is far too
long (metin amma eyno paxu xywn). A similar pattern is applied in the past tense, and
the blending of Hindi and Russian also indicates the gender: s yorce eyroana amma.
The speaker says she does not change the feminine ending according to the rules of
Russian grammar because she follows the rules applicable to Hindi.

In other instances, many of the expatriates interviewed said that they inserted
English expressions ok, fine, good, great, super and Hindi expressions accha ‘good,
ok’, bahut accha ‘very good’, theek hai ‘fine, ok’ in their sentences when speaking
Russian. For example: Cecoonss naw 06eo 6 pecmopane ovin npocmo great! or
Hasaii nouioém cecoons 6 kuno? — Theek hai, noiioém! Another Hindi expression
Jaldi jaldi ‘quickly’ was found to be used rather frequently by Russian mothers
when conversing with their children: Jasaii, oenati domawnee 3a0anue dxcanou,
oorcanou; Haoo eviyuums cmuxomeopernue Oocanou, ddxcarou. Mixing names of
food items is a prominent area of code mixing, even where the names are not
specifically local. For example: [Jati mue nooxcxy uunu! (sugar). I xouy nanu
‘water’: 4 xouy num6by nanu ‘lemon water’, Tot xouews uau with 0yox ‘milk’ wiu
without? Jlasaii cecoons npueomoeum uasan ‘rice’ u chicken. In these particular
cases there is use of both English and Hindi.

Some of the mothers expressed their concern that their children were unable to
pronounce the Russian sounds according to the phonetic norms, the most prominent
problem being the Russian hard L. Other phonetic errors or mispronunciations
observed by the mothers are related to the wrong word stress and unconventional
prosody.

The above examples give us a glimpse of how Russian expatriate families
living in and around Delhi manipulate their language repertoire to suit their
pragmatic needs. This trend is more visible in the second generation of the expats,
but our study was limited to a few families of the first generation, except in the first
case, where the respondent is already a second-generation adult. As can be seen
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from the examples cited, this phenomenon is most prominent in colloquial and day
to day language spoken around the house or amongst friends. Further research
expanding to other parts of India and amongst other social categories should reveal
more interesting instances of the fascinating use of the Russian language in different
settings and with different constellation of languages amongst Russian-speaking
expatriates.

Indians studying Russian as a foreign language face their own challenges at
the level of phonetics, morphology, semantics and expression of culture-specific
values. Suryanarayan (2014) points out that the most typical errors of the Indian
students in Russian are interference with English and local languages. In the
Russian-language pedagogy the professional skills sought after by organizers of
education are computer-based teaching, collaborative learning which boosts
motivation at different levels, and modern Russian language and literature (Saini
2017). There is still a dearth of teaching materials using cutting-edge methods.
Coursebooks for students learning Russian in India should be communicatively and
practically oriented and brought closer to present-day realities and young people’s
interests (Sunita et al. 2012). Indian teachers of Russian are actively involved in
writing textbooks and other teaching manuals taking into account specific needs of
the Indian students and the requirements of the present-day labor markets. A lot is
being done by Indian teachers independently and in collaboration with Russian
colleagues to maintain a high level of teaching Russian. This is a topic of fruitful
discussions amongst researchers and instructors.

3. Russian in Japan

The history of Russian-Japanese relations is full of ups and downs. Early
Russian overtures towards Japan date back to the 1600—1850 period (Wells 2004,
Lim 2013). This was the time when Japan was still maintaining its international
isolation policy (JASRLL). The first phase saw various private initiatives, while
governmental relations started only in the mid-19'" century with the signing of the
Shimoda Treaty in 1855 (Lensen 1954). Due to increasing contacts with the Russian
Empire in the northern region and demand for Russian language professionals, a
few Japanese-Dutch interpreters working for the Edo Shogunate were assigned to
learn the language. Among the first teachers of Russian was a Japanese castaway,
Kodayu Daikokuya, who returned to Japan after living in Russia for almost a
decade, and a Russian navigator, vice-admiral, Vasily Golovnin who was seized
and held captive in Japan for two years (JASRLL 2000). In the age of information
technologys, it is not easy to imagine how teachers and learners tackled their Russian
language studies with neither dictionaries nor teaching materials available.

In the mid-1850s, after decades of negotiations, the two countries finally
signed three treaties and officially established diplomatic and commercial relations
(JSSRH 1993). In 1857, the first Russian Imperial consulate was established in the
city of Hakodate and Russian government officials, merchants, and Russian
Orthodox priests began to settle in major cities, including Nagasaki, Kobe, Kyoto,
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Tokyo and Sapporo (Khisamutdinov 2013). They started their own businesses, built
hotels, restaurants, and cathedrals. It was in Hakodate that the first Russian primer
and journal were published. The Russian Orthodox Church became one of the
symbols of the town. The rich tradition of publishing in Russian still continues
today. The mutual cultural interest has always been high (Mikhailova & Steele
2008, Baxter 2009) despite serious political controversies (e.g., Kuhrt 2007, 2015,
Kuroiwa 2011).

Transmission of the Russian language to children and teaching it to Japanese
people has always been at the center of publishers’ work (Pajchadze 2008).
According to Khisamutdinov (2013), Nagasaki, Sapporo, Kobe, Kyoto and Tokyo
were at the crossroads of Russian-American interests in Asia. Big cities have
Russian Orthodox churches, and one finds a variety of artefacts witnessing the
Russian presence in Japan. Hokkaido is a frequent destination for Russian tourists
who come to thermal water resorts and support this region economically; many
signs in public places are in Russian, and Russian-speaking guides offer their
services. Different monuments mark places where Russian ships sank, and the local
people still remember stories about seamen who met their death there. Fishermen
in both countries cooperate and compete. Japanese citizens born on the Kuril Islands
and Sakhalin come to their birthplaces to visit family graves.

Russian and Soviet relationships with Japan in the past were not devoid of
aggression, yet awareness of mutual interests is still reflected in the attitudes of the
Japanese to Russia (e.g., Sindzi 2005, Konishi 2013). Nagatsuka (2014, 2017)
collected items and stories attesting to the great influence of Russian culture on
Japan and vice versa. This influence was multilayered and versatile, ranging from
food and clothes to science and politics. Russian literature and music are still
popular in Japan, and many universities offer courses in Russian (Yamasita 2010,
Kidera 2017). In the post-Soviet period Russians have launched many new
businesses, the main trades being timber, seafood, cars, and tourism. The Japanese
are interested in Russian art and nature and like to see documentaries about them,
while Russians are fond of and mystified by the Japanese way of life and buy
products that have no analogies in their own country (Musaev & Tojama 2014).

The previous waves of Russian immigration contributed to the cultural life of
Japan (Podalko 2019). However, many Russian émigrés left Japan and re-
immigrated to the U.S.A. or Australia (Savada 1999). Some Russian speakers are
Koreans from Sakhalin who are descendants of those families that settled on the
island when it belonged to Japan. Thanks to the loosening of emigration and
immigration rules and the increased mobility of Russian citizens, the post-Soviet
diaspora in Japan is rapidly growing (Nikiporec 2007, Nikiporec-Takigava 2007,
2011). Golovina (2018, 2019) studied the material and living culture of the Russian-
speaking people in Japan and found that some objects in immigrants’ homes trigger
emotions such as nostalgia, sentimentality, and commonality with their
preimmigration life while others are markers of their changing tastes and identities.
In fact, materiality of the Russian immigrants’ homes reveals transformative
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experiences of migration and integration processes. Japanese—Russian relations are
being promoted more than ever before in the domains of politics, economics and
culture, both on the governmental and on the individual level (see, e.g., numerous
Ru.net forums and blogs in which Russian speakers living in Japan share their
knowledge and perception of the Japanese people and their way of life with their
co-ethnics and reflect on the differences between the two countries: ENA, May 20,
2021)". Numerous discussions show that Russian internet users are also curious to
know how the Japanese perceive Russia. Some “old-timers” summarize their own
experiences of socializing in Japan, others give the floor to the Japanese people
themselves (ENA, May 20, 2021) 2. Although some posts reproduce familiar ethnic
stereotypes, others honestly try to understand their neighbors better.

Due to compact settlement (the majority live in big cities), the speech of
newcomers from Russia shows signs of an evolving ethnolect: they employ
Japanese borrowings and calques in their everyday communication. Kazakevich
(2013) summarized typical cases of translanguaging of Russian speakers: they use
Japanese insertions denoting culinary dishes, household objects, as well as names
of institutions and documents, and work- and education-related terminology.
Japanese words are used in talk about weather, flora and fauna, and various natural
phenomena. Most of the Japanese insertions in the diasporans’ speech are names of
objects and phenomena absent or semantically different in Russian, or just very
frequent in Japanese. In addition, since many green horns have questions
concerning their legal status and relations with various state agencies, there are
numerous insertions from this domain. Here are some examples illustrating this:
cpok Oeticmsusi mai Hamoba Kado, ona no cpoky npussizana K 3aipio, 6NUCaHbvl 6
OMHCYMUHXILO HA KAKYIO MO 0amy, /IHctomunxe 5mo muno pecucmpayus no mecmy
Jrcumenbemea, cxooume Ha becniamuulii c00aH 6 Kyakyce etc. Most of the Japanese
insertions are transliterated in Cyrillic and appear as exoticism without being
integrated into the Russian morphosyntactic system; some users insert hieroglyphs.
A noticeable feature of communication is abundance of English words and
expressions (cf. Hino 2020).

Peculiarities of Russian in Japanese learners’ speech are similar to those of
heritage speakers. The difference of the writing systems triggers a specific class of
mistakes. Since there is no capitalization and since the borders between the words
do not always correspond to the hieroglyphs, spacing between Russian words is
violated. Moreover, since hieroglyphs are written vertically, handwritten text looks
strange as the letters are vertical rather than cursive. The softness is marked by b,
letters are confused because of the wrong identification of phonemes (labials,
sonors and affricates). Russian language learners have difficulties with agreement,

! https://vk.com/russian.japan, facebook.com/groups/RSClJ/members/ (accessed 18 November
2021).

2 https:/pikabu.ru/story/chem_russkie udivlyayut yapontsev 3525182, https:/republic.ru/posts/
33096, http://www.aikido-tatami.ru/about/art/art 35.html, https://www.factroom.ru/obshchestvo/
japan-russia (accessed 18 November 2021).
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declension, affixation, verbs of motion, and interpretation of polysemic words. In
Japanese, there are no prepositions, and parts of speech are classified differently.
Russian speakers living in Japan have to adjust their way of life to the local realities,
and borrow Japanese words to render concepts reflecting life in Japan. Thus,
mothers discuss their children’s education using the words eiken, the English exam;
dzjuku, maths+society+Japanese, a system of private schools for additional
education; jobiko, additional education; bukacu, after-school activities; ikudzi, an
educational system. Russian speakers borrow not only names of shops, brands,
restaurants, places, but also concepts: amaeru ‘mother love for the child’
(cf. Kirichenko 2020).

Although more often a minor than a major discipline, Russian was and is taught
at many Japanese universities, as it opens doors to the Russian Far East and Central
Asia (Avakiants 1995, Nakamura 2003). Teachers use materials written both in
Japan and in Russia, and there is even a Japanese Society for Russian Language
Education, which regularly issues a journal (ENA, May 20, 2021) . The new
direction in language pedagogy is the teaching of Russian to children in bilingual
Japanese-Russian families (Sivakova 2009, Russistics in Japan 2016). Teachers
focus on specific difficulties connected to the differences in writing systems of the
two contact languages, text structure, conversation formulas, and other ethnicity-
oriented features of literacy. One of the best known experts is Daria Kumatrenko
who teaches in the Rosinka school in Tokyo and whose blog is read by thousands
of Russian-speaking parents throughout the world. Shatokhina (2012) has
enumerated institutions that organize teaching for Russian-speaking children and
the results of her survey show that although most of the children attending these
schools and centers possess two passports, only 86.3% have had an opportunity to
visit Russia. Parents want their children to learn Russian in order to speak to their
family members in Russia and other Russian-speaking persons. They also hope
Russian proficiency will be a boon in their future careers because bi-national
collaboration is developing very rapidly in all domains of science, sports and
culture. Most parents prefer to teach children at home; some apply to the Russian
school at the embassy, but there are also those who attend private schools or hire
private tutors. Fourteen per cent of the children do not study Russian at all, but their
parents tend to let them watch Russian cartoons, even though 36.0% of the Russian-
speaking families surveyed do not have access to Russian TV at home. Numerous
schools, parishes, clubs and language centers offer tailored courses of Russian.
Some Japanese schools, private and state universities, language centers and
Russian-Japanese societies organize Russian teaching. Most children have
friendships with Russian-speaking peers but 9.0% demonstrate alienation from the
things Russian and do not want to listen to songs, and radio programs or read
literature in Russian. Assessing their children’s Russian proficiency, most parents
claim that their children can communicate in Russian without any problems
(Shatokhina 2012, Pajchadze et al. 2021).

3 https://rokyoken.web.fc2.com (accessed 18 November 2021).
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4, Russian in South Korea

For a long time, everything connected to the Russian language and culture was
ignored or even forbidden, yet Russian could be studied at the Hankuk University
of Foreign Studies since 1954, and later, at three more universities. Russian émigrés
were employed as teachers enjoying the privileges of native speakers. There were
not many job opportunities for alumni, but the 1988 Olympic Games in Seoul
changed the field. Prior to this, Russian was studied mostly as a key to
understanding what was happening in North Korea, because the USSR had a
historical influence on that country. It supported the North Korean army during the
war of 1950—1953, and after the war a large number of construction projects were
funded by the Soviet Union. North Korea sent students to study at Soviet
universities in Russian. Life in North Korea was covered in the Soviet mass media.
Thanks to the propaganda the Soviet public had a positive image of North Korea
which was reinforced by brief and superficial exposure to the North Korean realities
during tourist visits. At the same time South Korea had the image of a hostile and
militarist regime (Bazhanov & Bazhanova 1991, Kim 2012, Min et al. 2018). In
1990, diplomatic relations between Russia and South Korea were established.
Although hopes for quick economic benefits expressed at the beginning of the
1990s failed, some expectations were gradually fulfilled, e.g., Samsung, LG,
Hyundai, and Kia’s trade cooperation with Russia. South Korea is becoming
increasingly important in the Russian plans to develop the Far East which can
benefit from the Korean New Northern Policy (Hoon 1993, Rinna 2019). Today,
teaching Russian in South Korea has already become a tradition; it is studied at
about 40 universities and ranks among popular foreign languages. Guest teachers
from Russia widely use authentic materials, and Korean students come to Russian
universities to practice the language or take a semester in the Russian-language
academic medium. Most of the teachers and lecturers speak of specific difficulties
connected with differences in cultures and the educational traditions of the Korean
and European students that make the process of learning very different from what
Koreans are used to (Ballod 2009, Deponian 2015).

The growing popularity of the Russian language lets members of the returning
diaspora use their proficiency in Russian to teach the language. We can find many
of them advertising tutoring in Russian on the Internet. Some of the advertisements
are in Russian only, others in Russian and Korean, still others use English. Not all
those who are willing to teach Russian have appropriate qualifications, but
everyone mentions the number of years spent in Russia as proof of their proficiency.
It is also customary to mention the teacher’s proficiency in the Korean language,
an easy-going personality and a friendly and supportive attitude to students (ENA,
May 20, 2021)*.

There are about 80,000 people speaking Russian on a daily basis, and nearly
50,000 of these are ethnic Koreans (many originally from Sakhalin). The number

4 bulgomedu.com/teacher/teacher.asp?CateCode1=3&CateCode2=1 (accessed 18 November
2021).
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of mixed marriages is growing, and more than 100 children are born every year in
such families. There are many pre-primary schools operating in Russian or
bilingually. More than a dozen Russian schools were launched in the post-Soviet
period and their graduation certificates entitle young people to enter Korean
universities. Founded in 2002, the Russian Embassy school in Seoul combines three
languages (Russian, Korean and English), and the Russian school in Pusan that
belongs to the Ministry of Education of Kazakhstan teaches several subjects in
Russian. Lyceum TriLC in Seoul, a private school founded in 2009, offers blended
teaching, combining contact and distance learning with four languages taught —
Korean, English, Russian, and German. In Seoul, Russian-speaking repatriates and
immigrants created jobs and businesses serving the immigrant community and the
hosts. The ethnic composition of the Russian speech community is diverse,
including ethnic Koreans, people who emigrated from Central Asian states and
Russian Far East, and from other CIS countries, as well as seamen. Joint festivities
allow all those who know Russian, including Korean university students, to
socialize together (Based on the information from the special issue Russistics in
South Korea 2016.)

The Russian writer and traveler Nikolai Garin-Mikhailovsky (1852—1906) is a
true genius loci of Korea. He collected Korean folklore and his work is still valuable
for experts. The Russian Orthodox mission in Korea was founded at the end of the
19th century for the spiritual needs of 120 Russians and 30 Orthodox Koreans. The
centrally located St. Nikolai Cathedral and other buildings around it rose at the
beginning of the 20™ century. Religious books were translated into Korean. The
Russian influence diminished and grew again several times, and many other
cathedrals opened their doors to believers. There is a historical cemetery for
foreigners called Yanhvadzhin with several Russian graves, mostly of sailors, and
in Inchon there is a monument to those who died on the cruiser Varyag, erected in
2004 by the Russian government.

The Koryo-saram, or ethnic Koreans from the former Soviet Union, number
half a million people and were dispersed mostly in Russia, predominantly in the Far
East, but also in the Volgograd region and the Caucasus, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan,
and Ukraine. The Sakhalin Koreans form a separate community because they
escaped later than the others. The history of the Russian Koreans was meticulously
studied by Park (2018). Until recently, it remained obscure and infrequently
discussed in Russia as Koreans were among the peoples displaced under Stalin.
Kazakhstan was among the destinations where Koreans were exiled. In the then
capital city of Almaty, Koreans had a newspaper and a theater. In addition, they
bonded with the so-called “European population” rather than with the Turkic-
speaking people, feeling closer to them in rituals, clothing, educational values and
work ethics. Such prominent persons of Korean origin as Yulij Kim, Viktor Coj and
Kostja Czju belong to the Russian cultural elite. After the collapse of the Soviet
Union, there was no return program for Soviet Koreans, but with the borders
opened, the influx started, followed by cheap labor forces from the CIS countries.
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Since Russian Koreans originate mostly from the Northern territories of Korea, they
feel rather alien in the South. Besides the returning diaspora, other Russian-
speaking migrants are qualified workers, businesspeople, and students allowed to
study and later stay in Korea (Korgun 2014).

In the part of Seoul close to the Dongdaemun History and Culture Park metro
station, there is a complex of blocks with numerous Russian-language inscriptions.
This district founded in the 1990s by entrepreneurs from Khabarovsk and
Vladivostok is abundant in shops and services operating in Russian (ENA, May 20,
2021)°. Like elsewhere in the world where the Russian language is exotic, these
businesses serve those who would like to extract important information from
advertisements, need to buy mobile phone cards and tickets, get internet connection,
take credit, send remittances home, use a post office to send / receive documents
and gifts, and so on. Businesspeople have small but comfortable hotels to stay in,
and many texts on various signs are addressed to people from Uzbekistan,
Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan whose lingua franca is regionally colored Russian.
There are local shops and restaurants for this clientele, too. Signboards like Tovary
narodnogo potreblenija [Goods for people’s consumption] are tribute to the
owners’ and clients’ nostalgia for Soviet past. Like in other countries where
Russian-speaking diasporans open businesses, many bear the names of their
owners: Tamara, Valentina or Yura, to name just a few. South Korean medical care
is very popular in Central Asia, and medical tourism is booming, providing jobs for
language professionals and proficient bi- and multilinguals who can act as
interpreters and intermediaries. Car spare parts sale and cargo transportation are
among the popular businesses. A mix of global and local brands offered in the
cheapest price range attracts buyers. Russian-speaking visitors can use immigration
and translation services, learn Korean, and get help in property acquisition. The
Cyrillic script is also used for the Korean language as a marker of the presence of
Koryo-saram who are not used to Korean and Chinese alphabets but can speak
Korean. Moreover, Kyrgyz and Uzbek are also often transliterated in Cyrillic. Some
Mongolian immigrants stay close to this diverse community. Besides Seoul, Tegu
and Tedjon, maritime tourist destinations attract many Russian-speaking groups.

Koreans who study Russian have to overcome specific phonetic and
grammatical difficulties. They confound O and V, JI and P, labials, sonors, sibilants,
and often put stress on the wrong syllables. In Korean, there are no pluralia and
singilaria tantum, all the words can be singular and plural, so learners have trouble
using this category correctly in Russian. Elliptical sentences are not typical and
hardly understandable. A lot of words denoting cultural phenomena and concepts
are not translatable and require explanations (Russistics in South Korea 2016).

In everyday communication, Russian speakers borrow names of foods, dishes
and spices, such as mivonom, yangmi, chibi, kjatamuri, drinks and other culinary
terms and culture-specific words. They have to learn how to address people who
are older or younger than them and distinguish between gendered forms (oppa,

5 https://puerrtto.livejournal.com/919732.html (accessed 18 November 2021).
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onni, etc.), interjections (aigu, kichadi, omo). For young people recognizing and
using slang appropriately is also important. The number of internet sites advertising
online courses of the Korean language for beginners (see e.g., ENA, May 20, 2021°
and ENA, May 20, 20217) as well as lists of “the most frequent” words and
expressions, ranging from 7 to 400 words, suggest high popularity of the Korean
language and Korean culture among Russian speakers. Most of them are supplied
with Korean words in Cyrillic transliteration and translation into Russian (ENA,
May 20, 20218, ENA, May 20, 2021°). Some of these target tourists, but others are
compiled for those who wish to come to Korea to study or work. The authors
selected the “most useful words” relying on their own intuition and experience of
living in Korea. Russian translations of these lists abound in spelling mistakes and
use of non-standard grammar.

Internet sites maintained by Russian-speaking residents of South Korea and
those who are planning to come to the country as guest-workers insert Korean
words related to jobs and legal procedures in obtaining appropriate visas and work
permits and dealing with employers: uorco [cleaning], cadocan [employer], ebiu
[gold]. The words most often used in this discourse acquire affixes and flexions:
mpebyemcs. nemeHWUK, si paboman nyainonom, mpeoyromcs albnoMuuKu, etc.
Communicants distinguish themselves from the local population and perceive
members of the host society as an outgroup, referring to them as xaueyxu, xaneyuxu,
often with pejorative connotations. Among forum participants there are many
people from the countries of Central Asia and Ukraine. Although Russian is the
lingua franca, it is not uncommon that participants insert phrases in their languages,
e.g., in Uzbek, without other participants being offended. One can observe the same
type of deviations from standard Russian as mentioned earlier. Some users resort to
fake Ukrainisms as a sort of banter. Online chats abound in English insertions,
although at least some of them are affected by Koreanized versions of the original
words, e.g., npooicusanue 6 anamax, xopowuti éaupym. Another frequent word is
the German noun ‘work’: mpebyromcs na nocmosunvlil apoaiim, npueiauiaem Ha
apoaum. This is an indirect borrowing that came to Russian from the Korean
advertising discourse.

At present, there is no traditional Russian-speaking society besides the
Orthodox Church, which operates mostly in Korean. Yet, the influence of Korean
on the Russian language is clear in the bilingual children and those ethnic Koreans
who spoke Korean before returning to Korea. Despite some periods of
confrontation, the general opinion about Russia and its policies among Koreans is
quite positive (Lan’kov 2016).

¢ https://lingust.ru/korean (accessed 18 November 2021).

7 https://www.hangugo.ru/ (accessed 18 November 2021).

8 https:/kitsunestudy.ru/frazy-na-korejskom-jazyke-kotorye-prigodjatsja-v-puteshestvii/ (accessed
18 November 2021).

9 https://koreasimple.com/50 samyh chasto ispolzuemih slov/ (accessed 18 November 2021).
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5. Discussion

The three countries considered in this article have different histories of contacts
with the Russian language and culture. Yet, there are many similarities between
them regarding the motives for language maintenance. These are transnational
families, friendly and business relations, and preservation of intergenerational ties.
Importantly, in all the countries discussed, Russian still functions as the lingua
franca for people born in different parts of the FSU. People using a lingua franca
are commonly more tolerant of deviations from the dominant norm, yet there are
always people in these communities who “police” participants, pointing to mistakes
and sometimes ridiculing them. Clearly, common innovations occur in those
aspects of the Russian language which often confuse native speakers and which
exemplify irregularities, i.e. in “weak areas of the system” as Glovinskaya (2004)
aptly called them. They also appear in those elements that are undergoing changes
in Russia, too, e.g., replacement of declensions by prepositional phrases. Together
they create synergy, cross-feeding the language and culture, and serving as
adhesives in Russian-language networks.

In India, Japan and Korea Russian has no legal status but its functional status
has become more solid thanks to the growing number of businesses, social and
cultural institutions immigrants have created in which Russian is spoken. Language
has been long regarded as an essential element of migrants’ social capital. When
the prevailing model guiding immigrant integration policies was linguistic and
cultural assimilation, what counted was immigrants’ acquisition of the language of
the majority (Chiswick 2008). Native language maintenance was not viewed as
important for socio-economic mobility. It was considered primarily in terms of
symbolic functions of language manifested in the desire to pass on heritage culture
to the young and preserve intergenerational ties. But due to a rapid expansion of
service industries and emergence of vibrant Russian-speaking communities in
many countries, Russian turned into an economic resource, helping migrants from
the FSU to find jobs and open their own businesses. These businesses are diverse
and are not limited to the traditional immigrant businesses of food stores, ethnic
restaurants and craft shops but, as our research shows, include language centers,
schools, travel agencies, law firms, agencies organizing trade with the FSU
countries, and others.

As India and Russia continue their diplomatic relations in the 21%century with
vigor and seek to open new avenues of cooperation, the role of Russian language is
likely to increase. The signing of the “Declaration on the India-Russia Strategic
Partnership” in October 2000, later elevated to the level of “Special and Privileged
Strategic Partnership,” has given a new impetus to India-Russia ties with enhanced
levels of cooperation in almost all areas of the bilateral relationship, including
political, security, defense, trade and economy, science and technology, and
culture (ENA, May 20m 2021)!°. Many exchange programs and memoranda of

19 https://indianembassy-moscow.gov.in/index.php (accessed 18 November 2021).
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understanding between universities are already underway, leading to an increasing
interest amongst Indians in the Russian language, literature and culture. More and
more young Russian entrepreneurs and other professionals are working in India. A
study of changing patterns in their use of the mother tongue can be a source of
further research on language diversity and multilingualism.

In the past, Russian and Soviet relations with Japan and South Korea alternated
between periods of political and military hostility, and mutual cultural or
commercial interest; this is still reflected in the language and social attitudes of the
Japanese and Koreans towards Russia. Old waves of Russian immigration
contributed to the cultural life of Japan and introduced the Orthodox Church in
Korea. For some migrants, Japan was a stepping-stone on the way to the U.S.A. or
Australia. South Korea is attractive for repatriates (Russian Koreans), students,
entrepreneurs and workers from the Central Asian States and the Russian Far East.
The influence of Russian culture on Japan and vice versa is multilayered and
versatile, ranging from food and clothes to science and politics. Russian literature
and music are popular in Japan and South Korea, and many universities offer
courses of Russian. The recent post-Soviet diaspora is rapidly growing. The
intensification of Russian tourism and the emergence of new Russian-owned
businesses contribute to the economic value of the Russian language.

Russia positions itself as one of the key players in Asia, and there are
traditional and newly restructured ties that allow alliance-building based on mutual
interests in this part of the world. Universities and schools are trying to establish
networks that would lead to joint projects and exchanges. There is no direct
evidence that would allow us to suggest that there is ample linguistic data
distinguishing the use of the Russian language by the diasporans residing in India,
Japan and Korea and by learners of Russian as a foreign language in these countries.

The Russkiy Mir Foundation aims to promote different cultural projects,
especially musical ones, in South Korea, Japan, and other Asian countries. It invites
leading university scholars to visit Russia and sends artists to these countries
(Russkiy Mir 2017, 2018). The Russian authorities are interested in the export of
educational services, but they underestimate the necessity to adapt language
teaching methodologies to local contexts. Teaching materials they offer do not take
into account regional varieties of language or different linguistic biographies of
heritage language learners inevitable in multilingual contexts (Ferreira 2012).
Russian schools at the embassies offer courses and examinations. Students are
invited to study in Russia because the quality of teaching is high and costs are low.
Energy, aviation, exploration of new technologies, space research, the Silk Road
Economic Belt, and the Eurasian Economic Community need collaboration in this
part of the world (Bobylo 2016). Russian citizens are turning to Asia more often
than before, and with modern technologies people can make online connections
from any part of the world. One can anticipate that after the COVID-19 pandemic
online teaching will keep developing.
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6. Conclusions

Evidently, globalization, diversification and increasing role of niche markets,
as well as growing mobility of people belonging to different social classes and age
groups is changing the role of language in economies. A special role in the
increasing value of languages is played by the ubiquity of digital technologies.
Besides occupational skills, people seeking employment in service industries and
as white collars are required to have communicative skills, quite often in two or
more languages. These new opportunities and new needs increase motivation for
learning and maintaining the Russian language in the diaspora. Different social
layers and ethno-cultural groups within the diaspora, sociolinguistic constraints on
the use of the language, adaptation of the immigrants’ language and culture to the
surrounding society influence the diversity of the local discourse and contribute to
the flexibility of the global discourse.

In all countries discussed, the Russian language is undergoing changes under
the influence of contact with other languages. Most noticeable these deviations are
on the lexical level. Regional varieties of Russian integrate lexis related to the local
toponymy, flora, fauna and climate, foods, elements of traditional culture and
festive traditions. In the contact situations of India, Japan and Korea, we see many
words from local languages which are still exoticisms, that is why, after using them,
speakers or writers often add translation or explanations. Equally strong in these
countries is borrowing from the domains of government and administration.
Notably, in all samples of the material we collected, we see integration of English
lexis. The spread and universalization of education, the struggle for resources,
frequent migrations with different goals and at different stages of life influence
language contacts as never before. Scientific and technological progress as well as
politics cause changes in all languages as part of a response to the spread of
multilingualism on a global scale.

From the Russo-centric perspective, we can claim that Russian is a world
language experiencing pluricentric development, having different variants in every
country where it is used, but so are other languages in diasporas. We are convinced
that a pluricentric approach to the study of Russian outside the nation is fruitful
because it enables researchers to observe development of the language in new
contexts and have a better understanding of its interaction with other languages and
cultures. Russian pluricentricity needs to be thoroughly documented before a
handbook of World Russians can be compiled. When communities of practice start
using the language for their own purposes, it develops into a variant that will serve
the specific needs of specific societies with distinctive cultures.
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Naming practices not only reveal ideological contestation in a particular community, but also
contribute to the discursive construction of a new social reality. However, the transformative role of
naming practices as a semiotic resource for reimagining language hierarchy has been overlooked.
This socio-onomastics study aims to explore shifting ideological premises and semiotic mechanisms
of normalizing a new language hierarchy in post-Soviet urban space. In doing so, the study
diachronically examines naming practices of choosing and using event names, which are more fluid
and often short-lived in comparison to other names such as toponyms, anthroponyms or brand
names. The study analyses 1246 unique event names mentioned in a local Russian-language
newspaper “Beuepruit Anmater” (“Vechernii Almaty”) over the period of time from 1989 to 2019.
The results show a decrease in the use of Russian for name production. Further examination reveals
a steady increase in non-integrated event names in Kazakh and English in Russian-language
newspaper texts; there are few examples of translation and transliteration, no examples of
transcription or loanwords in more recent texts. Our comparison shows that in the context of the
multilingual Almaty transgressing the purist norms of standard Russian has become a new norm.
We argue that these new local strategies of naming and using names are a semiotic mechanism of
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of the discursive power of naming in challenging dominant language practices.
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Hopmasinsanusi HOBOM sI3bIKOBOM MepPapXUH:
IBEHTOHUMBbI B IOCTCOBETCKOM IrOpOACKOM NMPOCTPAHCTBE
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AHHOTAIIUSA

IIpakTHKH MMEHOBAaHUS HE TOJBKO PACKPBIBAIOT UIECONIOTNYECKOE IPOTUBOCTOSIHUE B KOHKPETHOM
c000IIeCTBE, HO M CIIOCOOCTBYIOT TUCKYPCHBHOMY MOCTPOSHHIO HOBOHM COIMAIBHONW peabHOCTH.
Onnako mpeoOpa3yiomasi posib TPaKTHKA MMEHOBAaHHS KaK CEMHOTHYECKOTO pecypca Ui Iepe-
OCMBICJICHHS SI3bIKOBON MepapXuu Obula MajousydeHa. Llenbro TaHHOTO COIIMOOHOMAaCTHYECKOTO
HCCIIEIOBAHMS ABISETCSA aHAIN3 MEHSIONIMXCS MICONOTHYECKHX MPEANOCHIIIOK U CEMUOTHYECKHX
MEXaHW3MOB HOPMAaJIM3allMU HOBOW S3BIKOBOM MEPAPXUU B IOCTCOBETCKOM TOPOJCKOM IIPOCTPaH-
ctBe. [1JIs 3TOro ONMUCHIBAIOTCSI M3MEHEHUS! B HA3BaHUSX Pa3IMYHBIX OOIECTBEHHBIX MEPOIPUSTHH,
KOTOpBIE SBIISIIOTCS OoJiee THOKMMH M YacTO HEIOJITOBEYHBIMU MO CPAaBHEHUIO C TAKUMU HA3BaHU-
SAMH, KaK TONOHUMBI, aHTPOIOHMUMBI WJIM TOProBhIE MapKH. B mHccienoBaHUM aHANHM3HUpyeTCS
1246 yHUKaNbHBIX SBEHTOHHMOB, YIOMSHYTBIX B MECTHOM PYCCKOSI3BIYHOM rasere «BeuepHwuii
Anmartsl» 3a nepuoa ¢ 1989 no 2019 rr. Pe3ynbraTsl MOKa3bIBalOT CHUXKEHUE HCIIOJIB30BaHUS PyC-
CKOTO s3bIKa A7l CO3aHus Ha3BaHUN. [lanbHelniee N3y4eHHe BbIIBUIO YCTOMYUBBIM POCT HEHHTE-
TPUPOBaHHBIX 3BEHTOHMMOB Ha Ka3aXCKOM U AHTIUICKOM S3BIKaX B PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX T'a3e€THBIX
TEKCTax; B OoJyiee MO3HNX TEKCTAaX Majlo MIPUMEPOB MEPEBOA W TPAHCIUTEPALNH, HET IIPHMEPOB
TPaHCKPUILMN WIN 3aMMCTBOBAaHUN. JIaHHBIN CPAaBHUTENBHBIN aHAIIN3 TIOKA3bIBAET, YTO B KOHTEK-
CTE€ MHOTOSI3BIYHOTO AJIMAThl HAPYIIEHUE ITyPUCTCKUX HOPM CTAaHJAPTHOTO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA CTAJIO
HOBOM HOPMOM. MBI yTBEpKIa€eM, YTO 3TH HOBBIE JIOKAJIbHBIE CTPATETMH HMEHOBAHUS U UCIIOJIB30-
BaHMS MMEH MPENICTABISIOT CO00 CEeMUOTHUECKHH MEXaHU3M CHMBOJIMYECKOTO JJOMHHHUPOBAHWUS;
OHHU pabOTAIOT HA HOPMAJIM3AIMI0 HOBOH SI3BIKOBOIM UEpapXuH, B KOTOPOI PyCCKHil sI3bIK OOJbIIe
HE SIBJISIETCSI €AMHCTBEHHBIM JOMUHHPYIOIIMM KOJOM OOIIECTBEHHOTO M O(QHIUAIBHOTO JOMEHA.
Hame uccnenoBanyue BHOCUT BKJIaJ B IOHUMAaHUE AUCKYPCHUBHOM CHUJIBI MIMEHOBAHHUS B IpOLIECCE
HM3MEHEHHUS A3bIKOBBIX MPAKTUKAX.

KnroueBble c10Ba: npakmuku UMeH08AHUA, AZbIKOBAS UOEONIO2UA, AZLIKOBAS UEPAPXUS, CEMUOMU-
ueckas cmpameaus, pycckuil a3vik, Kazaxcman

JJig nuTHpOBaHMA:

Smagulova J., Madiyeva D. Normalizing a new language hierarchy: Event names in
post-Soviet urban space. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 1004-1023.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-1004-1023

1. Introduction

This study investigates the transformative role of naming practices as a
semiotic resource for the discursive construction of a new language hierarchy. “It
is the essential strategy of language dominance to establish the hierarchy of
languages as if it were the natural order of things” (Kasuya 2001: 235). During the
Soviet time the taken-for-granted representation of Russian as the supreme
language of the Soviet Union was naturalized through various kinds of
metalinguistic discourses (Smagulova & Suleimenova, forthcoming). This
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qualitative study proposes a historical perspective on naming practices in the
linguistic landscape with the purpose of identifying semiotic strategies challenging
the previously established hierarchy of languages in urban Kazakhstan, where
Russian used to be the single dominant language of public and official spheres. This
study aims to analyze changing naming practices as a semiotic strategy of
normalizing a new language hierarchy in post-Soviet space. Specifically, the paper
examines: a) the transformation of naming of various public events — political,
sports and cultural events, e.g., fora, concerts, exhibitions, etc., in Kazakhstan’s
largest city Almaty over a period of 30 years, from 1989 to 2019, and b) changes in
uses of event names in a Russian-language newspaper. Diachronic analysis of both
removal and introduction of languages and scripts (Pavlenko & Mullen 2015) in
event names contributes to the discussion of language ideologies in the context of
sociolinguistic change.

Our decision to focus on naming practices stems from the conviction that
names and their meanings “structure and nuance the way we see, understand and
imagine the world” (Peteet 2005: 154) and that “shifts over time in the naming
patterns may provide a very powerful indicator of profound societal shifts”
(Lieberson 1984: 85). The paper draws from critically-oriented literature on the
linguistic landscape (LL), critical and socio-onomastics, and language ideology
which share an understanding of language as a symbolic form of power. While
differentiating people, places, events, brands, and actions, names are foremost
symbolic systems of identification that provide ways of knowing and being;
“construct and reify human bonds and social divisions” (Charmaz 2006: 396).
Because of the symbolic salience of names, there is a continuous rivalry for
monopoly in production of names. Bourdieu (1991: 239) observes that this struggle
for the monopoly of legitimate naming is actually a struggle to impose the
legitimate vision of the social world and positions in that world'. This symbolic
struggle for the production of names is most visible in linguistic landscape and
toponymy. Public signs and place names, as it was established by various studies,
reflect the relative power and status of the different speakers and languages in a
specific sociolinguistic context (cf. Landry & Bourhis 1997, Ben-Rafael et al. 2006,
Gorter 2006, Shohamy et al. 2010, Blommaert 2013, Giraut & Houssay-
Holzscahuch 2016). It is well known that the majority language or higher prestige
language is more likely to be used in place, event and corporate names and other
public signage while some languages are silenced and made invisible.

Naming practices not only reveal ideological contestation in particular
communities, but they also contribute to the discursive construction of new social

! Some of the authors’ older relatives who lived through the events of 1917 stubbornly refused
to use Oxmabpwvckas pesonoyua ‘The October Revolution’ (when the Soviets came to power) and
referred to the event as nepesopom ‘the coup’, saying that there was only one revolution —
Despanvckas pesomoyua ‘The February Revolution” when the monarchy was overthrown (personal
communication). For them this contestation of the official event name was about questioning the
legitimacy of the Soviet regime.
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realities and transformation of language practices. Moscovici and Duveen (2000:
45) argue that by naming something we “endow it with a genealogy ...[and] locate
it in the identity matrix of our culture.” Because proper names are important cultural
signs indexing social and cultural roots, naming practices are a continuous process
of actualization, reaffirming and transforming identities. Thus, renaming places,
people, events, actions and things as a way to discursively construct a new social
reality has become a standard practice (Peteet 2005: 153). Official public signs,
such as street and place names, are sanctioned by local authorities precisely because
public space is an important political arena for the enforcement of language policies
and new identities. Peteet (2005) shows, for example, the way Israeli colonial power
crafts imaginaries about occupied places by controlling the naming of events,
actions, places and people in occupied Palestinian territories. Manipulating the
linguistic landscape is widely used in post-colonial, post-imperial, and newly
independent states for nation-building purposes (cf. Akzhigitova &
Zharkymbekova 2014, Backhaus 2009, Cenoz & Gorter 2006, Hult 2018, Manan et
al. 2014, McDermott 2019, Moore 2014, Saparov 2017, Zabrodskaja 2014). In
newly independent Kazakhstan, one of the first language policy documents was the
decree “On order of naming and renaming of entities, organizations, institutions,
railroad stations, airports, and geographical objects in the Republic of Kazakhstan
and the change in their spelling” (1996) enforcing the use of Kazakh in linguistic
landscape while concurrently affording removal of the Soviet names (Smagulova
& Fleming 2020).

Because names carry such a symbolic weight as major instruments for
imagining the past and future, the act of naming becomes significant on its own.
Naming is an assertion of power; by naming something “the person demonstrates
his/her legitimate right to do so” (Vigouroux 2001: 610). In many contexts naming
of places, events and actions reinforces past socio-political hierarchies (Puzey
2016); and thus, in situations where socio-cultural tensions are high, counter
hegemonic acts of naming become highly symbolic. An attempt to reclaim the
original name of Victoria Falls (Nyambi & Mangena 2016) or restoring the old
name Almaty instead of the Soviet Alma-Ata are very symbolic acts signaling a
new social order.

Numerous onomastics and linguistic landscape studies demonstrate that
(re)naming is one of the most favoured strategies for reimagining the world,
probably because the characteristics of proper names make them easy to
manipulate. Proper names “appear to fall partly inside and partly outside the lexicon
and grammar of the average speaker” (Allerton 1987: 61). New names are easily
added to the existing name inventory since they can be invented in an ad hoc way
or borrowed. Of course, some naming systems are more productive and less
conservative than others. While the system of personal names is relatively stable,
other naming systems could be extremely fluid. Rivlina (2015), for instance,
describes how language and scripts are used in creative and playful ways for

1007



Juldyz Smagulova and Dinara Madiyeva. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1004—1023

generating new domain names (e.g., ENA, May 15, 2021)? continuously. Brand and
corporate names is another example of very fluid proper name systems which
heavily relies on borrowing or foreignization as a way of creating new names, e.g.,
Russian brand “Vitek’ or Kazakh company ‘Nomad Insurance.’

On the one hand, we see that “[o]ften the connotation of proper names seems
to be more important than their denotation” (Edelman 2009: 150). On the other
hand, there is some degree of pressure to normalize the appearance and grammar of
foreign names, especially when they appear in a text like a newspaper article or
advertisement. Some proper names become well integrated into a language (e.g.,
month names, 6 sausape ‘in January’), standing closest of all to common nouns in a
language. But not all names are domesticated in accordance to orthographic,
semantic, morphological, syntactic and phonological rules; there are proper names
which are highly idiosyncratic and language-independent, non-integrated and
spelled as they are, for example, genoconky Tour de France uz-3a namoemuu
KOpoHasupyca nepereciu Ha kotey agzycma ‘because of the coronavirus pandemic
the Tour de France cycling race was postponed until the end of August.’ In general,
the choice of adoption strategy — transcription, transliteration, calque, or direct
graphic transfer — is conditioned by language ideology (cf. discussion of linguistic
purism in the modern Russian language by Vysotskaya 2010, Spacova 2015),
sociolinguistic hierarchy between dominant and marginal culture, and the purpose
and activity of translation (Venuti 2003: 18):

<...> the reconstitution of the foreign text in accordance with values, beliefs
and representations that pre-exist it in the target language, always configured
in hierarchies of dominance and marginality, always determining the
production, circulation, and reception of texts.

All in all, numerous studies demonstrate that naming is a political act, and
“there is no social agent who does not aspire, as far as his circumstances permit, to
have the power to name and create the world through naming” (Bourdieu 1991:
105). However, it is still not very clear how discursive construction of a new
language hierarchy is achieved though naming. How does discursive change take
place? To address these questions, this paper aims to describe some of the semiotic
mechanisms of creating the new hierarchies through naming. In doing so, we
diachronically examine naming practices of choosing and using event names, which
are more fluid and often short-lived in comparison to more durable names, which
are well described in the literature, such as toponyms, anthroponyms or brand
names. Our analysis focuses on changes in the language of newspapers which used
to be highly prescribed during the Soviet period.

The paper continues with a brief overview of the sociolinguistic context of
Russian language use in Kazakhstan and description of the data. The following
diachronic socio-onomastics analysis focuses on the changing uses of Russian in
naming events in a Russian-language local newspaper over the period of 30 years.

2 http://gepatitu.net/ (accessed 13 November 2021).
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2. Russian in Kazakhstan: A sociolinguistic context

Almaty is an excellent site for studying historical discontinuity and semiotic
strategies of normalizing a new language hierarchy. The history of the city reflects
the fact that Kazakhstan did not have much of a history of independence until 1991.
Fort Verny (‘faithful’ in Russian) was founded as an Imperial military stronghold
by the Tsarist colonial regime in 1854 on the lands of an early local settlement. The
city was renamed Almaty (an ancient form of adjective from ‘apple’ in Turkic
languages) in 1921 after it became a Soviet city and the new government began the
policy of nativization. Almaty was the capital of the Kazakh Autonomous Socialist
Republic (as a part of the Russian Federation) from 1927 to 1936 and then the
capital of the newly established Kazakh Soviet Socialist Republic from 1936 to
1997 when the capital was relocated to Tselinograd (first renamed Akmola, then
Astana, and lastly Nur Sultan). While Almaty remains one of the most russified
cities in Kazakhstan, the country’s largest megapolis has experienced a dramatic
shift in its demographics. In 1991, the year of the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
its population was 1,086,000, of which less than a quarter were ethnic Kazakhs. The
population increased to 1,896,000 residents in 2019 (a 75% increase in comparison
to 1991) and Kazakhs made up two thirds of the population.

Throughout modern history the city existed in a state of structural inequality
and asymmetrical bilingualism (cf. Olcott 1995, Laitin 1998m Smagulova 2008m
Bissenova 2017). While Kazakh was used in education, media and cultural
domains, it was rarely used in everyday interaction in the field of government,
science, health care, technology and entertainment. Russian became the dominant
language and grew to be perceived as an intrinsically superior language as result of
a myriad of factors (discussed in more detail in Smagulova 2008) such as the Soviet
policy of language unification, the totalitarian political regime and hierarchical
structure of the Soviet Union, mass immigration of Russian-speaking population,
the demographic prevalence of Russian speakers in urban centers, limited
institutional support for Kazakh, the prestige associated with Russian and Russian
speakers, and the impossibility of social advancement without Russian proficiency.

After the 1991 independence, the political legitimacy of the state and the
privileged status of ethnic Kazakhs has been discursively constructed through the
ideology of a monolingual nation-state. This implied challenging the role of
Russian by reclaiming political, linguistic, cultural ground that had been yielded to
Russian during the Soviet period. According to the Constitution of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, Kazakh is the sole state language of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
Russian, which was given the status of the language of interethnic communication
in 1989 (Law on Languages in the Kazakh SSR), in 1995 was upgraded to a
language that can be used along with Kazakh for official purposes (The Constitution
1995, Law on Languages in the Republic of Kazakhstan 1997). In addition to
reinstating Kazakh as a fully-fledged state language (Order On principles of
language policy in the RK 1996, Order On the principles of formation of state
identity of the RK 1996, Decree on State program of developing languages 1996,
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Decree on implementation of the state program 2001, Ministry of Culture of the PK
2001, Ministry of Culture of the RK 2011, etc.), the nation-building agenda
included establishing Kazakh as a language of education (Ministry of Education
and Science of the RK 2010), developing a “pure” Kazakh standard language free
of Russian elements, reshaping the linguistic landscape by replacing Russian names
with Kazakh, rewriting the history of Kazakhstan to demonstrate the continuous
presence of Kazakh on the Kazakh land, etc. (Decree On naming and renaming
1996, Decree on terminological committee 1998, Decree on onomastics 1998,
Decree on expanding the use of Kazakh in government offices 1998, Decree on
placing product information 1998, etc.).

At the same time, there is a growing importance of English which is highly
visible in linguistic landscape and branding (Smagulova and Fleming 2020).
Kazakhstani authorities activity promote trilingual policy in education which is
aimed at developing proficiency in three languages — Kazakh, Russian and English
for all students defined by the cultural project “Trinity of Languages” (Ministry of
Education and Science of the RK 2007), the roadmap of trilingual education
(Ministry of Education and Science of the RK 2015), new education standards
(Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan 2018), salary
increase for teachers teaching in English (Ministry of Education and Science of the
RK 2020). There are several schools and universities where English is the only
medium of instruction. Researchers are encouraged to publish internationally,
which implies publishing in English. All in all, English now is an important
language in the national linguistic repertoire.

Amid this physically palpable transformation of the broader political and
public discourse and linguistic landscape in favour of the national Kazakh language
and the global English, Russian persists as a regional lingua franca and a major
choice in urban public domains, academia, media and publishing. Despite the
apparent perpetuation in the use of Russian, there are signs that the dominance of
Russian is being challenged and a new linguistic hierarchy is emerging. This
context offers an excellent opportunity to examine the process and semiotic
mechanisms of reimagining a language hierarchy.

3. Data and methodology

The paper presents a socio-onomastics analysis of 1246 unique names of
events extracted from the city Russian-language daily newspaper “Beuepnuii
Anmater” (“Evening Almaty”). For understanding the process of change, it is
important to know not only what is displayed now, but also what has been removed
and what has been added to the landscape, as Pavlenko & Mullen (2015: 114)
poignantly explain: “while signs do operate in aggregate, the common focus on all
signs at a single point in time (italic by the authors) on one street is problematic
because the interpretation of signs is diachronic in nature, intrinsically linked to the
preceding signs in the same environment and to related signs elsewhere.” Therefore,
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we argue that the use of event names in a local daily newspaper over a period of
time provides an excellent dataset to illustrate changes of naming practices.
Because of time limitations, the data was collected from the issues published in four
three-year periods: 1989-1991, 1999-2001, 2009-2011, and 2016-2019.
In total we collected data covering a period of 30 years — from pre-independence
1989 to 2019.

The selection of “Beuepnuit Anmater” (“Evening Almaty”) as a source of our
data is not arbitrary. It is an official city news outlet. It has been published daily
since January 1968. The newspaper prints news about Almaty and its citizens,
reports about the work of city municipality and its structures, as well as provides
information about culture, sports and public life. Because of its nature, it is in this
newspaper that one can find announcements, mentions, descriptions and reports
about most of the city events, at least about the major city functions. The decision
to collect mentions of event names in a newspaper also stems from the assumption
that “media texts constitute a sensitive barometer of socio-cultural change, and they
should be seen as valuable material for researching change” (Fairclough 1995: 52).
Indeed, even at first glance it is hard not to notice the change in the nature of events
over time. In the last years of the Soviet era, dominant events were numerous
nameless Communist Party functions; today the reports of events are dominated by
various concerts, shows, exhibitions, sports competitions, etc., most with unique
names.

We collected word types, not tokens; more specifically we collected only one
mention of a unique event name per year. For example, the name of a crafts bazaar
“Kpacku Azun” (“The Colours of Asia”) was counted once, even though the name
of the event was mentioned in the article a couple of times (or two tokens in one
text). We understand the limitation of this approach as it does not provide a full
quantitative picture, yet under the circumstances it was the only feasible way to
collect data. The earlier issues of the newspaper were not available electronically,
no photographing was permitted; there was limitation on the number of pages
scanned, and a long wait time was required. Therefore, we chose to count only word
types to make the process more efficient and less time consuming.

Since the main concern in socio-onomastics is name variation (Ainiala 2016),
our analysis looked for variations of language and scripts in event names over times.
The data was sorted into the following categories — Russian, Kazakh, English,
Bilingual, Mixed and Bivalent. While in general there were no problem
categorizing event names by languages because Kazakh, Russian and English are
linguistically distinct, we, however, created a separated category for bivalent
personal names to account for ambiguous names.

In the following sections we present the quantitative results, describe changing
strategies of incorporating foreign words in the Russian-language text and analyze
how these strategies hint at the emergence of a new language hierarchy.
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4. Use of event names in a Russian-medium newspaper

The study results unmistakably point at changing naming practices after
Kazakhstan became an independent state. There has been a sharp decrease in the
use of Russian, a steady increase in the use of Kazakh, and an upsurge in the use of
English. Table 1 summarizes changes in the choice of languages for naming events.
As we can see, before the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russian was the dominant
choice for naming events: in 1989-1991 about two thirds of all event names were
in Russian. Many of the events were ideological in nature and had standard, Soviet
government approved names such as Ilpazonux opyocovt “Ilowo moe Omeyecmeo”
(Friendship festival “Lauding my Motherland”) or .wmaccogoe eyrsnve,
nocesawennoe  J[Hio  ocenesnooopodcHuka  “‘CmanvbHelmMu  mapupymamu
namunemku’’ (mass/folk festivities dedicated to the Railroad worker day “By steel
routes of a five-year plan”). The share of the event names in Russian declined
rapidly during the first decade of independence and has stayed steady since the early
2000s. One would expect that with the backdrop of nation-building, Kazakh would
become the dominant choice in naming of events. However, as we can see it is
English that is fast overtaking Russian and to an even larger extent Kazakh when it
comes to creating names for various events. As the data show, the share of event
names in English went from zero in 1991 to 34% in 2016-2019.

Table 1

Change in event names by languages (1989-2019
Languages|Examples 1989-1991 | 1999-2001 | 2009-2011 |2016-2019
Russian |ebicmaska “Lieembl Anma-Amer” 113 73% | 49 |[41% | 63 | 35% |279| 35%

(exhibition “The Flowers of Almaty”)
Kazakh |pecmusans “Lleirbic cari” (festival 33 |1 21% | 38 |32%| 57 | 32% (137| 17%
“The Eastern Beauty”)
English |6s1a20meopumensHelli KoHUepm “Art| 0 0% 19 |16% | 35 | 20% [273| 34%
4 Peace” (charity concert “Art 4
Peace”)
Bilingual |akyusa “Macein #ansipak —3eneHsili | 6 4% 4 3% 8 5% | 10 | 1,5%
aucm” (campaign “Green Leaf”)
Mixed |ppopym “Media Kypsinmal” (Forum 1 1]0,7% 0 0% 2 1% | 66 | 8%
(Kaz+Eng) |“Media Council”)
Mixed |noka3z mod “Baby Fashion: mou 0 0% 2 2% 4 2% | 21| 3%
(Rus+Eng) [Hapadsl om cemeliHo2o Kymiop”
(Fashion show “Baby fashion: My
Outfits from Family Coutures”)

Mixed |cnopmusHasa akyusa “30opossiii 0| 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 10,5%
(Kaz+Rus) |Haypei3” (Sport campaign “Healthy
Novruz”)
Bivalent |exce2o00Has anbnuHuada 2 |1,3% 7 6% 9 5% 5 1%

personal |“HypcyamaH-2016” (annual mass
names |ascend “Nursulatan 2016”)
Total 155 | 100% | 119 (100%| 178 | 100% | 794 | 100%

While event names in Kazakh are not quantitatively dominant, the changing
strategies of incorporating event names in Kazakh in Russian-language newspaper
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texts is revealing. Over the years we have observed a transition in the use of names
in Kazakh, from transliteration of Kazakh words in accordance with the Russian
pronunciation norms to transplanting of non-integrated Kazakh words in Russian
texts. Kazakh and Russian use the same Cyrillic alphabet, but Kazakh has several
additional letters to signify language-specific sounds. If the word has no Kazakh-
specific sounds it is difficult to determine whether the word is spelled in its original
form or transliterated. However, phonological differences and grammar marking
allowed us to categorize names as transliterated or transplanted. As Table 2 shows,
the share of transliterated names has decreased dramatically over time.

Table 2
Change in transliteration of names in Kazakh
1989-1991 1999-2001 2009-2011 2016-2019
All event names in Kazakh 33 37 57 131
Transliterated 13 21 14 10
Share of transliterated names 39% 57% 25% 8%

Figure 1 is an example to illustrate the trend. In 1990 Almaty launched an
international music competition “The Voice of Asia.” The event was first
mentioned in the newspaper in 1989 and it was in Russian, “I'oroc Azuu.” In 1990,
the name was translated into Kazakh and its use in the text became bilingual: /"oroc
Aszuu— Azun oaycet. (Here and after Kazakh is in boldface). Please note that initially
the Kazakh version was transcribed ‘Oaycei’ [daUsy] in accordance with its Russian
pronunciation. In the bilingual version mentioned in 1991, the Kazakh variant was
already spelled in accordance with the Kazakh orthography ‘oaysicer’ [dauYsy].
From 1994 until its termination in 2005 the international festival was mentioned in
the newspaper only as an undomesticated direct graphic transfer of the Kazakh
name.

A3 M A A A Y BLECE e

X A A GBINE A T A A 1K & ECT WM BGACA TREE

A A bl C BI .« ||
:.‘: ¥ :E _1L;'1 i1l }.;l P oo ,\fﬂl}‘l ne K1 y‘i-ﬂ_;, 1%.\ "": (1
A Z I A D A LU u o

= o F
FoE RN AT 0 OLbraAs TERERESEETEL A AN
— -

Figure 1. Offi

of the ‘Asia Dauysy’ festival®

3 Source: https://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/Asus_Jlaysicei#/media/@aiin:VoiceofAsiaDoor.JPG
(accessed 13 November 2021).
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The trend continues as the more recent samples demonstrate. Examples below
show variation in the use of transliterated and transplanted form of the same event
name. An annual stair climbing competition has been held in Almaty for 30 years.
The full distance is 841 stairs from the level of the skating rink Medeu to the dam
at the top. The name of the event is bacnardak ‘stairs’. Initially the name was
transliterated (replacing Kazakh uvular [q] with velar [k]) and explained, glossed,
e.g., exce2o0Hvlll Oe2 no necmuuye ‘“‘Bacnandax” (annual run up the stairs
“Baspladak™). We encountered the first direct graphic transfer of the name
“bacnandax” in 2009; it was accompanied by the Russian equivalent “bec no
necmuuye.” Since then, we have observed variation of domesticated or
undomesticated forms as the following examples 1-3 illustrate. In Example 1, the
name is well integrated; it is transliterated and shows grammatical marking of the
Russian prepositional case. In Example 2 we see two event names, one of which is
transliterated (“bhacnanoax”) while the other name in the same sentence is
transplanted ( “Cnopmmuix Aimamut ). Finally, in Example 3, we see the use of the
unintegrated event name in the Kazakh script with specific uvular stop [q].

(1) x  mooicho  ecmpemumsb @ JecKoamiemudeckux —3abeeax, Ha
“bacnandaxe”, IbIJICHbIX 20HKAX, QYMOOIbHLIX MYPHUPAX U OpYeUx
cocmsazanusx. (22 September 2017)

One could meet them at races, at “Baspaldak+ Prep. Case ending”, ski
races, football tournaments and other competitions.

(2) B ypouuwe Meodey 6 pamxax npoepammer “Cnopmmulx, Aamamotr”
cocmosiicst 30-i1 3abec no aecmuuye “bacnandax-2018” (25 September
2018)

Under the umbrella of “Sporttyq Almaty” (Sporty Almaty) campaign the
30th stair climbing competition “Baspaldak™ took place in the Medeu

gorge.

(3) B cybbomy, 14 cenmsabps, na cenesauwumnou niomune 8 ypouuuye Medey
cocmoumcs maccogulii 3abee “bBacnandax— 2019, (12 September 2019)
“Baspaldaq” mass race will be held on Saturday, September 14, at the
mudflow central dam in the Medeu gorge.

As we can see, the names of long-running events are transformed gradually
from integrated (translated, transliterated, domesticated) to non-integrated forms.
Recently we noticed a tendency for the transplantation of not only unintegrated
words but also whole phrases in the Russian text, as the next example demonstrates:

(4) Hazosy 30ecv auwib Hekomopwvle U3 3aNJIAHUPOBAHHLIX U YCHEULHO
OCYWeCBIsAeMblX 8 C65A3U C NOCMABICHHbIMU YeAaMU MepOnpUsMULL
aiimoic M0a00vlx akvihoe “‘Meniny nipim — Cyiiin6éaii”, KoHKYpC
nampuomuueckou necnu ‘“‘Moti Kazaxcman”, nosmuueckuti OHIQUH-
KOHKYPC MON00bIX nodmog ‘“‘Men enimoi ycvipaaimoin!”, ucmopuro-
nosnasamenvHas aexkyus-nymeuwecmeue “‘¥avt ocibex omconvimen”,
Oebamuwiti  mypuup  “Monodesicy  Benukoii  cmenu:  obwecmao,
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obpaszosanue, Oyoyuee”, MeNCOYHAPOOHBIU MOJOOEICHbIU pecmusav
“Aéaii pyxanuamu”. (ENA, February 19, 2019)*.

I will name just some of the planned events successfully taking place to
fulfill the stated aims: aitys (song competition) of young akyns (singer +
Plural ending) “Mening pirim — Suinbai” (My friend Suinbai), patriotic
song contest “My Kazakhstan”, online competition of young poets “Men
elimdi jyrlaimyn" (I sing my country), history educational lecture “Uly
jibek jolymen” (On the Great Silk Road), debate tournament “The youth
of the Great Steppe: Society, education, future”, international youth
festival “Abai rukhaniaty” (Abai’s spirituality).

Our data also shows that in addition to the expected frequent use of well
assimilated and integrated loanwords from Kazakh to refer to local realia such as
akyn and aitys, newspaper texts are peppered with other unintegrated foreign
names. This practice is very different from the prescribed norms of the standard
Russian (cf. Gorham 2000a, Ermolovich 2001, Vysotskaya 2010, Basovskaya
2011, Spackova 2015). The difference between regional variety and the standard
mainstream Russian is more visible in the use of event names in English. They are
almost always unintegrated, as the following illustration shows, with very few
exceptions such as npazonux armamunckux mamodex Mama Ilamu (celebration of
Almaty mommies “Mama Party”).

(5) B pamkax codOblmuiinoco mypusma exnce200HO NposoOUmcs He
MmeHee 50 meponpusmuti MexcoyHapooOH020 Macumaba, makux KaxK
Medicoynapoonsiii 0dicazosviii hecmusans, Spirit of Tengri, Star of
Asia, Ilapao opkecmpos, Aimamer Koxmobe Onepa, Apple Fest,
Tour of Almaty, Almaty Marathon, Almaty Mount Fest.

(In the framework of event tourism not less than 50 events of international
calibre are organized annually, such as International Jazz Festival, Spirit
of Tengri, Star of Asia, Parade of Orchestras, Almaty Koktobe Opera,
Apple Fest, Tour of Almaty, Almaty Marathon, Almaty Mount Fest.)

Example 5 evidently demonstrates that the local variety of Russian is also
conditioned for use of the Latin script. As readers may know, Kazakhstan had
decided to switch to the Latin-based alphabet by 2025. Indeed, in our data we have
numerous examples of use of the Latin script for event names in Kazakh such as
Ooenv ckauex Qazagstan Tulpary (horse race day Kazakh Tulpar) or
onacomeopumenvrasn axyus Ashyq Jurek (charity campaign Open Heart). The
share of event names in the Latin-based Kazakh alphabet has increased from 1% in
2009-2011 to 9% in 2016-2019. There are also many event names created through
the play and mixing of languages and scripts when even Russian words are
written in the Latin script. For example, the bicycle race “Home Credit Kosmos
UpHill” (kocmoc ‘space’) or the children’s festival “Happy Belka Nice Fest”
(benxa ‘squirrel’).

4 https://www.kaznpu.kz/ru/6713/press/ (accessed 13 November 2021).
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To sum up, while the data provides evidence of continuous maintenance of
Russian in Almaty, it also shows that the use of Russian for creating event names
has decreased since the Soviet era. When it comes to domesticating foreign proper
names and script choice, our data point at the emergence of practices of
transgressing norms of standard Russian. The majority of event names used in the
Russian-language newspaper texts are unchanged foreign words in their original
alphabets; they are often not translated, nor explicitly glossed (explained). This
usage presupposes readers’ familiarity with the Kazakh and English languages and
alphabets. The naming practice of inserting unintegrated foreign names in the
Russian text is taken for granted. Most significant is the lack of public commentary
about non-standard lexical borrowings which seems to indicate that frequent use of
unassimilated lexical items from Kazakh and English is perceived as a norm.
Overall, the data seems to indicate that the multilingualism is increasingly visible
and normative and ‘otherness’ in the Russian text is now taken for granted.

5. Discussion

Promotion of language purism and highly prescriptive grammar became an
important tool for both the homogenization of the Soviet-Russian literary language,
the symbolic legitimization of the Soviet party regime (Gorham 2000b, 2006), and
homogenisation of the population across the Soviet Union. This is not a unique
strategy, and as Vigouroux (2001) reminds us, language policy is often used to
control population. Not surprisingly, during the Soviet period newspapers and other
mass-media became a key tool of instilling language culture (in Russian ‘kynbtypa
peun’) and developing the population’s oral and written skills (Basovskaya 2011).

Language purism defined the practices of borrowing new words in Russian.
The long-standing tradition of domesticating foreign proper names in the standard
Russian has been guided by the principle expressed by Reformatskij (1972: 56,
cited from Yavari 2017: 220): “Translation seeks to make ‘other’ maximally ‘own’;
transcription strives to save ‘other’ though the means of ‘own.’” Typically, foreign
proper names would be translated, calqued, transliterated or transcribed
(Ermolovich 2001). However, since the break-up of the Soviet Union the situation
has changed. Gorham (2000a: 629) notes that with the disappearance of the tight
centralized control of mass media by the Communist Party, the polyphony of voices
present “a direct challenge to the purifying and nationalizing efforts of language
specialists.” This trend is more prominent at the new periphery of the Russian-
speaking world. In contrast to public discussion in Russia of rapid language change
and even proposals to prohibit borrowings from English in the ‘mainland’ Russian
(cf. Poplavski 2014, Kozlova 2019), in Kazakhstan we find that the use of unadaped
names is common and there is a lack of such public commentary about the practice.

In order for symbolic power to be exercised, it has to be taken for granted,
internalized. The naming practice of inserting unintegrated foreign names in the
Russian text is taken for granted. The lack of public commentary allows us to claim
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that it became a well-accepted norm. This ‘tacitly accepted norm’ (Pavlenko 2012)
is transformative — it creates a social space for generating new values and new
language hierarchies because using undomesticated foreign names has powerful
symbolic connotations. For one, not all readers are fluent in all the three languages,
so these names, in fact, may impede text comprehension. Using unintegrated
Kazakh and English event names immediately shifts a ‘text’s cultural identity’ (Sato
2017: 16) and sensitizes readers to multilingual and multiscript practices.

The new use of unintegrated names in Kazakhstan Russian-language
newspapers is not just a lexical act of inserting untranslatable and untamed proper
names; it is a socially meaningful act. Not only does it serve as a contextual
expression of social and cultural identity, it indicates that Russian no longer has a
monopoly in name production. This act signals a shift in power:

<...> the words that circulate most profusely and effectively are usually those
of the dominant forces as well. Their categories and terms of discourse render
domination natural, and part of the taken-for-granted, if you will, as if there
were no other possible alternatives. Words are extraordinarily important for
the way they embody ideological significance and circulate moral attributes.
In other words, in a conflict setting the words chosen from a vast lexicon to
describe events, actions, peoples, places and social phenomena reverberate
with, uphold or contest power (Peteet 2005: 254).

The naming practice also accentuates that Russian, previously the main donor
language in the Soviet hierarchy of ‘mutually enriching’ languages, has become a
receptor language. This trend has been already documented by Alisharieva, Ibraeva
& Protassova (2017: 258) who even claim that the local Russian has “acquired
autonomy from the global Russian.” We would argue that we are observing the
process of domestication of Russian, the process of gaining ownership over local
Russian, the process of establishing new local norms of usage and a new language
hierarchy.

6. Conclusion

This study aimed to analyze some of the semiotic mechanisms of constructing
a new language hierarchy and challenging dominant language ideologies. Our
comparison of the present and past naming practices allows us to conclude that in
the context of a multilingual Almaty, transgressing the norms of the Russian
standard has become a new norm and this new norm is transformative. The usage
of foreign proper names, Kazakh and English, in newspaper texts in modern
Kazakhstan radically diverges from the purist tradition; we have encountered very
few examples of translation, no examples of transcription or calques/loanwords,
and transliteration is decreasing. We also see that Russian is no longer dominant in
event naming production. We argue that the local strategies of naming and using
names are a semiotic mechanism of domination. They work to normalize a new
language hierarchy where Russian is no longer a principal language. We believe
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that more similar studies are needed if we want to understand how change takes
place and what are the other semiotic strategies for challenging dominant
ideologies.
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After the changes in the socio-political situation in many countries of Eastern and Central Europe in
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context of the European Union, Lithuania is one of the countries that has faced the highest rates of
emigration. The quick and somewhat sporadic emigration mainly for economic reasons is of interest
both to linguists and language policy makers in order to support and give guidelines for the
maintenance of the heritage language and identity. This paper deals with the data of the new post-
Soviet wave of Lithuanian emigrants analysing the language behaviour and language attitudes. The
aim is to look into the issues of language attitudes, practices and identity through the tripartite
theoretical model — beliefs, emotions and declared language practices — of this wave and to compare
it to the overall context of Lithuanian diaspora. The data analysed in this paper has been collected
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Hayynag craTbs

fI3pIKOBBbI€ YCTAHOBKH, NPAKTUKHN U UAEHTUYHOCTD
B HOBOM JIMTOBCKOH JuUacrope

Meiinyre PAMOHUEHE!, Moruie Tepeca PAMOHAMTE?

'BunbHIOCCKHiT YHUBEpCUTET
Bunvnioc, Jlumsa
2MIHCTUTYT TMTOBCKOTO SA3bIKA
Bunwvnroc, Jlumea

AHHOTAI A

[lepeMeHBI B COIMONOINTUYECKOM CUTYAINH, IPOU30LIE IINE B ITOCIeAHee AecaTmieTne XX B. BO
MHOTrux ctpaHax Boctounoil u llenTpanbsHoid EBporibl, mpyuBen K pOCTy SMUTPALlMU U3 3TUX CTPaH.
JlutBa BXoauT B uMcio crpaH EBpocoro3a ¢ Haubosee 3HAUUTENbHBIMH AMUTPAIMOHHBIMU TIOTO-
Kamu. beicTpas 1 B HEKOTOPOI! cTeleH: CopaandyecKast SMUTPaList, TIaBHBIM 00pa3oM 110 3KOHO-
MUYECKHUM NPUUUHAM, TIPEJICTABIAET UHTEPEC KaK sl TUHIBUCTOB, TaK U JJIS JIULI, ONPEAEISIOINX
SI3BIKOBYIO MOJHMTUKY, MOCKOJNBKY OHa MOJAEP)KUBAET U JaeT PEKOMEHJAIMU 10 COXPaHEHUIO
YHacIIEIOBAaHHOTO JIMTOBCKOIO SI3bIKa U 3THUYECKOW MIEHTUYHOCTU. B cTaThe paccMaTpHBarOTCS
JAaHHBIE HOBOI MOCTCOBETCKOM BOJIHBI INTOBCKHX YMHUIPAHTOB, aHATH3UPYETCS UX A3BIKOBOE I1OBE-
JICHUE U SI3BIKOBBIE YCTAaHOBKH. Llenh TaHHOTO MCCIIe0BAHUS COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI H3yYHTH IIPO-
OJIEMBI S3BIKOBBIX YCTaHOBOK, MIPAKTHK U MACHTHYHOCTU YepPe3 TPEXCTOPOHHIO TEOPETUYECKYIO
MOJEINb — YOXKICHNUH, IMOLIUI U IEKIapUPYEMBIX S3BIKOBBIX NPAKTUK — 3TOM BOJHBI M CPABHUTH
9TO C OOLIMM KOHTEKCTOM JIMTOBCKOW nuacnopbl. JlaHHbIE, TpOaHaIN3UpOBaHHBIE B 3TOM CTaThe,
ObLTH COOpaHbI C HCIOJIb30BAHUEM KOJIMUYECTBEHHBIX (OHJIAHH-OIIPOCH) U KaYECTBEHHBIX (TI1yOnH-
Hble MHTEPBbIO) METOJOB B paMKaX JIByX HCCIIEZIOBAaTEILCKUX NMPOEKTOB B JIUTOBCKOM AMacmope
B 2011-2017 rr. ABTOpPHI YAEIAIOT OCHOBHOE BHUMAaHHUE UCIIOIb30BAHUIO IUTOBCKOTO SA3bIKA B pas-
JUYHBIX cdepax (moMa, oOIMHEI, APYKECKHUE OTHOIICHHS, [IEPKBH), CPAaBHHUBAsI €0 NPHUMEHEHHUE
MIOCTCOBETCKUMH SMHIPAHTaMU C SI3BIKOBBIM IIOBEJCHHEM SMHIPAHTOB W3 OoJiee paHHUX BOJH
SMHTpanyy. Pe3ynbTaTbl NMOKA3bIBAlOT OJMHAKOBO ITO3WTHBHBIE YOEXKICHHS M 3MOLIMOHAILHOE
OTHOILIEHHE MOCTCOBETCKUX AMHUIPAHTOB IO CPAaBHEHHIO C MPEIBIIYHIMMH BOJHAMH, HO HHOE
SI3BIKOBOE TIOBE/ICHHE, OCOOEHHO M0 CPaBHEHHIO C SMHUTPAaHTaMH KOHIIa BTOpoii MUpOBOI BOWHBI.
KaroueBble cioBa: 1umosckas ouacnopa, coxpaneHue A3vikd, A3bIK0Gbie YCMAaHOGKU

Jas nuTHpoBaHus:

Ramoniené M., Ramonaité J.T. Language attitudes, practices and identity in the new
Lithuanian diaspora. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 1024-1046.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-1024-1046

1. Introduction

After the changes in the socio-political situation in many countries of Eastern
and Central Europe in the last decade of the 20" century, these countries
experienced a major growth of emigration. In the context of the European Union,
Lithuania is one of the countries that have experienced the highest rates of
emigration. This immense emigration causes various problems and challenges for
the demographic development, economic growth and maintenance of cultural
identity of Lithuania (Martinaitis & Zvalionyté 2007), it causes concern to the
society and the state institutions and also evokes the attention of various scholars
(Kuzmickaité 2003, Ciubrinskas 2004, 2005, 2011, Kuznecoviené 2008, Liubiniené
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2009, Barcevicius 2012, Aleksandravicius 2013). Researchers study Lithuanian
communities in various countries of the world, some of them founded at the end of
the 19™ century, and analyse different aspects of emigration. However, according
to the historian Egidijus Aleksandravic¢ius (2013) who studies the Lithuanian
diaspora, research on the current emigration wave and the changes in the Lithuanian
diaspora is only beginning and there are still many unknown aspects about it.

The new post-Soviet emigration wave differs from others waves in various
aspects. The reasons for emigration are different and the destinations of emigration
have greatly changed. Countries like Ireland, Norway, Spain have never been the
destination of Lithuanian emigration before and the most recent wave of emigration
to these countries is quite numerous. The emigration towards the United Kingdom
has become a lot more intense. The numbers of those leaving to Germany and the
USA have increased and also, many Lithuanians are going to Sweden, Denmark,
the Netherlands, Iceland and other countries where previously there was no
Lithuanian diaspora. As Aleksandravi¢ius indicates (2013: 567), the settling of
post-Soviet emigrants in these new places was rather different not only in
comparison to the earlier waves but also among different countries. Inevitably, also
the structure and the problems of the renewed diaspora were different. Some of the
communities of new emigrants have already been studied to a certain extent by
sociologists and anthropologists, however the linguistic behaviour of these new
emigrants has not been extensively studied.

The conceptual framework of this paper is based on the tripartite model of
language attitudes, the components of which are cognitive, affective and
behavioural (Edwards 1982, Breckler 1984, Garret et al. 2003, Garret 2010 among
others). The cognitive component contains beliefs about the attitude object, about
the relationship between what is considered as socially significant. Even though
theoretically presented as the second component — affective, it is “usually argued
that, even if beliefs do not have any affective content, they may trigger and indeed
be triggered by strong affective reactions” (Garret 2003: 10). “This affective aspect
of attitudes is a barometer of favourability and unfavourability, or the extent to
which we approve or disapprove of the attitude object” (Garret 2010: 23). Also, the
cognitive and the affective components are often considered in combination.

The third component of the tripartite model is behaviour. This means there is
a link between attitudes and behaviour as attitudes can predispose certain
behaviour. Even though most theorists agree that behaviour is a constitutive part of
attitudes, the manner and the extent is debated. Some studies show that attitudes do
not necessarily determine the behaviour (Hanson 1980), that the correlation
between cognition, affect and behaviour can be only a moderate one (Breckler
1984). Therefore, in research on attitudes the relation between attitudes and
behaviour is a highly important issue (Garret 2010).

The complex structure of the Lithuanian diaspora permits the comparison of
language attitudes of different emigration waves and gives the possibility to get
insight into the way attitudes are related to the declared language behaviour. The
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research questions of the paper are: what are the language attitudes of numerous
post-Soviet emigration waves; how they are related to the language behaviour; and
what are the differences or similarities of this wave of emigration in comparison
with the earlier ones. Within the tripartite model of language attitudes, the paper
analyses the overt language attitudes through the lens of the cognitive and affective
dimensions combined and studies the language behaviour in different domains.

2. Method and data

The data analysed in this paper have been collected with the help of
quantitative and qualitative methods in two large scale national research projects:
“The Language of Emigrants” (2011-2013) and “Lithuanian language in diaspora:
knowledge, usage, attrition” (2015-2017)'. During the first project, a large-scale
online survey was conducted in 2012. It consisted of a questionnaire of 66 questions
dealing with proficiency and use of languages, issues of language and identity,
language attitudes and other aspects. The intention was to survey 2000 emigrants:
1000 Lithuanians who emigrated to European countries and 1000 emigrants who
settled on the other continents. The respondent sample was constituted using a
specifically calculated matrix based on the structure of Lithuanian diaspora on
different continents and in different countries. The respondents were engaged by
means of a complex network organized by a public opinion research agency? (for
more information about how the survey was conducted and the selection of
respondents see Ramoniené 2015). This aim was reached with a slight surplus, and
the data of 2020 individuals who participated in the survey is analysed in this paper.

During the second project a small-scale online survey was also conducted in
20173, however, due to incomplete compatibility of the questionnaires and a much
smaller sample, it will not be used for the analysis in this paper. The paper, however,
uses qualitative data (see further) of the second project. As a certain limitation of
the studies, it should be mentioned that despite their efforts (repetitive invitations
and encouragement), the researchers had little success to engage in the study those
emigrants who possibly have negative attitudes towards the Lithuanian language
and Lithuania.

The number of respondents by waves and generations is presented in Table 1.
The most recent emigration wave — the post-Soviet one — has the largest number of
respondents and is divided by G1 and G1+ generations, i.e. those who left Lithuania
themselves (1454 respondents) and those who left during childhood together with
their parents, by the decision of the parents (118 respondents). The respondents
from earlier emigration waves are divided by generation: G1 (comprising some old
respondents from the WWII wave and a few of those who left during the Soviet

! The first author of this paper is the principal investigator and coordinator of both projects.
Both studies were funded by the State Commission of the Lithuanian language.

2 The survey was carried out by UAB “SIC” in 2012, the SPSS software was used to process
the data.

3 The second survey was conducted by researchers of Vilnius University.
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period, 38 respondents), G1+ (who are mostly children of the WWII wave,
49 respondents), G2 (those born in the emigration country, 226 respondents) and
G3 (those, whose parents were already born in emigration, 135 respondents). The
largest part (78 percent) of the whole sample of respondents are emigrants of the
most recent wave. The majority of them (81%) live in European countries towards
which the emigration was most intense in the last three decades. Emigrants of the
earlier waves are mostly resident in North America (62%).

Table 1
Number of respondents of Lithuanian diaspora
Post-soviet Earlier waves Total
G1 G1l+ G1 G1+ G2 G3
1454 118 38 49 226 135 2020

During both projects, the combination of quantitative and qualitative methods
was applied. Besides a quantitative survey, in-depth interviews were conducted
with the respondents face-to-face or via Skype. During the first project,
177 interviews were carried out and during the second project 179 interviews were
recorded with the emigrants living on various continents (Ramonien¢ 2015, 2019b).
The interviews were conducted and transcribed by the team members of both
projects. The average duration of an in-depth interview is 45 min. Most interviews
have been conducted in Lithuanian, in some there has been a switch from
Lithuanian to English and some were conducted in English due to the participants’
very low proficiency in Lithuanian. The in-depth interviews we collected are life
story narratives that, together with the story of emigration, reveal linguistic
biographies and language experiences of emigrants and their language behaviour in
relation with identity construction. This paper, in addition to the analysis of the
survey data, uses the interview data with regard to the in-depth processes of heritage
language maintenance and loss, nuances of language attitudes, and subtle aspects
of identity construction.

3. Language attitudes towards the Lithuanian heritage language

The multidimensional, complex phenomenon of language attitudes can play
very different roles in peoples’ lives; it can have an effect on their decisions and
practices, the well-being of their life, career, education, luck and many other things.
As presented in the Introduction, three components constituting the structure of
attitudes are distinguished in language attitude studies: cognition, affect and
behaviour. Even though many studies show that attitudes can determine the
language behaviour of individuals and groups of people (Garrett 2010, Garrett et al.
2003), this is still debated as there are some contrasting studies indicating it is not
always the case. Researchers studying the phenomena of language maintenance and
shift and looking for an answer to the question why some minority groups assimilate
and abandon their language while others maintain their identity and language,
affirm that language attitudes are to be considered the most important factor
(Bradley 2002, Wurm 2002, Pauwels 2016). It is probable that positive attitudes
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towards one’s language or language variety can encourage people to use it, to
maintain it and to pass it on to the next generation. And vice versa, negative
language attitudes can determine a faster shift to another language. Therefore, one
of the aims of investigating the language behaviour of the Lithuanian diaspora was
to analyse the language attitudes towards the heritage language and to assess the
importance of the Lithuanian language for those who have left Lithuania. The
further investigation will concern the declared language behaviour.

The cognitive dimension is expressed in very broad beliefs and stereotypes and
is reflected by an overt claim about the importance of knowing the language. The
large-scale survey questionnaire had an explicit question about the importance of
the Lithuanian language.

Table 2
Declared importance of knowing the Lithuanian language*
Post-soviet Earlier waves
G1 G1+ G1 G1+ G2 G3
Very important 84% 80% 84% 88% 74% 56%
More important than unimportant 12% 18% 13% 12% 17% 24%
More unimportant than important 2% 3% 3% - 7% 14%
Not important at all 1% - - - 1% 6%

As can be seen in Table 2, the declared importance of knowing the Lithuanian
language is very high in all the waves. Most of the G1 and G1+ respondents affirm
that the Lithuanian heritage language is indeed important for them. As much as
84 percent of G1 respondents of all waves stated that it is very important for them.
Another 12—13 percent stated that it is more important than unimportant for them.
While those who consider Lithuanian of little importance were only few:
2-3 percent more unimportant than important and only less than 1 percent from the
most recent wave responded it was not important to them at all, however, none of
the G1 from the earlier waves chose this answer. The situation is quite similar for
the G1+, but with the G2 one can note the shift starting to take place. Less G2 and
G3 respondents consider it of high importance. and there are notably more those
who do not consider knowing Lithuanian to be important.

There is proof that some language attitudes, as well as the language itself, are
acquired very early (Garrett et al. 2003) and that attitudes acquired early tend to
remain rather stable and endure in the lifespan (Sears 1983). At the start of the
formation of language attitudes, parents and the family can have a big influence
(Garrett 2010). Many scholars recognize that the role of the family is the most
important for the maintenance or loss of the heritage language (Fishman 1991,
Pauwels 2016, Haque 2019). Family is seen as the critical domain where the
language is either maintained or lost. As Spolsky (2012: 4) puts it: “The loss of
natural intergenerational transmission was recognised as the key marker of

4 Chi-squared tests have been conducted and the light grey cells indicate statistically significant
differences (p < 0.05) here and in the following tables.
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language loss, and occurred within the family.” The importance of knowing
Lithuanian is well described by a G1+ woman of the WWII emigration wave, who
emphasizes the beliefs as one of the most important reasons for the maintenance of
Lithuanian (example 1).

(1) There are those who think what sense does it make, we will never return
to that Lithuania, but anyway, even if you never return to Lithuania, the
language is the oldest language alive in the word, it’s a kind of honour
to know it, not necessarily very well. We could never tell our children it
was practical because we were really deeply convinced that Lithuania
will never be free, but we would always say that it’s an honour. You have
to maintain the language because we don’t know what is going on there,
the russification is very strong there, so it was mainly for reasons like
this that we maintained the language in our home. (USA, W68, G1+)’

Table 3
Most precious and most useful languages

Post-Soviet Earlier waves
G1 G1+ G1 G1+ G2 G3
Which language seems Lithuanian 86% 89% 95% | 94% | 80% | 65%
to be the most precious English 3% 5% 3% 2% 4% 9%
Other 12% 6% 3% 4% 15% | 26%
Which language seems Lithuanian 6% 3% 3% 4% 4% 1%
to be the most useful English 82% 90% | 76% | 90% | 87% | 79%
Other 12% 8% 21% | 6% 9% 16%

It has already been mentioned that attitudes are affective because they involve
feelings about the attitude object. The emotional language attitudes’ dimension of
Lithuanian emigrants was revealed by the answers to the survey question: What
language is the most precious, the dearest to you? When responding to this
question, a great majority of all the respondents indicated the Lithuanian language.
A high (85-89%) percentage of post-Soviet wave G1 and G1+ respondents declared
it as the most precious, however, even more of the earlier waves’ G1 and G1+ gave
the same answer. The emotional connection to Lithuanian as the most precious
language is slightly lower in the G2 (80%) and notably lower in G3 (65%). In Table
3 we presented for contrast the answers to the question which language is
considered to be most useful. The data shows a nearly inverted picture with the
English language indicated as the most useful by an overwhelming majority of
respondents (76-90%) and Lithuanian as of very little usefulness (2-6%). The only
ones who see Lithuanian as useful at least to some extent are the G1 of the post-
Soviet wave, quite likely due to the maintained active contacts in Lithuania.

The relationship of the Lithuanian heritage language with special positive
emotions was mentioned by many participants during the qualitative interviews.
Example 2 presents an extract where a participant from the post-Soviet emigration

5 In the brackets the country, sex (W — women, M — man), age and generation of emigration of
the respondent is indicated. The interviews were carried out in Lithuanian.
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wave describes the communicational space where Lithuanian is spoken with friends
in the emigration context as a “little Lithuania”:

(2) When we all start speaking Lithuanian, it’s like a little Lithuania... nice.
(Germany, W39, G1)

Another participant who lives in Italy (example 3) also expresses special
emotions related to language. In her family, she usually speaks Lithuanian with her
two children and an Italian husband who knows Lithuanian, sometimes
codeswitches, but the communication in Lithuanian is associated with the most
beautiful feelings. The woman emphasizes that she can express the most subtle
emotions, even when writing SMS messages to her children, only in her native
Lithuanian language:

(3) It was possible (to speak in the family) in various ways but... but it is the
best, the most intimate feeling is when we speak Lithuanian. <...> When
you want to say something really from the heart, it is only in Lithuanian,
the most subtle feelings. (Italy, W58, G1)

A young woman living in France also emphasizes that she only calls her
children with Lithuanian diminutive names, not French, she associates it with her
own childhood, with the deep emotions, “from the heart”, she only sings Lithuanian
lullabies (example 4).

(4) R®: And in the beginning, when the first (child) was born, the first girl?
P: Yes.
R: Did you speak Lithuanian?
P: Yes, all the time and all the diminutives. For instance, I cannot say some
French names as diminutives. They come from deep inside, from the heart,
from what I myself heard when I was little. I cannot say some diminutive
names in French. To a baby, the lullabies were always in Lithuanian. Some
kind of secret mother and child world. (France, W32, G1)

Self-perception that forms from childhood into adolescence creates the sense
of identity and is later in life strongly associated with emotions. The aspect of the
identity of the Lithuanian emigrants was studied based on the data of the Lithuanian
diaspora research projects (Jakaité-Bulbukiené 2015, Vilkiené 2015, 2019,
Ramonien¢ 2019b). These studies show that the attitude of the post-Soviet
emigration wave towards Lithuania is heterogeneous (Jakaité-Bulbukien¢ 2015); it
is strongly affected by emotions and related to emigration stories. Quite frequently
Lithuanians of the current emigration wave prioritize the integration into the society
of the new country rather than the maintenance of Lithuanian identity (Vilkiené
2019). However, when asked about how they feel when thinking about themselves,
about their own identity (see Table 4), 72% of the G1 of the post-Soviet emigration
wave state that they feel Lithuanian and only 4% identify themselves with the new
country of residence. There is much less certainty, however, among the post-Soviet

® R indicates researcher, and P participant.

1031



Meiluté Ramoniené et al. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1024—1046

G1+, that is young people who have moved to another country by the decision of
the parents, and even though half of them (55%) still feel Lithuanian, this is the
generation where quite a few consider themselves not to belong specifically to any
country or even a continent as 13% of them declared to feel “world citizens”.

Table 4
Declared identity of Lithuanian emigrants
Post-soviet Earlier waves
G1 G1+ G1 G1l+ G2 G3
Lithuanian 72% 55% 74% 61% 37% 24%

Half-Lithuanian and half another nationality 7% 15% 13% 27% 46% 40%
A person from a country where he / she lives | 4% 5% 11% 6% 10% 15%
most of his / her time

A person from a continent where he / she 8% 9% - 2% 4% 11%
lives (e.g. European, American)

A world citizen 8% 13% 3% 2% 2% 7%

Other: 0,1% - - - 0,4% 0,7%
| do not know, it is hard to tell 2% 3% - 2% 2% 2%

During the in-depth interviews, many study participants have expressed their
emotional connection with Lithuania, even though they left the country by their
own decision. A young woman living in Germany, when talking about her son’s
identity, was worried that it would be very hard for her if her son renounced the
Lithuanian identity (example 5):

(5) If the child said that he is a German, it would be terrible for me. Terrible.
<...> both of us (with the husband) are Lithuanian and we love Lithuania,
and if the child felt German, it would be very hard. (Germany, W 35, G1)

When asked what country they consider their own, many participants
emphasized that it is only Lithuania that they consider their true home
(examples 6-8). Therefore, the identification with Lithuania as one’s own country
is a clear characteristic of the participants of the study who belong to the most recent
emigration wave.

(6) My country is only Lithuania. For me America is definitely not my country.
(USA, W45, G1)

(7) Home, my heart, my everything, my home is in Lithuania. (Germany, W40, G1)

(8) My country is Lithuania. The country of my children is France.
(France, W32, G1)

From the data analysis it seems evident that considering the cognitive and
affective dimensions, the attitudes towards Lithuania and the Lithuanian language
are very positive. The beliefs have a strong affective aspect and all the emotions
related to whatever is Lithuanian are the most favourable. However, the qualitative
data seems to give insight that the post-Soviet G1 emigrants are strongly convinced
and have positive attitudes about Lithuania themselves but might not be much
concerned about educating their children in the same manner. The emigrants from
the earlier waves, especially those who left Lithuania because of WWII, have made
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a great and specific effort into the Lithuanian bringing up of their children, so much
that the G1+ imitated this when educating their own offsprings (this is in a way
echoed in the attitudes of G2 and G3). The following section will look into the
declared language behaviour and see whether the positive attitudes seen in this
section determine the language practice.

4. Uses of the Lithuanian language
4.1. General and personal use

Fishman’s (1991) multi-generational model for language maintenance and
shift shows how a language typically exists in emigration: the first generation
emigrate knowing their own language and more or less acquire the language of the
new environment, the second generation more or less acquire the home language
and acquire the language of the environment well, while the third generation know
the language of the environment well but rarely learn the heritage language. This is
reflected in our data as first generation Lithuanian emigrants use Lithuanian in the
country of their residence. Table 5 presents answers to the general question about
Lithuanian language use in the country where they live. The data show that 90
percent of post-Soviet G1 (and 87% of earlier waves’ G1) respondents affirm they
use Lithuanian. The G1+ respondents from all the waves use Lithuanian in the
country even more. And even if the G2 percentage is rather high (80%), an
important decrease can be seen in the third generation (47%). Therefore, our data
generally show the same tendency as stated by Fishman, however, the high
percentage of use of Lithuanian in the country of residence by the G2 is most
probably the effect of their efforts to maintain the Lithuanian heritage language for
younger generations and thus a relatively high percent also among the G3.

Table 5
General use of Lithuanian in the country of residence

Post-Soviet

Earlier waves

G1

G1l+

G1

G1l+

G2

G3

90%

94%

87%

98%

80%

47%

The emigrants of the most recent wave are often not much detached from the
life in Lithuania: they follow Lithuanian media, read books, etc. A big part of the
post-Soviet G1 emigrants declare that they are interested in the life and culture of
Lithuania (66%) and they identify themselves with Lithuanian history (80%). It is
therefore not surprising that they affirm that they use not only the oral but also the
written Lithuanian language (see Figure 1). The respondents declare that they often
or at least sometimes read books (in total 95%), press (in total 91%), to write in
Lithuanian (in total 98%), to browse the internet (in total 96%) in Lithuanian. The
post-Soviet G1+ respondents’ answers are slightly lower but also rather high in all
of these activities. Among the earlier waves’ emigrants, the Gl and Gl+
respondents also use written Lithuanian to a high percent with the gradual decrease
in G2 and G3. This, however, shows the G2 and G3 of the earlier waves have the
competence to use written Lithuanian.
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Figure 1. Use of written Lithuanian

Another important aspect of language use is the inner language of a person. It
is quite natural that Lithuanian is the inner language of a regular post-Soviet G1
emigrant: 99% of them affirm that they think in Lithuanian, 98% state they count
in Lithuanian. During the in-depth interviews, some emigrants who spend most of
their time in the language of the immigration country said their primary language
of thought is Lithuanian. One interviewed scholar, for example, who did not live in
Lithuania for 12 years, who has worked in different foreign countries, who now
lives in Germany and uses German or English at work, associates only Lithuanian
with his own thinking and brain activity (example 9):

(9) R: And in what language do you think?
P: I count in Lithuanian, I think in Lithuanian... it is, how to say, burned
into the brain already.

(Germany, M35, G1)

Another respondent living in Canada states that she is conscious of the fact that
Lithuanian is the language of her dreams, the base of her thinking (example 10):

(10) P: (Lithuanian for me is) the language of emotions, the language of
tiredness, when the brain does not want to think anything anymore,
because English for me is work, it is work for me.

R: So in what language do you think?

P: Well, it depends: I especially catch myself when I write. I write (in
English) and then I realize that I am thinking in Lithuanian <...> Dream?
Only in Lithuanian. (Canada, W59, G1)
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4.2. Use of Lithuanian in different domains

When analysing the use of Lithuanian in various domains, important
differences can be seen in the data of different emigration generations. The order of
the domains where Lithuanian is used differs the most when the post-Soviet
emigrants are compared with the emigrants of the previous generations. If we look
at the top three domains, we will see that the order and proportions indicated of the
post-Soviet and the earlier waves’ emigrants are quite different (see Table 6). For
all post-Soviet emigrants, the most frequent domain of the Lithuanian language use
is the home (77% for G1, 90% for G1+ respondents). For them the community is in
the second place (60% for G1, 56% for G1+ respondents). The third place, however,
differs for the post-Soviet G1 and G1+: use at work and with friends is equally
distributed for the G1 (23%), while the G1+ use Lithuanian a lot in semi-public
domains (cafes, shops etc., 22%).

Table 6
Use of Lithuanian in different domains’

Post-soviet Earlier waves

G1 G1+ G1 G1+ G2 G3
At home 77% | 90% 70% 79% 71% 64%
At the hairdresser’s, in cafes, shops, 11% 22% 3% 4% 11% 6%
and other similar places
At work 23% | 16% 18% 4% 8% 9%
At school, university 4% 10% 3% 2% 2% 5%
In the meetings of the Lithuanian community 60% | 56% 76% 94% 90% 84%
In church 11% 16% 39% 44% 51% 41%
With friends 23% | 11% 9% 44% 23% 13%

These domains come in different order according to the frequency of use by
emigrants of the earlier waves. In the communication of all the generations, the
heritage language is used firstly not at home but in the community (76-94%). The
home domain is in the second place, where 64—79% of all the generations claim to
use Lithuanian. The third place is occupied by a domain that does not appear in the
top three of the post-Soviet wave domains, that is the church where 39-51% of the
respondents from the earlier waves claim to use Lithuanian. In the following
section, these top domains will be analysed separately.

4.2.1. Home domain

It is natural that the heritage language is used in the home domain of emigrants
of the first generation. If both parents speak the same heritage language, the
communication at home in that language is often chosen as the main or at least the
desired communicative strategy (Pauwels 2016). This is confirmed by our data. Out

7 Multiple answers were possible, therefore the percentage indicates the part of total in that
group.
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of all Lithuanian emigrants surveyed, 50% confirmed they lived in mono-ethnic
Lithuanian families. Therefore, the frequent use of Lithuanian in the home domain
is not surprising.

However, to maintain a heritage language in a mixed family, when parents
belong to a different ethnolinguistic group, especially where one parent is a speaker
of the language of the immigration country, is much more difficult. According to
our data, 67% of the G2 and as much as 86% of G3 emigrants of the previous
emigration waves live in mixed families, therefore, they use less Lithuanian both in
general and in their families. As can be seen in Table 6, 71% of G2 and 64% of G3
emigrants affirm they use Lithuanian at home and this is the second most popular
domain they use Lithuanian in.

Nevertheless, it is worthwhile looking into the question of the Lithuanian
language maintenance in G2 and G3’s family language policy that has already been
somewhat analysed. Previous studies found that quite a large part of the second
wave of Lithuanian emigrants (Jakaite-Bulbukien¢ 2015, Ramoniené¢ 2019a,
Vilkiené 2019), the WWII wave, had formed a rather successful family language
policy and management. so that they were able to pass on the Lithuanian language
to the younger generations, not only to the second but often also to the third or even
the fourth generation. The desire to maintain the Lithuanian identity and Lithuanian
language by the members of this emigration wave who called themselves not
emigrants but war refugees and were hoping to come back to Lithuania soon, were
very clear and strong. Many families of this emigration wave formed their home
environment as completely Lithuanian, where only Lithuanian is spoken. This
rather strict language management helped them to maintain the heritage language
because, as our participants state, at home it was often forbidden to speak other
languages than Lithuanian (example 11).

(11) In our house there was a very clear understanding, that not even a word
here, it’s Lithuania here. <...> when I came back home, the door closes
and there is Lithuanian language here. Here is Lithuania, there is a
Lithuanian flag and this is our territory and that’s how we behave here.
(USA, W68, G1+)

The interview data show that language maintenance for the emigrants of this
generation is understood as an indispensable duty, as one G3 informant who lives
in the USA puts it (example 12):

(12) (to maintain Lithuanian) becomes a kind of obligation. Because if I stop,
what will happen? <...> I don’t want to be the one that stops it in our
Sfamily, you know. It’s a responsibility almost, that you have to maintain...

(USA, W45, G3)

During the in-depth interviews quite a few informants of G2 expressed
gratitude to their parents for applying a strict language policy as a result of which
they have maintained the Lithuanian language as an enormous gift (example 13):
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(13) This is completely the merit of the parents (that I know Lithuanian well).
<...> My parents’ hand was strict. <...> when [ finally realized, that all
of this was really only because of their decision that the children will

speak Lithuanian. <...> I really appreciate my parents, that they gave me
the language as a gift. (USA, W63, G2)

When analysing the data of the most recent post-soviet emigration wave, one
can find a different attitude to passing on the Lithuanian language to the younger
generations. In general, it seems that the Lithuanian language maintenance and
passing it on to the children and grandchildren seems appealing as 92% of Gl
respondents answered positively to the question Would you like your future
generations (children, grandchildren, etc.) to know Lithuanian language. However,
many of them expressed unwillingness to undertake an active, strict family
language policy. Some participants also emphasized the fact that the problems of
emigrant life in the new country do not allow to concentrate, to dedicate a lot of
time, to engage in a specific way in teaching the heritage language to the children
(examples 14, 15).

(14) You know, we did not take some drastic measures (to teach Lithuanian)
<...> well that state when you emigrate to another country and you have
to start a new life, there are so many simple things that we have to do
here. (USA, W45, G1)

(15) But somehow life goes on, there are so many things that need to be done,
that sometimes things like thinking in what language should I speak to
the child fall into the second... into the second place. (Canada, M35, G1)

Sometimes they indicate that it is very important for children themselves to
decide to learn Lithuanian, that they wouldn’t be forced to learn Lithuanian, that it
should not be made too stressful for children (example 16), and that life in
emigration naturally forces the children to switch to the language of the country of
residence (example 17). Knowing Lithuanian is sometimes valued more for
pragmatic reasons, so that the children would know one more language to be able
to communicate with grandparents and other relatives in Lithuanian, but not so
much for maintaining the Lithuanian identity. In cases of unsuccessful attempts to
teach their child Lithuanian or when seeing the unwillingness or passivity of the
children, they often abandon their decision and switch to speaking to their children
in the language of the country of residence (also see Hilbig 2020).

(16) It would be nice if they (children, grandchildren) knew Lithuanian, but
yes, it’s not important for me. <...> It would be nice. Because our family
roots are somewhere in Lithuania <...> [ want to allow my son to decide
for himself what language should he learn because it’s important for me
that my son was a child, because nowadays the children are especially
from the young age forced into schools, taught languages, loaded with
stuff, that they don’t have time to be children. (Germany, M39, G1)
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(17) What should one do if they (children) speak German to each other. We
have talked about it (with the wife). And we still reached a conclusion
that it is a natural thing, because we cannot change this in any way.
Because we live here, they grow here, they communicate here, we cannot
change them in some artificial manner, because they live not in
Lithuania. (Germany, M35, G1)

4.2.2. Community domain

According to the frequency of use of Lithuanian, the community has an
important place in the lives of emigrants. Our survey data show that this domain is
particularly important to earlier waves’ Gl+, G2 and G3 emigrants, where it
occupies the first place according to the use of the heritage language and precedes
home domain in importance. As presented in Table 6, 94% of G1+, 90% of G2 and
84% of G3 emigrants claim to use Lithuanian for communication in the community.
It is important to emphasize once more that the most of the earlier waves’ G1+, the
G2 and G3 respondents who participated in the survey, are children and
grandchildren of WWII refugees. The community had and still has a particularly
important role in the life of the emigrants of this wave. This can be seen from the
in-depth interviews where the informants of G2 and G3 spoke about a constant
participation in some kind of Lithuanian activity now and since their childhood,
where they used to spend time together with their parents, siblings and Lithuanian
friends (examples 18, 19). This was the way to maintain Lithuanian identity, to
expand the possibilities for the young generation to speak Lithuanian not only at
home but also outside the home domain:

(18) I grew up in a very typical Lithuanian family. It means that there were
Lithuanian activities during the whole week. Church on Sunday, school
on Saturday, national dances on Thursday. (Canada, W48, G2)

(19) We have so much here in Toronto: churches, and I work in a Lithuanian
school now <...> and I sing in a choir. Almost everything that we do after
work and on weekends is with the Lithuanian community. (Canada, M31, G3)

The use of Lithuanian in the community by post-Soviet emigrants is also rather
important but not as much as it is important for the emigrants of the earlier waves.
As our survey data show, this domain is in the second position after the home
domain, according to the frequency of use of the Lithuanian language for the post-
Soviet wave. 60% of the surveyed G1 and 56% of G1+ respondents claim to use
Lithuanian in the community.

However, it should be mentioned that the participation of the most recent
emigrants in the activities of Lithuanian communities differs a lot from those in the
previous emigration waves. The new emigrants are a lot less likely to join the life
of the communities. Table 7 shows that post-Soviet G1 and GI+ emigrants
participate by far less in the activities of the community, as compared
to the emigrants of the earlier waves. There are only 11% of post-Soviet G1
(and 15% G1+) emigrants who state to actively participate in the activity of the
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Lithuanian community in their country of residence, while for the generations of
the earlier emigration waves this number is between 33 and 59%. A considerable
part of the post-Soviet survey participants (16% G1 and 14% G1+) responded they
do not want or do not feel the need to participate in the life of the Lithuanian
community, while opinions of this type were not found at all in the earlier waves’
Gl1+ and far less frequent in G2 (3%) and G3 (only 1%). Therefore, our data
confirms the attitude towards community difference noted by others concerning the
new post-Soviet emigration wave. Other diaspora generations had a strong
characteristic of creating Lithuanian associations and participating in their
activities. In the post-Soviet emigration wave, however, there are no evident
tendencies of solidarity associations (Aleksandravicius 2013).

Table 7
Participation in the activities of Lithuanian communities

Post-Soviet Earlier waves

G1 G1+ G1 G1+ G2 G3
Yes, | am actively involved 11% 15% 34% 59% 45% 33%
| take part when | can, sometimes 36% 36% 34% 29% 35% 41%
I do not take part because the Lithuanian 9% 12% 8% 4% 6% 13%
community is not very active
| do not take part because of objective 28% 19% 13% 6% 11% 11%
reasons (it is too far, | do not have time, etc.)
| do not take part because | do not find 16% 14% 8% - 3% 1%
it interesting or useful
Other 1% 3% 3% 2% 1% 2%

However, one cannot make the claim that community activities or the
communication in Lithuanian during these activities is completely foreign to
Lithuanian emigrants of the current wave. Data of the in-depth interviews shows
that the emigrants of the most recent wave join the previously established
communities and Lithuanian schools not as often as G2 and G3 emigrants, but
occasionally participate in the events (this can also be inferred from the 36% of
post-Soviet G1 and G1+ who claim to participate sometimes, when they are able
to), sometimes even establish new communities in countries that did not have
communities previously (example 20), learn from the previous waves and organize
new associations (example 21), create Facebook groups (example 22) where they
feel to live a different — Lithuanian — life and thus satisfy their wish to communicate
in Lithuanian (also see Gudavicien¢ 2019).

(20) I participate (in the activity of Oslo Lithuanian community). I also used
to be on the board. <...> We used to organize, I sat in a jury for a few
years, fine reading competitions and embassy events. (Norway, W46, G1)

(21) Our friends are mostly Lithuanian, we have created a women’s club,
“Alatéja”, we (speak) Lithuanian there. We practically live a double life.
(USA, W45, G1)

(22) We have created a group now. As I live in Lyon, so I created a Facebook
group Lithuanians of Lyon, so we now, well, it works positively. At least
to me personally, because I have someone to talk to. (France, W32, G1)
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4.2.3. Friendship domain

One more domain worth analysing when looking at the different waves of
emigration is friendship, occupying the third place of communication in Lithuanian
according to frequency among post-Soviet emigrants, together with the work
domain. As presented in Table 6, as much as 44% of the WWII refugees’ children
generation use Lithuanian to talk to their friends, whereas 23% of both post-Soviet
G1 and earlier waves’ G2 respondents affirm to use Lithuanian when speaking to
friends. The use of Lithuanian in these relationships among post-Soviet G1+ and
G3 emigrants is much lower: only 11 and 13% respectively.

How can this use of Lithuanian in the friendship domain be explained? The
same proportions of Lithuanian language use found in the lives of post-Soviet G1
and earlier waves’ G2 emigrants seem to be determined by dissimilar and rather
different reasons.

In general, emigrants of the first generation tend to bond with other Lithuanian
speaking emigrants often because they feel a psychological discomfort when living
in a foreign country. As perceived in the in-depth interviews, the emigrants of the
most recent wave do not feel “at home” themselves in the new country
(examples 23, 24) and seldom become friends with locals. Circles of new friends
of the last emigration wave are forming in various countries, and people speak
Lithuanian there. As much as 37% of the post-Soviet G1 (32% G1+) emigrants who
participated in the survey stated their preference of Lithuanian speaking friends:

(23) No, here (in Canada) I do not belong. No way (I can be considered)
as belonging here. <...> I will never belong here. (Canada Mot 59, G1)

(24) I'm telling you, at the age of fifty coming here, to integrate here it was, it
is difficult for me. And I go there (to Lithuania) and my soul sings there.
Because here it still is foreign. (USA, W65, G1)

The post-Soviet G1+ in the friendship domain seem to be more similar to the
G3 than to other generations. It would seem the post-Soviet G1+, who emigrated
by the decision of their parents, make an effort to integrate into the new
environment as best as they can by making friends mostly with the local people.

The friendship domain can be seen from a slightly different perspective when
looking at the G2 emigrants, where the communication in Lithuanian with friends
is in the fourth position and constitutes a relatively large part of the entire
communication in Lithuanian: 23%. The Lithuanian friendships of this generation
are closely connected with the already mentioned Lithuanian communities and with
the aspiration of the parents to educate their children to be Lithuanian. Especially
the Second World War refugees took great care of Lithuanian friendships of their
children because they understood that this can be the foundation for the formation
of Lithuanian identity. They created social networks for their younger generation
where they could form friendships that many maintained during their entire life.
More than one emigrant has emphasized the significance of friendships in relation
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to Lithuanian language maintenance, Lithuanian identity and personal
psychological comfort (examples 25, 26, 27):

(25) Without Lithuanian friends I would be very lonely. (USA, W65, G2)

(26) When I was growing up, that parish and all those friends: those scouts,
those school friends — they were family. And our parents were all friends
and the children were growing up together and they were friends. And
now they are my family, they are godparents of children. And, you know,
there is a community. If those were not there, it would be very bad. And
maybe not because of the Lithuanian identity but maybe because of the
soul of a human and how it grows. I think that Americans don't have such
relationships that last since birth. You know, and we are Lithuanians. 1
know my friends from, you know, when we were three years old and we
still have something to talk about, every day. It's like that because we are
like family and we grew up together in the parish. I think that is very
important. If there are some problems in life or if while you go through all
those teenager years, you can be further away and take a bad road. You
have this other support system, you have another group, where you can be
accepted and looked after. (USA, W45, G3)

(27) 1t is in those organizations where real friendships form, of the kind that
last a lifetime. (Canada, W66, G2)

4.2.4. Church domain

One more domain where the communication in Lithuanian by post-Soviet
emigrants differ notably from emigrants of the earlier waves, is the church, which
occupies the third place according to the frequency of use of Lithuanian in different
domains in the life of earlier wave emigrants (Table 6). 44% of earlier wave G1+,
51% of G2 and 41% of G3 respondents affirm that they speak Lithuanian in church.
This domain and usage of Lithuanian in church is far less important to the post-
Soviet emigrants, only 11% G1 (16% G1+) state that they use Lithuanian language
in church. More than in church they use Lithuanian with friends, at work, speak
Lithuanian in shops and other service domains (11% for G1 and surprising 22% for
G1+). From the interviews of G2 and G3 emigrants it can be understood that in their
life the Lithuanian church is almost a synonym of the Lithuanian community. This
is due to the fact that in the life of the communities of the previous Lithuanian
emigration waves, the church and other Catholic organizations were a very
important part, directly connected with the Lithuanian identity and its maintenance,
as well as the use of the Lithuanian language (examples 28, 29), whereas the
emigrants of the most recent post-Soviet emigration wave, having experienced a lot
of atheist education in Soviet Lithuania, are far less participating in church life in
general. This new wave emigrants’ behaviour is noticed also by the emigrants of
the previous waves (examples 30, 31). Therefore, it is natural that the church
domain is a lot less associated with the Lithuanian language and its use for the
emigrants of the post-Soviet emigration wave.
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(28) The church was very important, it was like the centre, we would all meet
there with our friends. And we would keep friends separately, those who
were English friends, who were school friends, and then there were real
friends, who were Lithuanian. And usually on weekends we would spend
time only with Lithuanians. (Canada, W66, G2)

(29) Our friends <...> are almost exclusively Lithuanian. And for now we are
very attached to the parish, so we go there <...> forty miles one way.
(USA, W76, G1+)

(30) The church is not very important for them. (USA, W65, G2)

(31) Now with the third-wavers I see different aspects. <...> Our teachers, for
example, many of them are already from the third-wavers, and they
manage to balance both lives very well, while others have disappeared
without even passing by the parish. And I think that this is a lack of faith
or even hatred towards the faith that pushes them away from the parish,
from everything that has something in common with the parish <...> it
seems to me that this hatred, that they are repelled by what is religious.
(USA, W68, G1+)

5. Discussion and conclusions

Summing up, the Lithuanian language is used by the majority (above 90%) of
Lithuanians of the new emigration wave in various domains. They speak Lithuanian
at home, in Lithuanian communities, with friends and elsewhere, they read, write,
browse the internet in Lithuanian, and for many of them Lithuanian is their inner
language in which they think, count and dream. However, when comparing this to
emigrants from the previous emigration waves, a difference of use of Lithuanian
can be noted in some domains. G2 and G3 Lithuanian emigrants usually speak
Lithuanian in Lithuanian communities; the home domain is in the second place and
the church, according to the frequency of use of Lithuanian, is in the third place.
For Lithuanians of the post-Soviet emigration wave, the most frequent domain for
the use of Lithuanian is home; the second domain is community, whereas work and
friends are in the third position. The characteristics of the language behaviour of
the new emigration wave are related to their minor tendency towards socialization,
with the aspiration of the first emigration generation for quick integration to the
society of the new country. Lithuanians of the post-Soviet emigration wave tend to
support a less strict family language policy at home regarding their heritage
language maintenance than political emigrants who left Lithuania at the end of
WWIIL. Most of the post-Soviet emigrants would like their children and
grandchildren to know Lithuanian, but they are less likely to put a lot of effort into
the maintenance of the Lithuanian language and identity, as compared to the
emigrants of the previous wave. The new emigrants have different priorities for
their emigrant life: to become stable in the new country, to create a comfortable,
easier, good life for the children, aspects exactly characteristic of the emigrants of
economic nature.

Having analysed the cognitive and affective dimensions of language attitudes
of the post-Soviet emigrants, we can state that both beliefs and language-related
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emotions regarding Lithuanian are very positive; in this respect this emigration
wave does not differ much from the earlier waves. Steadfast beliefs about the value
of the Lithuanian language itself and the bond with Lithuanian history is shared by
all those of Lithuanian descent. For most of the new wave emigrants, Lithuania
remains their own country, emotionally closer than the new country that has
accepted them, and the Lithuanian language remains the dearest, the most precious
language.

The focus of our attention and the major difference is found in the behavioural
dimension. The positive cognitive and affective components of attitudes do not
seem to have a sufficiently strong effect on the declared behaviour. Even in the
overt expression of attitudes they declare different priorities, and the economic and
everyday well-being is put in the first place. They do use the Lithuanian language
In situations where it is more convenient for them to use it, like in mono-ethnic
families, among friends, reading books, etc. However, maintaining the heritage
language is not considered a priority as soon as difficulties arise and when effort is
needed to overcome them.

Emigrants from the earlier emigration waves, especially the second wave who
left Lithuania due to political reasons, consciously did not only create the
Lithuanian environment at home but also founded communities and were devoted
to the commitment of maintaining the Lithuanian language and identity. They went
to great lengths in order to provide a varied language input in different domains for
their children and persevered it in their priorities. The post-Soviet emigrants, on the
other hand, do not seem to fully understand the importance of their own behaviour
and efforts (or absence thereof) regarding the maintenance of the heritage language
in the next generations. They do not sufficiently take advantage of community life
as a context for developing better language skills and competences for language use
outside the private sphere. They value pragmatic aspects such as communicating
with the grandparents or simply an additional language, but do not value language
as a core component of ethnic identity.

A point of discussion and direction of further research could be the comparison
of the most recent emigration wave with the emigration from Lithuania in
1918-1939. During that period, many Lithuanians went to different countries, quite
a few to South America, for economic reasons. They made an effort to quickly
integrate into the society of their host countries. Even though they spoke Lithuanian
at home and in Lithuanian communities, they wanted their younger generation to
quickly learn the local languages (Aleksandravicius 2013, Ramoniené 2019c¢) and
put less effort into the maintenance of the Lithuanian language. Reasons narrated
by their descendants are similar to those indicated by the post-Soviet G1s. Currently
in most of the Lithuanian communities of that pre-WWII wave of emigration, in
Lithuanian families (in Argentina for example), the Lithuanian identity is still
maintained, but the intergenerational passing on of the Lithuanian language to the
younger generations is discontinued, i.e. the third generation does not know
Lithuanian anymore. Naturally, the 21% century provides different possibilities,
compared to those a hundred years ago, to maintain connections with the native
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country, with Lithuanian-speaking relatives and friends who live in various places
of the world. However, the parallel with a rather similar kind of emigration and its
linguistic behaviour makes us think that a similar outcome may await the emigrants
of the most recent emigration wave.
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communities, like Estonian or Spanish, but also that its confident transmission should rely on
external subsidy.
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Hayynag craTbs

CemeiHas I3bIKOBAsA MOJIMTUKA B PYCCKO-3CTOHCKOU
U PYCCKO-UCNIAHCKO¥M MHOTOSI3bIYHOM cpeje

Ouibra UBAHOBA!, Anacracust 3ABPOJICKASI?

'Vuupepcurer CanamManku
Canamanka, Ucnanus
2TaNIMHCKHU YHUBEPCUTET
Tannun, cmonuss

AHHOTALUA

B naHHO# cTaThe OCHOBHOE BHUMAHHE YICIAETCS SI3bIKOBOM ITOJIUTHUKE, KOTOPOU MPUICPIKUBAIOTCS
JIBYSI3bIYHBIE PYCCKO-3CTOHCKHE M PYCCKO-HCIAHCKUE CEMbHU MO OTHOIIEHUIO K COXPAHEHHIO pyC-
CKOTO s13bIKa KaK yHaclieoBaHHOTr0. OCHOBHAS 1IeJIb CTAaThU — ONPEICIUTh COIIMANbHbBIE (PaKTOPBbI,
KOTOpBIE JTHOO TIOMOTaIOT, JIMOO MPEISITCTBYIOT ATOMY Mpotieccy. JlaHHas cTaThsi pacCMaTpUBaET
o01He 4epThl U crenu(pUKy rI00aTbHBIX OTHOIICHUH K PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK YHACJIeIOBAHHOMY
B OcToHuM U VCHaHWK Ha OCHOBE aHAJIM3a COIMOJMHIBHCTUYCCKOW CHTYallMHd PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA
B 00€HUX CTpaHax W HUCCIeHI0BaHUs (PaKTOPOB, KOTOPBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT MOMICPIKKE PYCCKOTO s3bIKa
KaK yYHACJIEJOBAHHOTO B CEMbBSIX. JTO MCCIICIOBAHUE OCHOBAHO HA MTyOOKOM aHAIH3€ Pa3IHIHBIX
HCTOYHHUKOB, BKIIOYAs KOJMYCCTBEHHBIC CTATHCTHYCCKUE W JeMorpadUuecKue TaHHBIE O CaMo-
OIICHKE SI3BIKOBOTO TTOBEJICHUS U S3BIKOBBIX HCOJIOTHI B CMEIIAHHBIX CeMbsiX JcToHuH (n = 40)
u Ucnanuu (n = 40). OCHOBHBIE PE3yJIbTATHI 3TOr0 CPABHUTEIHLHOTO UCCIIEAOBAHMUS OATBEPKIAIOT
o0l11ee MOJI0KUTEIBHOE OTHOIICHHUS K PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK YHACTICJOBAHHOMY, HO OHU TaK)Ke MO/
YEPKUBAIOT €r0 3HAYUTEIHHYIO BAPUATUBHOCTD KaK MEXK/y CTpaHAMH TaK U BHYTPH KaXJ0r0 C000-
miecTBa. Mbl yKa3blBaeM Ha TO, KaK 3TO OTHOIICHHE HANPSMYIO BIUIET HA CEMEUHYIO SI3bIKOBYIO
MOJIUTUKY, POUTENBCKUE CTPATETHH B TIepeiade PyCCKOro s3bIKa KaK YHACIEIOBAHHOTO, a TAKIKE
Ha ypOBEHb BJIAJICHUS PYyCCKUM S3bIKOM KaK YHACJIEJIOBAHHBIM BO BTOPOM ITOKOJICHUH. DTH PE3yJib-
TaThl JAIOT HaM BO3MOXKHOCTb 3aKIIIOYHTh, YTO PYCCKUH SI3bIK KaK YHACJICAOBAHHBIN IOJIaraeTcs
Ha 3HAYUTEIHHYIO DMOIIMOHAIBHYIO MOIACPKKY JaKe B TaKUX MAJICHBKHUX COOOIIECTBaX Kak
SCTOHCKAsl M MCITAHCKAs, a TAKXKE YTO UL €ro YCIEIIHOrO MOJAepKaHusI HEOOXOIUMBI BHEIITHHE
cyOcumuu.

KiroueBble CJI0Ba: pyccKuil A3bIK, «IPUMANICHBILY (YHACIEO08AHHbIN) A3bIK, 08Ys3bluUe, YNpaesie-
Hue szvikamu, Icmonus, Ucnanus

J1s uuTHpOBAaHUS

Ivanova O., Zabrodskaja A. Family language policy in Russian-Estonian and Russian-Spanish
multilingual settings. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 1047-1070.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-1047-1070

1. Introduction

Since the dissolution of the USSR in 1991, more than seven and a half million
people emigrated from the former Soviet republics in search of better social and
economic opportunities. A significant number of ex-Soviet expatriates settled in
Europe. Germany and Israel — historical destinations for citizens from the former
USSR — again became the main centres of attraction during the 1990s, and Southern
European countries, such as Italy and Spain, attracted more professional and
economic migration from the 2000s on (Denisenko 2020).

As a result, new areas of Russian as a heritage language (RHL) have formed
in different parts of the world. Besides the traditional milieux, Russian is becoming
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increasingly common in new settlement sites, where Russophone diaspora opted to
maintain Russian because of its role as a lingua franca for Russian-speakers from
former Soviet countries (Maximova et al. 2018, Pavlenko 2006, Pencheva 2017),
its intense commodification (Muth 2017) and its extension to professional areas,
like health-care (Suryanarayan 2017). Presently, the number of Russian-speakers,
both native and non-native, living outside Russia is almost equal to speakers living
in the homeland (Aref’ev 2014, Ryazanova-Clarke 2014). However, there are still
many socio-political settings in Europe where Russian is widely used but where its
situation is also shifting, uncertain or unstudied. Divergences among post-Soviet
states are sometimes huge (for a global overview, see Pavlenko 2013), and some
national situations are still undergoing major sociolinguistic changes. In the Baltic
countries, post-Soviet languages policies of the early 1990s shaped a new social
modality for the Russophone population: over the course of three decades, Russian
changed from being the dominant official to being a foreign language. These thirty
years have given Estonia (as well as Latvia and Lithuania) the first generation of
residents who learnt Russian as a native (or one of the first) language/s under its
official status as foreign.

In addition, Russian is emerging as a diaspora language in some European
countries where it has not previously had an important presence but where the
number of Russian-speakers has been steadily increasing. Russophones arrive for
different reasons, and in some cases, they will to uproot themselves from their
original culture. This is frequent among Russophones in Spain, where more than
70,000 Russians (not counting Russophones from other ex-Soviet states) has settled
since 2000 in different parts of the country. At present, a large number of Spanish
Russophones intermarried with Spaniards and are raising children with RHL.

In this paper, we focus on these two countries — Estonia and Spain — which
represent the challenging socio-political cases described above. Our aim is to
understand the principles of family language management in intermarriages in these
countries and, consequently, to offer an outline of the vitality, functionality and
ideological value of Russian in these under-determined sociolinguistic milieu. We
define both of them as ‘under-determined’ for not endorsing the acquisition and use
of Russian, but leaving the decision to family agents. In line with previous research
(Lanza 2007), we maintain that family language policy, management and attitudes
greatly influence the process of heritage language maintenance, reflecting the
ideological and social position of parents on their languages (King et al. 2008).

Concerning heritage language transmission, family language policy is closely
linked to parental language everyday language management activities (Schwarz
2008). In intermarriages, family language policy plays a very important role in
regulating its continuity and even social vitality (Pillai et al. 2014). Making
decisions regarding home language policy may become challenging for
transnational families, specifically when they have to “choose” which of the
languages will fulfil which role within and outside the family setting (Hirsch & Lee
2018). In this research, based on the classic Spolsky (2012) model of family
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language policy as a conglomerate of ideologies, management and practices, we ask
which social factors determine the degree of vitality of RHL in different diaspora
settings and why in apparently similar social circumstances the maintenance and
transmission of RHL may differ greatly. The sociolinguistic settings we analyze are
under-determined: in both Estonia and Spain, Russophones are left to their own
devices in deciding whether to maintain RHL with their children. We should
emphasise that the situations compared in this study are not chosen randomly. As
sociolinguistic settings where the presence of RHL is notable, despite their vast
differences, Estonia and Spain share common social and political traits. In this
sense, the present study provides a novel contrastive perspective on family language
policy in two partially similar and partially dissimilar sociolinguistic settings.
Previous information on contrasts between Estonia and Spain can only be found in
studies conducted by Laitin (1992) and Branchadell (2011) comparing issues of
language normalisation and the policy regarding Russian and Spanish in Estonia
and Catalonia, respectively. To our knowledge, no previous research has been
conducted regarding the sociolinguistic situation of RHL in these two countries,
though such a contrastive study could provide interesting data on the vitality of
RHL as shown in related works, for example Karpava, Ringblom & Zabrodskaja
(2018, 2019, 2020, 2021). As a result, the present research will contribute to the
growing but still scarce research on RHL, especially in Europe.

2. Russian as a heritage language in Estonia and Spain:
similarities and differences

The presence of RHL in Estonia and Spain is defined by several common
characteristics that allow for inter-country comparison. However, there are also
some sociolinguistic differences, which allow for interesting contrasts of the roles
and values of RHL in small communities.

Let us start by defining Estonia and Spain as geopolitical milieus for RHL
development. In both, there is an intra-continental relationship with the country of
origin of Russian-speaking migrants, which is favourable for maintaining close and
frequent links with the motherland. In the case of Estonia, there is a direct border
with Russia that connects Estonian and Russian languages and cultures, and this
eases the transmission of linguistic and cultural heritage values (see Karpava et al.
2020). However, in Spain, Russian-speaking host countries (if we assume that some
post-Soviet nationals are Russian-speaking and bilingual in their national language
and Russian) are more than 3000 kilometres away, which prevents continuous and
direct contact. This fact influences the way in which Russian-speaking communities
in both countries reinforce ties with the Russian language through homeland trips
and direct contact with Russian-speaking communities in nearby countries (e.g.,
Karpava et al. 2020). Previous studies (see, for example, Garcia 2003, for a review)
highlighted the possible impact of geographical distance from the homeland on
heritage language transmission.

In Spain, trips to the homeland are costly and time-consuming in comparison
with Estonia, and only well-to-do families can afford annual home visits. The
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Russian language is definitely a minority language in both Estonia and Spain,
although this subordinate role differs in terms of the relationship with the official
language. In Estonia, Russian does not have a classic minority-majority relationship
with Estonian: its historical presence in Estonia during the second part of the 20th
century as a language of interethnic communication determined that even today
there are many L1 speakers of Russian despite the one-official-language policy. In
Spain, Russian is just one of the immigrant languages, on a par with Arabic,
Romanian, Ukrainian, Polish and Portuguese. In this sense, the relationship
between Russian and Spanish in Spain follows a classic model of minority-majority
languages. In any case, Russian in Estonia and Spain has the same status as a foreign
language.

As for language legislation, Estonia and Spain have both similar and different
ways of treating immigrant languages. In both countries, there is only one state
language: Estonian and Spanish respectively, though the Spanish Constitution
recognises two official languages in bilingual regions of the country. English is an
L2 language in both Estonia and Spain, although it is used in different ways. Many
Estonians, especially younger ones, speak English fluently; though in Spain
knowing English is almost fully limited to the youngest generation. This is crucial
for understanding family language policies in intermarriages: in the case of Spain,
few mixed families can rely on English as a family lingua franca and this
strengthens the position of Spanish as the main means of communication.

2.1. Russian in Estonia: historical and sociolinguistic background

Since the break-up of the USSR in 1991, there have been multiple
sociolinguistic changes related to the de facto and de jure status of the Russian
language. Estonian was declared the only official language again (as it was during
the first period of independence, in 1918-1940), and the goal was set to promote
bilingualism amongst the Russian-speaking communities living in Estonia. For this
reason, the post-Soviet urban socio-cultural-linguistic environment has attracted
scholarly interest “as a contested linguistic space, where emotional exchanges over
language-related issues are fodder for the daily news” (Pavlenko 2008: 275).
However, as large-scale survey research showed (Ehala & Zabrodskaja 2013), the
picture of a strict division of the Estonian society along ethnolinguistic lines is an
oversimplification. Russian-speakers do not form a single unitary category with a
uniform value system and attitudes but show different tendencies about culture and
language maintenance or assimilation. Thus, the integration of the Russian-
speaking population in Estonia varies from full integration to a complete lack of
integration, and the sociolinguistic background itself is quite uneven.

There is a great deal of sociolinguistic research on the Russian-speakers of
Estonia (Kemppainen et al. 2004, Verschik 2005, Adamson & Tshuikina 2015,
Karpava et al. 2018, to mention just a few). Much of what is known about them is
that Russian-speakers are in a socially subordinate position as speakers of a
minority language in Estonia. Estonian Russian-speakers cannot be considered a

1051



Olga Ivanova and Anastassia Zabrodskaja. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1047-1070

typical minority group due to socio-historical factors. But this is not a typical
postcolonial setting either: their language has not retained the powerful position
that, for example, French and English have retained in much of present-day Africa
or India.

Russian was the dominant language of a number of different ethnicities in the
territory of the Soviet Union who settled in Estonia during the Soviet period. As
their common identity is constructed mainly by means of the Russian language,
these groups might be called Russian-speaking communities without distinguishing
their different ethnic backgrounds. Most of them had to adapt to the Estonian post-
independence language policy, which requires certified proficiency in the Estonian
language in order to be hired for certain jobs and to participate fully in the socio-
political life of the country, which has systematically led to the formation of
individual bilingualism in the Russian community.

As of January 2021, the population of Russians in Estonia was estimated at
320,000, which is 24% of the total population (1.3 million people). According to
the Population and Housing Census (2011), there are representatives of 192 ethnic
nationalities living in Estonia and 157 languages are spoken as mother tongues. The
same census also showed that the share of Russian-speakers is 29.6%. This means
that there are other ethnicities that use Russian as their first language. This is why
it would be more accurate to use the term ‘Russian-speaker,’ rather than ‘Russian.’
As Laitin (1998) noted, the “Russian-speaking population” is a sub-identity of
Russians, not a new category of identity in post-Soviet Estonia.

The sizeable Russian-speaking population of Estonia lives very compactly:
only 20% live in majority Estonian-speaking areas. Almost half of the Russian-
speaking population lives in Tallinn and a third in Ida-Viru County, a region that is
economically weaker than the country as a whole. Here, the density of the Russian-
speaking population is extremely high.

Estonia offers Russian-language instruction in basic schools; secondary
education must be at least 60% in the Estonian language. The local Russian-
language cultural life and media are fairly poor in comparison with Russia’s. A
strong factor is that families, whether only Russian-speaking or Russian-Estonian
bilingual, maintain close (family, cultural and economic) ties with Russia, and this
impacts the ethnic, cultural and linguistic identities of Russian-speaking family
members and children.

Russian-speaking people live in a bilingual society in Estonia, where Estonian
is the dominant and prestigious language. In fact, to get Estonian citizenship, among
other requirements, one must pass an Estonian language proficiency examination
and an examination of knowledge of the Constitution of the Republic of Estonia
and the Citizenship Act. This influences parental decisions about educational
trajectories, especially when considering that the Estonian language proficiency
examination is not required if a person has acquired basic, secondary or higher
education in Estonian.

Estonia is not a destination for significant transnational migration currently:
still, globalisation has increased the importance of English for the Estonian-
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speaking and Russian-speaking populations. In general, in Estonian society Russian
is still associated with Soviet occupation (Best 2013), although at the beginning of
the 21% century Russian was still the preferred language for interethnic contacts in
Estonia and was the main language of information in the sphere of Russian-
speakers, who built their identities with Russian in mind (Siiner 2006: 162).

2.2. Russian in Spain: a recent story

Russian arrived in Spain at the end of the 20" century because of massive
migration from ex-Soviet countries to the West. During the 1960s and 1970s, Spain
was a country of emigrants (Babiano & Farré 2002), but from the late 1980s on
Spain began receiving immigrants (Corkill 2001). Currently, Spain is one of the
most important magnets for CIS immigrants in Europe (Denisenko 2020: 118).

Unlike the Baltic countries, Mediterranean states attracted post-Soviet
immigration for three main reasons: an easy-to-merge-into labour market, even
after the financial crisis of 2008; a favourable climate; and a social environment
usually open and friendly to foreigners. Even in 2020, despite the world health
crisis, many people from the CIS still settled in Spain. Among the top host states
for immigrants, Mediterranean countries are not only attractive for their climate and
favourable labour markets but also for their relaxed immigration policies, initiated
in the 1990s (Leifsen & Tymczuk 2012) and characterised by frequent
regularisation waves (Alted 2006), as well as for ease of integration into the open-
minded Spanish society.

In Spain, immigrants from Russia now number approximately 78,000, which
is 75,500 more than in 1998 (official data provided by the Spanish National Institute
for Statistics), i.e. the number of Russian migrants has grown by a factor of 30 in
21 years. This situation places Spain among countries with low rates of Russian
native speakers — the Russophone diaspora is not on the list of the biggest immigrant
communities given in Alted (2006) — compared to such countries as the USA, Israel
and Finland.

It is, however, necessary to consider two factors to understand the size of the
presence of Russian in Spain. First, not only immigrants from Russia use the
Russian language; many immigrants from other East European and even Asian CIS
states are users of Russian as L1 (not to mention those who use it as an L2 for
interethnic communication). For this reason, it is difficult to estimate how many
Russian-speakers live in Spain, since there is no data on how many immigrants from
other CIS countries use Russian in their everyday life. Finally, the official data on
immigrants only include those legally established in Spain and do not take into
account speakers who reside illegally.

Migration reasons are key social factors in explaining the levels of RHL in
Spain. Russian is definitely a heritage language there, if we consider its definition
by Scontas, Fuchs & Polinsky (2015) as a language spoken uniquely at home,
whereas the community itself speaks another, dominant language, both being learnt
since early childhood, either simultaneously or sequentially but with a short time
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difference between them. What makes Russian a heritage language in Spain
involves several characteristics defined in literature, such as its local sociolinguistic
status and its condition as a minority language, in the sense that it is learnt at home
as opposed to in society (Montrul 2016: 15—16).

The opportunity to maintain Russian in Spain is heterogeneous, uneven and,
generally, limited. There are several non-official schools of Russian language and
culture for immigrants in different parts of Spain, which were created and are led
by associations or alliances of ex-pats. Their presence is dominant on the eastern
shore and in the large urban areas, where CIS immigrants are concentrated. Thus,
families isolated from CIS immigrant centres usually do not have opportunities to
provide their children with Russian language instruction outside the family setting.
In addition, natural exposure to the Russian language is very limited!.

Despite the major reorganisation of language attitudes and preferences in CIS
countries, most of the post-Soviet community in Spain still uses Russian as a lingua
franca, with many asymmetric bilinguals in the diaspora. For many of them,
Russian was a minority language in their native countries, but currently many
immigrants use it as the main linguistic means.

Within the community, one of the factors affecting the maintenance of Russian
is the practical absence of any other means to communicate with new in-laws:
Spanish people, especially those over 40, are rarely proficient in any other language
than Spanish. Many immigrants acquire Spanish so easily and quickly that they
decide (only somewhat voluntarily) to become Spanish-speakers, inhibiting the
maintenance of Russian. Definitely, this situation creates specific sociolinguistic
conditions for the maintenance of RHL in Spain. One of the most outstanding
features of this situation is that, although first-generation speakers frequently rely
on intense contact with a Russian-speaking network, second-generation speakers
usually do not have much exposure to Russian in their everyday social
communication.

3. Methodological considerations

Language practices are directed by attitudes and ideologies about the social
value of languages, and heritage language transmission is a good example of this
bottom-up process. Actually, attitudes to languages in contact between minority
(heritage) and majority groups, from both the in-group and the out-group, can have
an extensive effect on heritage language maintenance and shift (Jenkins 2018).

! Only three Spanish universities — in Madrid, Granada and Barcelona — offer official degrees
in Slavic Philology (Guzman Tirado 2017), although many university language centres offer courses
in Russian for adults, mainly students and teachers. Among Spanish official schools of languages
which admit students over 14 years old, only a few offer courses in Russian from level Al to level
B2. The Embassy of the Russian Federation in Madrid runs a comprehensive school offering primary
and secondary education that follows Russian language legislation, but the total number of pupils in
the last school year was only 88.
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In Estonia and in most parts of Spain (excluding bilingual communities),
mixed families with Russian members typically use the majority language —
Estonian and Spanish, respectively — and Russian. In order to understand language
management in intermarriages in both countries, we conducted parallel fieldwork
studies aimed at understanding which social factors shape positive and negative
attitudes towards the maintenance of RHL. We applied a quantitative approach
based on a questionnaire with both closed and open questions, the content of which
was similar to standard inquiries in heritage language studies for immigrant parents
(see, for example, Nesteruk’s (2010) study of East European immigrants in the
USA). The originality of our approach consists of applying similar protocols in two
different countries, Estonia and Spain, and collecting comparable data from these
two sociolinguistic milieus.

In our study, we do not consider gender differences, income or socioeconomic
status information. In addition, the complexities connected with the term ‘ethnicity’
did not permit the collection of data on ethnic origin: we decided to talk about our
study participants as self-reported Russian-speakers, or Russophones. These factors
may partly bias the results. In the analysis of data proceeding from the fieldwork,
we will use De Houwer’s (1999) model combining language ideology, use and
development: we thus will analyse the relationship between language practices in
the home, parents’ attitudes towards RHL maintenance and transmission, and
perceived proficiency in RHL. Although we admit that a more qualitative approach
would provide us with a deeper and more detailed perspective on language attitudes
and practices in migrant families, the scope of the present paper is limited to
quantitative data on overt attitudes and ideologies.

3.1. Russian as a heritage language in mixed families in Estonia:
the present study in context

As described above, Russian has had a long history in Estonia and most
Russian-speakers are not recent immigrants but have lived in Estonia their whole
lives. Studies on the Russian language and culture in Estonia showed that in the last
three decades Russian has assumed a new sociolinguistic position because of
political changes and changes in the attitudes of Estonian society. Now, Russian
has a lower status than Estonian does, and this creates a feeling of belonging to a
language minority group among its speakers (Kemppainen et al. 2004).
Intermarriages between ethnic Estonians and Russian-speakers are not frequent
(Best 2013). However, many opt to live in common law marriages. This is why
many mixed families remain invisible or unreachable for research without the use
of a strong social network or a skilled implementation of snowball sampling.

In their recent comparative research, Karpava et al. (2018) found that Russian-
speaking members of mixed families in Estonia usually had bilingual Russian-
Estonian language identity, used Estonian at home more than Russian and,
importantly, did not always use RHL with their children. They concluded that
Estonia did not favour the maintenance of Russian as a minority language because
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of the general negative attitude to Russia, which meant that L1 Russian-speaking
parents experienced higher rates of social negativity. As a result, only half of the
children from mixed marriages in Estonia spoke and understood Russian, and only
a quarter of them could read and write Russian, while most Russian-speaking
population felt discriminated against for their language use.

In the present study, the families had children who attended kindergartens
and/or schools with Estonian as the language of instruction or were in Estonian-
language immersion programmes. As the Spanish sample consists of 97% females,
in Estonia a total of 40 Russian-speaking mothers were chosen from those who
answered semi-structured questions about their social and sociolinguistic
characteristics and open-ended questions regarding language use, transmission and
maintenance, as well as attitudes to all of these processes in their families. The
average age of the participants was 38, with SD = 6.8; all 40 participants were
women who lived in different parts of Estonia, including such bilingual regions as
Tallinn and Maardu, and the mainly Russian-speaking north-east. The participants
were all born in Estonia. Most families had one or two children of very different
ages: from eight months to 25 years old.

The ethnographic approach posed some limitations on the current study, as
mainly females were chosen, but the parents were unique individuals and, as such,
they often deviated in their “impact beliefs” (De Houwer 1999), which may have
influenced RHL transmission. This study lacks statistical representation, as it is
based on the ideologies, understandings and attitudes of the female respondents,
which, in a practical sense, are difficult to measure.

3.2. Russian as a heritage language in mixed families in Spain:
the present study in context

As one of the foreign languages, Russian has an added sociolinguistic value in
Spain because of its extended use as a lingua franca among ex-pats from different
ex-Soviet countries. Very few sociolinguistic studies were conducted on the status
of RHL in Spain. Vorobeva and Bel (2017) analysed the relationship between the
use of Russian L1 in home settings in trilingual Catalan-Spanish-Russian children
of immigrants and found that the proportion of L1 input and use had a direct
influence on the proficiency in RHL. Ivanova (2019) conducted a study on the
effects of cognitive and affective factors on the subjective RHL proficiency level
in second generation Russophone immigrants in a small town in central Spain and
found that positive self-identification and attitudes of Russophone parents directly
influenced the level of proficiency in RHL.

2 It must be added that Estonian education has become increasingly diverse, especially during
the past decade, because of the admission of pupils from both Russian-speaking families and
Estonian-Russian bilingual families (in addition, children from new immigrant families may enter
schools without any or with very little knowledge of Estonian or Russian). These factors contribute
to the creation of cultural and linguistic diversity in 21st-century Estonian schools.
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Forty Russian-speaking parents answered 15 questions concerning their social
and sociolinguistic characteristics and, in more detail, questions concerning
language use, transmission and maintenance, and attitudes to all these processes, in
their families. The items included in the questionnaire were aimed at collecting data
on family language policy, contextual language maintenance and perceived
language proficiency for both first-generation and second-generation speakers. In
this respect, the study is similar to previous methodological designs on heritage
language management and acquisition in bilingual families (for example, Altman
et al. 2013 for Russian-Hebrew bilingual families in Israel).

The average age of participants was 39, with SD=6.97; 39 of the 40 participants
were women (97.5%); they lived in different parts of Spain, including such
bilingual regions as Catalonia, Valencia, the Basque region and the Balearic Isles.
Participants had lived an average of 11 years in Spain, though the range was wide:
from 2 to 23 years (SD=5.84). Most families had one or two children of very
different ages: from six months to 22 years old.

4. A comparison of Russian
as a heritage language transmission in Estonia and Spain

4.1. Family language policies in mixed families

Most mixed families in Spain had only one Russian-speaking parent member:
67.5% of participants said that their partners had no competence in Russian (some
defined it as A0 Russian, imitating the well-known language proficiency CEFR
scale with levels from A1 to C2). Such a situation did not apparently impede the
application of the one parent—one language family policy, which is considered to
be particularly effective for promoting active bilingualism when one language is
minority and has little social support (Takeuchi 2006). The rest of the sample was
distributed as follows: 15% of the partners had basic skills in Russian, 7.5% had
intermediate proficiency, and 10% were native speakers of Russian. In general,
these data clearly showed the tendency of the Spanish partners not to learn the
language of their Russophone spouses. In contrast, most Russian-speaking spouses
declared themselves “coordinate bilinguals” in Russian and Spanish (42.5% of the
participants selected the option [ know Russian and Spanish equally well) and
“asymmetric bilinguals” with better proficiency in Russian (55% selected the
option I know Russian better than Spanish). In general, the Russophone immigrants
do not find it difficult to learn Spanish (Marcu 2010), even though they do not know
a word when they arrive in Spain.

It was quite a challenge to determine who were Russian-speakers and who
were Russian-Estonian bilingual speakers based on their linguistic and cultural
backgrounds, which we collected throughout the Estonian regions. It was not
always easy to establish who did or did not fulfil the criteria. Firstly, all Russian-
speaking respondents had quite proficient command of Estonian because they were
originally from Estonia, had graduated from the Estonian (higher) educational
system, worked or had worked (if at the time of the study they were at home with
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child(ren)) in Estonian language environments and communicated in Estonian both
at work and in their daily social lives. Secondly, individuals had their own self-
identifications and often felt that they were more “Russian-speaking Estonians” or
“Estonian Russians” than “Russians” or “Russian-speakers”. What all families had
in common was that Russian was at least one of the heritage languages of the
mother. Living in Estonia, these parents did not experience any language barriers
when there was a need to be socially involved or politically informed.

We predicted that these backgrounds would both reflect on and influence the
attitudes towards RHL maintenance and transmission, significantly determining
family language policies. Spanish Russophone spouses are the language bridge in
the mixed families, since they learn Spanish and so assure in-family
communication. Simultaneously, they maintain their proficiency in Russian as their
native language and potentially can transmit it to their children. Actually, dominant
language practices within the mixed families confirm this prediction: Russian and
Spanish are both substantially present in family communications, but their agents
and purposes are different. At the same time in Estonia, mothers have not only
Russian as a mother tongue but are Russian-Estonian bilinguals or very advanced
in Estonian and the fathers also identify themselves with both Estonian and Russian
(to at least some extent). The data obtained from interviews and observation
confirm that this leads to spontaneous translanguaging (i.e. use of both Estonian
and Russian interchangeably and without any inner conflict) during in-family
communication (Karpava et al. 2019, 2021).

As for the language-commitment of the Russophone spouses in Spanish
families, 40% declare that they use Russian with children and 7.5% state they
exclusively used Russian with their children. The other participants either do not
specify the language/s they used with their children or clearly say that Russian is
not the only language they use with their children. In the first case, accounting for
22.5%, we can only assume that Russian is used in the family settings, but we
cannot claim that it is used as the only language with children. In Russian-Spanish
families, the one parent-one language policy is the best approach; otherwise,
Spanish would definitely hinder the functionality and generation transmission of
RHL. Consequently, from the given data we can be sure that only half of the
Russophone parents use the one parent—one language policy, while approximately
a quarter of the parents use family language policies with various distributions of
Russian and Spanish.

In Estonia, Russian is used in 57.5% of cases and Estonian in 77.5%. This
again shows the chosen attitude towards language use: mixed families try to remain
bilingual but under the influence of the larger societal process in Estonian-dominant
speech communities Estonian is dominant. 65% of respondents say that they often
code-switch at home and 20% express concern that their children might sometimes
consciously or unconsciously refuse to use or avoid using Russian at home. Thus,
the reason for using Estonian and Russian languages interchangeably is not only
the attempt to include all conversation partners but it could also be motivated by
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children who construct their own language policies and might not find RHL use
necessary in their social spheres.

In Spain, with 30% of speakers, language combinations are different. First,
some Russophones tend to mostly use Russian with their children, but shift to
Spanish when Spanish-speaking relatives (e.g. their spouse or parents-in-law) are
present. This group also emphasises their intention to mainly use Russian: “I try to
speak Russian to my child”, but “I do not always succeed in it”. However, a group
of Russian-speaking parents state they use Russian, Spanish and other languages
present in their highly mixed families, e.g. English, Georgian, Catalan or Ukrainian,
as common communicative tools. The speakers themselves define their family
language situations as “language blends” and different languages are used “all
mixed when talking to everybody.” In Estonia, only 5% (two mothers) claim to use
Russian-only purposely with their children at home. This might be a result of
schoolteachers’ or other educators’ attitudes towards bilingual language use, which
is often seen as causing gaps in lexicon, morphosyntax or “ideal” pronunciation.
When a bilingual child enters an Estonian-medium kindergarten or school, in order
to measure his/her language abilities and practices, monolingual children are used
for comparison. One of the mothers gave an example of a seven-year-old daughter:
“when she said about a cat: “see on Kisa” ‘this is a cat’, then a speech therapist
predicted complete backwardness in the future and recommended she forget
Russian completely.” In Estonian, a cat is kass and a kitten is kiisu, while in
Russian a cat is koshka and kisa is its diminutive. In other words, Kisa is a mixture
of the Estonian and Russian words for kitten. A sociolinguist might speculate about
the code-switched word being a result of a possible phonological facilitation but for
the therapist it was just a deviation from a norm that had to be removed as an
abnormality. This reaction exemplifies a typical Herderian philosophy towards
language and language use interpretation that is supported by Estonia’s teachers,
speech therapists, etc.: it was not only at the end of the 1990s/beginning of the
2000s when bilingual families were recommended not to use Russian at home
because of “its harmful influence on development of real Estonian,” but it is also a
very common attitude nowadays. There are also numerous examples given by
mothers in which “a kindergarten teacher says that if your child starts/continues
speaking Russian, then the whole kindergarten will switch to Russian. So please do
not show other children that your family is Russian-speaking.” Besides these
“horror stories” there are also examples in which “there is a boy in this kindergarten,
coming from a fully Russian family whose parents speak poor Estonian and who
has to learn Estonian and become a real Estonian speaker.”

In essence, Russian-Spanish families in Spain and Russian-Estonian families
in Estonia vary greatly in their commitments to the transmission of RHL. In Spain,
only half of all Russophone parents use a Russian-only communicative strategy
with their children and about a third of Russophone parents admit not using Russian
solely when communicating with children. In Estonia, there were no families where
both parents opted for Russian-only, and only two mothers try to implement a one
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parent—one language strategy, using Russian only. A possible explanation is that
Russian-speaking immigrants use Spanish as a means to achieve a deeper
integration into their host society: according to a qualitative study by Marcu (2010),
many East European immigrants feel they play a secondary role in the Spanish
society. Their speaking Spanish, thus, may be a tactic, either conscious or
unconscious, to achieve deeper integration. In Estonia, a feeling of being a second-
class citizen if you do not speak Estonian at a nearly native level also prevails;
consequently, speaking Estonian facilitates children’s connection with mainstream
schools and builds strong bridges with the dominant society and culture.

4.2. Attitudes to the maintenance and transmission
of Russian as heritage language

When asked about their language attitudes, Russophones from intermarriages
in Spain were positive about Russian language maintenance with their children:
more than 90% believe their children should know Russian as heritage language.
The increasing demand for Russian in the job market both in Estonia and in the EU
pushed Russian-Estonian bilingual families close to a 100% positive attitude
towards RHL transmission.

However, despite this general positive attitude to RHL, beliefs about why
Russian is important for the younger generation vary. In Estonia, Russian is
gradually losing ground to Estonian in education, which is evident in the choice of
the language of instruction in kindergarten, school and hobby schools, although
among those families Russian is still considered important as a language of a “great
people”, “great culture”, “unique Russian soul” and a “language of world classics.”
In Spain, there is a belief that Russian is necessary for its affective link because it
is a native language of the children (22.5%) and is, thus, part of their identification,
their “roots” and cultural traditions. Overall, affective reasons are not dominant:
they are given by only 37.5% of the parents. In Estonia, parents support their
children feeling “both Russian and Estonian” (62.5%), or “Estonian but still having
Russian roots” (37.5%). Notably, participants criticise those bilingual families who
“try to raise Estonians-only” because this creates in their children a “disturbing
identity.” where they are in constant search of themselves: “I saw one example
where a girl could not find a place for herself among Estonians ... no matter how
hard she tried she still could not erase her Russian soul. I believe that my child will
not be negatively affected but instead will be proud of the mastery of the great
Russian language and culture.”

Spanish respondents give much more weight to functional reasons. As one of
the major languages of the world, Russian could potentially offer job and
educational opportunities to immigrants’ children, since it “gives additional
benefits” (30%). Furthermore, knowing Russian is important for maintaining
contact and communication with relatives and the country of origin (32.5%). In fact,
this position is pragmatic: Russian is one of the most commonly used languages
worldwide and in many post-Soviet diasporas it is the lingua franca used by
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speakers of very different nationalities. This position is expressed by Russophone
parents of transnational families in Spain, who state that knowing an additional
language (i.e. Russian) is important since “languages are not superfluous” (15%).
In this context, Russian is seen as an “additional language” (10%), on a par with
other important languages, such as English. In Estonia, claims that “many jobs here
require Russian, not only Estonian” (80%) and “it is good to speak many languages”
(90%) are more common than “Russian will increase the opportunity to study in
Russia and have a greater variety of professions” (5%). Also, according to this
study, Estonia’s mixed families do not name the necessity to communicate with
Russian-speaking relatives in Russia and seem unworried about communication
with Russian-speaking family members living in Estonia, as children would pick
up the language naturally from the environment even if a family lived in an
Estonian-dominant region: “we send our son to Narva [a town on the Russian border
with an almost 90% ethnic Russian population] every holiday and on other
occasions to stay with my parents, to interact with them, inside the environment.”
At the same time, the role of grandparents in teaching or speaking in Russian in
early childhood is mentioned by 70%: “our grandmother speaks Russian only and
this is how our child acquired it without obvious difficulty.” In this respect, previous
research (for example, Moustaoui 2020) already reported the grandparent factor in
heritage language maintenance.

There is a third group of reasons for positive attitudes towards RHL
transmission in mixed families in Spain: personal development. Although the
percentage is not very high, a group of parents say that Russian is what their
children “need for their own development” (20%). A very small number of parents
mention aesthetic motivation: enriching a person’s interior world (5%), being
bilingual (5%) and being able to read impressive literature in its original language
(2.5%). A significant difference with the Spanish data is that Russian in Estonia is
viewed as a link to higher culture and a prestigious cultural background that is not
available to non-speakers of Russian (100%): “my child will not read Lermontov
in a clumsy translation” or “Pushkin’s fairy tales are not ‘Spring and a piece of shit’
[a popular children’s book written by an Estonian writer]”. This is the main point
when Estonian is (sometimes too heavily) criticised because of its weak and poor
cultural connections. The paradox is that the same parents send their children to
Estonian-medium schools because it is the language “that people use with one
another” here, “needed for profession,” or “an indication of education” but they feel
that only Russian culture might form a child into a fully cultured person (Table 1).

In Spain, these reasons reveal the pragmatic approach of Russophone parents
to RHL transmission: Russian is above all considered to be a useful communicative
means that might improve their children’s job prospects, and its affective value is
seen as being relatively unimportant. In Estonia, the positive attitude towards RHL
transmission motivated by the great heritage culture and identity-related
considerations were well documented previously (Karpava et al. 2020) and are
totally confirmed in this study.
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Table 1
Reasons declared for transmitting RHL to their children

Reasons declared by Russophone parents from mixed families Spain Estonia
It allows them to stay in contact with relatives 32.5% 0%

It may provide job and educational opportunities 30% 80%
It is their native language 22.5% 37.5%
It enhances personal development 20% 100%
It is an additional language to know 10% 90%
It represents their roots and culture 10% 37.5%
It enriches a person’s interior world 5% 100%
It allows one to be bilingual 5% 62.5%
It allows one to read literature in the original language 2.5% 100%

4.3. Assessed language proficiency in Russian
as a heritage language in the second generation

The overwhelming majority of Russophone parents from intermarriages in
Spain (90%) and all Russian-speaking parents in Estonia (100%) want their children
to have native-level proficiency in Russian. The parents say that it is a sine qua non
prerequisite for their children to feel they are also Russian, to freely interact with
all their family, to be more tolerant of other ethnic groups and nations, and to get a
head start on learning other foreign languages. In both countries, the parents appear
to be very aware of the need for RHL; however, there are variations in the parents’
motivations and expectations.

When asked about the language proficiency of their children, only 34% of
parents in Spain state that their children are fully balanced Spanish-Russian
bilinguals. Of these parents, about half use the one parent—one language policy at
home and thus only speak Russian with their children; the other half use both
Russian and Spanish, though most of them state that the proportion of Spanish in
these communicative practices is small. In describing their children’s language
competence in detail, parents state that their grammar mistakes are typical of the
developmental stages associated with the children’s ages, and the most common
“deviation” from Russian native fluency is a slight accent. They stress that
everything is normal with the proficiency in Russian in their children, who “are not
different from children living in Russia.” Parents state that their children use
Russian freely in any context, in general, “in any (situations) where she knows that
she will be understood.” In terms of fully balanced bilingualism, 50% of Russian-
Estonian families state that, despite their desire to succeed, they are bitterly
disappointed in the results (which might vary even among children in the same
family): “the older one is equally proficient, as there are no problems at all with one
or another language, and the youngest is... with her it has not worked out.” This
may also have been reflected in the overall view of respondents who intuitively feel
that their children’s Russian was somewhat different from the Russian of children
in Russia “because after all, two languages have intertwined.”
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40% of parents in Spain declare that their children are unbalanced bilinguals,
whose knowledge of Russian is worse than that of Spanish; the same was true of
50% of Estonian-Russian families who make a conscious effort to teach their
children Russian as it is “important because of its rich cultural roots.” In Spain, half
of the parents also use the one parent—one language policy, which confirms previous
observations (e.g. Takeuchi 2006) that this family language strategy is not sufficient
to assure native-level proficiency in the heritage language. Some parents from this
group attribute general worse proficiency in Russian to their children: “she of
course (speaks) worse in Russian” in comparison with Spanish because of the
language environment they lived in. “Of course they speak better in Spanish, but it
is just because they live in Spain. If they lived in Russia, they would surely speak
better in Russian.” Parents in this group also try to excuse their children's lack of
balanced bilingualism. For example, they emphasise the important meta-bilingual
competence of their children: “For children, Russian is not the main language in the
family, but they try their best. They never mix them up; they address each of the
parents in their ‘own’ language.” In Estonia, the respondents reported that the main
problem was “kitchen” Russian and “of course we’re not satisfied but all parents
can always find flaws and here patience and motivation matter a lot; this is how
they can inspire their child and this is what I do.” On the other hand, one Russian-
speaking mother says: “If she does not know how to say something in Russian, then
she asks “miks...kat eto skazat” (Est ‘why’... Rus ‘how to say that’) and continues
in Estonian. It is very funny, it is very... I think it is cool, that everything is fine”
(“To ecth 3TO OuYeHBb 3a0aBHO, 3TO OYEHbH ... ST CUHUTAIO 370POBO, TO €CTh BCE
nopmaiibHO”). The pedagogical implication of such an attitude shown by a Russian-
speaking mother cannot be underestimated: providing such an answer full of
optimism (“funny—cool—fine”) for code-switching cannot be taken as a means of
promoting RHL use by her child.

Special attention is warranted by the third group of parents in Spain, who
define their children as trilinguals for whom Russian is the third language (there is
no similar group in the Estonian data set). This normally occurs in families living
in bilingual parts of Spain, e.g. Catalonia, where Catalan is the first language
children learn, followed by Spanish and only then by Russian (13%): “in my case,
Russian is their third language, after Catalan and Spanish.” In some other cases,
Russian is the third most-known language because parents encourage the
knowledge of English over Russian (10%). Among these families, only 28% use
the one parent—one language policy, while the rest use Russian and Spanish, as well
as other languages, e.g. Catalan and English, in communicating with their children,
which is consistent with other studies suggesting that parents’ attitudes and
ideologies do not necessarily match actual language practices at home. As a result,
proficiency in RHL is limited: the children “understand but hardly speak Russian”
or (the child) “understands Russian but does not speak it at all.” The following
statement summarises language proficiency in such families: “My children indeed
speak Spanish best, then English and only after that Russian.”
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Figure 1 shows the relationship between family language policy and assessed
language proficiency in RHL in the second generation in Spain. There were two
tendencies: assessed balanced and unbalanced bilingualism may have arisen with
equal probability from both the one parent—one language strategy and mixed
Russian-Spanish communication from the Russophone parent. This observation is
in line with previous studies, e.g. Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan (2008), who defined
RHL speakers in the USA as “lost in between” in the continuum of language
speakers: they could not be considered as speakers of an L2/FL, but they usually
fell below native speakers in some grammatical respects. On the other hand,
trilingualism and multilingualism in the family tend to move Russian into the
position of the third family language, with direct impact on second generation
proficiency in RHL.

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

Balanced bilinguals Unbalanced bilinguals Russian as 3rd language
Spanish-Russian

M Parent speaks only Russian
O Parent speaks both Russian and Spanish

Parent speaks Russian, Spanish and other languages

Figure 1. Family language policy and assessed RHL proficiency in the second generation

5. Concluding comments

With immigrant Russians, it is assumed that speakers accept or reject
maintaining and transmitting RHL in accordance with their attitudes to the country
of origin and its international policies (Mustajoki et al. 2020). This paper presents
comparative results from ethnographic research conducted in different parts of
Estonia and Spain, and thus offers important information about sociolinguistic
variation in RHL maintenance and loss. It provides evidence of how different
sociolinguistic backgrounds and social milieux may affect all processes related to
RHL transmission: management, maintenance, use and proficiency.

In Spain, these factors form specific sociolinguistic profiles, which may foster
the maintenance of Russian in mixed families, leave it in an intermediate position

1064



Olga Ivanova and Anastassia Zabrodskaja. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1047-1070

(Russian is not “banned” in the families but is not specifically maintained), or
hinder its position as a heritage language. Mixed Russian-Spanish families may thus
be classified into three groups: 1) families with fully-bilingual children, 2) families
with asymmetric bilingual children and 3) families with Spanish monolingual
children. In line with previous research (cf. Schwarz 2008), the fieldwork with
Spanish Russophones reveals that family language policy in diaspora is
inconsistent. Of course, socioeconomic background explains gradual variation in
RHL maintenance in intermarriages in Spain. Such factors were described by
Jenkins (2018), based on multiple previous sociolinguistic studies of heritage
languages, as those responsible for linguistic assimilation of immigrant groups and
determinant in heritage language maintenance or shift.

Although it is true that studies on heritage language transmission and
maintenance point in the “wrong” direction (cf. Nesteruk 2010) — the number of
balanced bilinguals in the second generation is low and most children gradually lose
(if they have previously acquired) their heritage language in favour of the dominant
language of the country — in Spain the situation does not seem to be very severe.
Indeed, heritage speakers usually show attainment in their heritage language and do
not necessarily feel they have to achieve native-like proficiency in the heritage
language (Scontas et al. 2015). This may not be due to family language planning,
but rather to the overall bilingual family language policy towards the maintenance
of RHL.

In Estonia, the situation of RHL transmission involves paradoxes: none of the
study participants consider RHL unnecessary, and each provides a list of the best
aspects of RHL and maintaining Russian cultural identity in the child, but they are
not successful in spite of their strong motivations and high expectations in terms of
the children’s competence (“in reading Russian classics™). They are actually
increasing RHL loss because their children actively employ code-switching to
compensate for imperfect knowledge to get high-level education in Estonian, while
picking up Russian from the natural environment, which is certainly not enough to
facilitate satisfactory outcomes. Clearly, this situation shows that Russian-speaking
parents must be patient and supportive in teaching their children to use Russian well
and to encourage them not to lose interest in RHL: this could be done by making
the child aware from early childhood that language learning is a conscious mental
process and one has to practice and expand RHL constantly. In both Estonia and
Spain, there is a significant number of Russian-speaking parents committed to RHL
transmission and strongly convinced of the importance of Russian, both as an
international and as a native language that might improve their children’s job
prospects. At the same time, the status of RHL at the individual family level is
conditioned by constantly negotiating clashing social, sociolinguistic,
psycholinguistic and political factors.

We would like to finish by highlighting the most important implications of our
research. First, we could confirm that the maintenance of RHL is driven by both
affective and functional factors, what singles out Russian among other heritage
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languages in European countries: Russophones believe that Russian is not only
important for its commodification value, but also for its associated cultural heritage.
Second, we could observe that even small, unsupported communities tend to
maintain RHL, although at a relatively modest level. Russophone communities in
Spain and Estonia are highly variable in their attitudes to RHL maintenance, but
still, in most families, the tendency is to favour Russian. Finally yet importantly,
our research confirms the extreme importance to promote external additional
education for supporting heritage languages proficiency in successive generations.
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AHHOTAI NS

B uccnenoBanuu paccMaTpuBaeTcs, Kak JIOIU UCTIONB3YIOT U PACIIUPSIIOT CBOY JIMHTBUCTHUECKUE
pecypchl B CUTYallMH, KOTJ]a OHH BIIAJICIOT HA HEKOTOPOM YPOBHE BTOPBIM SI3BIKOM H MBITAIOTCS T10-
HATh TPETUH S3BIK, OJM3KOPOJACTBEHHBIN BTOPOMY sI3bIKy. OCHOBHOE BHUMAaHHE B HCCIEIOBAHUU
yAeNseTCcs] MOHUMAaHUI0 YKPAWHCKOTO s13bIKa C TIOMOIIBbIO HEKOTOPOTO 3HAHUSI PYCCKOI'O HOCHUTE-
JISIMU SCTOHCKOT'O KaK MEepPBOTO SI3bIKa. DTa CUTYallUs HAa3bIBAETCS OMOCPEOBAHHBIM PELETITUBHBIM
MHOTOsI3bIYMeM. Llenblo JaHHOTO HCCleA0BaHuUs SBISETCS U3YUEHHE POJIH MEXbI3BIKOBOTO CXO/I-
cTBa (0OBEKTHBHOTO WM IIPEIoiIaraeMoro, B TepmMuHax Ringbom 2007) u 3KCTpalnHTBHCTHYE-
CKHX (aKTOPOB IJIs MPAaBIIIBHOTO MMOHMMAaHUs. [loMIMO U3MepeHus YpOBHS ycIiexa, Mbl aHaITN3H-
PyeM TOYKY 3peHHsI PECIIOHAEHTOB. DKCIIEPUMEHT OBLT MpoBeaeH ¢ 30-F0 HOCUTEISAMHU 3CTOHCKOTO
KaK TepBOTO S3bIKa M BKJIIOYAT ONPOCHUK, C-TeCT Ha 3HAHHWE PYCCKOTO S3BIKA, TPH YKPAMHCKHX
TEeKCTa C Pa3IMYHBIMU TPYNIIAMHU 33/JlaHUM W MHTEPBBIO. B 3TOH cTaThe MBI [lellaeM akKIeHT Ha
TpyTIIe 3aJaHni IO OTIPEIEIEHUIO 3HAUEHHS YKPAUHCKHX CJIOB U3 TEKCTOB, a TAKXKE Ha HHTEPBBIO.
Pe3ynpTaThl TOKa3anM, YTO CXOACTBO, BOCIPUHUMAEMOE WM OOBEKTHBHOE, HE SBIISCTCS €IMH-
CTBEHHBIM PEHIAlOIIUM (HaKTOPOM, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIINUM MOHUMAaHUI0. OOBACHEHUS YIYaCTHUKOB ITO/I-
TBEPIWIA HAIU TIPEABLAYIIIE BBIBOJBI O TOM, YTO CXOJICTBO, XOTSl U UTPAET BAKHYIO POJIb, JTUIIIH
YAaCTHUYHO OTBEYAET 33 MPAaBUIILHOE IOHUMAaHUE. DTO BBISICHIIIOCh HA OCHOBE MHTEPBBI0. Bo MHOrMX
CIIy4asix Ha BBIOOP YYACTHHUKOB BIIFSUT PSIJT SKCTPATHMHIBUCTUICCKUX (DaKTOPOB, TAKUX KaK OOIIHE
3HaHUs, KOHTEKCT, 3HAKOMCTBO C Pa3JINYHBIMH PETHCTPAMHU PYCCKOTO SA3bIKa, (PAKTOP MHOTOS3BIYHS
(M-¢akTop), METaIMHTBUCTHYECKAs CO3HATENBHOCTh M 00y4aeMOCTh. B HEKOTOPHIX CITydasx
KOHTEKCT ¥ O0IIMe 3HAHUS MEPEBEIINBAIIH POJIb CXOJCTBA. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3bIBAIOT, KAK CXO/ICTBO
SI3BIKOB B COBOKYITHOCTH C ASKCTPAIMHTBHCTHUYECKUMH (DaKTOpaMH CIOCOOCTBYIOT YCIEIIHOMY
ITOHWMAHHIO B CIIO)KHBIX CUTYaIllHsIX MHOTOS3BIUHSI.

KiroueBble cjl0Ba: onocpedosantoe peyenmugrHoe MHO20A3blYUe, NOHUMAHUE, 00beKmusHoe U
npeononazaemoe cxo0Cmeo, YKPAUHCKULL A3bIK, PYCCKULL SI3bIK, ICMOHCKUIL SI3bIK

Jos uuTHpoBaHus:

Branets A., Verschik A. Comprehension of Ukrainian by Estonians via Russian: Structural and
extra-linguistic aspects. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 1071-1102.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-1071-1102

1. Introduction

In the contemporary world, people often need to communicate across linguistic
and cultural boundaries without having a perfect command of a foreign language.
Very often English as a lingua franca or any local lingua franca are not an obvious
choice in many regions and communicative situations. Therefore, interlocutors
employ different language modes in order to make communication happen. One of
these is receptive multilingualism (RM) a mode of communication where passive
understanding of an L2 suffices: all participants use their L1 while speaking to each
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other (Rehbein et al. 2012). This mode is mostly employed (and investigated) in the
case of related languages (inherent RM, e. g. Estonian-Finnish) but also in
communication between speakers of unrelated languages where the participants
have at least a passive command of each other's language (acquired RM, e. g.
Estonian-Russian).

The subject of this study is the comprehension of Ukrainian without previous
exposure to it among Estonians with some proficiency in Russian. Estonian and
Ukrainian are not related and no significant bilingual community speaking these
languages exists (although there are indeed a few individual cases of Estonian-
Ukrainian bilingualism); yet speakers of Estonian may be able to comprehend
Ukrainian through the knowledge of Russian. Knowing Russian as L2 should help
to cope with Ukrainian as L3: they belong to the same language family (East-
Slavic), have a lot of typological and lexical similarity (62% similarity in lexical
composition, Tyshchenko 2010: 66). This mode of communication was termed
“mediated receptive multilingualism,” where understanding of L3 can be achieved
through the medium of L2 closely related to L3 (Branets et al. 2020).

The comprehension of Ukrainian among speakers of Estonian via their varying
levels of proficiency in Russian was first examined by Branets, Bahtina & Verschik
(2020). They found that Estonians were quite successful in reading comprehension
of Ukrainian without previous exposure to it. It was attested that, in addition to
structural and material similarities between Russian and Ukrainian, there are a
number of extralinguistic factors that affected understanding, such as metalinguistic
awareness, previous exposure to Russian and to various registers thereof,
experience in multilingual communication, learnability, and attitudes towards
Ukrainian (Branets et al. 2020).

The role of material and structural similarity in comprehension between
closely related languages has enjoyed a lot of scholarly attention in the field of RM
(Gooskens 2007a, Gooskens et al. 2008). Although similarity is highly relevant,
there are other factors that may play a role, including experience in multilingual (or
RM) communication, exposure to different varieties and registers (slang, regional
dialects, colloquial speech; see Kaivapalu 2015), general cognitive skills (posing a
hypothesis, making the comparison), and individual linguistic trajectories (personal
experience, communicative needs, repertoire, Blommaert & Backus 2011). We
agree with the view that language skills and language learning are shaped by use
(meaning both active usage and passive exposure, see Barlow & Kemmer 2000,
Blommaert & Backus 2011) and experience (Backus 2014, Bybee 2010, Croft
2001, Langacker 1987, Quick & Verschik 2019). In this study, we will analyse the
participants' debriefing data where they explained their decisions. On the basis of
these data, we were able to detect the participant's comprehension strategies that
helped them to complete reading comprehension tasks in Ukrainian.

The aim of this paper is twofold. First, we investigate what role similarity
(objective or perceived) played in the definition of Ukrainian words by speakers of
Estonian in the reading comprehension experiment of Ukrainian. In addition, we
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focus on the participants' perspective of employing different linguistic resources
that they may already have from the prior experience of communication in complex
multilingual settings. This allows us to see the mechanism of how available
linguistic resources are activated from a participant's perspective in a difficult
multilingual situation.

Secondly, we explore what other factors, in addition to objective and perceived
similarity, played a role. In our previous research on mediated RM, we found that
proficiency in Russian in itself did not determine successful comprehension and
provided a list of extra-linguistics factors that facilitate comprehension (Branets et
al. 2020). In contrast to the previous study, here we examine only Estonians with
Russian as L.2 and do not include other groups such as Russian-dominant bilinguals,
balanced Russian-Estonian bilinguals, etc. The number of Estonian as L1 speakers
was increased from 20 to 30.

The paper is organized in the following way: first, we discuss theoretical
premises of receptive multilingualism research with a focus on mediated receptive
multilingualism. We will also provide a background on objective and perceived
linguistic similarities and extra-linguistic factors. Then we describe the
experimental design and the participants. After that, we proceed with our findings
and data analysis. Finally, we complete the article with the main conclusions.

2. Theoretical considerations

The phenomenon of RM is covered by a variety of synonymous or near-
synonymous terms in the literature: mutual intelligibility (Voegelin & Harris 1951),
semicommunication (Haugen 1953, 1966, 1981), plurilingual communication
(Liidi 2007), intercomprehension (Berthele 2007), receptive multilingualism
(Braunmiiller 2007, Zeevaert 2004, ten Thije & Zeevaert 2007), lingua receptiva
(LaRa) (Lingua Receptiva 2021', Rehbein et al. 2012, ten Thije et al. 2017). The
main objective of RM is to activate linguistic, mental, interactional, and
intercultural competencies of the interlocutor's passive language during RM
interactions (Rehbein et al. 2012: 249).

Nowadays, many studies in RM theory as well as in language acquisition in
general have shifted from "ideal bilingual,” perfect command and productive skills
towards receptive skills, not necessarily perfect command, and to the purpose-based
focus of reaching communicative goals in complex multilingual situations (Branets
et al. 2020, Braunmiiller 2007, ten Thije & Zeevaert 2007, Zeevaert 2004). Since
successful communication is possible without “perfect” language use,
communicative aspects of RM become central instead of formal aspects of language
(Bahtina & ten Thije 2012).

The asymmetry between comprehension and production skills in receptive
bilinguals has also been brought up in RM literature (Sherkina-Lieber 2015).
However, RM has the potential for interlocutors with asymmetrical competencies

! http://www.luistertaal.nl/en/ (accessed 15 November 2021).
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to be effective by using suitable communicative strategies in exolingual interactions
(Liidi 2013). The potential of RM can be developed over time. Making full use of
RM and of the resources that come with knowing another language takes time;
continuing practice with the same interlocutors increases your common ground with
them, and this makes you better at using effective communication strategies. The
evidence of such processes was attested in the research of Czech-Croatian
(Golubovic 2016) and Estonian-Russian-Ukrainian language constellations
(Branets et al. 2020). In both studies, the respondents were divided into two groups:
those who received instruction and those who did not. The results demonstrated a
significant improvement in comprehension of the trained group. In addition, in the
Estonian-Russian-Ukrainian constellation, the comprehension of three Ukrainian
texts was tested while the texts were provided to participants in a different order.
The participants’ comprehension of the last text was always higher as they learned
from one text to another and consequently applied more advanced strategies (Ibid).
This suggests the language learning trajectory of RM or learnability.

Some researchers have paid particular attention to linguistic facilitators of
comprehension in RM by controlling extra-linguistic factors (Harmévaara &
Gooskens 2019, Gooskens et al. 2015, Salehi & Neysani 2017). The notion of
objective and perceived linguistic similarity was brought up a number of times
(Gooskens et al. 2008, Kaivapalu & Martin 2017). Objective similarity (and
difference) is the actual degree of correspondence between languages (Jarvis &
Pavlenko 2008: 177). In turn, the perceived similarity is defined as “what language
learners perceive to be similar between languages” (Ringbom 2007: 7). Perceived
similarity does not always function in a positive way, but there also might be
negative cases of understanding or misinterpretation.

Perceived similarity by language learners with a limited command of the target
language is based on their L1 or other acquired languages, “especially if they are
related to the target language” (Ringbom & Jarvis 2009: 106). In our case, L1
Estonian (Finnic, Uralic) is non-related to L2 Russian and L3 Ukrainian (East-
Slavic, Indo-European); however, interlocutors could rely on their knowledge of L2
Russian that could positively affect the comprehension of L3 Ukrainian and
facilitate a possibility of the acquisition of Ukrainian. Our previous study has shown
that the comprehension of Ukrainian by the participants with Russian as L1 differs
from the participants with Estonian as L.1: namely, the participants with Russian as
L1 were better at understanding Ukrainian than the participants with Estonian as
L1. Yet, Russian-Estonian balanced bilinguals performed better than dominant
Russian-speakers from Estonia, probably because of their higher metalinguistic
awareness (Branets et al. 2020: 13—-14).

As for extra-linguistic factors (social, individual, communicative, etc.), several
authors mention attitudes, geographical distance, exposure, metalinguistic
awareness, etc. (Gooskens 2006, 2007b, Gooskens & Schneider 2019, Kaivapalu
2015, Schiippert & Gooskens 2011, Gooskens & van Heuven 2019). The difference
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between perceived and objective similarities in comprehension experiments was
also explained by the role of various non-linguistic factors. Kaivapalu (2015: 69)
proposed a descriptive model of RM that, in addition to the degree of similarity
between languages, includes such notions as various registers of L1 (colloquial
usage, dialects, familiarity with slang and archaisms), metalinguistic awareness,
general knowledge, random knowledge of some language items of the target
language from the past, and the context. Several studies emphasized the important
role of language variation that equips interlocutors with more advanced strategies
of finding similarities between languages (Berthele 2008, Gooskens & Heeringa
2014, Kaivapalu & Maisa 2017). For instance, in inter-Scandinavian
communication, Norwegians understand Danish and Swedish better than Danes,
and Swedes understand Norwegian due to exposure to Norwegian dialects. It was
suggested that exposure to a vast range of varieties raised language awareness
among Norwegians and consequently helped them to establish linguistic cues and
find similarities between closely related languages (Gooskens & Heeringa 2014).
In addition to linguistic distance, Gooskens (2007a) highlighted the role of language
attitudes (see also in Gooskens 2006, Schiippert & Gooskens 2011), contacts, and
language experience with the language towards comprehension.

Various communication strategies in RM towards reaching comprehension
have been attested, such as accommodation or reducing linguistic differences (Giles
et al.1991, Hlavac 2014) or hearer’s and speaker’s metacommunicative practices
that are provided naturally by the assistance of interlocutors to each other during a
conversation in complex multilingual situations (Bahtina-Jantsikene & Backus
2016). In RM, the context and multimodal elements of interaction play an important
role (Harmivaara & Gooskens 2019: 19, Muikku-Werner 2014). In reading
comprehension, participants mostly rely on linguistic similarities; however, when
they cannot find them, they turn to the context. In such cases, the context functions
as a so-called filter that helps participants to confirm or refute their assumptions
(Kaivapalu 2015, Kaivapalu & Muikku-Werner 2010). Also, according to Grosjean
(1998), the conversation topic within the context affects the language mode and the
comprehension process.

In a narrow sense, a context may mean the plot, the topic, preceding and
following words and sentences. Another type is a wider cultural context, for
instance, accidental familiarity with Russian or Ukrainian songs, culture, traditions,
and so forth. In a broader sense, a context may mean knowledge about the world,
including specialized knowledge in a certain field, for instance, how social
networks function.

Thus, even though linguistic factors play an important role in comprehension,
extra-linguistic factors such as cognitive, sociolinguistic, and individual should not
be disregarded as material, and structural similarity itself does not guarantee
intelligibility (Bahtina-Jantsikene 2013, Branets et al. 2020, Harmévaara 2014,
Kaivapalu 2015, Muikku-Werner 2013, Verschik 2012).
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3. Method and participants

A written comprehension experiment was carried out with 30 Estonian
participants and consisted of a socio-linguistic questionnaire, a C-test in Russian
(Grotjahn 1987), several tasks for individual Ukrainian words (Shumarova 2000),
and a Ukrainian text as a whole (Gooskens 2013). The experiments were followed
by debriefing interviews. Each experiment lasted approximately two hours and was
conducted individually with every participant with pen and paper.

3.1. Participants

30 Estonian speakers with language proficiency in Russian on a B1 or B2 level
participated in a reading comprehension experiment. The experiment was
conducted in 2017 and 2018 in Tallinn. All respondents were living in Tallinn at
the time the experiment was carried out. The group comprised ten males and 20
females, aged from 22 to 59 years. In comparison to the data presented in (Branets
et al. 2020), we have increased the number of Estonian as L1 speakers from 20 to
30 in order to provide more precise findings, and we are not taking into
consideration the results obtained from other groups of participants.

The participants of the experiment were chosen based on their language
proficiency in Russian (Branets et al. 2020). B1 and B2 proficiency in Russian was
determined to be enough to be able to complete the Ukrainian test based on the pilot
study and was tested with a C-test in Russian (Grotjahn 1987).

Seven participants already have higher education, but most of them were
university students at the moment of conducting the experiment. They study
sociology, architecture, youth work, business administration, craft technologies,
and design, recreation arrangement, dance and choreography, pedagogy,
audiovisual media, social work, linguistics, administrative management, teaching,
European languages, pharmacy, graphic design, anthropology, Asian studies,
communication, physics, editing, music, and IT. It is evident that linguistics
students have a higher degree of linguistic awareness than others, but there were
only four such students among the participants, so we do not think they influenced
the results.

3.2 Testing material and procedure

The testing material consisted of a questionnaire, C-test, three Ukrainian texts
with tasks, and a debriefing. The questionnaire was used to establish the
sociolinguistic background of participants and their exposure to Russian and
Ukrainian. It consisted of 16 questions and was modeled on the questionnaire used
in a previous study by Bahtina-Jantsikene (2013) on the acquired Russian-Estonian
receptive multilingualism (see more in Branets et al. 2020).

The C-test was indicated as an optimal cross-language test for measuring
comprehension in the European language area (Gooskens & van Heuven 2017). In
our study, the C-test was used to test the participants' proficiency in Russian. It was
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developed according to the instructions presented by Grotjahn (1987) and evaluated
on the basis of the scoring system proposed by Bahtina-Jantsikene (2013). The
C-test comprised four short texts that were selected from different magazines.
Every word was divided into two approximately equal parts, and the second part of
every second word starting from the second sentence was deleted (see more in
Branets et al. 2020). The participants’ task was to fill in the gaps using the correct
word based on the context and the required grammatical form. The participants
were given 20 minutes to complete the task (5 minutes per each small text).

The main part of the experiment explored comprehension of Ukrainian texts at
the B1 level. The texts were selected from the collection of texts for B1 learners of
Ukrainian and belonged to different genres (artistic and media texts). The
respondents received three Ukrainian texts arranged in a different order. They were
requested first to read the text and then to complete the tasks which were the same
for each text. The tasks for Ukrainian texts consisted of two parts: definition of
individual words from the text (Shumarova 2000) and tasks for the context
comprehension (Gooskens 2013, as we do not focus on this group of tasks in this
article, see more in Branets et al. 2020). In this paper, we will focus on the first task
(definition of individual words from the text). For this task, we selected 55 words
(based on the classification below). The participants were asked to translate or to
explain them in their own words. They were also able to rely on the context, as all
the words from the definition task were highlighted in the text.

The words belong to three groups: (1) 36 words have Russian cognates with
the same meaning (Ukrainian srauns (znannya) ‘knowledge’, cf. Russian 3nanus
(znaniya) ‘knowledge’); (2) 12 words that have Russian cognates with different
meanings (Ukrainian uonosix (cholovik) ‘man, husband’, cf. Russian uerogex
(chelovek) ‘human’) or cognates that belong to different registers, i.e., stylistically
neutral in Ukrainian vs. colloquialisms, archaisms, regionalisms, etc. in Russian
(Ukrainian oui (ochi) ‘eyes’, cf. Russian erasa (glaza) ‘eyes’ and Russian
archaic/poetic ouu (ochi) ‘eyes’); (3) seven words that do not have Russian cognates
(Ukrainian yixasuu (tsikavyi) ‘interesting’ cf. Russian ummepecnwui (interesnyi)
‘interesting’). Word recognition tasks included nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs,
prepositions, and numerals. The same scoring system was applied as for the Russian
C-test (more details are outlined in Branets et al. 2020):

— 1 point: an entirely correct answer (e.g., when a participant recognizes that
Ukrainian xaska (kazka) ‘fairytale’ as Estonian muinasjutt ‘fairytale’ etc.)

— 0.75 points: a correct definition presented in an incorrect grammatical form
(e.g., Ukrainian siro6nsue (lyublyache) ‘loving’ cf. Estonian armastus ‘love’ etc.)

— 0.5 points: almost correct meaning (e.g., wjoousa (schodnya)‘every day’ as
Estonian pdev ‘day’ instead of correct iga pdev ‘every day’)

— 0.25 points: a semantically related lexeme that fits the context but is
incorrect (e.g., Ukrainian cmopinka (storinka) ‘page’ as Estonian sein ‘wall
(on Facebook)’
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— 0 points: a completely wrong answer (e.g., Ukrainian posiyuens
(rozluchen’) ‘divorce’, genitive plural as Estonian suhe ‘relationship’) or no
answer.

The last stage of our experiment was debriefing in order to collect the
participants' comments and explanations and to detect the strategies they used. First,
the participants were asked to describe their level of Ukrainian texts comprehension
in their own words. Five participants decided to use percentages in order to describe
their level of comprehension, i.e., “I understood 60% of the meaning of the texts”.
Then the tasks for each text were discussed separately. The participants were asked
to explain why they gave their definition for each word and to retell the story of
each text. In the end, they were asked which text and which group of tasks (for
individual words or meanings) was easier for them to understand. It allowed us to
check the learnability effect since we randomized the order of the texts. The
duration of the debriefing varied from 10 to 20 minutes, depending on each
participant.

4. Results
4.1. Self-evaluated comprehension

After completing the tasks, all the participants were asked to describe their
understanding of the Ukrainian texts in their own words®. They reported a level of
comprehension averaged at 62% (SD = 10.65). In general, the respondents did not
expect to understand Ukrainian without previous exposure to it and were surprised
by their results. The participants reported that they needed to read the text several
times in order to understand it. One of the participants made a comment: “After the
first reading, the level of understanding was 10-20%, and after the second time the
comprehension grew up to 60-70%”. However, another participant said: “The
understanding depended on how many times I read the text. The first sentence was
clear from the beginning. After the first reading, I already understood 50% of the
text's meaning”.

4.2. Measured actual comprehension

The actual level of comprehension of Ukrainian separate words and context
was established to be 70.55% (SD = 11.19), with averages for context
understanding reaching higher than averages for the understanding of separate
words (83.98% (SD =4.08) and 61.76% (SD = 8.01), understanding of context and
separate words respectively). More specifically, success in the word recognition
task was calculated separately for each group of words that participants received
for definition (see section 3.2) and is presented in Table 1.

2 25 participants provided no comprehension estimates, and all the calculations in this
subsection are based on responses by five participants.

1079



Anna Branets and Anna Verschik. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1071-1102

Table 1
Level of success of different groups of words in the word recognition task
Number| Maximum number
. Success score| Success
Name of the group of words of of points . . . SD range
.. in points | ratein %
words | for 30 participants
Cognates with the same meaning 36 1080 (36 x 30) 760.5 70.4% 7.57
Cognates with different meanings| 12 360 (12 x 30) 193.75 53.82% 4.60
Unrelated words 7 210 (7 x 30) 64.75 30.83% 7.02
Mean score of understanding of separate words 61.76% 8.01
5. Analysis

The results show that the respondents with L1 Estonian were quite successful
in understanding Ukrainian via their knowledge of Russian. Based on average
percentages for self-reported text comprehension (62%) and measured success
(70.55%), there was no significant discrepancy; however, the participants provided
a slightly lower percentage for self-comprehension than the actual results showed.
Furthermore, we will look more closely into the performance results of each
separate group of words using the participants' comments and explanations. The
last subsection will be dedicated to extra-linguistic factors.

5.1. Cognates with the same meaning

As expected, the success level of recognition of the words that are cognates
and have the same meaning is the highest among other groups of words. In general,
the comprehension of cognates was constructed on the objective similarity between
Russian and Ukrainian. The participants' main strategy within this group of words
was to find similarities with Russian and then to confirm their hypothesis with the
context. Most of the results dealing with this group of words (see Table 1) were
positive (70.4 %, see Table 1) and depended on the participants' proficiency in
Russian, context, and other factors, according to the information provided by the
participants during the debriefing (see Branets & Backus 2020 for a more detailed
discussion of individual proficiency and test results).

Similarity ignored (with both positive and negative effects)

The following examples present the cases when the participants ignored the
similarity even if it was obvious and instead turned to the context that in some cases
was not helpful. For instance, when we review the answers on the Ukrainian word

acumms (zhyttya) ‘life’, we observe the following:
Table 2
Example 1. Similarity ignored between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers Correct Estonian
wummas zhyttya ‘life’ Hu3Hb zhyzn’ ‘life’ iihiskond ‘society’ elu ‘life’
elanike ‘of residents’
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Even though the Ukrainian word is very similar to the Russian orcuzns (zhyzn”)
‘life’, in the first case, the participant's explanation was as follows: “I did not look
into similarities with Russian here and decided to get the meaning from the context
and the word iihiskond ‘society’ perfectly fits the context”. In another case, the
participant took into consideration only the similarity with Russian word orcumenu
(zhiteli) ‘residents’ and interpreted it as elanike ‘of residents’, yet failed to provide
the correct definition. Concerning the recognition of this particular word in general,
only one participant left a blank space, and twenty gave the correct definition elu
‘life’. The other seven participants used different grammatical forms of elu ‘life’:
eludes ‘in the lives’, elama ‘to live’, eludele ‘to the lives’, eludesse ‘into the lives’,
6 oicuznu (v zhizni) ‘in life’, elus ‘alive’ (used twice).

The same tendency when the participants relied more on the context was
observed with other words but with a positive effect. For instance, for the definition
of the Ukrainian word euumens (vchytel’) ‘teacher’, two participants chose close
but not entirely correct answers based on the context. Instead of giving a definition
as ‘teacher’, one of the participants wrote opetatud mees ‘learned men’ which
basically corresponds to the meaning of ‘teacher’. The same happened with the
Ukrainian lexeme xasxa (kazka) ‘fairytale’ in seven participants: it is very similar
to the Russian ckaska (skazka) ‘fairytale’ but was interpreted as lugu ‘story’ or
Jjutuke ‘short story’. This word was recognised correctly by 27 participants. In both
examples suumens (vchytel’) ‘teacher’ and xaska (kazka) ‘fairytale’, the lexical
meanings of the definitions were very close to the target meanings.

The following definitions were given based on the context rather than
similarity by two participants who provided similar answers in Table 3.

Table 3
Example 2. Similarity ignored between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
0doHbKa don’ka ‘daughter’ | douka dochka ‘daughter’ daam ‘lady’ tiitar ‘daughter’
tiitar ‘daughter’

In general, 26 participants provided the correct answer tiitar ‘daughter’, two
left an empty space, and two provided a totally incorrect meaning. Interestingly, out
of 26 participants, two participants wrote two answers: daam ‘lady’ and tiitar
‘daughter’. The word daam ‘lady’ has a similar sound and meaning with the
Russian oama (dama) ‘lady’ but has nothing to do with the Russian douxa (dochka)
‘daughter’. These two participants explained in example 3 that, based on the
context, they assumed that it should be a female and then arrived at the conclusion
that it was ‘daughter’.

Table 4
Example 3. Similarity ignored between cognates with the same meaning
“The Ukrainian doHbka (don’ka) ‘daughter’ is similar to the word douka (dochka) ‘daughter’ in Russian
but there is a possibility that it might mean something else, so | used the context to recognise it”.
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The level of exposure to Russian was indicated by the participants as one of
the factors that helped them to understand the lexical items:

Table 5
Example 4. Similarity ignored between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answer correct Estonia
mpueoea tryvoga mpeesoeaa trevoga hoiatus ‘warning’ drevus, rahutus
‘anxiety’, ‘alarm’ ‘anxiety’, ‘alarm’ ‘anxiety’

The respondent provided a definition to the word based on the Russian song
about the war Tpesoca, mpesoea (Trevoga, trevoga) ‘Alarm, alarm’ where the word
mpegoea (trevoga) had the meaning ‘alarm’. However, in this particular context,
the correct meaning was ‘anxiety’. Five more participants interpreted this word as
hdire ‘alarm’. In total, based on both similarities with the Russian word and the
context, the lexeme was interpreted correctly only ten times (two times mure
‘concern’; two times drevus ‘anxiety” and three times mpesoza’® (trevoga) ‘anxiety’)
by the respondents from the older group that had more exposure to Russian during
the Soviet time.

The confusion caused by different inflections

When participants relied only on similarities, perceived or objective, between
Russian and Ukrainian and could not understand the meaning of the words, did not
implement any other strategies to identify the words, they often were not able to
recognise the meaning of the words correctly. We observed that in most cases, the
participants were challenged by the cognates in Russian and Ukrainian that have
the same stem but different inflections. In such cases, these words became either
unrecognisable for some participants (see Table 6) or were interpreted by words
with other morphemes in Russian that have different meanings (see Table 7).

The Ukrainian item woseuopa (schovechora) has the component wo- (scho-)
that means ‘every’ and stem geuopa (vechora) that corresponds to the Russian geuep
(vecher) ‘evening’. This word was reported by 10 participants as unknown and
defined five times with completely wrong meanings, for instance, nouanne
‘advice’, siidametunnistus ‘conscience’, tdiesti ‘completely’, cosepuennoe
(sovershennoe) ‘perfect’, pesema ‘to wash’. However, in nine cases, this word was
recognised correctly by the participants, and in six cases partially (only the meaning
of the stem: Ukrainian geuopa (vechora) 'evening’ cf. Russian geuepa (vechora) ‘of
evening’, for instance ohtuti ‘in the evenings’, ohtu ‘evening’, ohtul ‘in the
evening’).

3The participants were free to provide answers in the language they were comfortable with.
Most of the participants (24) provided answers in Estonian, one in Russian, one participant provided
answers in both English and Russian, three participants in Estonian and Russian, and one in Estonian
and English.
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Table 6
Example 1. The confusion caused by different inflections between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian

wose4yopa KaxObll seyep | KamcOoili seyepo kazhdyi iga(l) ohtu(l)
schovechora kazhdyi vecher | vecher’ ‘every evening’
‘every evening’ ‘every evening’ | ‘every evening’

KaxObll eeyep kazhdyi

vecher

‘every evening’

igal 6htul ‘every evening’
Ohtuti ‘in the evenings’

Ohtu ‘evening’

iga 6htu ‘every evening’
Ohtul ‘in the evening’
néuanne ‘advice’
stidametunnistus ‘conscience’
tdiesti ‘completely’
cosepuieHHoe sovershennoe
‘perfect’

pesema ‘to wash’

The next example (Table 7) presents the case when the Ukrainian word ziuwiu
(jshly) ‘went’ that has a cognate in Russian wuu (shli) ‘went’ was misinterpreted
because of a slightly different form in Russian. It was confused with a similar
sounding Russian word, derived from the same stem but with a different prefix:
nawnu (nashli) ‘found’. It was reported that this definition was given due to the
similarities with Russian.

Table 7
Example 2. The confusion caused by different inflections between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answer correct Estonian

twnu jshly ‘went’ wu shli ‘went’ otsisid ‘looked for’ ldksid ‘went’

The Ukrainian word cmopinxa (storinka) ‘page’ appeared to be challenging for
definition. Some participants that did not find similarities with the Russian
cmpanuya (stranitsa) ‘page’, quite successfully used the context to derive the
meaning.

Table 8
Example 3. The confusion caused by different inflections between cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian

cmopiHKa storinka  |cmpaHu4ka stranichka |lehekiilg, leht ‘page’ lehekiilg, leht ‘site, page’
‘page’ ‘page’

sein ‘wall (on Facebook)’ |konto ‘account’

kiilg ‘side’

lugu ‘story’
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Even though the following versions of interpretation are not exactly correct,
they would fit the context. More specifically, two participants defined this word as
sein ‘wall’ and two as konto ‘account’ and explained that they were not able to find
similarities with Russian and used the context. Both meanings suited well in the
context (see examples 4 and 5 of Table 9).

Table 9
Examples 4-5. The confusion caused by different inflections between cognates with
the same meaning

Example 4

“l used the word sein ‘wall’ because in the next paragraph the statistics about Facebook was
mentioned”.

Example 5

“The sentence started with ‘80% users’, and | assumed that the word means konto ‘account”.

On the contrary, two respondents defined it as kiilg ‘side’ and two as lugu
‘story’ by looking into similarities with the Russian cmopona (storona) ‘side’ and
ucmopus (istoriya) ‘story’. However, both suggestions were not correct, which
consequently affected the general understanding of the text in a negative way. In
total, only six respondents answered as lehekiilg, leht ‘page’.

Inability to recognize cognates

When the participants were not aware of a cognate in Russian and were not
able to use the context, they experienced problems with providing a correct
definition:

Table 10
Example 1. Inability to recognise cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
HisiK niyak HUKak nikak mitte kuidagi ‘by no means’ | mitte kuidagi
‘by no means’ ‘by no means’ ‘by no means’

kuidagi ‘somehow’
mitte ‘no’, ‘not’

mitte (kski ‘no one’
kunagi ‘once’

kuidagi ‘somehow’
mitte midagi ‘nothing’
mitte kedagi ‘nobody’

Twelve participants provided the correct answer mitte kuidagi ‘by no means’,
three participants defined it as kuidagi ‘somehow’. The rest were challenged to find
similarities with Russian as well as support from the context and derived different
answers based on the assumptions as listed in Table 8, which are not correct.

One more example of such occurrence is the Ukrainian lexeme npomscom
(protyagom) ‘during’ that turned out to be the most difficult to define. Although it
is a cognate with the Russian na npomsasxcenuu (na protyazhenii) ‘during’, it is rare
in everyday colloquial speech and mostly used in written genres. Our participants
did not have much exposure to written genres, i. €. to media, fiction, Russian
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internet sites, etc. Some assumptions were made that this word could mean tomme
‘draw’ (noun) or npomseusams (protyagivat’) ‘to stretch (out)’, based on the
similarities with the Russian msaunyms (tyanut’) ‘to pull’. Apparently, the
participants recognised the stem (cf. tombama ‘to draw, to pull’), but here we deal
with a conventionalized, grammaticalized metaphor in Russian/Ukrainian, the
meaning of which is difficult to derive because the Estonian ‘during’ has a different
underlying metaphor. The postposition jooksul, literally ‘in the run’, is derived from
jooks ‘run’ (the allative case); similarly, ajal ‘at the time’ is derived from aeg ‘time’
(the allative case). One participant conveyed that his/her definition was based on
the assonance with Russian npomusno (protivno) ‘disgusting’. Another respondent
suggested the English protect because it sounds similar, but neither of these
meanings was correct.

Table 11
Example 2. Inability to recognise cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
npomszom protyagom | Ha npomsaxceHuUU na témme ‘draw’ ajal, jooksul ‘during’
‘during’ protjazhenii ‘during’

vaenlane ‘enemy’
npomsaausame
protyagivat’ ‘stretch’
npomusHelli protivnyi
‘disgusting’

protect

Table 12 presents the case where the impact of similarity together with the
context was positive.

Table 12
Example 3. Inability to recognise cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian

8aX/IUBO20 8aMcHo20 vazhnogo tdhtis, oluline tdhtis, oluline
vazhlyvogo ‘important’ ‘important’ ‘important’
‘important’

olulisemat ‘more

important’

koige tdhtsam ‘most

important’

The Ukrainian word saorciusuii (vazhlyvyi) ‘important’ was interpreted 20
times correctly. One participant recognised the word ‘important’ in a comparative
form olulisemat ‘more important’ (partitive). The participant used partitive, an
object case that corresponds to the accusative in Ukrainian, i.e., the grammatical
form in which the word was presented in the text. Two more respondents identified
it in the superlative form kdige tdhtsam ‘most important’ due to the unfamiliar
ending of saosrciueuti (vazhlyvyi) ‘important’. Interestingly, in our previous study,
the participants with L1 Russian and Russian-Estonian simultaneous bilinguals
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confused the meaning of this word with the paronym in Russian gesiciusuiii
(vezhlivyi) ‘polite’ because the words look and sound alike. However, only one
participant with L1 Estonian first wrote geoxciuswiti (vezhlivyi) ‘polite’ and then
crossed it out and gave a definition gaorcnwiti (vazhnyi) ‘important’ due to the
confirmation from the context. It shows the difference between cognitive processes
and strategies that are applied by L1 and L2 language speakers.

In some cases the participants provided false answers due to the so-called false
friends with Russian, as in Tables 13 and 14.

Table 13
Example 4. Inability to recognise cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
nepesgipumu nposepums proverit’ | télkima ‘to translate’ kontrollima ‘to check’
pereviryty ‘to check’ ‘to check’

péérduda ‘to turn to’
ette valmistama ‘to
prepare’

iimber péérata ‘to
turn around’

proovile panema ‘to
test’

Only seven participants identified the word nepesipumu (pereviryty) ‘to check’
correctly. Based on the perceived similarities with several Russian words, three
respondents confused this word with the Russian nepesecmu (perevesti) ‘to
translate’; one respondent with the Russian npucomosums (prigotovit’) ‘to
prepare’; two participants suggested the Russian nosepnymscs (povernutsya) ‘to
turn around’. Two participants recognised it as poérduda ‘to turn to’ that is not
correct but fits the context, and two more participants as proovile panema ‘to test,
to challenge’ (correct definition).

In the same vein, the lexeme 6iodamu (viddaty) ‘to give away’ was in many
cases confused with the Russian sudems (videt’) ‘to see’.

Table 14
Example 5. Inability to recognise cognates with the same meaning
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
s8iooam viddam omodam otdam ndgin ‘(1) saw’ annan éra
‘to give away’ ‘to give away’ ‘(1) give away’

vaatama ‘to look’

The Ukrainian giodam (viddam) ‘(I) will give away’ was defined by seven
participants as ndgema ‘to see’ or vaatama ‘to look’ due to the perceived similarity
with the Russian suoams (vidat’), sudems (videt’) ‘to see’. At the same time,
16 respondents provided the correct answer as annan dra ‘(I will) give away’ based
on the context.
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5.2. Cognates with different meanings

This group presents less correct answers, as it includes cognates with different
meanings or cognates that in Russian belong to different registers and are used with
a different frequency than in Ukrainian. Within this group of words, more various
strategies and factors came into play.

The positive role of context

Table 15 presents the Ukrainian word mepeorca (merezha) ‘network’ that has a
cognate in Russian mepescka (merezhka) ‘a technique used in embroidery’ with
quite a different and rather specific meaning unknown even to many native speakers
of Russian (unless they know something about embroidery). The chances that a B1
learner/user of Russian would have encountered this item are slim, so the
respondents were unable to draw parallels with Russian:

Table 15
Example 1. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian Estonian
mepexa merezha ‘network’ cemo set’ ‘network’ vorgustik ‘network’

20 participants understood the meaning correctly, based on the general
knowledge about social media. Their explanations were as follows:

Table 16
Examples 2-5. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings

Example 2
“I understood mepexca (merezha) ‘network’ as it reminded me the word mup (mir) ‘world’ and then
since it was used together with Ukrainian word coyiansHuli (sotsial’nyj) ‘social’ that is similar to
Russian coyuansHeili (sotsial’nyj) ‘social’, | figured out that it is vérgustik ‘network”.
Example 3
“I did not understand mepexca (merezha) ‘network’ from the beginning, but somewhere at the end
of the first paragraph because of the context | understood that it means vérgustik ‘network”.
Example 4
“I did not know this word at first, but then | found some information in the text about an account
and FB, and | assumed that it might be vérgustik ‘network”.
Example 5
“I heard this word somewhere. | cannot remember where but | knew that it was vérgustik ‘network”.

Table 17 demonstrates how the context outweighs perceived similarity.

Table 17
Example 6. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
ysilimu uvijty solimu vojti vdljuma ‘to leave’ sissenema
‘to enter’ ‘to enter’ ‘to enter’, ‘to log in’

dra minema ‘to leave’
sissenema ‘to enter’,
to log in’

vaatama ‘to look’
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Twelve participants confused ysizimu (uvijty) ‘to enter’, ‘to log in’ with the
Russian ysudems (uvidet’), sudems (videt’) ‘to see’ because it sounded similar.
Eight participants defined it as vdljuma ‘to leave’, ‘to log out’ because of the
Russian swizimu (vyjti) ‘to leave’, ‘to exit’, ‘to log out’, and three participants gave
a definition as dra minna ‘to go out, to leave’ due to the Russian yumu (ujti) ‘to
leave’. In this example, the perceived similarity with Russian had a negative effect
as only two participants provided the correct answer and were asked to explain their
decision:

Table 18
Examples 7-8. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Example 7
“I wrote first dra minema ‘to go away, to leave’ because it was similar to the Russian yiidu (ujdi)
‘to go out, to leave’ but then | changed it to sisenema ‘to log in” according to the context”.
Example 8
“I derived the meaning from the context as the next words were 8 cgili akkayHm (v svij akkaunt)

m

‘into your account’”.

In both examples 7 and 8 (Table 18), the context outweighed the perceived
similarity with Russian. These two factors could be considered as competing. This
requires more research because we cannot say in which case exactly the context and
general knowledge appear more relevant than similarity.

The same process was observed with the Ukrainian word oui (ochi) ‘eyes’ that
has a cognate in the archaic Russian ouu (ochi) ‘eyes’ that is used only in limited
contexts (poetic, high style etc.). A stylistically neutral lexeme is eraza (glaza)
‘eyes’ (see also the discussion in Branets et al. 2020: 19).

Table 19
Example 9. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian answer correct Estonian

o4i ochi ‘eyes’ 2nasa glaza ‘eyes’ silmad ‘eyes’ silmad ‘eyes’

17 participants provided the correct definition. One participant provided the
definition ouxu (ochki) ‘glasses’ based on linguistic similarity. Three participants
mentioned that they knew this word from the well-known Russian song Ouu
yepnvle (Ochi chernye) ‘black eyes’ and 14 mentioned that they turned to the
Russian word ouxu (ochki) ‘glasses’ that has the same stem as the Ukrainian oui
(ochi) ‘eyes’.

Table 20
Examples 10-11. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Example 10
“At first | wrote prillid ‘glasses’ but then | figured out that these are silmad ‘eyes”.
Example 11
“I wrote prillid ‘glasses’ and it did not match the context, so | wrote silmad ‘eyes”.
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In both examples 10 and 11 (Table 20), the participants were searching for
confirmation from the context instead of relying on similarity.

In Table 21, the Ukrainian lexeme uwob6omu (choboty) ‘boots’ has a Russian
cognate vobomsi (choboty) that means a certain kind of boots and is used in regional
varieties. Thus, the range of meanings and connotations in the two languages differ:

Table 21
Example 12. The positive role of the context between cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
yobomu choboty 6omuHKu botinki saapad ‘boots’ saapad ‘boots’
‘boots’ ‘boots’

This word was defined correctly by 21 participants. Most of them derived the
meaning from the context. Some explained their choice with the similarity to the
Russian stem 6om- (bot-) in the word 6omunxu (botinki) ‘boots’ that appeared
similar but is not a cognate. However, this accidental similarity helped the
participants to find the correct meaning.

Difficult instances where the context does not help

The next Table 22 represents the definition of the superlative from the
Ukrainian word senuxuii (velykyj) ‘big’ that has a Russian cognate senuxuii (velikii)
‘outstanding, great, famous’:

Table 22
Example 1. The difficult instance where the context did not help
to recognise cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
sesnuYyesHa 02pomMHas ogromnaya | suur ‘big’ tohutu ‘huge’
velychezna ‘huge’
‘huge’

suurendama ‘to increase’
tletahtsustatud ‘overrated’
véimsus ‘power’
suurenenud ‘increased’,
‘augmented’

suursugune ‘majestic’

palju ‘many’

enamus ‘majority’

suurus ‘greatness’, ‘size’

No one provided a correct definition for this word. Three participants
recognised it as suur ‘big’, one as suurendama ‘to increase’ and one more as
tiletahtsustatud ‘overrated’ due to the similarity with the stem in the Russian
senuxuti (velikil) ‘outstanding, great, famous’, yseruuusams (uvelichivat’) ‘to
increase’, npeysenuuusams (preuvelichivat’) ‘to exaggerate’ respectively. One
participant interpreted it as voimsus ‘power’, two as suurenenud ‘increased’,
‘augmented’ and one as suursugune ‘majestic’. The participant commented: “I was
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familiar with this word from Russian fiction”. Apparently, these respondents were
more exposed to Russian and were likely to have encountered this word. Three
respondents assumed that it could mean palju ‘many’; one suggested enamus
‘majority’. They explained their choice as the assumption that it could be a part of
a measurement component. Three more participants suggested suurus ‘greatness’,
‘size’, so the suggestion in its first meaning ‘greatness’ is not entirely wrong (but
the part of speech is incorrect). The participants mentioned that they did not use the
context to define this particular word.

In Table 23, the meaning of the Ukrainian odepocamu (oderzhaty) ‘receive’
was derived from the Russian cognate deporcams (derzhat’) ‘to keep, to hold’ with
a slightly different meaning. However, there is also a similar Russian lexeme
ooepacams (oderzhat’) ‘to receive’ (derived from the same stem), but it is used only
in fixed expressions like odepowcamsv sepx (oderzhat’ verh), odepoicamv nobedy
(oderzhat’ pobedu) ‘to win’, ‘to overcome’ that are more typical of written genres.
Apparently, the participants had not been exposed to this false friend.

Table 23
Example 2. The difficult instance where the context did not help
to recognise cognates with different meanings
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
o0epxamu oderzhaty | noay4ume poluchit’ saada ‘to receive’ saada ‘receive’
‘receive’ ‘receive’

omandama ‘to acquire’
votta ‘to take’
hoidma ‘to keep’, ‘to hold’

Ten respondents understood this word correctly. Four participants identified it
as omandama ‘to acquire’ and two participants as votta ‘to take’ that is somewhat
similar to saada ‘to receive’. Four participants gave a definition as hoidma ‘to
keep’, ‘to hold” because of similarities with the Russian deparcams (derzhat’) ‘to
keep’ that is not correct.

5.3. Unrelated words

When similarities with Russian were not available, participants applied
different strategies in order to recognise the meanings of the words.

Context and knowledge of the world

In most cases, they were trying to understand the meaning from the context by
using general knowledge of the world or assumptions. For instance, our next case
presents the case when all the aforementioned strategies were implemented.

Most of the respondents found the meaning from the context: four respondents
defined the word as wuurijad ‘researchers’, eight participants as feadlased
‘scientists’, and one as uurimus ‘research’. In general, they explained that since this
word was followed in the text by the verb nposenu (provely) ‘conducted’ that was
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easily recognisable due to similarities with the Russian npogeru (proveli)
‘conducted’, they assumed that it should be either researchers or scientists who
conduct the research or the research itself that could be conducted. One participant
recognised it as psiihholoogid ‘psychologists’ because the next paragraph was about
relationships.

Table 24
Example 1. Context, knowledge of the world and unrelated words
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
¢axisyi fachivtsi aKcriepmel eksperty psiihholoogid eksperdid ‘experts’
‘experts’ ‘experts’ ‘psycologists’
faktid ‘facts’ asjatundjad ‘experts’

uurijad ‘researchers’
teadlased ‘scientists’
uurimus ‘research’
ametniku ‘official’
(noun)

One participant defined it as ametnik ‘official’ (noun) because the Ukrainian
word ¢axisyi (fachivtsi) ‘experts’ resembled the German das Fach ‘speciality’
which is etymologically correct because ¢ax (fach) ‘speciality’, ‘profession’ is a
German borrowing in Ukrainian. So, according to this logic, an official is someone
who deals with a particular specialty. Of course, the respondents would not
necessarily know this, but here the parallel is correct. One more participant did not
write an answer but, during the debriefing, shared the following (see Table 25).

Table 25
Example 2. Context, knowledge of the world and unrelated words
“It reminded me of the word Fach ‘specialty’ from German, but | was not sure if | could use
it in this case”.

Two more participants relied on the similarities with the Russian gaxmui
(fakty) ‘facts’ or maybe also with the Estonian faktid ‘facts’, and consequently
identified this word as faktid ‘facts’ that is incorrect.

Knowledge of other languages and meta-linguistic awareness

The previous example 2 in Table 22 demonstrates, in addition to other things,
how knowledge of other languages may be useful, at least to some extent.
According to the concept of foreign language mode (Selinker & Baumgartner-
Cohen 1995), language learners of L3 rely more on their knowledge of L2 rather
than on L1 when they have high proficiency in L2. In the Estonian-Russian-
Ukrainian comprehension experiment, the direction of lexical transfer was L2 to L3
in most cases, as expected. There are rare cases of transfer from L1 to L3. When
the participants were not familiar with the word in Russian and were unable to
establish connections from the context, they turned to search for help in their L1:
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Table 26
Example 1. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
Ukrainian Russian answer correct Estonian
y koni u koli ‘among’ | 8 kpyay, cpedu koolis, 8 wkone hulgas, seas, keskel, vahel
v krugu, sredi v shkole ‘in school’ | ‘among’
‘among’

Three participants answered that they found y xoxi (u koli) ‘among’ similar to
Estonian koolis ‘in school’ and two participants indicated that it was similar to both
Estonian koolis ‘in school’ and Russian ¢ wxone (v shkole) ‘in school’. In total,
only eight participants provided the correct definition to this word from the context
and structure of the sentence:

Table 27
Examples 2-3. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
Example 2
“I thought that it is seas ‘among’, like among the community of psychologists”.
Example 3
“It fitted the context, as seas ‘among’ was the first word in the sentence and the next word was

m

‘psychologists’.

Two participants recognised this word as vahel ‘between’, ‘among’ that is also
correct. One of them reported in Table 28 below.

Table 28
Example 4. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
“l understood it as vahel ‘between’, ‘among’, as it was applicable to the context”. |

Table 29 represents the case when the meaning of the word was interpreted
correctly only three times due to unrelated lexemes; however, due to their meta-
linguistic awareness, all participants listed the correct part of speech, e. g. verb:

Table 29
Example 5. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
3anumas zapytav cnpocun sprosil meelde tuletama ‘remind’ | kdisis ‘(s/he) asked’
‘(s/he) asked’ ‘(s/he) asked’

métleb (ile ‘thinks over’
vastas ‘(s/he) replied’
otsustas ‘(s/he) decided’
meenutas ‘(s/he)recalled’
mdtlema ‘to think’

itles ‘(s/he) said’

andis néu ‘(s/he) gave
advice’

lisan ‘(1) add’
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The word 3anumas (zapytav) ‘asked’ was interpreted 12 times as vastas
‘replied’ and three times as iitles ‘said’. Even though the answer is not correct, it
perfectly fits into the context, as well as the rest of the answers listed above.

One more example 6 (Table 30) is in line with the previous case:

Table 30
Example 6. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
Ukrainian Russian answers correct Estonian
uikasul tsikavyi UHmMepecHbIl tdhtis ‘important’ huvitav ‘interesting’
‘interesting’ interesnyi ‘interesting’

oluline ‘important’
osaline ‘partial’
uus ‘new’

Only one participant defined this word correctly. Five respondents recognised
that it should be an adjective and provided definitions according to their
assumptions: fdhtis, oluline ‘important’; osaline ‘partial’; wus ‘new’ that are
incorrect. One participant commented: “I thought that it should be an adjective, and
I found one that fits the context”. Another participant did not provide any definition
but instead wrote ‘adjective’. In this case, the participants' strategy was first to
establish which part of speech the word represented, and only then they formed
their assumption about the meaning.

The participants were asked to define one lexical item that is an established
common borrowing from English in Ukrainian, Russian, and Estonian and specific
to social media.

Table 31
Example 7. Knowledge of other languages, meta-linguistic awareness and unrelated words
Ukrainian English Estonian
nalikHymu laiknuty to like meeldima, laikima (colloquial)
‘to like (on social media)’ ‘to like’, ‘to like (on social
media)’

Only five participants did not recognise this word and commented: “I knew
this word as it is international but maybe because it is written in Cyrillic, I did not
recognize it”. However, when this word was read out loud, the listener’s perception
skills were activated, and the word was recognised immediately. Naturally, the
perception of items in another alphabet is slower. Thus, it might also be caused by
the level of meta-linguistic awareness of the language structures.

5.4. The role of non-linguistic factors

Different extra-linguistic factors affected the success of comprehension. We
have found numerous evidence from the participants' comments about the factors
that helped them to cope with the task.

1093



Anna Branets and Anna Verschik. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 1071-1102

Exposure to Russian

In our previous study, we emphasized the importance of exposure to Russian
based on the environment, professional activities, and individual level (Branets et
al. 2020: 17-18, Branets & Bahtina accepted). During the feedback session, the
participants reported that such factors enhance their comprehension of Ukrainian
(see Table 32 below).

Table 32
Examples 1-2. Exposure to Russian
Example 1
“Because | use Russian at work, it was easy for me to understand the text”.
Example 2
“I understood the texts very well because | use Russian quite often. | have many Russian friends”.

Exposure to registers in Russian

Exposure to different registers such as colloquial and regional registers as well
as to high language style is beneficial in comprehending Ukrainian texts. Examples
in Tables 19 and 23 above belong to the cases when the exposure to archaisms and
regional registers respectively foster the comprehension process. See below
Table 33 with some more comments from the participants.

Table 33
Examples 1-3. Exposure to registers in Russian

Example 1
“I recognised xama (chata) ‘house’ because | heard a poem and a song in Russian with this word”.
Example 2

“I understood 6ameko (bat’ko) ‘father’ because of the word 6ams (batya) ‘father’”.

Example 3

“The word 6ameko (bat’ko) ‘father’ is similar to 6amiowka (batyushka) ‘priest’”.

Example 2 in Table 33 presents the case of the colloquialism 6ams (batya)
‘father’ that has different connotations (characteristic of uneducated speech or
regional colloquial use, etc.) than the stylistically neutral omey (otets) ‘father’ (see
also Branets et al. 2020: 18). In example 3 (Table 33), it resembles the colloquial
name for orthodox priest bamrowxa (batyushka, could also have an archaic meaning
of a father); common Standard Russian ceswennux (svyaschennyk) ‘priest’.

General knowledge

Different types of familiarity with the texts were detected depending on the
field of occupation and background, general knowledge of the topic, or some
individual factors. For example, the text about social media was easier for some
participants that knew this topic well than other texts the topic of which was less
familiar. Likewise, some participants reported that fairytales were more predictable
for them than social media.
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Table 34
Examples 1-3. General knowledge

Example 1

“It is more like a standard text that you can find on the Internet, so when you read about social
networks, you can predict what might be said there”.

Example 2

“In other texts, | used more similarities with Russian, but in the social media text | used more context
that was closer to daily life like in everyday use”.

Example 3

“Fairytales were more predictable for me: a standard beginning of the story, typical characters like
an old man and his daughter here, the traditional development of the story and a happy ending made
it easy to understand”.

Learnability

The emergent nature of language acquisition was taken into account for our
experiment. According to the usage-based approach, the participants learn about
form and meaning “in use” on a daily basis (Tomasello 2003). In our experiment,
we have tested learnability by randomising the order of the texts and providing
instructions about similarities and differences between Ukrainian and Russian (see
more in Branets et al. 2020). We consider learnability as a general cognitive process
of the development of explicit and implicit skills by participants. The respondents
reported that they learned from one text to another, and in most cases, every next
text was easier to understand (see Table 35).

Table 35
Examples 1-3. Learnability

Example 1

“Repetitiveness of the words helped me to understand the third text best of all. Such words as no-
nepwe (po-pershe) “first’ etc. were repetitive. | got used to Ukrainian and understood how | need to
work to understand it”.

Example 2

“l understood the third text best of all because | learned from the two previous ones”.

Example 3

“If | read a few more texts in Ukrainian, | will be able to understand Ukrainian perfectly”.

M-factor

Every learned language affects the understanding of another language and the
mechanism of comprehension in general. Thus, M-factor was distinguished as one
of the predictors of comprehension (Jessner 2014, Verschik 2017). In addition,
studies on crosslinguistic influence (CLI) have shown that every interlocutor's
learned language has an impact on each other and might result in further language
acquisition (Cenoz et al. 2001, 2003, Dewaele 1998). All our participants were
multilingual and spoke at least three languages. The respondents provided the
following comments in Table 36 below.
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Table 36
Examples 1-2. M-factor

Example 1

“I am quite good at languages, and since | have experience with different languages (for instance, |
also speak Finnish), it is easier to find similarities between languages and in every new language that
| know. More of these connections are available especially if the languages are similar or belong to
the same language family”.

Example 2

“Finding similarities between Estonian and Finnish helped me to be creative in this task”.

Metalinguistic awareness

Metalinguistic awareness presents the ability of participants to grasp language
categories and grammatical forms (Blees & ten Thije 2016). Examples in Tables 29
and 30 present the cases of raised metalinguistic awareness and understanding of
the language systems. Below is the comment from one participant in line with
developed metalinguistic awareness:

Table 37
Example 1. Metalinguistic awareness
“My main strategy was to find what part of speech the word belongs to by using my linguistic
knowledge and context. Then | proceeded with the definitions”.

Context

A study on the comprehension of Danish by Dutch speakers via their
knowledge of German without previous exposure (Swarte et al. 2013: 153) has
shown that the foreign language mode is smaller when words for the definition are
placed in the context. In our study, we observed a tendency in the participants'
strategies, namely, to turn more to the context when there are fewer similarities
between Russian and Ukrainian. Generally speaking, the context played a key role
and was a strong supporting factor to confirm the assumptions.

Language attitudes

Since 28 participants expressed positive attitudes and two participants were
neutral towards Ukrainian, we were not able to test the role of language attitudes in
our experiment.

6. Conclusions

The participants' comments in the debriefing interviews shed light on the
comprehension process that is behind success results from the participants'
perspective. We collected qualitative data on how the participants evaluate various
factors and strategies that helped them to understand Ukrainian. Without the
participants' explanations, we would not be able to determine how exactly objective
and perceived similarity worked, nor to outline extra-linguistic predictors of
success.
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As expected, the similarity between various items in Ukrainian and Russian
was both objective and perceived. In some cases, the participants were able to
recognise the meaning of the words based only on similarity; however, when they
were challenged by different inflections, false friends, cognates with a different
meaning, unfamiliar words in Russian, etc., it turned out not to be enough to rely
only on similarities. It became clear from the debriefing interviews that those who
verified their assumptions on the basis of the context reached better results than
those who did not. Also, in some cases, the context turned out to be more important
than similarity.

At the same time, various extra-linguistic factors came into play. Exposure to
Russian and frequency of use of Russian foster the comprehension of Ukrainian.
Exposure to different registers and access to written registers, for instance, Russian
fiction, colloquial Russian, significantly affected the comprehension success rate.
General knowledge about specific domains or topics positively affected the
performance results. The M-factor supported the participants in recognizing
similarities between two languages via already existing RM experience in other
language constellations. Raised metalinguistic awareness, or understanding a
language system as such, contributed to the comprehension. Finally, the participants
reported about their learning process when moving from one text to another by
picking up different language items and developing more advanced strategies of
understanding from one text to another. This is in line with our previous study (see
Branets et al. 2020: 24) that demonstrated that the comprehension level of the last
text was always higher, even though Ukrainian texts were presented in a different
order among the participants.
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Abstract

The present paper focuses on language maintenance among multilingual teachers and presents a
research project with Russian-Hebrew speakers on their ideas of language-related normality in
educational settings. The main objective is to investigate the role of migration-related multilingual
teachers within the ‘multilingual turn.” The project approached the topic from three perspectives:
the macro level of educational policies, the meso level of educational institutions, and the micro
level of linguistic development. Data were collected through biographical interviews with
17 teachers and interpreted within the theoretical framework of language beliefs using the concepts
of linguistic market, language awareness and language education policy as well as pedagogical
competence. The results show the close interconnectedness of language beliefs on all the three
levels. They also show that beliefs can experience a reconstruction. In order to challenge the
monolingual idea of normality among teachers, an interwoven intervention on all the three levels is
necessary: there is a need for education policy measures (macro level) that would anchor training
on dealing with multilingualism (meso level) in regular teacher training and, in doing so, would
draw on the existing migration-related multilingual practices of prospective teachers (micro level).
This interaction between top-down (professionalization in dealing with multilingualism anchored in
educational policy) and bottom-up (migration-related multilingual practices among prospective
teachers) measures can enable a shift toward multilingualism as an idea of normality in educational
contexts. This paper contributes to a better understanding of the formation, development and
reconstruction of language-related idea of normality among teachers and discusses its
methodological and theoretical implications.
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Hayynag craTbs

CoxpaHeHHe PyCCKOro f3blKa CpeAyd MHOTOSI3bIYHBIX
y4uTe/ied B U3panuibCKOM 06pa3oBaTe/IbHOM cpeje

Il'amuna ITYTSTA

®pankdyprckuii yauBepcuteT umenn Moranna Bonbdranra ['ére
@panxgypm-na-Maiine, I'epmanus

AHHOTALUA

Cratps IOCBSIIIIEHA BOIPOCAM COXPAHEHUs S3bIKa CPEI MHOTOS3BIYHBIX IIPENoAaBaTeIel 1 mpe-
CTaBISIET HMCCIIENOBAHNE, NPOBEICHHOE C PYCCKO-WBPUTOS3BIYHBIMU YUUTEISAMH Ha TPEIMET HX
MIPEICTAaBICHHUH O SI3BIKOBOI HOpMe B 00pa3oBaTebHON cpene. OCHOBHAS IIeTb 3aKIIF0Yaach B U3Y-
YEHUH POJIH YIUTENCH B yCIOBHAX MHOTOSI3bIUMS. B poekTe TeMa paccMaTpuBaliach Ha TPEX ypPOB-
HSX: MakpOypoBHE 0Opa30BaTEIbHON MOJUTHUKH, ME30YPOBHE OOpa30BATENbHBIX YUPEKICHUH U
MHUKPOYPOBHE SI3bIKOBOIO pa3BUTHs. [laHHBIE OBbLIM COOpaHBI MOCPEACTBOM OHOrpadruecKux
HHTEPBBIO ¢ 17 yduTensIMu U MpOaHAIM3UPOBAHBl HA OCHOBAaHUM TEOPUH S3BIKOBBIX YOEKIEHHH C
UCIIOJIb30BaHMEM TaKHX MOHITHH, KaK SI3IKOBOI PHIHOK, SI3BIKOBOE CO3HAHUE M TOJIUTUKA SI3BIKO-
BOro 00pa3oBaHus, a TAKKe MeJarorndeckas npodeccruoHanbHasi KOMIETEHTHOCTD. Pe3ynbrars nc-
CJIEZIOBaHUS TTOKa3alll TECHYIO B3aUMOCBSI3b S3BIKOBBIX YOEXKICHUH Ha BceX TpeX ypoBHsiIX. OHH
TaKKe ITOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO YOSXKIECHHUSI MOTYT MOJBEpPraThes mepecMoTpy. st Toro 4rods! mpeoso-
JIETh MOHOJIMHTBAIGHYIO WACI0 HOPMAIBHOCTH CPEAH YUUTENeH, He0OOX0 MO KOMIUIEKCHOE B3au-
MOJIEHCTBHE HA BCEX TPEX YPOBHAX: Hy KHBI MEPHI Ha YpPOBHE 00pa30BaTEbHOM MOIUTHKH (MaKpoO-
YPOBEHB), KOTOPBIE MTO3BOJIAT 3aKPEUTH 00yIeHHe padoTe C MHOTOSI3BIYHEM (ME30YPOBEHB) B pPaM-
Kax peTyJsIpHOM MOATOTOBKH YUHUTEIEH, ¥ TIPH 3TOM YUHUTHIBATh CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO MHOTOSI3BITHYIO
MIPaKTUKY OyAyIux yuurteneil (MUKpOypoBeHb). Takoe B3auMOMEHCTBIE MEXIY MEPAaMH «CBEPXY
BHU3» (podeccroHanu3anums B 00J1acTH pabOThl ¢ MHOTOSI3bIYHEM, 3aKpeIIeHHasi B 00pa3oBaTelb-
HOW TIOJNIUTHKE) M «CHU3Y BBEpX» (MHOTOS3bIYHAS TpPAKTHKa OYAYIIMX YYHTENeH, CBsI3aHHAs
C MHTpalyeil) MoXeT 00ecIeunTh CMEICHHE B CTOPOHY MHOTOSI3BIUMS KaK HJed HOPMBI B 00pa3o-
BaTeJIbHBIX KOHTEKCTaxX. Pe3ysbTaThl JAaHHOTO UCCIIEA0BAHNUS CIIOCOOCTBYIOT JIy4IlIEMY TOHUMAHHIO
(OopMHpPOBaHUs, Pa3BUTHS M INEPECMOTpPa WAEH S3BIKOBBIX HOPM CPEAM yUYHTENEH M BKIIOYAeT
B ce0s 00CyXJIeHHEe METOJOIOTHYECKHX M TEOPETUYECKHX BBIBOJIOB, MOIYYSHHBIX B PE3yJIbTaTe
HCCIIEIOBAHMS.

KuaroueBbie €10Ba: MHO2053b1uHbIL HOOX00 8 00PA306AHUU, A3bIKOGbLE YOEHCOeHUS, COXPAHEHUEe
A3bIKA, pyCCKuil A3vIK, M3pauns, nedazoeuueckoe oopazoeanue, MHO20A3bIUHbIE YUUMes

JJig nuTHpOBaHMA:

Putjata G. Russian language maintenance among multilingual teachers in Israeli
educational settings. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 1103-1125.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-4-1103-1125

1. Introduction: Multilingual societies and monolingual education systems

Multilingualism is a social reality. The exact number of children and
adolescents who grow up multilingual is unknown and is not recorded statistically.
Indirect indications can be found in statistics on the so-called migration background
with numbers, for example in Germany, reaching up to 60% (BpB 2019: 40). These
figures do not reflect the language constellations (languages of parents, siblings,
common family languages) nor the actual linguistic practices of individuals. For
pedagogical practice, these figures have a significant consequence: teachers and
pupils bring various language varieties, sociolects, regiolects and different
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linguistic registers as a basis for learning processes. This linguistic heterogeneity
continues in the face of transnational mobility. Socioeconomically or politically
motivated (“refugee migration”) or supported by internationalization funds such as
Erasmus, this voluntary and involuntary mobility continues to shape societal
multilingualism. In international discourse, this societal development has led
researchers from different fields to further develop and broaden the focus to
dimensions going beyond linguistic systems, using the terms ‘plurilingualism’ and
‘superdiversity’ (Creese & Blackledge 2018, Garcia & Otheguy 2020).

At the same time, most education systems are nation-state oriented and,
consequently, national language oriented (Brizi¢ & Hufnagl 2016, Kriiger-Potratz
2013, Cummins 2010). This monolingual orientation is at odds with the linguistic
heterogeneity presented. On the one hand, this discrepancy leads to the
disadvantage of all those who deviate from the dominant societal norm and affects
the educational success of children who grow up multilingual. This also has
consequences for their linguistic development: multilingualism, how it emerges and
how it develops, depends significantly on how society deals with languages (Irvine
& Gal 2000, Schmid 2010). The monolingual orientation of educational institutions
shapes individual linguistic development and can lead to language rejection in
multilingual children and adults (Lanza 2007). On the other hand, monolingual
orientations also affect teachers: when they expect to teach a homogeneous
monolingual learners’ group, multilingualism comes to be seen as a deviation from
the norm and, thus, a challenge in everyday teaching practice (Becker-Mrotzek et
al. 2012, Huxel 2018, Mary & Young 2018).

Worldwide, researchers from various disciplines have been calling for a shift
towards multilingualism as an idea that belongs to normality. In the field of
multilingualism and education, this call is justified with psycholinguistic and socio-
political arguments about cognitive and linguistic transfer, the importance of all
linguistic resources in learning processes, the valorisation of the deficit perspective
on linguistic minorities, the use of migration-related resources, and equal
participation as a principle of democratic society (Conteh & Meier 2014, Garcia &
Wei 2014, Meier 2017, May 2019).

Over the past decade, data from empirical classroom and school research
support the psycholinguistic and socio-political arguments described above. Studies
show that the implementation of migration-related multilingualism proves positive
for the learning of all the pupils. This is evidenced by findings on multilingual
literacy activities (Gawlitzek 2013, Melo-Pfeifer & Helmchen 2018, Oomen-Welke
2013), studies on methods of teaching multilingualism in foreign language
classrooms (Bonnet & Siemund 2018, Fernandez Amman et al. 2015, Hu 2018,
Candelier et al. 2012), and also on the productive use of family languages in
mathematics and science classrooms (Gantefort & Sanchez Oroquieta 2015, Glirsoy
& Roll 2018, Prediger & Ozdil 2011). Finally, studies on classroom interaction
complement these findings (Duarte 2016).

These psycholinguistic and socio-political arguments, complemented by the
findings of empirical classroom and school development research, form the basis
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for the “multilingual turn” (Meier 2017) that has meanwhile been requested
internationally — a shift towards linguistic heterogeneity as a feature of normality
in educational contexts. Yet, despite the above theoretical discourses, scientific
arguments, proven effective methods at the classroom level and school
development concepts at the structural level, teachers in many countries continue
to align to a monolingual norm (Huxel 2018 for Germany, Gkaintartzi et al. 2015
for Greece, Mary & Young 2018 for France, Pulinx & van Avermaet 2015 for
Belgium).

The question remains: how can these monolingual ideas of normality be
challenged? A key role in this process has been attributed, in political discourse, to
immigrant teachers as experts in dealing with linguistic and cultural diversity. This
perspective has led policy actors around the world to call for a more diverse
teaching body (CNN Wire Staff 2010, Ingersoll & May 2016, BReg 2015). To date,
however, there is little empirical evidence showing support for these expectations
(for a current overview see Goltsev et al. 2021).

The paper addresses this research goal by examining the perspectives of
migration-related multilingual teachers on language-related notions of normality in
educational contexts. The data draw on the research project “Language biographies
of migration-related multilingual teachers™!, which approaches this central question
from different perspectives: the macro-level of educational policy, the meso-level
of educational institutions, and the micro-level of multilingual development and
self-positioning. I will first introduce this multi-perspective approach in the
theoretical framework on language beliefs (Section 2) and give a brief literature
overview on educational policies as well as migration-related multilingual teachers.
The research project itself draws on field research in Israel. The reasons for this
choice, as well as the methodology of biographical interviews with Russian-Hebrew
speakers, are explained in the context section followed by the presentation of five
sub-studies with underlying research questions in (Section 3). Finally, I will present
the central findings of the studies (Section 4) before discussing their implications
for multilingualism research (Section 5).

2. Theoretical framework: Language beliefs in education

The theoretical basis for the study of language beliefs in educational contexts
derives from a consideration of ideas about language from educational,
psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic perspectives.

2.1. Language beliefs and their emergence on micro-, meso- and macrolevel

Language beliefs were first considered for the present project from the
pedagogical perspective. Already in the 1990s, Pajares described beliefs as a part

! The project was conducted between 2014 and 2019 by the author. The field research in Israel
took place between July and September 2015 with the support of the Ernst Ludwig Ehrlich
Studienwerk, and data analysis was funded by Department 06 of the Westfalische Wilhelms-Uni-
versity of Miinster.
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of pedagogical competence and as a “messy construct” (Pajares 1992: 327), and
until today this concept remains vaguely defined. According to Baumert and Kunter
(2006), in the competence-oriented view on teachers’ professionalism, beliefs form
one of the three core components of pedagogical competence: knowledge, action
strategies, and beliefs. Knowledge is described as a cognitive component — the
professional, pedagogical, and methodological knowledge that teachers possess.
Action strategies describe the pedagogical ability — the action practices directed to
pupils. These two components are primarily objective. Beliefs, on the other hand,
are subjective and differ substantially from content, pedagogical or methodological
knowledge. They are based on normative conceptions rather than on. These ideas
are affectively loaded and contain a judgmental component. At the same time, they
are considered to be true and provide structure to profession-related action (Reusser
etal. 2011).

Since language beliefs shape pedagogical action, it is all the more important to
consider their emergence and development. For this purpose, in addition to the
competence-oriented professional perspective, I also included findings from
sociolinguistics in the project. In these disciplines, the concept describes ideas
“about the world, and the relationships between objects of social significance: e.g.,
judgements of standard language varieties tending to be associated with high-status
jobs” (Garrett 2010: 23).

These ideas about languages and their role in the lives of multilinguals are
reflected at the micro-level of individual speakers. In psycholinguistic research,
language beliefs are used to describe the emergence of language attitudes. Since the
1960s, language attitudes have been considered as an individual affective-
motivational factor in language production and perception (cf. Garrett 2010).
Studies on motivation in second language acquisition and acculturation
((Schumann 1978) drew on these findings and developed concepts, such as the
language ego (Guiora et al. 1972) or the affective filter (Krashen 1987), to explain
individual differences in acquisition processes through attitude differences.
Moreover, for some years now, neuroscientific work has been investigating how
emotions affect language acquisition processes, pointing to qualitative differences
in language processing and storage (Pavlenko 2007b, see for an overview Putjata
2014, 132—143). Sociological studies also frequently make use of immigrants'
language attitudes to describe linguistic integration processes (Prashizky &
Remennick 2015).

In psycholinguistic research, language attitudes are understood as an internal
characteristic of a person that develops before migration and determines (language)
integration behaviour. Representatives of sociolinguistics reject this position as
untenable in view of the complexity of multilingual societies and the processes of
transnational mobility. Language beliefs, according to this discourse, are only
constructed and produced in interaction. In contrast to the psychological view, they
are not understood as a source of linguistic practices, but as their product;
consequently, they are not an internal psychological (and thus individual), but a
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social phenomenon (Bucholtz & Hall 2005, Pavlenko & Blackledge 2004). Thus, it
is not primarily individual language attitudes that are causal of certain behaviour
patterns. On the contrary, linguistic attitudes emerge only in interaction and as a
product of social evaluation. In sociolinguistic language ideology research, a
distinction is made between the concept of discursive language ideologies and
cognitive language attitudes (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011).

According to findings on language policy, these discursive language ideologies
are in turn the product of socio-economic conditions and are shaped by the macro-
level of language policy. Language and education policies determine and regulate
language use in public institutions of education (Spolsky 2017) and can affect the
micro level of individual linguistic practices (Lanza 2007). At the meso level, they
determine the language ideologies that prevail in educational contexts. At the same
time, however, public discourse shapes language policies, so that language policy
functions as an agent of public discourse. Hence, languages function as symbols of
social organization and are constitutive of power hierarchies. In this process, social
meaning is assigned to linguistic varieties in certain contexts by declaring some
linguistic forms as norm, while others are classified as inferior (Blommaert 2010,
Roth et al. 2018, Putjata 2018b for an overview).

The institution of school plays a particular role in this process. Here, according
to Bourdieu (1990), individuals experience the value of their linguistic products:
knowledge of a legitimate linguistic form is rewarded, while the use of other forms
(minority languages or substandard varieties) is sanctioned. Grades and certificates
showing knowledge of legitimate languages function as capital and are considered
a decisive criterion for access to school or university studies (Fiirstenau & Gomolla
2011). Due to its social and epistemic function for educational processes, language
determines scholastic and professional success. Yet, which languages are assigned
which capital value is defined by the groups with the largest capital volume, so that
language beliefs are circulated and reproduced in schools (Fiirstenau & Gomolla
2011).

In the pedagogical perspective presented at the beginning, language beliefs
shape linguistic notions of normality. Against the background of their significance
for pedagogical action, and ultimately for the educational biography of migration-
related multilingual children, the question arises as to how this reproduction of
power relations can be challenged. This question will be explored in the following
sections.

2.2. Challenging language beliefs: The role of educational policies

The possibilities of challenging the reproduction of power relations are
discussed in research across disciplines (Menken & Garcia 2010), as language
beliefs prevalent in schools are shaped by societal language ideologies. These, in
turn, are the product of language policy at the macro level (Spolsky 2017).
Consequently, language policies are necessary in order to initiate transformational
processes concerning the linguistic profiles of the school (Shohamy 2010).
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Numerous overt and covert top-down and bottom-up mechanisms are at work
here and can constrain or facilitate implementation. Teachers play an important role
as actors at the interface between top-down policies and de facto language practices
(Shohamy 2010). In the model of school as linguistic market (Bourdieu 1990),
teachers also function as ideology brokers who circulate language ideologies (see
Blommaert 2010, Putjata 2017a, Yelenevskaya & Protassova 2021 for an
overview).

Shohamy (2010) criticizes the fact that laws are often initiated by groups with
power, bypassing those who ultimately have to implement them in practice, and
argues for the active involvement of teachers in this process. This would, in turn,
require teachers to see themselves as active actors of educational processes. In
research on Language Awareness, the need for a “sensitivity to and conscious
awareness of the nature of language and its role in human life based on knowledge,
values and a deeper understanding of the complexities of living and learning in
multiple languages” (Donmall 1985) is well established (Association for Language
Awareness 2021).

2.3. Challenging language beliefs II:
The role of migration-related multilingual teachers

The language awareness discussed in the last section is presumed to be
paramount among migration-related multilingual teachers. In terms of
multilingualism, multilingual teachers are expected to have a number of potential
advantages for the multilingual practices in everyday teaching outlined in Section 1.
At the instructional level, their inclusion in team teaching and coordinated literacy
instruction is a fundamental prerequisite for numerous approaches. The studies
already outlined, for example in mathematics, foreign language, and literacy
didactics, confirm the positive impact of multilingual practices on learning
processes. Multilingual teachers would consequently be potentially able to build on
children's existing linguistic resources, and thus support linguistic and cognitive
transfer as well as subject learning and language education in literacy activities
(see arguments in Section 1). Within the outlined theoretical framework of
language beliefs, migration-related multilingual teachers have a particular role on
the schools’ language profiles. As ideology brokers who circulate language
ideologies (see Section 2.1), they themselves represent a powerful social group. In
their feedback on minority languages, they could become agents for change,
challenging dominant linguistic practices and circulating multilingual language
ideologies (Bréu et al. 2013, Lengyel & Rosen 2015, Georgi et al. 2011). Finally,
at the intersection of top-down and bottom-up processes in terms of language
education policy (Hino 2021), they can drive educational policies to empower
migration-related multilingualism by contributing as de facto policy makers to the
legitimization of minority languages in everyday communication (see Section 2.1).
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3. Studies with Russian-Hebrew speaking multilingual teachers

So far, there is little or no empirical evidence to support these assumptions
discussed above. Only a few studies focus on multilingualism and find monolingual
orientations in multilingual teachers’ practices (Panagiotopoulou & Rosen 2016).
However, the underlying beliefs behind these practices remain unclear.
Consequently, the project described here aimed to reconstruct the development of
multilingual teachers' language beliefs over the course of their educational and
professional careers. To do so, I conducted five sub-studies that analysed linguistic
development and self-positioning as well as the construction of identity in different
(mono- and multilingual) educational contexts. In what follows, I will present these
studies focusing on their contextual framework, data collection and evaluation.

3.1. Contextual framework and research questions

The studies presented here draw on the research project “Language biographies
of multilingual teachers in Israel”. This context was chosen because of Israel's long
history of migration and its particular educational policies.

Like many other countries, Israel sees itself as an immigration society.
However, while in many countries this self-image did not develop until the
beginning of the new century, the entire history of Israel is based on immigration.
As with many of these countries, Israel's language policy was shaped by
homogenization efforts (Spolsky & Shohamy 1999). As part of a nation-building
process, the Hebrew language became an important instrument of identity
formation. To this end, the language of the Holy Scriptures, which until then had
only been intended for religious contexts, was declared the language of the state,
and its legitimacy was secured in formal and informal situations. “Ivri, daber ivrit!”
[Hebrews, speak Hebrew!] — in the spirit of this language ideology, Hebrew
language became the criterion of loyalty to the State of Israel and the only language
of communication for everyone shortly after immigration (Ben Rafael 1994). This
language regime of Israel shaped argumentation regarding the integration of new
immigrants: national unity is based on monolingualism, and learning Hebrew is the
conditio sine qua non for integration. The result of preserving other languages was
to weaken national identity (Shohamy 2008).

This socio-political discourse underwent a radical change in the 1990s, when
immigration from the (post)Soviet Union and North Africa increased Israel's
population by 20%. As a result, for the first time Israel positioned itself in political
discourse as a migration society with an urgent need for change in the education
system (Spolsky & Shohamy 1999). In response to the rapid increase in the number
of pupils and the growing linguistic diversity, “new immigrant teachers” were to be
integrated into the regular school system. The resulting education policy measure
“New Immigrant Teacher Absorption” became part of the socio-political discourse
and was promoted by the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Professional
Absorption. The law was implemented through a series of explicit measures: the
ministries secured funding, and a new degree program was implemented. New
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immigrant teachers and academics interested in pedagogical work were to complete
a one-year qualification course in the Israeli school system, with 20 hours on school
subjects and their associated didactic practices (with teachers' home languages as a
possible subject). An intensive 20h-course in Hebrew language complemented the
course. At the end, the teachers completed a one-year mentoring program sponsored
by the Ministry of Education (Levenberg et al. 2013, Berger 2001, Horowitz 2003,
Remennick 2002).

A few years later, the Ministry emphasized the importance of preserving the
linguistic resources of the arriving population. In doing so, it publicly positioned
the earlier policy of linguistic assimilation as an “unfortunate loss of the potential
of early immigrant languages” and promised “efforts to correct this” (Spolsky &
Shohamy 1999). In 1995, with the declaration of the “New Language Education
Policy,” new immigrant pupils were encouraged to learn Hebrew and to preserve
the languages they spoke at home at the same time. The implementation led to more
explicit measures, including the introduction of Russian and French as a second
foreign language (after English) and Ladino, Ambharic, Yiddish, Spanish or German
as an option from the fifth grade. New immigrant pupils were also to receive
additional support in family languages to ensure the further development of
academic competencies (Muchnik et al. 2016). This, in turn, increased the need for
teachers who would be able to teach these advanced language courses and created
the conditions for the professional integration of adult migrants as teachers (see
further Putjata 2018c).

Given the theoretical framework of school as a linguistic market presented in
Section 2, the importance of educational policies and migration-related multilingual
teachers, these changes provided an appropriate research context and offered the
basis for the five sub-studies with Russian-Hebrew speakers. The following
questions guided the research:

Study 1: To what extent have speakers of Russian perceived differences in
educational contexts? How has their self-perception as migrant-related
multilinguals developed in these different educational contexts? (Putjata 2017b).

Study 2: (How) did such a macro sociological shift shape linguistic
development and the formation of linguistic identity construction among young
multilinguals? (Putjata 2018b).

Study 3: How did newly immigrant teachers perceive their own role in the
Israeli education system? To what extent did they notice differences in language
status and how did their own perceptions of migration-related multilingualism
develop in these contexts? (Putjata 2018c).

Study 4: To what extent did pupils perceive (newly) immigrant teachers? What
role did they play in pupils’ perceptions of themselves as migration-related
multilinguals in the new imagined community? (Putjata 2017a).

Study 5: How do migration-related multilingual teachers perceive the
multilingualism of their pupils today and how has this perception developed in the
course of their own life and professional biography? How do they describe dealing
with multilingualism in their own teaching practice? (Putjata 2018a).
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3.2. Data Collection

During the fieldwork in summer 2015, I collected a total of 17 language
biographies and 11 expert interviews. The expert interviews served to capture the
educational policies and implementation measures, while language biographies
allowed access to individual perspectives of migration-related multilinguals who
had experienced the Israeli educational context as pupils or teachers during the
socio-political changes.

3.2.1. Interviews with experts

In order to capture the organizational measures for policy implementation, I
interviewed people who are considered experts in this field. This group included
scholars who had researched and scientifically accompanied the measures or who
had themselves been involved in the implementation. These interviews gave me the
first access to the field. I contacted the experts in advance per e-mails, based on my
literature research in the field of language, education and migration: for example,
Gabriel Horenczyk on the professional integration of teachers, Marina Niznik on
language policy, Larissa Remennick on capital in migration and Mila Schwartz on
multilingualism in educational contexts. Subsequently, I was able to reach further
experts via the snowball principle, so that I conducted a total of 11 interviews. These
interviews provided an important basis for accessing educational policy documents
as well as learning about actual implementation. For example, Marina Niznik and
colleagues undertook a very detailed analysis of educational policies implementing
the languages of (recent) immigrants (Muchnik et al. 2016) and Larissa Remennick
compared the professional integration of Russian-speaking teachers in different
countries (Remennick 2002). What was missing from this body of research,
according to these interviews, was the perspective of the individuals themselves
who experienced the Israeli education system in these processes of change. For this
reason, I based my publications on their existing work and focused on collecting
language biographical interviews in the rest of the field research.

3.2.2. Language biographical interviews

Data were collected through narrative interviews focusing on language
biographies (Franceschini 2002): respondents were asked to reflect openly on what
languages they spoke, with whom, and when, and how this had changed over the
course of their lives. This instrument was chosen because language biographies
provide access to individual speakers' perspectives on their language lives: by
reconstructing their own language biographies, individuals not only reveal their
subjective theories about language acquisition or use, but also reflect on their
perceived role in the society (ibid), with certain languages proving useful or
hindering them. In doing so, they orient themselves to the prevailing language
hierarchy, whereby certain positions are assigned to certain groups of speakers.
Thus, they are always positioning themselves and others (Auer & Dirim 2003,
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Konig 2018). It was precisely this allocation, the construction of certain roles for
speakers of different languages in a society and the expression of language status
as negotiated on the linguistic market, that was the focus of my studies.

I conducted the interviews personally. As a Russian speaker who had
immigrated to Germany in the 1990s under similar circumstances, I shared the
migration experience from the dissolved Soviet Union. I refer to the economic and
social changes in the former CIS states as similar circumstances. This experience laid
the necessary common ground for the interviews. This basis was further extended by
the common languages: Russian as the official state language of the Soviet Union
was completed in many interview conversations by English and Hebrew. For
biographical research, this shared migration history represented a potential
advantage, as it produced a particular sense of closeness due to the common language
and socialization experiences (Agha 2007). In addition, when I first made contact, |
introduced myself as a teacher and now a lecturer in the field of teacher education.
This also provided common ground in terms of professional experience. With this
shared horizon of experience, I attempted to overcome the power asymmetry in the
research context. At the same time, the different contexts — Germany and Israel —
allowed me to assure the necessary distance from the research field and to conduct
interviews with authentic questions on the education system in Israel.

3.2.3. Participants

To recruit participants, I reached out to individuals in rural and urban areas of
Israel through social media and academic networks. The most important criterion
was the profession of the participants: they all had to be migration-related
multilinguals and currently working as teachers in the Israeli education system. This
allowed me to interview individuals who had completed their entire educational
biography, from kindergarten to professional training in Israel, as well as
multilinguals who encountered the Israeli educational context at an advanced age,
with an international teaching diploma. The resulting data corpus included
interviews with 17 individuals who emigrated from the Soviet Union between 1990
and 2000. This group was selected because it constituted the largest minority in
Israel at the time of the data collection, with 17.6% (see Central Bureau of Statistics
2015). External factors shared by these immigrants were the collapse of the Soviet
Union and changes in Israel's linguistic educational landscape in the 1990s. At the
time of immigration, participants were between 2 and 41 years old. Thirteen of them
were children and adolescents themselves at the time of the educational changes
and reported on their experiences as pupils. Four of them had already graduated and
encountered the education system as teachers. At the time of the interview, they had
been working in the education system for between 1 and 20 years.

3.3. Data analysis

The audio-recorded data were transcribed and analysed by three independent
researchers following a theory-guided coding. The basic approach was guided by
qualitative content analysis according to Mayring (2010) as well as the
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reconstruction of the discursive construction of experiences (Pavlenko 2007a). New
theories emerged in the course of data analysis, arrived at deductively from
considering the corpus. These theories were verified and reapplied to the material.
This approach led to the elaboration of the theoretical framework on language
beliefs presented in Section 2.

Thus, I first examined the “New Language Education Policy” in schools from
the perspective of the multilinguals themselves, guided by theory and oriented
towards Bourdieu's economy of linguistic exchange (1990). At the same time, the
first perusal of the data showed that the educational policy changes had a significant
role for personality development in terms of constructed linguistic identity. For this
reason, in the second study I examined how the macro sociological processes of
change in Israel shaped the linguistic identity construction among multilinguals.
The theoretical basis for this was provided by Anderson's (1991) concept of
imagined community. This second study showed, among other things, that
multilingual teachers played a prominent role in the personality development of
their pupils. Subsequently, in the third study, I re-examined all data with regard to
the role of multilingual teachers in the process of identity construction. The coding
of the data was guided by Anderson’s concept of imagined community and the state
of research on immigrant teachers. For the teachers to function as role models,
however, the teachers themselves must have developed a perception of
multilingualism as normality, as the findings confirm. This, in turn, was shown by
initial analyses from the data with multilinguals who had already migrated to Israel
in possession of a teaching diploma. For this reason, further data were used with
teachers who had arrived in Israel in their adult years. These data were re-examined
in the fourth sub-study, against the background of research on downward social
mobility in migration contexts, drawing on the theory of “capital in migration”
(Remennick 2002). Finally, in the fifth and last study, I used typology-building
methods to analyze language-related notions of normality among migration-related
multilingual teachers in Israel.

4. Selected findings and open questions

As outlined in the last section, five sub-studies emerged from the research
project, investigating the following aspects: the emergence of pupils’ language
beliefs in different educational contexts (Study 1); processes of linguistic identity
construction among multilinguals as a consequence of macro-sociological change
(Study 2); the access of newly immigrated teachers to schools as a working field
(Study 3); the significance of their presence in the education system (Study 4); and
the described handling of multilingualism in their own pedagogical practice
(Study 5). This design was chosen because of the close interconnectedness of
language beliefs at the different levels. In order to understand the source of migrant
multilingual teachers' pedagogical practices, the underlying language beliefs and
how they are shaped must be reconstructed from a sociolinguistic and sociological
perspective. The following section will provide selected findings on individual
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biographical experiences as well as on language beliefs, their emergence and
development in different settings.

e A person's migration background does not provide any information about
his or her actual multilingual practices. Even existing individual multilingualism
does not provide an indication of the perception of multilingualism as capital in
Bourdieu’s sense of the economy of linguistic exchange (see Bourdieu 1998 in
Section 2). A major role in the formation of this perception is played by the way in
which multilingualism is dealt with in the education system. This is shown by the
study on the ‘New Language Education Policy’ with multilinguals in Israel who
experienced different educational contexts. Participants who experienced a
monolingual setting reproduce it in their current lives. Participants who have
experienced their family language as institutionalized perceive multilingualism as
an asset today. However, this perception is not static and closed. The third group
shows that this perception can also change. However, this change requires
educational policy measures that implement migration-related multilingualism in
the curriculum of the education system and declare it an institutionalized cultural
capital (Study 1, Putjata 2017b).

e A special role in this process is played by the indexical function, the
meaning assigned by this educational policy measure to the respective languages in
the sense of Blommaert (2005, see Section 2). This is shown by the study that
reconstructs language attitudes in the process of identity construction. Interviewees
who experienced a monolingual environment after migration recall the desire to fit
in as the reason for their new “more Hebrew” names, and the decision to speak
Hebrew exclusively with the family. The state language is assigned an integrative
function as significant for participation in education and society. Consequently,
integration in society means discarding everything that is hindering, including their
family language, Russian. Multilinguals who were socialized after the shift in socio-
political discourse report positive feedback regarding their knowledge of the family
language. Implemented in the curricula, language was assigned more than just an
identitary function, which is reflected in the participants’ self-perception: they now
understand multilingualism as an important resource in life and are eager to pass
the Russian language on to their children. These participants did not experience
speaking Russian as a contradiction to equal participation, and see themselves as
legitimate members of a multilingual community (Study 2, Putjata 2018b).

e A significant part of the formation of this imagined community (Anderson
1991) as a multilingual society was contributed to by immigrant teachers who
multilingual Israelis themselves had in their school years. Without being asked
about it, immigrant teachers were mentioned in many of these interviews. The study
reconstructing their role shows that they were important for pupils’ self-positioning
as immigrant multilinguals in the new society: as part of the imagined community
and for the legitimacy of Russian language in informal situations (see ideology
brokering in Section 2). “My teacher had an accent too.” As children and
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adolescents, they did not experience accented pronunciation among authority
figures as a hindrance and consequently perceived themselves as legitimate
members of a linguistically heterogeneous society (Study 3, Putjata 2017a).

e However, this presupposed that the teachers themselves function as
multilingual brokers (Blommaert 2005), that is, that they themselves perceive
multilingualism — and the use of the Russian language in particular — as legitimate.
However, this perception can only develop if newly immigrated teachers experience
access to the working field of school as a type of inclusion through interdependence,
and if the linguistic resources they bring with them are understood as capital. This
is shown by the study that investigates the access and self-positioning of newly
immigrated teachers within the linguistic market of the school. Newly immigrated
teachers are able to transform the school's linguistic market by circulating
multilingual ideology. Educational policies such as “New Immigrant Teacher
Absorption” are a basic prerequisite for this transformation. Political intervention
for the professional integration of immigrant teachers represents an official
statement in the discourse of educational policy. Implemented through diploma
recognition, teacher training, and mentoring programs, it contributes to a change in
the discourse around immigrants and their social status, historically afforded
minority status in the eyes of society. At the same time, professional integration has
positioned teachers not as immigrants in need of help, but as experts at eye level.
As self-confident multilinguals, they become de facto policy makers in the language
market of the school, in the sense of Shohamy’s (2010, see Section 2) theory on
language policy making (Study 4, Putjata 2018c).

e All of the participants in the four presented sub-studies are themselves
working as teachers in Israel today. Their own (described) dealings with
linguistically heterogeneous groups and their perception of multilingualism were
the focus of the fifth study on the emergence and development of language beliefs
in the course of educational and professional biographies. This study shows that
even if teachers are multilingual, even if they perceive and use multilingualism as
a resource for themselves and society, this is not reflected in their described
pedagogical actions. These results underline the importance of explicit
professionalization in dealing with multilingualism in classroom (Study 5, Putjata
2018a).

This presentation of the main findings is highly simplified and invites a number
of challenges, which I address in more detail in publications on the research. For
example, the first study with pupils revealed that not all interviewees who attended
school after 1995 experienced the changes in the school system. They do not recall
languages other than Hebrew playing a role in interactions with teachers or in the
curriculum, which raises questions about the role of different actors in policy
implementation. Other studies confirm that the language education reform in Israel
was implemented rather inconsistently and that the process took longer in some
schools (Shohamy 2010). Another challenge that emerged in the interviews
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concerned the language classes and materials offered in the family languages.
Participants who had moved to Israel as children found the institutionalized Russian
language classes too difficult. The academic language register seems to be too
challenging for students who only experienced the language in everyday life
without ever having learned to read and write it. This finding raises further research
issues directed at specific intervention: the development and study of new tools,
textbooks, curricula, and teacher training adapted to the new needs of multilinguals
in migration contexts.

Furthermore, the findings question the extent to which the perceived positive
response to family languages can be interpreted as a general valorisation of
migration-related multilingualism. Rather, the data in Israel suggest that Russian
experienced a revaluation, while this is not the case for Amharic — the language of
Ethiopian immigrants. Other studies on language policy in Israel confirm that
Ambharic as a family language has not been implemented in the regular school
system (Shohamy 2010, Muchnik et al. 2016). Ethiopian pupils are described as
generally less talented, which is more indicative of a restructuring of the linguistic
market: Russian has gained a higher status, while other languages have lost in
status.

This observation is confirmed by findings with teachers who were re-
professionalized in Israel: as presented in the narratives about the “New Immigrant
Teacher Absorption” course, respondents only remembered fellow teachers from
the Soviet Union, France, and the United States, although migration in the 1990s
also included many people from North Africa. Based on these data, it is possible to
assume that the latter minority group did not participate in the program. This
suggests that there was no increased acceptance of multilingual teachers by the
education system in general, but rather a restructuring of the linguistic market: this
would suggest that while the language hierarchy changed (with the upgrading of
Russian), the problem as such remained — the production and reproduction of social
power relations in schools.

5. Discussion and Conclusion: Multilingualism as an idea
of normality in educational settings

The five presented studies show the close interconnectedness of language
beliefs on the three levels — the micro level of language development and
positioning practices, the meso level of educational contexts, and the macro level
of educational policy. However, they also show that language beliefs related to
linguistic homogeneity at school can experience a reconstruction. In response to the
overarching research question, “How can the monolingual idea of normality be
challenged among teachers?”, the research project shows that there is a need for
interwoven intervention on all three levels: education policy measures (macro
level) are needed that would anchor training on dealing with multilingualism
(meso level) in regular teacher training and, in doing so, would draw on the existing
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migration-related multilingual practices of prospective teachers (micro level).
This interaction between top-down (professionalization in dealing with
multilingualism anchored in educational policy) and bottom-up (migration-related
multilingual practices among prospective teachers) measures can enable a shift
toward multilingualism as an idea of normality in educational contexts. In the
following section, I will summarize these findings and their significance for
multilingual practice and research.

Multilingual teachers can be an example for multilingualism in educational
contexts and an important resource for change in the linguistic market of the school.
The studies show the interconnectedness of the three levels. The perception of
multilingualism as capital on the micro level depends to a large extent on one's own
biographical experience with migration-related multilingualism. The migration
background, as such, does not result per se in multilingualism and even existing
multilingualism does not automatically lead to its perception as a resource. As
reconstructed in the language biographies, this development is the result of political
dealings with multilingualism on the macro level, as reflected on the linguistic
market of educational institutions on the meso level. Past experience with
multilingualism plays a significant role in this process. When multilingualism is
experienced as a prerequisite and medium for learning processes and educational
success, teachers reproduce this perception in their own pedagogical practice with
linguistically heterogeneous pupil groups.

For already trained teachers who migrate as adults, the development of
language beliefs depends on their access to the labour and education market and on
the role that is politically assigned to the languages they speak. The possibility of
professional integration with recognition of existing pedagogical and linguistic
resources leads teachers to perceive their migration-related multilingualism as an
asset. The situation is similar for teachers who grew up multilingual as children or
adolescents. The way society approaches multilingualism shapes their current
language beliefs. Teachers who have experienced the use of Russian as legitimate
in everyday interaction and as capital for learning and educational success
understand migration-related multilingualism as a significant resource for their
pupils and for society as a whole. In a context where only the state language is
accepted, teachers develop beliefs that reproduce the social status of
multilingualism as a deviation from the norm, and see the multilingualism of their
pupils as insignificant or even as a hindrance.

However, these beliefs are not monolithic constructs that, once formed, remain
stable. They are fluid and open to change. These findings highlight the need to
develop further didactic methods that include biographical analysis and take them
up as a reflexive moment for all participants in teacher education. This should take
place not in additional programs, but in regular teacher training. The constructive
implementation of migration-related multilingualism in teacher professionalization
leads to their integration as equals and the reconstruction of self-perception in
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migration-related multilingual teachers. In terms of socio-political discourse, it
enables equal participation that recognizes existing resources and makes them
socially relevant. Applied to teachers and professionals, these findings show that
dealing professionally with multilingualism in a migration society is the task of all
teachers. However, the existing teachers’ migration-related resources should be
addressed in the process of developing this professionalism. The ability to deal with
linguistic diversity should not only be a desirable outcome, but rather should be
included as an important prerequisite for all future teachers.

Finally, on the methodological level, the multi-perspective analysis shows the
need to approach multilingualism and education in a migration society in an
intertwined way. Psychological foundations for cognitive and linguistic learning
processes need to be further investigated with a focus on multilingual practices
(e.g., translanguaging or code-switching) in the classroom; this level needs to be
complemented by further socio-political research on hegemonic dynamics of
language(s); furthermore, corresponding concepts and methods of multilingual
classroom and school development, as well as their transfer into mainstream
education, would need to be further investigated. Here, interdisciplinary and
multimethod approaches are also necessary in order to capture linguistic practices
in educational contexts.

The present paper contributes to the research on the language maintenance of
post-Soviet immigrants. Yet, in the light of ever-increasing transnational and global
mobility, the significance of the multilingual turn in teacher education and practice
extends far beyond individual language development. Both multilingualism and
teacher education, as well as their interaction are critical aspects in issues of equal
opportunities, educational equality and social cohesion. Thus, from a wider
perspective, this topic will always be framed by questions of language-responsible
teaching and equality in education.
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The book is devoted to current issues of Applied Linguistics, which are
discussed across different domains. The main idea of such investigations is the
following: now is the time to implement scientific results including language and
contemporary communication theories in real life. The same concerns Applied
Linguistics, which is aimed at “the solving of real world problems with language
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and communication” (p. V). The analysis, descriptions and solutions delivered by
Applied Linguistics can be integrated in everyday life and be effective in social and
institutional spheres. The book illuminates strategies, which are efficient for home
language maintenance and development. It consists of four parts. Each part
addresses sociolinguistic topics and relevant problems of everyday communication
and language use.

Part 1 entitled “Terminologies and methodologies™ comprises the analysis of
the concept “home language” and terms used for describing this phenomenon; the
description of different factors which influence language maintenance and
development of home language; and the discussion of methodological approaches
applied through the investigation of home languages. Part 2 “Bilingual speakers and
their families” is devoted to the “FLP” concept — Family Language Policy in
bilingual and multilingual families with migrant backgrounds, in families living in
communities and in families fully integrated into institutional and social life. Part 3
“Grassroot initiatives” focuses on the local initiatives executed in communities by
applying different tools, e.g. social media, Internet resources, language schools
capacities, power and authority of communities. Part 4, “The role of society”,
highlights two institutional aspects: social justice and inclusiveness, on the one
hand, and the role of formal education, on the other hand.

The analysis is carried out on macro, meso and micro levels. The macro level
allows the authors to describe the language situation on an institutional level with a
high extent of abstraction. The micro level analysis is concentrated on the
peculiarities of individuals who are members of small social groups (families). “The
meso level — sits amidst the macro and micro levels” (p. 3). Language situations are
illustrated by the results of surveys and monitorings executed in different countries
and communities, as well as in different family types.

In the chapter “Social and affective factors in home language maintenance and
development: Setting the scene,” Andrea C. Schalley and Susana A. Eisenchlas
discuss the differences between the terms minority language — mother tongue —
heritage language — home language (p. 4) from an interdisciplinary perspective.
The social and affective factors define the usage of the above mentioned terms, and
their implementation depends on the scientific field and approaches of researchers.
In this handbook, the term home language is employed because it represents
“relative neutrality on social and affective factors in language maintenance and
development” (pp. 4—5). Home language is characterized as a majority language
spoken at home and by community members. The handbook also describes heritage
language emphasizing that the term is applied in cases when it is necessary to
illustrate the intergenerational aspect. According to the handbook, language
maintenance can be defined as a couple of measurements taken in families and
communities to support the usage of home languages.

The chapter “Making sense of home language and related concepts” by Susana
A. Eisenchlas and Andrea C. Schalley is devoted to the examination of the concept
of bilingualism from the geographical and ideological perspectives. Whereas the
authors employ two notions — ‘bilingual’ and ‘multilingual’, the term bilingualism
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is applied as the “umbrella term” (p. 19). It is stressed that languages give access to
new knowledge and the lack of linguistic knowledge can “prevent students from
achieving their full potential” (p. 18). In the context of the dichotomy between
majority and minority languages, it is necessary to note that a lack of language
support on an institutional level fails to guarantee sustainability of minority
languages and equal access to educational services. The term mother tongue is also
taken into account, but it is emphasized that mother tongue includes diverse aspects,
and the language used at home can differ from the language of the child’s mother.
“Heritage language” is normally applied to speakers who originally came from
other countries. Heritage languages are used at home for daily communication
between representatives of different generations, usually in addition to the
mainstream language. In academic use, there are some new abbreviations: “CALD,
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds/communities (which includes all
communities except Anglo-Saxon); LBOTE, language background other than
English; and EAL/D, English as an additional language or dialect” (p. 28). As far
as home language is concerned, this term is related to bilingual families and denotes
the language of communication between all family members. The term home
language “has no ideological underpinning, in contrast to many other terms used in
the field of educational research” (p. 34).

In the chapter “Researching social and affective factors in home language
maintenance and development: A methodology overview,” Pdivi Juvonen, Susana
A. Eisenchlas, Tim Roberts and Andrea C. Schalley discuss methods which are
relevant to home language research: a single-method is used for the quantitative or
qualitative studies; a mixed-method, which is also called “mixed qualitative-
quantitative” method (p. 39), is applied for interdisciplinary purposes. The authors
argue that the most popular methods are interview and survey. For studies executed
on a micro level, the useful methods are observation, interview and focus group
method. On a meso level, preference is given to interviews, surveys, observation,
testing, etc. The macro level requires text analysis, including ethnographic
interviews, fieldnotes, linguistic landscaping, surveys, etc. All data collection
methods can be combined according to the main goal of the research.

Another sociolinguistic topic is related to the family phenomenon. It is a
complex term, as there are different types of families. The same applies to children.
For example, there are biological children, adopted children, etc. In such a context,
several sociolinguistic factors must be taken into consideration, for example if those
are migrant or non-migrant families, if parents speak the same or different
languages, if the speakers are living in communities or in multilingual milieus, etc.
But it is to underline that data collection is executed at micro, meso and macro
levels. For example, the meso level provides an opportunity to investigate a “larger
social unit — the community” (p. 43), and families are traditionally investigated at a
micro level. Nowadays it is also crucial to take into account the parameters of
community. Not only do we speak about geographical, but also about virtual
communities. The macro level allows us to research bodies of authority “such as
representatives of schools or municipalities” (p. 46) and also the value systems,
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ideologies, which are relevant to the whole society. Bodies of authority reflect the
needs of most representatives of society, including needs of individuals, social
groups, children, migrants, etc. All data should be carefully managed, because the
figures form the foundation for institutional decisions of language policy makers.

In Part 2, two topics are presented: self-conceptions and affective reactions,
and Family Language Policy itself, but the researchers (Annick De Houwer, Yesim
Seving, Amelia Tseng, and Judith Purkarthofer) lay emphasis on bilingual
situations in different types of families.

In the chapter “Harmonious Bilingualism: Well-being for families in bilingual
settings,” Annick De Houwer describes “harmonious bilingualism” (p. 63). It is
possible to establish it if there is no negative influence of external and internal
factors on Family Language Policy (FLP). The author provides examples which
illustrate the situation of equal use of two languages at home and in the educational
sphere. At the same time, the author underlines that a change of linguistic
environment can cause a lack of verbal communication at home and at school.
Insufficient social attention to “linguistic diversity” (p. 65) can cause
misunderstandings between representatives of different cultures located in the same
area. Moreover, in the institutional and educational sphere, children speaking a
home language which is not the societal language are confronted with social and
ethnic conflicts, so they are to be seen as “victims of peer aggression in classrooms”
(p. 68). Such a situation can be avoided by means of teaching children to speak the
societal language. That is the reason why it is necessary to establish harmonious
bilingualism and to give children a chance to join the “high quality second language
instruction program” (p. 69). It is also mentioned that children who speak the
societal language at home sometimes suffer as a result of emotional distance,
because they cannot bond with other family members: “they would no longer be
able to communicate with grandparents and other relatives” (p. 72). Surveys carried
out in bilingual families showed that most mothers are satisfied if children are
taught both the home and societal language. It is advantageous for children because
in this case they do not suffer from misunderstandings in the institutional sphere
and can avoid emotional distance in their families.

The chapter “Anxiety as a negative emotion in home language maintenance
and development” by Yesim Seving analyzes the factors generating and stimulating
negative emotions of family members representing different generations —
grandparents, parents and children. One of the factors is related to the fact that
parents and grandparents speak a home language while children use a societal
language at home, or children do not have sufficient knowledge of heritage or home
languages. In such circumstances, children feel constant emotional pressure, which
can also have a negative impact on their language proficiency. The children feel
intimidated, get speech fright, speech anxiety, etc., and “bilingual children may
ultimately avoid using the language about which they feel anxious™ (p. 98). It is
also mentioned that such situations are typical for transnational families.

In the chapter “Identity in home-language maintenance,” Amelia Tseng
demonstrates the identity problem in transnational families. Identity can be
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constructed on social, emotional, communication and other levels, but in any case
“language is an important index of ethnocultural identity” (p. 110). Home and
heritage languages play a pivotal role in creating ethnocultural identity and also
facilitate communication between all family members. Home-language
maintenance creates the social and linguistic framework for children and their
further bilingual education.

The chapter “Intergenerational challenges: Of handing down languages,
passing on practices, and bringing multilingual speakers into being” by Judith
Purkarthofer covers the institutional steps which should be taken to integrate
qualified multilingual speakers into community schools, courses and into an
education system. Multilingual speakers focused on children’s language acquisition
contribute to intergenerational interaction and take part in transmitting regional
minority languages, languages of migration and diasporic communities.

In the chapter “Family language policy: Foundations, theoretical perspectives
and critical approaches,” Elizabeth Lanza and Rafael Lomeu Gomes provide
examples of Family Language Policy (FLP) existing across different areas and
regions. Their methodological approaches are illustrated by the results of different
surveys. FLP is considered to be a part of language policy, which helps to preserve
home and heritage languages, their norms and rules. The FLP is presented as a
system of measurement and includes the following steps: “1. Classic diary studies
by linguist parents. 2. Bilingual language acquisition studies focused on central
psycholinguistic questions. 3. A turn to a more sociolinguistic approach: the
establishment of FLP as a field of inquiry. 4. A turn to include a more diverse range
of family types, languages and contexts. 5. A focus on globally dispersed,
transnational, multilingual populations, and ever-greater heterogeneity and
adaptability in research methods” (p. 155). The authors argue that it is very important
to avoid situations when children speak neither home and heritage, nor societal
languages. In addition, it is emphasized that home language development and
maintenance is an integral part of “family language policies and practices” (p. 168).

The chapter “Factors influencing family language policy” by Xiao Lan Curdt-
Christiansen and Jing Huang addresses the identity factor, as well as cultural,
economic, political and other internal and external factors, which should be taken
into consideration because they affect families and their everyday life. It is stressed
that internal factors play a substantial role because each of them is connected with
family policy and practices. The “emotional factor” (p. 177) is used for heritage
language maintenance and for intergenerational communication. The “identity
factor” (p. 177) is crucial for keeping “ethnolinguistic origin of the family” (p. 177).
“Cultural factor refers to cultural practices and social norms” (p. 177). “Parental
impact beliefs” (p. 178) influence the choice of the parents if they educate children
in a home language or the children are taught both in home and societal languages.
“Child agency” (p. 178) is seen as a power: children play a role of decision makers,
they make choices if they learn home and / or societal languages. It is also
emphasised that there are many positive examples of bilingual development in the
families and in the educational sphere.
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In the chapter “Strategies and practices of home language maintenance,” Mila
Schwartz highlights the interaction between parents and children in a
sociolinguistic context. Parents are considered to be “minority language teachers”
(p. 197). It is important to equip the parents with tools which are relevant for home
language maintenance on a high level. Strategies and their annotations developed
by different researchers are presented in a table (pp. 201-204). Parents, for
example, can take the “design of home language environment” strategy (p. 205).
It includes joint book reading, joint use of devices intended for language learning,
etc. One of the suggested family practices is “goal-directed code-switching”
(p. 206). It is based on pragmatic language use in different communicative
situations. It helps children to cross language barriers. The language practices are
also summarized in a table on pp. 207-210. The author also indicates that many
practices and strategies are initiated by family members.

The chapter “Child agency and home language maintenance” by Cassie Smith-
Christmas demonstrates the role of children in family language policy. Children are
considered to be agents using home language as a tool for connecting generations.
At the same time, it is argued that children make their contribution by their
bilingualism, which is essential for them. Otherwise, if the children do not speak
the societal language, they can be excluded from educational, social and
professional life in the future.

In the chapter “Future prospects and visions for family language policy
research,” Asa Palvianen gives her vision of family language management. The
author argues that the language management system should include both family
members’ experiences and children’s perspectives: “focus on child agency” (p.
238), interviews with parents, peculiarities of child-parents interaction,
consideration of ethnographic factors, etc. But the most important thing is to use
communication technologies which help “to mediate, coordinate and synchronise
the daily lives of individually networked family members” (p. 241). Potential
research questions are listed in a table on p. 245.

Part 3 describes local experiences of different communities using institutional,
educational and cultural tools for home language maintenance.

In the chapter “Social media and the use of technology in home language
maintenance,” Sabine Little discusses the term “family digital literacy” (p. 257) and
focuses on the usage of the “technology and social media in multilingual families”
(p. 257). Online games can motivate children to language learning. According to
the empirical data, “82% of children had generic interest in online or mobile games”
(p. 258). For further integration of children into social life, it is important to equip
them with information delivered by social media. In such a situation, children get
an opportunity to develop their “cultural and social capital” (Bourdieu 1986), e. g.
language capital. For educational purposes, all the sources, such as TV, films,
DVDs, YouTube and so on, are of great use. Moreover, Sabine Little underlines the
potential of “online vocabulary games” (p. 265) which can be integrated into
language learning process. The above-mentioned tools help to tune the atmosphere
at home, so that all family members could be involved into the language acquisition
process on a regular basis.
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In the chapter “Transnational grassroots language planning in the era of
mobility and the Internet,” Anik6 Hatoss attempts to demonstrate the potential of
the Internet and its resources which could help all family members to maintain
home and societal languages because nowadays people “are local and global at the
same time” (Canagarajan 2005). Internet technologies help to create different
spaces, for example, mediascapes, technoscapes, financescapes, ideoscapes, etc.
All types of spaces are supposed to be multilingual, whereas languages give access
to all scapes and provide an opportunity to construct a multilingual cyberspace.

The chapter “Community language schools” by Janica Nordstrom describes
the experience and consequent policy of community language schools delivering
educational services not only in a societal language, but also in a home language.
The author emphasises the role of community members, parent-volunteers, charities
and non-government foundations in solving the problems related to language
diversity, heritage languages, migration and host communities (p. 295). Joint efforts
contribute to the realization of language policy on local and global levels and
protect children from social and institutional injustice. Community language
schools develop curricula teaching and pedagogy taking into account local and
global changes helping to build up a system which correlates with other institutions
and, as a result, home languages are neither marginalized nor excluded from the
institutional sphere.

Elisabeth Mayer, Liliana Sanchez, José Camacho and Carolina Rodrigues
Alzza cover the best practices of local language initiatives based on Indigenous
communities in the chapter “The drivers of home language maintenance and
development in indigenous communities.” It is argued that minority languages
“have different degrees of legal recognition” (p. 315). In case the minority language
is recognised on an institutional level, it can be seen as “a vehicle for ethnic cultures
and economic considerations” (p. 316). Local initiatives are illustrated by
measurement taken in different countries to ensure equal human rights, on the one
hand, and to maintain minority languages, on the other hand.

In Part 4 the topic “Social justice and inclusiveness” is analyzed by Anthony
J. Liddicoat, Nathan Albury, E. Annamalai, Tove Skutnabb-Kangas, Gregory A.
Cheatham and Sumin Lim. All the authors pay attention to language policy on
macro and meso levels stressing the advantages of linguistic diversity. The
maintenance of home languages gives a chance to observe human rights in families,
as well as in the institutional sphere, thus ensuring equal access to all education
institutions.

In the chapter “Language policy and planning for language maintenance: The
macro and meso levels,” Anthony J. Liddicoat gives an overview of language
maintenance in educational institutions. First of all, the usage of the two terms —
language planning and language policy — is well-grounded. It is underlined that
both terms are applied “to emphasise different aspects of action around language”
(p. 337). The author distinguishes two types of language policy and planning (LPP):
the first type suggests language status and functions of language varieties, whereas
the second type refers to “language-in-education” (p. 339), and its use in teaching
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and learning processes. LPP can be applied on macro and meso levels. On a macro-
level, LPP is realised through language communities which are provided with
resources needed for language maintenance. On a meso level, LPP is supported by
different organisations, including “individual schools, media and other language-
and literacy-related services” (pp. 345—346). Media are also involved in LPP
realization making it possible to establish a minority language and cultural groups
interested in developing and maintaining it.

The chapter “Language attitudes and ideologies on linguistic diversity” by
Nathan Albury discusses the role of ideologies and attitudes in local initiatives
because they can be applied as a tool for regulating the “linguistic diversity on
macro and micro level” (p. 359). Ideologies and attitudes pave the way for two
strategies. The first strategy is geared towards heritage language learning, whereas
the other one is oriented towards bilingual education. This is the reason why
ideologies and attitudes are considered to be a pivotal regulating mechanism.

In the chapter “Social justice and inclusiveness through linguistic human rights
in education,” E. Annamalai and Tove Skutnabb-Kangas analyse the role of
education. The authors claim that a lack of equal access to an educational system
can lead to the “marginalisation of people” (p. 377) and violation of human rights.
In this context, minority groups can be seen as vulnerable social groups because
they are “minoritised” (p. 378). To avoid such a situation, institutional (laws,
conventions, acts etc.) and regional (regional human rights issues) tools should be
implemented. Thus, people can choose one or more languages from the
institutionally approved “language repertoire” (p. 385) because “every person must
have a choice to use his/her language repertoire for the purposes he/she considers
beneficial to him/her” (p. 385). To escape “self-exclusion by the minorities,” it is
necessary to develop a rational language policy. Such a policy is in line with the
“multilingual education” concept (p. 388), which substantiates developing two
language education programmes.

The chapter “Disabilities and home language maintenance: Myths, models of
disability, and equity” by Gregory A. Cheatham and Sumin Lim is devoted to
problems related to students who are not capable enough to learn both home and
societal languages. In such a situation, some learners “stop speaking their home
language in favor of the dominant language” (p. 402). Some parents discourage
their children from speaking and learning a home language because, from their
point of view, “bilingualism causes or contributes to developmental problems” (p.
403). Some teachers suppose that students have low motivation to second language
acquisition. The solution of the problems indicated above is connected with the
development of a special social model of disability which can cover sensitive social
groups, including minority social identities. Such a social model of disability can
be useful for home language maintenance, as well as for educational institutions.

The second topic “Formal education” is presented by Kutlay Yagmur, Latisha
Mary and Andrea Young and by BethAnne Paulsrud.

In the chapter “Models of formal education and minority language teaching
across countries,” Kutlay Yagmur analyses and describes models related to
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experiences existing in different countries. It is posited that policy makers decide
which languages will be taught in education institutions. “Formal education models
are mostly based on the national priorities of nation-states” (p. 425), and national
circumstances impact the policy makers’ decisions. At the same time, the concept
of multilingual policies is a challenge for education institutions. Institutions have
to take into account the current linguistic situation and opt between “rationalized
language regime and multilingual regime” (p. 427). Such decisions concerning
minority language are arrived at according to nine parameters: target groups,
arguments, objectives, evaluation, minimal enrolment, curricular status, funding,
teaching materials and teacher qualifications (pp. 433—436).

The chapter “Teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards home languages
maintenance and their effects” by Latisha Mary and Andrea Young focuses on the
ways children accept values and cultural heritage related to their home language.
At the same time, the role of teachers and their beliefs in education and learning
process is underlined. It is necessary to take into account children’s peculiarities
and psychological characteristics. Also very important are parents’ beliefs, their
attitude to home language, and practices applied in everyday life. The same
characteristics apply to teachers, 1. e. their education, relation to cultural heritage,
language diversity, etc. In conclusion, the authors state that “language ideologies
and beliefs about language are extremely powerful forces” (p. 456), as they
determine language policy on local and global levels.

In the chapter “The mainstream classroom and home language maintenance,”
BethAnne Paulsrud studies the co-existence of mainstream and home languages in
educational institutions. It is asserted that teachers, due to the increase in migration
flows and students’ mobility on all education levels, are confronted with linguistic
diversity in classrooms. In such circumstances, classroom management is
particularly challenging. A majority language can prove to be a solution, because it
is officially admitted as the language of education and learning. That said, majority
language proficiency can follow no definite pattern, so it is necessary to develop a
technology which can help in such a linguistic situation. Paulsrud argues that it is
reasonable to implement a pedagogic technology called “translanguaging” (p. 467).
This technology provides an opportunity of using home language resources by
teaching a majority language. Such a technology requires specific teacher training
geared towards handling different languages in the learning process. In conclusion,
it is emphasized that “home language maintenance may be managed and supported
in the mainstream classroom” (p. 476), yet it calls for teachers training programmes
and courses.
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The family has long been considered by sociolinguists as an important
construct for intergenerational transmission. Although research on multilingual
families is now an ingrained domain of inquiry within social sciences, Family
Language Policy (henceforth, FLP) emerged as an independent field only in the
past two decades. Initially centred on psycholinguistic aspects of children’s
language learning, this line of research took a sociolinguistic turn when Lanza
(2004), using the tools of discourse analysis, confirmed that parental decisions and
strategies often influence young children’s bilingual outcomes. Drawing on the
Spolskyian (2004) framework that understands language policy as an intersection
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between ideologies, planning and practices, it rapidly became an important field in
minority language research taking into account caregivers’ visible and invisible
language planning measures and literacy-related practices at home to control the
family’s language ecology (Nandi 2018). Whereas early FLP scholarship centred
primarily on the caregivers’ role, researchers have increasingly come to appreciate
the importance of children’s agency by investigating their perceptions about
parental language governance and explained how children’s experiences in a range
of contexts outside the home, such as the school, playground, extracurricular
activities and peer groups mediate family’s linguistic outcome. However, the
emotional wellbeing and experiences of bi(multi)lingual children growing up with
linguistically different parents received diminished attention from FLP researchers.
Building on the home language practices among French and English transnational
families, Wilson in her thought-provoking book spotlights on the school-age
heritage language (hence, HL) speakers elaborating on their linguistic lived
experiences through a range of original research methods. In the context of
migration, HL refers to the language(s) spoken in the home and familial contexts.

This book is the result of a three-year-long investigation. One of the crucial
aspects of this monograph is its distinctive structure. Crafted in a systematic
manner, this concise (209 pages) but compact volume commences with a Preface
outlining its principal objective to shift “the focus away from optimising children’s
bilingual proficiency, towards understanding what is really happening within
transnational families” (p. ix). The volume is divided into five asymmetrically
distributed chapters followed by an Appendix section involving the examples of
Picture Items for Language Scenarios and Facial Expression Visual Stimuli used
by the author during the interviews with children. Finally, it culminates with an
index offering an alphabetical roadmap of topics discussed.

In Chapter 1, “Heritage Speakers, FLP and Emotional Challenges,” Wilson
sets out to sketch a sociolinguistic scene where the affiliates of an intermarriage
family “interact and establish language patterns” (p. 1). While discussing their
family dynamics, the author underscores the key challenges these parents come
across when one of them is inborn of the host country, prompting an unequal power
distribution between the competing languages at home because of the anonymous
presence of the dominant language in the exterior. Since there is no consensus
among FLP scholars about the definition of “family,” Wilson limits her study to “a
traditional nuclear family structure” and admits that this “may not be representative
of other family settings such as same sex unions or adoptive families” (p. 2).

The following section offers a chronological overview of FLP research based
on Spolsky’s paradigm of what family members perceive about language(s)
(ideology), what they plan to do with language(s) (management) and what they
actually do (practice) with regard to home language maintenance. There is a
noteworthy discussion on these components in this chapter touching upon several
key debates around FLP such as whether the caregivers should speak in only one
language at home, whether each parent should speak his/her own language
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(one parent, one language or OPOL strategy) or “incorporate the majority language
and translanguaging into their practices” (p. 6). Ideologies are pivotal to any
language policy. Since bilingual parents tend to transmit their ideologies through
their language choices in interaction, parental ideologies in transnational homes
“are closely linked to their beliefs about parenting” (p. 14).

Wilson starts the next section by defining what it means to be a heritage
language speaker. Although the term ‘community language’ is often used as a
generic term to refer to all non-indigenous languages in the UK, most of which are
spoken by immigrant communities, whether long-established or recent (Wei 2018),
the author restricts it only for the first-generation migrants and reserves the term
HL for second-generation migrants who grew up “acquiring both the minority and
majority languages and generally become dominant in the majority language”
(p. 16). In the UK geopolitical situation, due to the absence of an overarching
institutional language policy towards these languages, HL learning often takes place
outside mainstream schooling, sometimes through supplementary or community
schools that are often supported on a voluntary basis through a range of grassroots
level efforts including community organisations, charities or particular religious
groupings (Carruthers & Nandi 2021). Drawing on various international
experiences, the discussion then focuses on the competence levels of HL speakers.
The next three subsections look at the HL-speaking “children’s emotional,
psychological and relational experiences of bilingualism” (p. 17). The final section
establishes a connection between FLP and the subjective well-being of family
members in transcultural homes. Wilson admits at the outset that well-being is a
complex phenomenon to define as it involves various facets of an individual’s
evaluation of their lived experiences. While using De Houwer’s (2013) Harmonious
Bilingual Development framework to understand well-being of heritage-language-
speaking families, Wilson concludes that it is difficult to become absolutely neutral
about everyone’s language choices in the home, and contesting ideologies between
family members may create situations of tension, thus impacting negatively on the
transnational family’s well-being. De Houwer finds the solution in “a child’s ability
to actively use the HL as the key to achieving harmony within the multilingual
family” (p. 27). However, the author finds this argument discriminatory towards
children since it will make them somewhat accountable for family’s emotional
challenges. The section concludes with a reminder that the key objective
of the investigation is to “addresses the lack of literature on children’s
perspectives” (p. 30).

Chapter 2 reports on the research methods used in this study. Since the
intention is to analyse individual agency within the FLP, Wilson uses a multiple
case study approach. This line of research is considered useful for policy assessment
as various cases collectively stipulate patterns of good practice during the
implementation of a specific policy or programme providing examples of the policy
impact on the ground (Keddie 2006). The study adopts a qualitative research design
involving a wide range of data collection tools, such as “semi-structured face-to-
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face interviews, email interviews, recorded observations of family interactions
(self-recording in one case) and language portraits” (p. 44). The author notes that
the current study is part of a larger body of research comprising an online survey
(n = 164) where parents from twenty-two French complementary schools around
the UK participated. Six families who already took part in the survey were selected
as representative case studies. Geographically, they are located in three regions of
England including London, South-East England and the West Midlands. Whilst the
French parents took part in the face-to-face interviews, their monolingual English-
speaking counterparts, according to the researcher, were “too inept to discuss
bilingual parenting” (p. 45), therefore, email interviews were conducted with this
demographic. To access information from the children, the author used a variety of
ingenious and original research tools such as semi-structured interviews with visual
stimuli and language portraits. Whereas the interviews offered insights on their
ideological positioning towards caregivers’ language management and everyday
language practices, language portraits were useful to understand “each young
participant’s unique interplay between family, bilingualism and cultural identity”
(p. 48). Audio recorded observations from five families (one self-recorded) were
also used to validate the claims made during the interviews. Notably, family’s self-
recorded data is increasingly getting popular in FLP research since it considers the
observations of the participants whose lives are being affected by an intervention
or result of the research (see Curdt-Christiansen 2016, Nandi 2017). Thematic
analysis was deployed as the medium of data interpretation.

Having discussed the theoretical and methodological assumptions in the first
two chapters, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 present an analysis of the collected data. The
wealth of the data offered here will certainly impress the reader. For instance,
Chapter 3, “Childhood Experiences of FLP: 6 Case Studies of French Heritage
Speakers in England,” which is also the longest chapter (94 pages) of this book,
offers an extensive account “of family’s language practices, parental language
management style and methods, and parental language ideologies” (p. 57).
Fictitious names have been used to protect the real identity of the respondents. The
case examples are divided into various subsections helping the readers to follow the
narrative. In addition to the discussion on family members’ ideologies, management
and practices, each case involves a variety of ancillary components, such as
‘Observed Language Practices & Management,” ‘Parental Expectations of
Children’s HL Proficiency,” ‘Non-French Parent’s Approach to Bilingual
Childrearing,” ‘Parental Perception of Children’s Attitude’ and ‘Children’s Attitude
Towards the HL and Parental Language Management’ offering a comprehensive
overview of individual family’s language ecology. What I particularly missed in
this chapter is a section on conclusion cross-referencing between the different case
studies presented. It somehow ends abruptly with a quote from the sixth case study.
Moreover, the analysis in this chapter sometimes lacks a critical voice due to its
descriptive style.
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Chapter 4, “Fostering Harmonious Bilingual Development through Family
Language Policy,” underlines “the role of language attitudes and preferences in
childhood bilingualism and highlight the holistic and individual nature of young
heritage speakers’ bilingual experiences” (p. 153). This short chapter (18 pages) is
distributed between four sections presenting the key themes that appeared in the
case studies discussed in the previous chapter. Building on the participants’
deposition, the first section titled ‘Discussing Family Language Policy with
Children’ underlines that the heritage-language-speaking parents who often adopt
the role of custodians over their children’s everyday language conduct towards the
minority language, are unaware of their real feelings about these top-down
decisions. Therefore, for a harmonious FLP, Wilson argues that the “conversations
about parental language planning [are] all the more necessary” in the family
(p. 154). The following two sections focus on young HL speakers’ attitudes
concerning the HL, their language preferences and individual experiences. The data
discussed here demonstrates that children as young as six retain a clear awareness
of caregivers’ language planning strategies. Even though some young HL speakers
articulate that their parents’ strict FLP sometimes make them feel “annoyed,” “sad”
or “angry,” they are aware of its emotional significance for the French-speaking
parent. All the eight children studied also maintain a positive attitude towards their
HL and family’s bilingualism. While searching for explanations for such positive
attitudes, the author argues that French being offered as a modern foreign language
in British schools, may influence this behaviour. The final section examines the
impact of “imposing” HL-centred FLPs on children. Since each family has its own
norms for language use, children’s bilingual experiences are also diverse. Wilson
notes that strict practices such as prohibiting the use of English while talking to a
minority-language parent may provoke negative emotions among children leading
to a reduced or minimal communication between them (p. 167). Moreover, parental
assumptions about creating the home as a secure place for bilingualism and
minority language maintenance, as many FLP studies emphasise including this one,
may fail dramatically once the children start making their own language choices.
Hence, the author calls for more subtle and flexible attitudes towards HL
management from parents to avoid “a conflictual bilingual development” (p. 169).

Chapter 5, “Conclusion,” which is also the shortest chapter (5 pages), not only
summarises the main findings but reflects upon its wider implications. The author
revisits the main research questions and centres the discussion around the emotional
consequences of certain FLPs on children growing up in transnational homes.
While discussing the implications of this investigation, Wilson cautiously reminds
the reader that the eight case studies presented here should not be seen as
representative to permit generalisation to other situations. Nonetheless, they
provided valuable insights into children’s linguistic lived experiences in
transcultural homes, whether or not they reflect the general experiences of all
HL-speaking youngsters.

In my opinion, the weakest link of this monograph is its analysis part which
remains mostly descriptive throughout. For instance, the British parents in this
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study labelled their children’s bilingual experience as something “natural” (p. 153),
which directly links it to the ideology of linguistic naturalism (Armstrong 2014:
576). Although there are some discussions around ideologies in connection with the
data, the concept is rarely problematised. Siblings often play a significant role in
influencing children’s language choices at home. A further discussion on sibling’s
agency is expected while studying bilingual children’s experiences in FLP. Despite
the above observations, a particular compliment should be directed to the author.
This book is indisputably an excellent contribution to the contemporary FLP
literature, particularly in the context of transnational families where one of the
parents is a native speaker of the dominant language. Moreover, within FLP as a
growing field, much remains to be explored including the configuration of the
notion of ‘family’ itself. Research in this field has drawn extensively from
Western/Northern theoretical frameworks. Therefore, it is high time for FLP
researchers to see beyond the westernised paradigm of family as a “nuclear” domain
(p. 2). What remains invisible from this perspective, are the realities that have
existed and continue to emerge outside the Euro-American settings, particularly in
the contexts of the Global South. To understand these dynamics, more cross-
disciplinary research comparing the contexts of Global North and South are
required.

© Anik Nandi, 2021
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The book “Minority Languages from Western Europe and Russia.
Comparative Approaches and Categorical Configurations” is part of a long-term
multidisciplinary study coordinated in Bordeaux and conducted by an international
group of researchers. The research is based on a wide range of data from Canada to
China, with the main focus on Europe and Russia. The principle objective of the
research is to categorize minority languages in terms of their status and
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characteristics in order to avoid ambiguities and misunderstandings among the
actors of language policies in different countries and regions (p. 6).

The problem of minorities and their languages, in fact, is still crucial in the
new millennium with its context of globalization. Language policy is a powerful
tool for the distribution of power, and minority groups suffering from their marginal
position in nation states may derive advantage from current global balancing
mechanisms (Wright 2016). It is impossible to regulate language policies unless the
contours of notions of minority situations are defined and specified, as well as links
of language, ethnicity, identity, society and territory.

The research question raised in the book becomes explicit as soon as the terms
applied to minority languages in different countries are compared: “linguistic
minority” (minoranza linguistica, in Italy), “native language” (rodnoj jazyk, in
Russia), “lesser-used language” (European Bureau for Lesser-Used Languages),
“immigration language,” non-territorial language, and so on. To categorize notions
relating to minority languages, the authors use a multidisciplinary and comparative
approach combining a wide range of semantic analysis methods, such as
componential analysis, prototype theory, propositional conception, associative
method, etc.

Taking “minority language” as an umbrella term and a macro-notion (p. 3), the
authors identify four major common semantic components, namely statistical, legal,
territorial, and historical semes. Every semantic feature defined clarifies criteria
relating to the notion of minority language. Thus, the statistical seme shows a
minority to majority ratio at the state or infra-state level; the legal seme reveals the
factual and legal status attached to the language (p. 3); the territorial seme is linked
with the correspondence of a minority language to a given territory or to a
community; and the historical seme is connected both to the origin and the territory,
presupposing stability in diachrony (ibid). Specification of these four semes allows
the author to describe the process of minoritization and to define a language as a
minority one. These methodological foundations are highlighted in the book’s
introduction and become fundamental for the description of minority languages in
the other chapters of the book.

The volume starts with a chapter entitled “An Introduction to Comparing
Categorizations of Minority Languages,” written by Svetlana Moskvitcheva and
Alain Viaut. The introduction describes the critical understanding of the term
‘minority language’ as a macro-notion covering other notions such as “minoritized
language,” accounting for the nature of the minority character via the historical-
and-political context (p. 3). The introduction also discusses epistemological data of
the research and its methodology. With regard to the first of these, the authors
explain that the notions used to describe minority languages derive from a range of
different discursive practices. These notions are based on diverse communicative
data and are thus considered as having an “oscillating structure” (p. 5) formed by
“different actors, epochs and situations.” They are constituents of a general
framework for comparing approaches to different systems. The authors adopt
Bakhtin's ideas of the decentered structure of society (Bakhtin 2012) and claim that
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the categories of minority languages are of a discursive nature. Basing their
comments on a socio-ideological conception of discourse, they argue that the
instability of sub-categories of minority languages results from complex processes
of'ideological and historical change, as well as from attitudes of various actors. This
idea recurs in different parts and chapters of the book.

The volume consists of three parts: each combining three to four thematically
related chapters by different authors from different countries and institutions.

Part 1 presents a comparative approach to minority languages as constituting a
legal, linguistic and social entity, based on a perspective of European experience.
The first chapter entitled “Reflections on a Multidisciplinary Approach to ‘Minority
Languages’ as a Legal Object in Europe: the Categorization of Regional and
Minority Languages under the Charter” by Olivier Dubos and Victor Guset explores
the question of legalizing the sociolinguistic categorization of minority languages
by the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages of the Council of
Europe. Protection of languages entails protection of their speakers. Based on the
idea that the law must be applied to facts that are defined by concepts, the authors
show that the process of categorization of minority languages is of primary
importance and does not admit inaccuracies. Discussing the terms of regional or
minority languages defined in Article 1 of the European Charter, the authors
examine the scope of excluded and protected languages and reveal problems in
interpretation of these terms, taking into account their “historicity”, “territoriality”
and “traditionality” (Viaut 2014). They argue for the necessity of involvement of
sociolinguistic expertise in the conception and application of legal rules on minority
languages.

The second chapter, “Reflection on a Multidisciplinary Approach to “Minority
Languages” as a Linguistic Object in Europe” by Alain Viaut, reveals the
complexity of the notion “minority language,” appealing both to law and social
reality. According to the author, complexity is conditioned by the dynamics of the
quantitative situation and by language dominance, which alters the practical,
instrumental and symbolically significant functions of languages. The dynamics of
the territory (in terms of historical settlement) influence the quantity of language
speakers via social and political intricacies, such as political change, shifting of
frontiers, language planning and revitalization, minorization processes and so on.
The final part of this chapter describes the most salient characteristics of minority
languages, such as the fragility of the contractual link between actual or potential
speakers and their linguistic expression (p. 29), and the possible significance of a
spontaneous link between speakers and language variety. It discusses glottopolitical
procedures launched by the concerned linguistic groups and supported by state or
sub-state authorities, whose occasional dispersal contributes to a fragmented or
imprecise perception of minority status. Another factor is the tension implicit in
situations that the language representatives face, and the necessity for protective
and promotional measures in order to attach social, communicational and generally
significant functions to a minority language. The analysis demonstrates that the
minority language, as a complex object, requires a multidisciplinary approach
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combining linguistics, macrosociolinguistics, political sciences, psycholinguistics
and didactics.

The third chapter, “The Epistemological Significance of Comparative Social and
Scientific Approaches to Minority Languages in France and Spain” by Christian
Lagarde, extends the idea of the importance of sociolinguistic experience in devising
linguistic policies, demonstrating this in a comparative study of French and Spanish
language situations, in the light of the current politico-cultural context. Focusing on
the legal concepts that characterize the plurality of languages in existing
constitutional texts in France and Spain, as well as in other legal documents, the
author establishes a critical typology of the most commonly encountered terms
showing their officiality, number and political or apolitical type in France and Spain.
Comparative analysis reveals differences in political tendencies towards
centralization or decentralization, and strong interdependency among sociolinguistic,
socio-cultural, socio-economic, socio-political and legal-linguistic dimensions.

Part 2 focuses on the naming of minority languages in Russia and the former
Soviet Union from the west to the east, comparing this with the language situation
in China. Starting from a deep theoretical analysis of the key sociolinguistic
categories, it reveals differences in understanding and interpretation of minority
languages in official and non-official discourses, their status and speakers' attitudes
towards them. This part of the book is especially topical, in the light of the launch
of the Program for the Preservation and Revitalization of the Languages of Russia
that is being prepared by the Institute of Linguistics of the Russian Academy of
Sciences (Kibrik 2021).

The chapter entitled “Prototypical Notions of Minority Languages in the Soviet
Union and Russia: ‘Native Language’ (rodnoi yazyk) and ‘National Language’
(natsional'nyi yazyk)” by Svetlana Moskvitcheva discusses the dynamics and
context of two key sociolinguistic categories as well as their place in the system of
categories of minority languages in the former Soviet Union. Two notions, “native
language” and “national language” from the highly developed Russian terminology
of language categorization, are chosen mainly because of their widespread
prevalence and high frequency in official and non-official discourses over the last
hundred years. Using definitions from explanatory dictionaries of the Russian
language and a “Dictionary of Sociolinguistic Terms” (Mihalchenko 2006), as well
as a corpus, Russian Web 2011 (ruTenTen11) built via the Sketch Engine program,
the author analyzes the semantic structures and semantic changes over the 20th
century in legal, public and academic discourses and explains reasons for the
coexistence of these closely related but different categories.

The chapter by Tatiana Agranat, “The Categorization of the Languages in Ingria
and the Language Loyalty of their Native Speakers,” concerns the comparative study
of the categorization of three closely related minority languages: Votic, Ingrian and
Finnish located in the western area of the European part of Russia. It is claimed that,
despite the difference of their categorization in different historical periods, all the
three languages are currently considered indigenous. Though the conditions of their
existence are similar, the attitudes of these languages’ native speakers differ. Based
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on the results of a sociolinguistic survey, the author demonstrates three specific
attitudes: 1) an idealization of Votes towards their native language, despite the fact
that it is not transferred to younger generations anymore; 2) both positive and
negative evaluative attitudes among Ingrians, and 3) a strongly instrumental attitude
with positive evaluative loyalty among Ingrian Finns.

The next chapter, “Categorization of Minor Pamir Languages in Tajikistan” by
Leyli Dodykhudoeva, presents categories of the varieties of Iranian languages in
Tajikistan and reveals new tendencies in attitudes of indigenous ethnic minorities
towards their mother tongues. Presenting a nomenclature of language status, the
author analyzes the language policy and dynamics of the language situation in the
Republic of Tajikistan and the place of Pamir languages in the overall language
picture. It appears that designations used for Pamir languages in legal, scholarly and
media discourses become sources for a specific nomenclature for minority
languages in Western Pamir, including collective nominations, such as 'Father’s
tongue', 'ancestor’s tongue', 'our language', etc. (p. 95), as well as providing terms
for categories of endangered language. The author claims that a more rigorous
terminology for minority languages in Tajikistan, and more thorough language
planning, that includes legal identification of functions of Tajik and other languages
including minority Pamir, is required.

The final chapter of the second part of the book, “From Nominations of Socio-
Ethnic Groups to Categorization of Minority Languages in China: Semantic
Analysis” (p. 99) by Xue Li, continues the discussion of the idea of language
categorization introduced in the previous chapters. The linguistic material of this
chapter which concerns the Chinese language space extends the context of the book
as a whole and allows for the identification of new parameters for sociolinguistic
categorization. Analyzing the semantics of Chinese nominations of languages and
categories of social and ethnic groups as well as their correlations, the author
highlights parameters for language categorization that focus on language policy and
the social status of languages. The study not only demonstrates the linguistic
diversity of minority languages in China, but also highlights contradictions of the
language policy of “promoting Putonghua” and the social need to protect dialects
as a part of traditional Chinese culture.

Part 3 discusses a typology of migration and diaspora languages in different
language situations. This is an attempt to analyse the difficulties involved in
determining the statuses of such languages and attitudes towards them among their
native speakers.

The chapter “Typology of Migration Languages and Linguistic
Representations in a Bicultural Situation” by Antoine Pascaud constitutes a
theoretical basis for the further research of migration languages presented in this
chapter. The author classifies languages in migration situations, taking into account
different levels of biculturalism as well as types of communities, including
diasporas and transnational migrants. Distinguishing between transnational
community languages and diaspora languages, and languages in diaspora,
following Marie-Christine Varol (1994), the author combines the criteria of
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majority — minority — official — minored, and identifies twelve types of migration
languages. This theoretically constructed typology is exemplified by data from the
author's survey of linguistic representations carried out in 2014, among three
immigrant communities of European origin in the Bordeaux agglomeration. The
mixture of inductive and deductive methods makes the typology convincing, and
the work contributes to the categorization of minority languages, crucial for
understanding language situations and language planning in general.

The next chapter, “Social and political status of “nonclassical” diasporas on the
territory of the ex-USSR” by Ekaterina Nedopekina, is a description of six language
cases in old diasporas in the Russian Federation and some territories of the USSR,
namely Greeks, Jews, Koreans, Chinese, Germans and Gypsies. Reviewing some
definitions of the notion 'diaspora’, the author lists its main features and discusses six
ethnic groups considered as atypical diasporas and their languages from the
perspective of their status, levels of use and necessity of preservation.

The last chapter by Marina Kutsaeva entitled “Categorization of the Chuvash
Language in the Chuvash Republic and beyond” (p. 149) presents research into a
particular minority language. It discusses a modern type of territorialization of
migration and minority languages, describes situations of internal labor migration and
examines speakers' language loyalty and their recognition of an ethnic language as a
native one. Analyzing legal documents, data of censuses and results of a survey with
the participation of 100 Chuvash, the author explains some reasons for the
misinterpretation, and ambiguity, of the term ‘native language’. In legal documents, it
refers mainly to a mother tongue, whereas minority groups tend to understand it as an
ethnic language, a language of the early years and a language of the homeland. This
chapter also provides a detailed analysis of the current status of the Chuvash language
and data relevant for the construction of a common typology of minority languages.

In conclusion, the collective monograph under review is important research
contributing to the understanding of sociolinguistic aspects and language policy,
since it defines the main principles for determining the status of minority languages,
a necessary first step for their preservation and revitalization. A wide range of case
studies conducted in different regions and collected in the book reveals not only
specifics of minority situations, but also similar issues in their definition and self-
determination, which makes it possible to get closer to building a general typology
of minority languages.

The book can be recommended to researchers working in the field of
sociolinguistics, political linguistics, linguistic ~contactology, sociology,
migrationology, culturology, etc. It may also represent a valuable resource for those
who are interested in the future of endangered languages and cultures.
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