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¢ ' Abstract

. Language usage between speakers - of different linguietic
‘groups ie of - c5n51derable interest to lrnguists,
'sociologiSts, and anthropologists,‘Zhdeed, many - facets of
sociplinguistic research are substmed under the heading of
"language: usage". These 1nc1ude studies .on language
maintenance and ilangpage shift, bilingualism,
langﬁaée—contact,'and'langgage'attitudes.

The writer chose to diseuss language ﬁsage as it
pertains to a specific type’of bilingual - the ‘immigrant
Like other bilinguals, the immigrant dec1des to use one of
the languages- known to him depending on the domain (1.e./
sphere of lingu1st1c act1v1ty) he finds himselF in. Unlike
other bilinguals however, the 1mmigrant \is undergoing the
process of aSSImllation in adapting /to life in the host
country. The immigrant is, therefore subject to variohs
ongoihg thchologicel, seciel{ Gana‘ cultural processes
affecting language haintenance anQ shifr.a

Oof 'interest, to the writer is thé.aegree of language
maihtenanée amongst‘Slavic immigrants in  Canada. Srudies
pertaining to the linguistic status of- Slavs in Canada, rely
on two sources of data: 1) survey data (that data which is
cellecred‘by individual researchers), and 2) Canadian cefsus
data. The latter - pregide a -general - orerview of the
linguistic-starus of varieus ethno-linguistis\groups, but is
fraught with several weaknesses. Amongst i;hese is  a

"generational undersampling"™, as -there is no distinction



made between different generation%rwithin an ethnic group in

.

census questionnaires.
. Utilizing census  data, the writer examined the
linguistic status. of Slavs in Cahada, Alberta, and Edmontdn
over a 30—yeaf period.(1941~—-T971%. The writer carrled out
a study examining language usage between selected groups .of

o

-Slav1g—speak1ng .immigrants in.Edmonton. The groups selected
for the study were Czechs, Slovaks, and Russians, as the-

writer was familiar with the danguages of all three groups.
30 members from each group were admlnlstered questlonnalres
in their native tongues, _ and an }hterv1ew was conducted
follow1ng the completion of each questlonnalre. Only\ thoee
1mm1grants who arr1ved~1n Canada following wOrld WarliI“and
were at least 16 years of age upon arrlval were included 1in
the study.- Language usage was to be examlned in six domains:
the family, placeflof' work, social gatherings,” religious
services, ethnic community events, and;;the“street‘.
Various: problems arose _in the,/~d;elysis df. the
guestionnaire data, owing to thf small Size. of the
populations studied and ' the high ‘number of possible
responses to some questionnaire items. This led to rather

. : : . N . . . A ,
\\\H///}éw absolute . values when different variables ' were

~ cross-tabulated. .In addition, language usage in some domains
— . '

~

-was not analyzed for various reasons.“

-

THe ' variable. whlch/ had thé greatest effect in
determln4ng language usage in the different domains was
"ethnic  origin". T"Level of education"” and "length of

¢
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residence in Canada" deﬁermined language usage to some -
albeit ;;t a very great - degree. Much ﬁo the writer's
surprise, sex was found to play no rcle in determining
languagejusage amongst the three groups.

The topics discussed during the Acourse of the
intervieys were 1) maintenance of the ethnic tonguv2> amongst
ﬁhe immigrants' childrgn,,Z)“the'attitude of other Canadians
towards the immigrants, 3) the degree of homesickness
experienced» by the immigrants, and ‘4) the manner in which
the‘immigrants learned —.or were in the process of learning
- English. The results of the interviews are aneédqtai, and

in many cases common tendencies -are observed in the

immigrants' remarks.

o

vii ‘ o : -
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I. Problematics of Language 'Usage
The topic of language usage encompasses a ‘broad field
of sociolinguistic research, including studies on language

maintenance and language * shift, bilinguélism,

language-contact, and language attitudeé. Indeéd; 1anguagev

usage cannot be discussed without reference to these topics.
It is important to emphasize that when language usage

is discussed in this work, we are dealing with ‘languages

used between ;inguistically~différent populations, and not

within a linguistically homogenous population. That is, we’

are not cohparing the usage of a dialect of language A with

.the wusage of .language A's standardized version,  or -

differences in wusage at various stylistic levels - such as

between street slang and educated speech. Although language

A can be analyzed 'in terms of the usage of its variahtS'A],

A2, and‘A3, the discussion and analysis the pfesenﬁ' writer
wishes to undertake would comﬁgre the usage of language A
with ;ha: of lqnguagé B, language B with that of langUadé C,
and so on. ' o 5

To be mo;é specific, the writer in the present work
wishes to gxamine language wusage when tﬁere is contact
beéween at least two linguistically diffe;ent populationéf
Should~ sqch contact exist, one may then ask questions abght
the language.or languages used in the contact situation:
Just what‘\ianguage(s) is/are used between speakers of

language A and language B? Is one of thé two groups of

speakers bilingual, .and as result uses the other group's



language? Or, are both groups bilingual, and does each:grbup

use a second language as a "lihgua franca" in order to.

communicate? What does determining language usage . tell |us

about language maintenaice and language @ shift within“a

llngu1st1c population? What is the attrtude of speakers ‘of

/ﬂ
- language A and of language B towards their own and othem i

~

languages? Are there any 1nfluences on - language usage -

originating“ ,gutsidé the >'immedia§e flanguage—contaqt
situation? These quéstions will Dbe diScussed‘ inl' this
. chapter.’ |

in the strictést'sense, an analysis of languagé» usage
in a given setting may be seen as bbth a gualitative and
quantitative description of the language or -languages used

~in that setting. However, an analy51s of language usage

should be more than simply a list of the wvarious languages

used along with. the statistical frequency. of their usage.

Rather, one should try to determinévwho speaks what language

with whom, why he speaks that language, when he speaks it,

and where he speaks it. ThlS is where thé aforementloned-

area-related topics come into play.

Fishman (1964b:33) states that when two llngu1st1cally

different populations are in contact with one anothery the

consequences of this contact are demonstrable. He proposes

i

that these consequences need not necessarily be interference

phenomena pet se, but can be seen in various degrees of-

language displacement and maintenance. Language

| displacement, or as it is more often called, language shift,

Gy



///J

is defined by Fishman as a change in habitual language wuse,
) i

and Janguage maintenance as stability in habitual language _
use. ‘
In other ,words, when two linguis;ically different

populations’ come into contact one of them may eluher

undergo changes in order to accomodate the second (language

.shift), while the second may not undergo changes owing to

the influence of the first (language maintenance). As we are

VRN

concerned with language usage . and not interference

phenomena, language shift can be seen as a d“Erease in the
frequency of using one's natlve language, xaloné with a
corresponding increase in frequency of using the ;anguage of
the populatlon with which one is now in contact.

Note that here we are not speaking of "languages in

contact”, but rather of "languages of populations in

.contact”".  If then, one of the two populations: makes

conce551ons ir 1anguage usage to the other, the result ig

the  develoopment of blllnguallsm The now bilingual

‘population hes und: rgone a shift in language sz, while the

other populati .n maintaining the usage of 1ts language,
remains unilingual. Language shlft for a given population
always implies some degree of bzllnguallsm

Bilingual populations which have undergone language

shift are of interest to the writer, and one such group -

immigrants - will be dealt with in the present -work.
Weinreich (1953:1) describes bilingualism in the

following manner:

A
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... two or more languages will be said to be in
contact 1if they are wused alternately by the same
‘persons. The language-using individuals are thus the
locus of contact....

... The practice of alternately using two languages
will be called bilingualism, and the persons
involved bilingual. '

It must be emphasized that the present work does not

concern itself with "language-contact", which 1is a more

general concept than bilingualism and deals with the effect
of one ianguage on another language in a contact situation.

As Moravec (1960:162) has pointed out, language-contact

" studies tend to examine structural changes within the

languages involved, rather than what is taking place at the
socio-cultural level. Mackey (1962:51) also makes the
distinction Vbetween bilingualism and language-contact quite
clear, and like Weinreich - but unlike Moravec - stresses
the importance of the individual invbilingualiém:
Bilirgualism is not a phenomenon of language; it is
a characteristic of its use.... It does not belong
. to the domain of "langue" but of “"parole". If
language 1is the property of the group, bilingualism
is the property of the individual. Aan 1individual's
use of two languages supposes the existence of two
different language communties; it does not suppose
the existence of a bilingual community.

The problem of language usage between bilingual
speakers has always been of interest to linguists. Herman
(1961:149) asks why a ‘bilingual speaker will use one
language rather . than the other in situations where ei-her
language could serve as - a medium of conversation.

Similarily, Fishman (1964b:32) observes that languages

somet imes replace each other, among Some  speakers,
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particularly 1in certain types or domains of lénguage_

i
4

behaviour, Underlsome conditions of contact.

Of great importance to Fishman's breakdown of the
problem, and indeed for any scholar studyiné the problem, is
the cbncept of "domain". Perhaps an example would help' to
illustrate why this is so. i

It may be known, for instance, that individuals A . and
B, who are both bilingual and know the same two iangdages,
sometimes use language X and sometimes language Y  between
themselves. Why - should this \be? This question can be
answered quite easily when one examines the “factors which
seem to pléy some fole in determining language usage. In any
. speech act between bilinguals A and B, the constants are 1)
the individuals themselves, and 2) the languageé known by
them. What is not constant however is the "setting"™ or the
"location" in which the speech act takes place. Tﬁéréfofe,
one can conclude that it is the "speeqh setting", or, in
Fishﬁan's words, the "domain" which determines which
language is to be used.': - “

The ~ concept - of "domain" {s crucial to measuring
variance 1in. language behaviour. Fishman distinguishes
beéween' two types of such measurement ; a) quantitative -
"which is close;y related toAthe problem 6f determining the
"degr~e of bilingualism" (and not of interest in the present
~work), and b) qdalitati&e - 'which 1is a " measurement of

\

' Other intangibles, of course, may be included in tﬁe
"setting”. These will be discussed in greater. detail
shortly.



variance in habitual language use. According to Fishman, the
quaiitative aspects of bilingualism can best be illustrated
in the domains of language behaviour, which are\ the

locations of language -maintenance and language shift.

A

A comment should be made on the disagreements between

\

’ 'y : . . \
scholars surrounding the “"domain" concept. The first source

of disagreement is one of taxonomy, for what is Hescribed by

Fishman as a "domain" is a "function" in studles by Mackey,
Weinreich, and Haugen. Fishman (1964: 37) argues that - it is
better 'to use the term "domain", as "function” in recent
years had been given qdite a different .meaning by wvarious
linguists and anthropologists.

The second source of disagfeement consists in the fact
“that there is li'ttle consensus on what can be classified as
a domain of language behaviour in bilingual communities. To
cite some examples, Mackey makes use of five domains (the
home, community, school, mass media, and correspondence);
Carroll Barbef (1952), in her study of language usage
amongst Yaqui Indians in Arizona, utilized four (familial or
‘1nt1mate, informal, formal, and intergroup); and the present

vwrlter, in the research project to be described later, wused

six (the family, place of wofk, social gatherings, religious

services, ethnic community events, and "the Street")

The variation in both the number and types of domalns:

'proposed may be accounted for by saying, as: Elshman does,

that Qin order to obtain an accurate picture of language

ma1ntenance and language Jift in a bilingual population, we

S
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must collect highly complex data, which is based on a highly
complex model of language wuse. It 1is the absence of a
generally accebted model of language usage which leads to

discrepancies. That such a model would indeed be very

complex can be seen in the work done by Milroy (1980) on

language networks.
Up to this point in the discussion of bilingualism and
language maintenance and language shift,; considerable

emphasis has been placed on the fact that a domain

~determines  language ° usage between bilingual speakers.

Qowever, it ‘would be overstatihg the role of domains to say
that in al] instances of'speech,acté ihvolving bilinguals
only domains played the déciéive_roie in determining" wHich.
langﬁage is to be gsed. This can be understood when one
takes 1into accoﬁnt‘ the distinction bgtween types 'vof"
biliﬁgualism_'made" by Fishman (1964b:40)‘ who writes that
bilinguals "vary with respect to the numbeg and ‘;Qerl;p of

domains in which they habitually employ -each of theirx:

- languages”. -

Fishman proposes  that  there . are two kinds of

bilingualis@; "coordinate” and "compound".- "Coordinate

bilingualiéﬁ; involves the non-interchangeable usage of ﬁwo
languages, ife;,' an individual's - choice of- language is
solely dependent upo; | diffeggnt‘ pecple 'in different
situations. Fér exaﬁblep persdn A may be bilingual in

langqgges .X and ¥, but as pe?%oh B knows only language X, A

‘will use only X in conversation with B,



Another example of coordinate bilingualiém would be the
case of a <child who speaks'languagé X at‘home with his or
her immigrant pare%ts, but languége Y.— the language of .the
host country - at school. P

ﬁhlike coordinate bilinguaiism, "compound bilingualism"
haé - no "sefting" or fpeoplef’ determinants. Compound
bilingualism involves . the | usagé of _twé languages
iﬁterchahgeably by the same peopie inlthé same sifuations.
An example is that of a child gfowing.upirin Quebec, ‘whose
‘parents are French-English bilini?als .and use,Frénch and
English intefchangeably at ' home. - | |

Both of fhese forms of biliﬂguaiism are not neceésarily
mutually exclugivé, "for there mayblbe 'a change in ‘the
' bilingual status of a bilinguéi. An ihitiallylébOrdinate
‘biléngual.may come to use both languages rather ffeely over
a large set of interlapping domains (unlike the initial
stages of coordinate bilingualism; where there 1is very
.littlé overlap). Meanwhile, an initially compound bilingual
may become more like a coofdinate bilingual( if ‘the:
linguigtic environment becomes'méré réstricfive in allowing
him to speakfﬁhatevef language he Qishes.

It has been mentioned'earLier that the writer wishes to
examine the problem = of language usage - with special
<réf§ren¢e to language maintenance and lahguage shift - as it
pertains‘to‘immigrants{ A very general'schematicjof language
usagé amongst’immigrénts’is obtained when Fishman (1964b{42)

applies his two bilingual categories to “the immigrant



linguistic acculturation process. The schémstic consists of
Eour stages as follows:? . \f
| i. Initial 'Stage - An '1mmlgrant QWr1v1ng in Canada

(specifically English-speaking Canada) w1lK\ probably know
very liptle Engl%sh, if any at all. Thus,\be has to learn
Engiish via his mother ﬁongue. With tiﬁs‘ his English
improves, but as his knowledge of Engllsh is btlll weak, he
‘wlll only use Engilsh when requ1red to do .SL_ in bcertain
domains (such as at work). |

While an.immigfadt undergoes language shift the. very
moment he arrives  in ~Canada- and starts trying to learn
Enélish, the degree of shift at this stage is still minor.

It - is worth noting that there is minimal interference
by the native tongue here. Needless to say, interferenée by
the ﬁative tongue on the immigrant;sﬁ-English _will' bé
considerable. (Compound Bilingualism: j;¢Non—0vePIapping
Domains)

2. Second Stage - The-immigrant has spent more time 1in

Canada, » and his knowledge of English is inéreasing along

with his .ncreased usage of English. He can speak to other

9]

immigrants ethnolinguistic 'group in éither-the native

tongue o. R (which'is mediated by the “native tongue)
in more <(-m. " Interference on the pért of English is

increasing. ((- 7 bilinguai ‘sm: Overlapping Domains)

‘The writer has ¢ :rged the descr. ption of each domain - ,
somewhat, so as tc ¢ll1 + the schematic to relate more to the
present work. Of course :he ,Lructure proposed by Flshman
for each domain remain the s~ .



NV

-

10

3. Third Stage - In terms of language maintenance and

. language shift, both the natlve tongue ‘and English are now

on."egual footing" for the immigrant, as they- function
independently and interference is stabiiizea.. Domain
overlap,'which was non?e#istent at the first. stage but
increasedt in the second, is now at  its maximum level.
(Coordinate Bilingual ism: 0verlappingnDomains)

4. Fourth Stage - Upon reaching jthis stage, the

immigrant 'hasf undergone complete language' shift. The

'immigrant can now say, for the first time in his life, that
English is hls;"dom1nant" language. Interference decl: .

and both lanuages may functlon 1ndependently In those

instances where they don't function independently, English

is the mediating - tonguel.  (Coordinate Bilingual ism:

-Non—OveFIapplng Domalns)

Fishman's | schematic can be seen as a general overview

of language abculturation for a  "typical" immigrant.

However, is every immigrant so typical? What of the
immigrant who does not fit the pattern? The schematic does

not take into account the fact that the time period in which'

“all four stages occur differs from immigrant to immigrant,

and further it may well be that some immigrantS'do not
reach the fourth stage (or perhaps even the second or third
stages) what factors then, - affect the pace at which an

1mmlgrant goes through all four stages? What would cause an.

1mm1grant to remdain at an earller stage7 A related questlon

to be asked concerns the compound blllngual - who may or may.
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nét be an immigrant - as toiwhy he alternates languages Qhen
he speaks with the same people in the same domains. |

The answer ’to these'question ig\to be found in the
various psychological, social, and culﬁurai processeé which
affect”language maintenance and language shift. As Fishman
(1964b:49) notes of ‘tﬁese processes: "Their major common
chafacteristic "i§ that they are primarily outside of-
language per se". |

‘These processes can include the individual immigrant;S‘
linguistic . aptitude, his desire to adapt to life in‘thebnewf
country, his attitude towards the native members of the host
.counﬁry, their attitudes towards hiT,-and so on. Itfshoula
be remembered at this point that an immigrant is‘,under
pressure in the hést country to conform in more'thén just
) térms‘ of language; the dreés, food} soéiai mores and
liféstyleé'of the host country may be quite new to him. Even
though all of these are non—linggisticlin nature, rejection
"of all or even some of them coula result in an immigrant
moving from stage, 1 to stage 4 very slowly, if ~he even
reaches the fourth stage at'all.?‘It_would.séem then, that
there. is a .link between lanénage maintenance ' and language
"shift and identification with the cultural "value Elﬁsters"
of the host, country. Thié relationship viﬁ evident in
domains, ‘because a dbmain‘"represents ab attempt to specify
the most Eommon ’institptioqal afenaé in which cultural

* In fact, as Johnston (1965) and Herman (1961) have pointed
out, an immigrant may even regress in the assimilation
process. - . g



12

identifications “are enacted" (Fishman 1968:38). Fishman
.suggests that if there is stable maintenance of two separate
languages, which in turn are maintained by two separate
value 'systems, then the value systems must be expressed: or
enacted in two complementary. sets of domains, 1in' each " of
which one langﬁage is chearly used more often than the
other. Fishman concludes:
Those who identify with or accept the complementary
cultural value clusters will . utilize the culturally
approved speech variety in their domain-appropriate
behaviour. Those who do not accept - these separate
clusters will exercise pressure on behalf of domain
overlap leading to language shift.
Thus, we can.understand why a certain immigrant may be
very slow in learning English or perhaps may never really
" learn it properly. The inability of an immigrant tOAidentify
- with cultural value clusters in certain domains (domains 1in
which the-accepted lapguage,is English) Qould*prompt him t:

use - 1if possible - his.native tongque, or, as little .Englis-

as possible.
“

Of course, there are other variables which can affect
the language usage of any bilinéual or bilingual immigrant.
Mackey (1962:61—63),‘ for one, suggests that bilingual
'contaéts vary in duration, frequency, and pressure, all of
which can affec- .anguage usage.

Duration .of contact can greatly-increasg)usage of, and
proficiency in, a certain language. .For example, individual
A 1s fluent in his native language X and has lived for ten.

years iﬁﬂa/heighboﬁrhood where only language Y is wused. He

should know language Y better then another native speaker of
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X, who hae been in the Y-speaking neighbourhood for only two
years. | |

Tnis applies. to immigrants in host countries as well.
An immigrant who has been.in Canada a longer period of time
should - although such is not always the case - know English
better than a much more recent arrival.

According to Mackey, .duration of contact has little
meaning unless we are aware of its frequency. So, it may be,
said of bilingual C who uses language Y every day that he
also uses language X and has used language X for twenty
years. However, he uses language X only four or five times a
year. Bilingual D meanwhile, will use X and Y daily.
~Although C and D are both bilinguals in languaggs X and' v,
there is a vast difference‘between them in terms of language

—

usage, and perhaps even proficiency. \

To use an example of an immigrant in Canada, it ean be
said that the dura&@pn of an immigrant's contact with
English is constant,‘while the frequency of rhis'conract may
vary. An immigrant - who is at the border of Fishman's
stages 1 and 2 - may llve in a c1ty such as Calgary which is
English-speaking, and yet work with other 1mm1grants of the
same ethnollngu1st1c background meet with them soc1al@y,
and not use English at home. While the duration of contact
with English is constant ("always"), the lack in ‘frequency

of contact with English speakers will result i the .language

shift process taking somewhat longer for this immigrant.
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A more detailed treé%mgnt of wvariables affecting

languageAusage amongst immigrants can be segn'in Chapter 1II,

k4

sectién C. !

The , final variable proposed by Mackey is that of
"pressure". This variable will receive special tfégtﬁent 
here as it shows more clearly than the other two variables
how nona}inguiétic faétors, even those removed “from the
immediate contact‘situatioh, éan play an extfémely iﬁportant
role in detérmining which langﬁagei is taoa be wused by a
~bilingual in a given domain.

Mackey believes’that there are a number - of pressures
which influence hilinguals in using one lénguage over.
-another. He suggests that these pressuféﬁ may be economic,
administrétive, cultural, political, militarf, historiéal;
feligious, or demographic in nature. While Mackey does show
how all of these pressures can determine ianguage usage, e
does ot show how they affect the type of bilingual in which
the .preéent wriﬁer is interested, that is! the immigrant. A
study more relevanﬁ to the shbject matterf of ‘the present
work is that of Simon Herman's (1961){ -

Herman - pfoceeds frém the . );;;mise thaf in ahy
multilingual society choice of language by a bilingual isvat
times aetermined by consi@erations other than the
requirements of the particu%gr conversation. Any bilingual,
Herman notes, finds himself in'aq "overiapping".,situation, 
that 1is, he 1is 1in the common part of.two psycholpgical

situations that exist simultaneously for- him. The two



15

situations correspond to 1) "personal needs" (the desire . or
need of-a bilingual to speak a certain language, perhaps the

one in which he is more proficient), and 2)_"group demands"

(the norms, oﬁ a b111ngual S group whlch may demand of him.

that he speak a certaln language, not necessarlly the same
language of hlS personal eds)
Making use of evidence from other sociological studies,

which . states that a situation's background influenees
1 .

behaviour in the immediate Situation; Herman condludes that
in any given 'language-contact situation, th& language a

bilingual uses will be dependent not only’ upon the demands

)

of the immediate face-to-face sﬁtuation " but also'on ‘the

I

demands of the situatiom at large. Thus, 1n any given. speech

act By bilingual A where either language X or Y can be usedd

h1s ch01ce of using X over Y w1ll depend on the “interaction

betyeen personal needs, the immediate 51tuatlen, and the

) N
background situation. No conflict arises if all of these

P

situations demand that language X be used, but conflict.

definitely occurs if the overlapping situations demand

different languages For example, pergimal needs may demand
the usage of language X while the immediate &nd #ackground
situations demand the wusage of language Y. The éroblem in
‘such a case then, isfwhich siﬁuation'Will detefmine language
beha&iour. 7

How does a bilingual speaker resolve '.situatidnal

conflict 1in  a ‘contact settlng7 Herman wrltf that the

selection of one language over another s dependent ‘upon the

/

e

r—
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relative potency of a situatisn, which in turn depends_vupon
both its relative "valence" (sttractiveness or
repulsiveness) and its relative "salience" (prominence in
the perceptual field).

By its very nature, the immediate situation s more
prominent in the perceptual field fhaﬁ the background.
situation. In order for the background situation to gain 1in
salience, Herman‘hypothesiies that the following conditions
must exist: 1) the speech act must fake.piace in a public,
not a privatg, settiné; 2) the behaviour in the situation
must provide cues to group indentifications or conformity to
group .norms; and 3) the bilingual ,invdlved wishes to
identify himself with, . or disassociate himself ‘from, a
particular group. - Or, the bilingua%. may desire, or feel
obligated, to conform'to';he'ﬁorms of the referehce-group.

If all of these conditions: co-exist, the relative
sal;shéé of the background situation will be high. If a
bilingual views the' valence of the group as positive, he
will conform to that group's‘language demand; if the group's
valence is neéative however, the . bilingual will try to
disassociate himself from that group. ”

Should the background situation be less obtrusive in
theScontact setting, then personal needs and the immediate
_ situation will have a greater effect on language\selection.
Personal needs will be prominent when 1) the séttihg is
' ' 2 :
private, not public; 2) thg"situation is one of high

tension, frustration, or insecurity; and 3) the situation
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touches the "eentral", rather than the "peripheral", layers
of the personality. ! |

The immediate situation meanwhile gains in salience
when 1) the .bilingual 1is not concerned with ‘group

identifications; 2) the behaviour is task oriented; and 3)

-well-established patterns of behaviour characterize a

relationship.

It is worth noting that in Herman's approach to the
determinants of language usage the bilingual himself plays a
more "cognitive" role‘in language choice. While Fishman and
others deal with "physical" or . spatially-located
determinants (such as place of Qerk, the home, etc.), and do
allow for more "abstract" determinants such as value
clusters and language attitudes, Herman analyzes bilingual
language choice‘determinants from a more abstract, more
bsychological‘ standpoint. Herman does acknowledge. the
impo;tance of physical locat.ion as a‘ domain (for example,
language choice may differ 1in a private, as opposed to a
puglic~ setting) but”he places greater importance on the
psychologlcal Iocatlon of a bilingual.

Utilizing . case ‘studles of- American and English
immigrants in Israel, Herman goes on to show how a pattern
of immigfant language assimilation emerges and is observable
in various. stages. The influence of the 1mmed1ate, personal
and background needs fluctuates at each = stage. The stages

are the following:
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Stage 1: A Period of Anticipatory Social izat ion -
Before leaving his native countfy, an individual may spend
much of his time studying the language of the country which
he wishes to migrate to. He is'véry enthu§iastic about the
prospect of 1life ‘in' the host country, and is preparing
himself for it.

'Stage 2: A Period of‘Over—ConFormity - Dominance of
Background - Upon arrival to the host country, an immigrant
is anxious to be accepted as a membef*of the host country,
and feels that the key to his acceptance is the mastery of
the host country's language. While the immigrant does
encounter difficulties with the new language and possibly in
éaapting to the new énvironment, he nonetheless feels
satisfied that he is making some progress; The preponderance
of - the background situation in the more immediate situation
is exerting considerable pressure on the immigraqt to use
the language of the host country.

Stage 3: A Period of Vacillation - Fluctuating Potency

of Background and Personal Needs - After a while r the host

country however, the immigrant's enthusiasim and sense of

accomplishment start to wane. Héﬁ becomes increasingly

conscidus of the limits to his ,ﬁﬁéwledge of the host
country's langtgge. He may evén search out other members of
his ethnolingiistic group, so that he can use his native
tongue.

At this stage, Herman makes an interesting observation

that the immigrant starts to compare his facility in the
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language of thé host country with [1] his fac&lity in other
languéges he knows; [2] the standards ofwsociety~ at 'lafge;
and [3] those whom he éomes into contact with in the
immediate situation. |

In [1] the immigrant feels eXtremelyjfrustrated, for
his knowledge bf the host country's language does not  match
that of his own.‘ﬁe may feel, in Herman's words, that “the
limits on his range of exprgssion result in a poverﬁy of
thought and that he is not his 'old self'" (1961:160). fhe‘
immigrant who is éited by Herﬁan reports:

I was conscious of a constant sense of irritation at
being wunable to express myself adequately and
precisely, and gradually realized that my ‘general
level of thinking was being affected by this state
of affairs. It seemed as though I was adjusting my
thinking within the capacity range of my ability to
express myself, in other words, to an infantile
'level.t : ‘
Comparison [2] offers some comfort to the immigrént for he
realizés that he is. not the only immigrant in the host
country, and that others are Iencountering tﬁe ‘same
difficulties he is.

However, at the present stage it is [3] which has the
greatest salience. Should the - immigrant work with or
encounter in wvarious domarﬁs “native membérs of the hos=t
country - as n?//éoﬁbtA he will - he will be rather
disenchanted in the realization that he is at a gréat
disad&éntgge when he compares their facility in the  ho;t
countfy's lénguage with that of his own.

Stage 4: Retreat and Withdral - Dominance of Personal

Needs - This stage could be viewed as the most critical if
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the immigrant 1is- to adapt to 1life in the host country,
particularly from a linguiétic standpoint. The immigrant in
the case study cited by Herman came to Israel‘alone, énd
consequently ehcountereﬁ\\ serious problems in , the
social-cultural sphere. An immigrant is a stranger in (what
appears to him) a strange land. Feelings of being an
outsider and of possessing less prestigious ;katus than that
enjoyed in his céuntry of origin will be exacerbated if the
immigrant concerned lacks proficiency in the host couﬁtry's
languagé. |

As méntioned in [1] of stage 3, the iﬁmigrant may nbt
feel his "old self", for his ability of self-expression has
regressed considerably. As a result, he might even search
out other'members of his ethnolinguistic group, so that he
can use his native tongue. His self-image. and
self-conficdence would be restored by such an action, for he
could he express his "true self" and not find it difficult.
. to do so. However, when one cbmpares the immigrant's outlook
and language-learning efforts in -stage§ 1 and é with the
same efforts in this stage, we see that contact with other
immigrénts of the same origin'is rather "self-defeating”. In
other words, the immigrant is no longer progressing in the
assimilation pfocess, but is instead regressing.

Stage 5: Adjustment and Integration - Do}ninance of
Immediate Situation - Should the immigranﬁ be able to
overcoﬁe the difficulties in stage 4, he will come to feel

more at ease in using the language of the host country, and
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his choice of which ianguage to use at any one tiﬁe w;li be
more dependent on the demands of the immediate situation. No
longer 1s there dominance of the background sitlUation (stage
2) .or of personal néeds (stage 4), as a éertain equilibrium
has been reached. ‘ : ‘ L -
Herman adds that in stage 5 én immigrant'ﬁay_undergo an

unexpected setback concerning his expectations of social

-=contact with native members of the host country. In the

"
A\

preceding stages the immigrant felt that the prime obstacle
to his acceptance in the host society was that of language.
But now,  even though the obstacle of language has been
cvercome, the immigrant diséovqrs that acceptance is  still
incomplete. ' It seéems _that the immigrant cannot shed himself
completely of his former identity, and perhaps this _is not
even desi-zble. Indeed, Herman notes of the immigrant whose
case study he describes:
He cannot - become an Israeli such as the local-born
Israeli is, but he can become an Israeli of English
‘background who recognizes that he is unable to shed
what ‘he’ has acquired 1in - the course of a long
socialization process. (1961:161)

Although the case study used by Herman to show stagés

of language assimilation may be seen as a "textbook case",

it nonetheless p;ovides a very wuseful | framework for
analyzing imﬁigrant linguistic’ assiﬁilation. It places
particular emphasis on the "psychological domain" = in which
an- immigrant -‘finds himself, suggeéts that an immigrant may
find it.desirable to maintain codtact withr members of his

ethnolinguistic gfoup, allows for wvariation (stage 5 for
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example is introduced by saying "If this crisis is weathered

.)}*, and also accounts for regression in the assimilation .

process.

At this péint, one may ask how‘ Herman's five-stage
‘model compares with Fishman's fbur-stage schematic. Howevef,
" the writer feels that both models are: notA}comparable, as

they have different preﬁises and perspectives. Of prime

importance in Fishman's model are the bilingual status of

the immigrant ("compépnd" or "coordinate") and ‘the
relationship | between domains’ ("overlépping" © and
"non—overlépping"). In other words, Fishman'§ model deals
exclﬁsively with the linguistic ‘ aspect of immigrant

‘assimilation. It does not include any of the ongbing
psychological, . sécial,, and cultural\ processes‘ affe;ting
'language maintenahce and shift. As mentioned previogsly,
thesevprocgsses are outside of langdage per se. The mbdel
proposed by Herman meanwhile relies heavily - on these
"processes'pgtsidé of lénguage". In short, Fishman préceeds
Qith_ his schematic from a linguiftic founaation;“whilé
Hermén proceeds from a socio—psycholbgical one.

One final comment related to Fishman's and Herman's
analysis of language usége is that of "language attitudes",
which will be discussed at greater length in the next’
chapter. Suffice it to say for now that a bilingqual's
attifudes towards “the languagés he knows and towards the

peoplé with whom he speaks may greatly 1influence his

- ———— - ——— ———————

‘The emphasis is that of the present writer's.

N
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language behaviour. Mackey (1962:66} writes thét a bilingual
'may avoid usiﬁg oneybf his languages as he is ashamed of his
accent,® or the language is that of an unpbpular,country or
community. Mackey adds that vébme speékers ;of min&rity
languages may even harbour séme degree of disrespect for
their firs£ tongue and admiration for theif second.

It has been shown iﬁ this chapter that language usage
is a reflection of many different socioiinguistic processes.
involving bilinguals, who may or may not be immigrants.
Special atténtion has been péid here to bilinguals' whd rare
immigrants, and a véry‘ general discussion of immigrant
language usage and linguistic assimiiation was included. The
next chaptér will deal with immigrant language usage in very
specific groups, namely, languagé usage between cerfain

Slavic immigrants in Canada.

-y - - = ——

*That a bilingual would be ashamed of his accent, according
to Mackey, is due to the hearer's attitude towards him as a
speaker. The attitudes.of native members of a host country
towards immigrants should not be underestimated, as they can
in fact influence the rate and manner in which an immigrant
does assimilate (Jones and Lambert 1959:538).

N
\



II; Language Usage,Amqngstiélavic Immigrants in Canada
The years between 1880 - 1920}saw the first major wave of
Central and- East European.inmigrants arrive in Canada. A
conSiderable portion of these immigrants were Slavs, a
_people who were to play an important role in. the settlement
and development of - the country, partlcularly in Western
Canada. During the‘inter—Wa; period, and at vaaious times in

‘the post-World War 11 era, Slavs have continued to migrate

to Canada, bringing with - them their native tongues and
‘ ‘ - J ‘

traditions. An’ekamination of the,language:usage of members
of"vafious tlavic groups in ‘Canada, especially of those
Slavs in the Prairiexprovinces (Alberﬁa, Saskatchewan, and
_Maniteba) where ‘;he Slavic etnnic population . is hlghly
concentfatéd, ‘can lead to some inte;esting observations

concerning language maintenance and'language'shift

_‘Studies pertalnlng to language malntenance and language

shift amongst Slavs in Canada rely heav1lv upon two sources

" of data: 1), that whign is collected by individual-

researchers who ?adminiSter their own questionnalres- and
condUc£ interviews wlth Slavic ethnics (survey_data),'and 2)
information obtained from Canadian census data. While gnot
all. studies_ make( nse‘of the_formar,.many (in fact, almost

all) utilize the latter to some degree.

Canadian Census Data and Language.
Census data are an almost ‘indispensible tool to the

researéher, for as.Kogler (1978) observes, it allows us to

24
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see not only changes in ethnic composition - from a pufely
demographic standpoint (such as age and sex composition),
‘but élso in terms of the degree of aséimilation into Ehe
dominant group.

On the 1971 Cénadian census .questionnaire,* the
questions -which allow' one to. measure the degree of
assimilation of ethnic groups into the dominant groups
(French bor English) pertéin to 1) ethnic or}gin, 2) mother
tongue;'ahd 3) language spoken at home .,

In Kogler's opinion, it 'is very difficult to determine
thé éctual size of a \given; ethholinguistic group by
ﬁtilizing the figure obtained from the question on ethnic
oriéiﬁ ("to which ethnic or cuitural group did you or - your
anéestor - on the Qale side - belong on coming to tﬁis
continent?"). The digficuit§ here ;fes\in the fact that what
is generaily understood by "ethnic ingin" may be quite
difﬁerént from a respondent;s.actual sense of."bélonging" to

a certain ethnic group. Census questionnaire respondents do

_not have the option of entering "Canadian" as an answer to

the question on ethnicity, having to reply "Ukrainian",

"German", "English", or whatever instead. There could be a

considerable difference in the statistics on T"ethnic
origin”", should "Canédian".be offered as a possible reply.

The question on the.language most often spoken aﬁ;home

(which was included in the census questionnaire for -the

‘At the time of writing, results of the 1981 Canadian census
were still being analyzed and had not been published in
their entirety.

fe
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first time in 1971) is also not’ the best indicator for
determining the size of an ethnic group, for it does not
take into account mixed marriages, or second ana third
generation Canadians ' who poSsess only some knowledge of
their ethnic tongue, while at the same pime_ deeply respect
“their cultural hefitage.7 |
Thus, the guestion on "ethnic-origin" may overesfimate
. the size of an ethnolinguistié group} while the question on

"language most oftén spoken aﬁ home" may QndePeStimate the
.size of a group.

The gquestion on "mother tongue™ ﬁ"language first spoken
and still undérstood") may be the most useful in determining'
the size of ethnolinguistic minorities, for it removes most
" of the ambiquities of ﬁhe other two  qguestians.
Unfortunately, ambigﬁities still exist hére to some extent,
for respondents may héve'used their mother tongue sevéral
years previously, _but no longer use it in everyday life.
Consequently, data obtained in response to the question on
"mother tongue" may either overestimate or unde:éstimate‘the_
size of an ethnolinguistic groﬁp.
| Clearly, 1in order to obtain‘some measure of the degree
of ethnolinguistic'assimilationz the question on "ethnic
origin” muét be cross-classified with thé, other two
criteria. Such cross-tabulations have been used to determine

7 Isajiw (1976:83) notes; "For many- people, the appreciation
of their ethnic language alongside other parts of their
ethnic heritage, may be even more important than the fluent
knowledge or everyday use of the language itself". The
relationship between ethnic identity and ethnic tongue
preservation will be discussed shortly. -
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AY

language retention rates in studies by Anderson (1978) and

Kosinski (1980).

The Linguiﬁtic Status‘of Slavs in Canada

"As  the guestion on. language used at home did not exist
.on the census questionnaire priof‘to'1971, the only  figures
on assimilation ' tendencies were thosé oBﬁained by di;iding
the number of speakers of a given language by the numbef of
~ people claiming to be of that ethnolinguistic origin. By
4utilizing _these languagé retention fatios, the present
writer has determined the lahgﬁége retention rates for
Slavic - groups in Canada during a thirty -year period
(1941-1971), which can be seen in %@able 1. ‘Language
retention rates for Alberta in.the same Eime period can be
“'seen in Table 2, whil% the rétes for"Sla@s'in Edmont@n -
which does not include results of tHe 1941 census owing ﬁb a
lack of sufficient data - can be seen in Table 3. (The
yfiter has singled out Alberta ~and Edmonton  for analysis

.since the study described in the next‘chapter was carried

out injﬁdmontggl:

Upon even a cursory glance at the tables, it becomes
apparent that -all the Slavic groups 'have undergone a
considerable degree of assimilation in the thirty yéar
peridd,_some mbre’so.than others. While some groups, 5u¢h as
thé Russians at - both the national level and in Albérta,
along with Edmoﬁéon's Czechoslovak community, showed some

signs of recovery 1in th 1971 census, the increase the}
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TABLE 2. "Language Retention Rates Amongst Slavic Groups in

Slavic Group

Czechéslovak
Polish
Russian

~ Ukrainian

Yugoslav

Czechoslovak
Polish

" Russian
Ukrainian

Yugoslav -

Alberta (1941-1971)"

N\

No. Speaking Correlation

8,177

26,845

19,316

71,68
1,704

the Siavic
Lanquage
6,755
19,105
5,447
74,837

1,131

6,667 .
15,234
4,168
82,008

834

82.6
71.1
28.2

104.1 .

- 66.4

61.5
é1p4 "
27.1
94.3
57.3
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Czechoslovak

(Czech)

(Slovak)

Polish
Russian
Ukrainian

Yugoslav

'Czeéhosibvak
Czech
Slovak

Polish

Ruésiann

Ukrainian

Yﬁgosla;
Croatian
Serbian -

Slovenian

12,448

(8,454)

(3,994) .
40,539

17,952
105,923

5,329

1871
12,975
10,325

2,650
. 44,325

10,235
135,515
7,410
1,130
275

290

- Yugoslav (n.o.s.) 5,720

>

5,725

16,755

3,675

- 83,923

1,775

5,710

3,985

1,725
13,725
2,620
70,900
4,510
1,035
130

240
3,105

30

46.0

41.3
20.5

79.2

44.0
38.6
65.1

2 31.0

. 25.4

52.3
61.0
81.6

47.3

82.8 .

54.3

33.3
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TABLE 3. "Language Retention Rates Amongst Selected Slavic

Slavic Group

Czechoslovak
Polish
Russian

Ukrainian

CzZechoslovak
Polish =
, Russian

Ukrainian

Czechoslovak

Polish

* Russian

Ukrainian

Groups in Edmonton (1951-1971)"

Total No. Speaking Correlation

‘842
a-—~ 5,593

1,684
17,310

1,748

11,197

2,276

“32,526

2,860
15,505

- 2,040

58,475

the ‘Slavic

Langquage
389

725
4,747
729

24,388

1,385
5,190
605

- 29,350

-

:71.8
47 .4
35.3

87.5

41.5
42 .4
32.0
75.0

48.4

. «-33.5

29.7

50.2



Yugoslav \ 1,710

/
S\J' Sources: 1951 Census, Vol. I, Tables 35 and 57.
1961 Census, Bull. 1.2-5, Tablg 38.
. 1961 Census, Bull. 1.2-9, Table 67.

1971‘Céhsﬁs, Bull. 1.3-2, Table 5.

1971 Census, Bull. 1.3-4, Table 21.

=
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TABLE 4. "Home Language Usage Amongst Selected Groups of

Slavic Immigrants (1971)"
‘ 0

. Canada
»

Slavic Group . Total Mother‘Né. Speaking Correlétion

’ Tongue the Slavic

Language at

* Home
Czechoslovak: | 45,150 24,555 54.4
Czech | 27,780 15,090 - . 54.3
Slovak . 17,370 9,465 54.5‘
Polish = | 134,780 70,960 52.6
Russian | 31,475 12,590  40.0
Ukrainian ' 309,855 144,760 46.8
Yugoslav. 74,190 29,310 39.5
Croatian 20,860 2,745 13.2
Serbian ?,225 485 9.3
Slovenian : 6,415 375 ~ 5.8

Yugoslav (n.o.s.) 41,690 25,705 61.7



Czechoslovak
Czech
Slovak

Poli;h

Russian

Ukrainian-.

Yugoslav
Croatian

Serbian

Slovenian

Yugoslav

Czechoslovak
Polish
Russian
Ukrainian

Yugoslav

Sources: 1971

(n.o.s.)

Census,

Alberta

5,710

3,985
1,725
13,725
2,620
70,900

4,510

1,035
130
1240
3,vbs

Edmonton

1,385
5,190
605
29,350

1,710

Bull. 1.3-5,

2,440
1,680
750
5,085
650
27,240
1,720

120

10

-1,580

460
2,125
135
10,020
865

Tables 26 and 29.
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24.8
38.4
38.1
11.6
38.5
41.7
50.9

33.2
41,

22.3

50.6



"Language Rentention Ratios Amongst Slavs in Canada

(Graph of Table 1)}"

N

1HO —
100
Tt
2 20
I._
Z
8' 80
T .
w
o 707
Z
@) 60 —
l_
Z
w S50
- )
w
m 40 —
o)
g
g 20 —
J .
o
o T T | -
1941 95| 106l 1971
CENSUSES
' RN
CZECHOSLOVAK RN
POLISH . . L 1] T TT] ]
RUSSIAN .1 37 J |
UKRAINIAN

YUGOSL AV

L g B ] - B
AT

P

N



LANGUAGE RETENTION PERCENTAGE

36

"Language Retention Ratios Amongét Slavs in Alberta
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experi?ncéd did not come close to making up the losses of
the previoﬁs ‘twenty years. Only one group by 1971, the
Yugoslavé,'was able to recover to a péint equalling or
almost equalling thé 1941 figures.

| The ”data on the numerically largest group, the

Ukrainians, present some interesting figqures for two

‘reasons. Firstly, the figures obtained from the 1941 census

are obviously inflated (102.4 for Canada and 104.1 for
Algerta). What happened 1is that more people claimed
Ukrainian as their mother tongue than those claiming
Ukrainian origin. Secondly, it is note&orthy that despite
having tﬁe highest language retention rdatios for each
census, the Ukrainians have experienced the most dramatic
decline in language retention rate between 1941 and 1971
amongst all the groups.shown. In Alberta, the drop was 51.8,
and not much lower for ~the rest of Canada (49.0). The
figures for Edmonton ‘in the shorter period between 1951 and
1971 also show the highest rate of decline (37.3).

Thére 1is an additional facet ‘to‘. analyzing the
Czechoslovak figures for the 1971 cenéus, for this was the
first time that the distinction between Czech énd‘ Slovak,
both ethnically and linguistica}ly, was made in the census.
Thus, rather than being treatgd as the séme group, Czechs
and Slovaks could now be cdmpared'to one another. The 1971
census' shows that in'Edmonton, ‘Albérta, 'and Canada as . a

whole, the "Czechoslovak" group maintained fairly respective

language retention ratios (48.4, 44.0, and 55.1:
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respectively) rélative to the oﬁher groups. However, the
Czech-Slovak breakdowﬁ in the 1971 census showed that the
Czechs had assimilated linguisticaily to. a much greater
extent than the Slovaks. In Alberta, the ratios are 38;6 for
Czechs aﬁd 65.1 for Slovaks,,and nationaliy 48.0 for Czechs
as opposed to 72.3 for Slovaks.

A similar sitﬁation has occurred Qith the' Yugoslav
figures. Prior to. 1971, Croats, Serbs, Slernes,‘ and
Macedonians were treated in  the census as  one
» ethnolinguistic monolith ("Yugoslav™). Thé‘term "Yugoslav"
was brokén down 1in the 1971 cenéus; and the aata show that
language retention émongst Croats, Sefbs, and Slovenes
nationally was extremely high (89.2, 74.9, and 87.8), and
that only the Serbs in Alberta 447.3) were lower than 50%
{the Croats in Alberta were 91.6, and the Slovehes 82.8).
The reason for these «figures being so high may well be a
reflection of the increase in the number of native Yugoslav
speakers - 28;6 nationally and 27.7 in Alberta - between
1961 and 1971. Owing to immigration, the number - af
Yugoslav-born population in Canada reached én all time high
of 78,000 in 1971, an increase from 51,000 in 1961. This
inflﬁx of Yugosfév emigres gave a gonsiderable boost to the
lariguage retention figures, which had slumped considerably
since 1941, | |

Also of note in the 1971 Yugoslav data 1is the entry.
"Yugoslav ~ not-otherwise specified”. Despite the ethnic

breakdown on the census, a large proportion of Yugqslavs did
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not list themselves és‘belonging to any particular south
Slavic group, insteaa just.listing "Yugoslav". Perhaps it
- could be surmised from this .that these pebple were not as
"ethnically conscious" as thcose. who listed themselves in

separate groups. Indeed, "the language retention ratios would
seem to lend some credence to this way of Ehinking, for the.
language retention ratios for the "Yugoslav not-otherwise
specifiéd" group are markedly lerr than those of the other
groups (the exception being Alberta's Serbs - 47.3 - as
compared to the unspecified Yugoslavs -~ 54.3). |
| With the introduction ofvﬁhe guestion OQ home language.
usage 1in 1971, another parameter for measuring linguistic
assimilation was obtained by dividing the4humber c . ple
speaking a given Slavic language at home by the tota. uumbér
of people who consider 'that language their ~native tongue.
Unlike the déﬁa cbtained from the quéstion on mother tongue,
~which can be used only to determine linguistic assimilatioﬁ,
the -question on language usage a% home allows one to measure
not_only‘langugge aésfmilafion, but "anguage usage as well;
(Home language usage ratios can be seen in Table 4).
When the home language data are combined ;ith the other
two ériteria ("ethnic origin" ~and "mother tongue"), .a
"descending” series of figures réSUIts. For éxample, in 1971
25.4% of all people of 'Russian ethnic origin in Alberta
considered Russian their mother.tongue. Of this 25.4%,'24.8%-
used Russian as the = home ‘1anguage. .The degree ~ of

. . . L ) . . .
assimilation is seen mest vividly when these figures are
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analyzed.in terms of actual nﬁmbers: 10,235 ethnic Russians,
2,620 native speakers, and 650 home users.

Some unexpected observations can‘be seen in the home
language data. For instance, it was found that the Poles at
all three‘levels had home language ﬁsage ratios which either
matched or were higher than those of thexUkrainiaﬁs or
Ciéchoslovaks, who possessed higher language retention
ratios, In éther words, while fewer Poles than Ukrajnians or
Czechoslovaks spoke their mother'tongge, those who did speak
Polish wused it at home more often than, Ukrainians or
Czechoslovaks used their languages.

A similar tendency was noticed between Czechs and
Slovaks themselves. Although a considerably higher
proportion ‘of Slovak ethniéé could speak Slovak as compared
to the number of Czech ethnics who -'spoke Czech, the home’
language figﬁres for both groups are'practically the same.

The'figures for home language show th;t Edmonton ranks
below 'the Alberta average for practically all groups, and
Alberta in turn ranks below the national averagé. One
exception. is fhat of Edmonton's Poles (41.0), who are higher
than the Alberta average (37.1), but still much lower thah.
the natibnal average (52.6). Other'exceptions are Serbs and
Slovenes in Alﬁerta (38.5 and 41.7, compéred with the

' Caution must be used in interpreting the data on all
Yugoslav ethnic groups in the 1971 census owing to the large
numbers of Yugoslavs in the "Yugoslav (not-otherwise
specified)"” category. As a consequeuce =f this, the figures
cited for each separate Yugoslav g-our ay either ‘
overestimate or underestimate the actual figure for a given
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A most puzzling feature of the home lanquage data is
the figures for the "Yugoslav (n.o.s.)" category. Although
Tables 1 and 2 show that this group has the lowest language
retention ratios of all the Yugoslav ethnic groups, Table 4
shows that the unspecified Yugoslavs have home usage ratios
~which are far above those of the other Yugoslavs. This
problem has been acknowledged by Kosinski (1980:49), who
writes:

The decline in language loyalty was very 'striking
when the mother tongue .was compared with the
language spoken at home. It appears that hardly
anybody identified the language used as Croatian,

Serbian or Slovenian, and the erosion was least
advanced among those who spoke "Yugoslav". This

erosion might be a function of size, 1i.e.,. the
spoken language tended to disappear in small
linguistic r(groups rather than in larger ones.
Admittedly, all these conclusions can only be

regarded as tentative and should be tested by more
specific survey methods. ‘

'Kosihski's mention of "more specific survey methods" poin%s
'oﬁt a shortcoming of using census data in studies on Slavs,
or on any ethnic gbep for that matter. The shortcoming
consists in_ thé fact that censﬁs data can only be so
detaiied, otherwise, should all the infofmation we want Dbe
‘included in i£,' we would‘require a huge and very‘complex
guestionnaire which would be extremely difficult t& analyze.
Moreover, the data obtained may still hét fulfill our
demands of it. Therefore, while census data may provide us
with a general statistical overview of a cz=-tain topic (such

‘(cont'd)group. In Table 4, it may be the case that more
Serbs and Slovenes across Canada than in Alberta listed
their home language as "Yugoslav" instead of "Serbian” or
"Slovene™. This would account for the vast difference

. between the Alberta and Canadian figures. :

-
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as language wusage amongst Slavs in Canada), it does not
provide us with a specific, much more detailed analysis of a
given subject (such as situational language,usage amoﬁgst
selecﬁgd groups of Slavic immigrants in Edmonton). Thus, the

need for survey data arises. - '

Ethnicity and Language Usage
It is noteworthy that many étudies dealing with
lanéuage mainténance and‘language - shift amonést Slavé in
Canada do not deal exclusively wiﬁﬁ the realm of language.
Rather, many studies examine various aspeéts of ethnic
minority‘status (such as sense of ethnic identity, religious
affiliation, cultural values, and variations in demographic
data), o&ly one cbmponent of which is‘lénguage. Indeed, upon
reviewing the literaturé, one would get .the impression ‘that
it is extremely difficult to separate the discussion of
language maintenance and language shift fro@ ‘tﬁe more
general discussion of ethnicitf amongst immigrant groups.
This should not be considered surprising, - for the
relationshipb between the 'preservation of .a given -ethnic’
~tongue on the one hand, and the survival of that ethnic
group on the oﬁher, is‘ seen by ‘many stgdents of
sociolinguistics and ethnic studies as an extremely
important one.
| It is felt by some scholars that if the sense éf ethnic
identity within a certain ethnic group is strong, the mother

tongue of that group will be preserved to a considerable

s
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degree: It follows from this viewpoint- fhét, should the
mother tongue of the ethnic group not.be maintained, it is a
sign ﬁhat»the group itsélf has ceased ﬁo exist. In other
words, linguistic -assimilation is an indication of complete

assimilation into the dominant culture of the host country.

Samora and Deane (1956:308) have 5uggeéted that language

usage in a culture-contact $Situation is an excellent measure
of acculturation and can therefore be used as ‘a reliable
index ©of acculturation. Kent ' (1953:42-43) writes that

knowledge of the langquage of the host/éountry is at oﬁce an

aid to and an ihdex of assimilation, and adds: "In. some

ways, language is a unique index of assimilation since it is

a cultural trait that is almost impossible to mix and use."

Other _écholars « however, while not . denying the

e T

significance of linguistic assimilation as an’ of

overall assimilation, do questioh just how closengl;nguage
maintena- : and language shift afe' related to ethnicity.
Anderson (1979:67) for éxample, upéints -out that "if phe
linguistic factor is wsually important for most ethnic
groups, it 1is "not always an important, much less the only
component of ethnic identity". Anderson <claims thét there

are other important components of ethnic identity, probably

the most common of which is rgligion.:Ekamples he cites are

the Mennonites - in Canada and Reform Jews. Members of such
groups identify;primafily.with religion and not language,
for they are. - "ethno-religious” as opposed to

"ethno-linguistic".
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Anderson sﬁggests that the 1link betwveen linguistic
assimilation and group assimilation is dependent onn the
importance a given ethnsc group has traditionally .accorded
language. Loss of the mdther tongue in a group which has
emphasized'.mainteﬁance of that tongue may indeed be
tgntamounf to overall assimilatiqn. In other ethnic groups
meanwhile, the "keynote" to group identity may bé .religion
or customs, and for such groups linguistié assimilation
cénhot be the primary = index  for measuring overall
assimilation. Hence,JAnde;son concludés:

Ethnic consciousness is not necessarily dependent on

maintenance of a wunique traditional language,

although linguistic change in an ethnic group may be

to some: extent an indication of acculturation and .
assimilation.(1979:68) . :

It is important to mention that the discussion of the link

between ethnicity and language . maintenance concerns two

¥

different categories . of ethnics - 1) 'those.-who"are
immfgrantS‘themselves, and 2) their descendants (second- .or

more generation Canadians). The problem of "language

maintenance" is quite a different one for both groups. When

we speak of language mainténai%: in the immigrant group, we

are more concerned with structural changes - i.e., lexical,

3= @ -~

phonetic, . éhd stYlistic changes - that have taken plaﬂg in
the mother tongue itself owing to the- influence &f the
language of the host ‘country. When the- term "language

maintenanCeV however 1is applied to the Canéd}an-bo:n

offspring of immigrants, we are nd&;concerﬁéd merely with

any.structufal.changes in Fhe way the offspring speak™ the

\I
. [
c A

¢
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ethnic tongue, but, more importantly, wé must ask how much
knowledge, Pf any at ally do they péssess ofAthe ethnic
tongue.. | | )

In other w&rds, for the immigrant gfoup’there is no
question as to whether or not the mother tongue is
preserved; rather, the question 1is, 1in what form is it
preserved. For the offspring of the immigrants meanwhile,
the first guestion to be asked‘iS'whether;the ethnic tongue
is preserved, and if so, then it may be askedehat form it
is preserved in,

Priestly (1978:156) makes a distiﬁctién between
"statistical"™ and "linguistic" questions.'The‘question "how
much is language X maintained?" concerns statistics, for it
is in fact a "head count" of all those people.Qho speak a
given language (which is what census data_afe). On the other
hand, the question "how much of language X is maintained?"
is a linguistic guestion, for it Dpertains to structural
changes in language X.

The problem with many studies that examine the
relationship between language maintenance‘ and. éthnié
identity 1is that they treat efhnic .communit}es as a
mbnolith, for rarely 1is a distinction made between the
various generations within an ethnic group.-This in fact was
a 'seriods criticism of the Non-Official Languages Study

commissioned by the Secretary of State in 1971. Ethnic

- generation was not seen as a key variable in the study,

leading to a "generational undersampling”. ' In criéicizgpg

\
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this aspectsof the study, Isajiw:'(1976:83) asserts:

At the center of the problem of ethnic persistence
1s the problem of generations. Any attempt to assess
the .retention of ethnic languages has to take into
account the differences between the ethnic
generations and the ©problems of the relationshbﬁ
between them. The crux of the matter is that membets
of each generation may have different.attitudes and
orientations toward their ethnic tongue

The same could be said of census data on language

maintenance, which do not distinguish between v.nativel

-speakers of a language who are immigrants, and native
speakers of that same language who were born in Canada.
Measuringlﬁthe number of native speakers of a certain
language - as .censuses do - is quite a Qiiférent measﬁre

than that obtained by enumerating strictly the number of

Canadian~-born speakers of that language. The writer suggests

that a more accurate measure of language maintenance could

f

Ee obtained by determining the total of native Canadians who
2 . .

)

consider some language other 'than French or English their

mother tongue. "It would be absurd to suggest that an

immigrant (provided that he did not migrate at a very early .

age) would possess no knowledge of his native language. As

such, only "linguistic" gquestions of language maintenance .

~nply to him., A "statistical" measure of language
wzi-tenance including such " an immigrant would seem to be

varfluor A true statistical measure  of languagé
mainte . in fact a measure of the continued existence

of an ethn: _.anguage from generation to generation.

.

-

P
b
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A most important point to keep in mind when discussing

language usage amongst Slavic immigrants in Western Canada -

or amongst Slavs anywhere for that matter - 1is that the

Slavic languages may well represent the most unified branch

of ‘the Indo—Eu%opean language family. This facilitates a

considerable degree of mutual comprehensibilty

between

speakers of different Slavic tongues, a comprehensibility

which does not exist to the same degree between speakers of

most.  other closely related Indo-European languages (such as

between French and Italian for example). As Krivéik and

Mozejko (1974:10) have noted:

The Eastern Slavs  (Russians, Byelorussians,

and

Ukrainians) can easily understand one another, even
though each of the East Slavic languages has its own

specific . peculiarities. For . all intents
purposes, East Slavs can understand a great deal

and

if

they listen carefully to any Slavic tongue, without

a knowledge of Polish, Czech, Bulgarian, Serbian,

the other Slavic languages. This is explained by
fact that all the modern Slavic. languages

lexical, phonetic, and morphological features.

or
the

are
closely related languages and possess many common

The modern Slavic languages are particularly

close in their lexical composition. A great
\ words .are Common Slavic, i.e., -they

many
are

characteristic to all the modern Slavic languages.

As there already exists é plethora of books, essays, and

articles which describes in great detail the similarities.

between the various Slavic languages, the present writer

will not concern himself with providing comparative material

to show how close the Slavic languages are. However, the

writer does consider it important to discuss the concept of

"mutual comprehensibility"” between Slavic speakers.
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It . should be said from the start that 'mutual
comprehensibility"” is a very relative term, dependent upon
[1] the degree of similarity betweén the Slavic languages
used in a given contact situation; [2] the ability of the
various Slavic interlocutors in a contact situation to
"adjust" to differences in the other Slavic 'language; and
(3] the attitude \gf each Slavic interlocutor in a contact
situation towards the} Slavic language used by the other.

[1] takes intol;ccount the fact that not all the Slavic
languages are equally close to one another. For instance, a
Czech can uhderstand Slovak élmost perfectly. - if not
perfectly - but will not find ‘it as ‘easy to understand
Bulgarian.

Note tﬁét reference to the ASlavic languages in this
discussion 1is to the standardizéd versions of the‘languages
iﬁ contact. If dialects are considered, the degree of mutual
comprehensibility may bei considerably less. Again, to use
the Czech-élovak example, wé.find thgivwhilé standard Czech
is perfectly wunderstandable to Slcvaas, there are somé
dialects of Czech which Slovaks have :rousle understanding.

The prdblem ‘of. dialect intelligibility as.oppbged to
standard lénguage intelligibility is indeed very complex.
'Fi;stly, as 1is obvious, there are many mqore dialects of
Slavic than thefe are literary languages. Hence,‘instgad of

trying to, determine how much. Serbian & Ukrainian can
: =N

understand, we would have to aetermine~if a Ukrainian could

understand ‘dialectical variants A, B, C, and D of Serbian.
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It 1is much easier then, to compare standardized versions of
Slavic languages than one standardized language With,‘the_
dialectical variants of aﬁotber.

In addition, some dialects ma} vary from the
standardimed version .to such a greéklextent, that speakers‘
pf the standard language have trouble understanding the

dialect. Such 1is the .case in some dialects of Eastern

'Slovak, where people do not "hovorit'" ("to speak" in

standard Slovak), but instead “"hutorit'" ("to speak" in
Eastern Slovak; ﬁhis form 1is not attested in standard
Slovak). |
The problem of the role played by dialects in affecting
mutual comprehensibilitj between séeakers "of different
Slavic languages (or even.:between speakers of the same
Slavié language) should be decrea51ng in magnitude with the.
teachlng of the standardized language 1in schools and 'éhe
increased influence of the mass media (television, radiL,
newspapers) onvpeople's speech-.
g Subsumed under [2] are what might be called
"psycholinguistic" factors, that is, the ability or

inability of a given 8lavic speaker to adjust to phonetic,

lexical, and morphological differences in another- Slavic

language. This c=n be seen in initial language contact
situations, where two speakers of Slavic language A hear
Slavic language B for the first time, yet one of the two

cannot understand language B as well as the other. To cite

an example, the writer knows of a Polish'couple who come



50

into fairly regular contact with Czechs: However, while thé
husband can understand Czech quite well, the“wife finds it
somewhat more difficult to understand Czech. Why should this
be? |
| Perhaps it could bé said. that the husband has more of
an "ear" for Czech. This would imply that he is more capable
- than his wife of.discerning Czech‘phonemes that are similar
to those in Polish, isolating those that are unlike Polish,
and understanding Czech’ legical items (which differ from
Polish) by their context in the coﬁvefsatioﬁ. Note that
these "abilities" are strictly psycholinguistic in nature,
.and are not to be confused with sociolinguistic determinants
of_language—intelligibility such as lahguage attitudes.
Unlike the factors involved in [2], which may vary from
berson to person and thus 'can be seen as *"persbnal"
features, [3] would seem to be more of'a "societal"” feature,

as it in fact reflects the attitude of one people towards

another, .

Language attitudes can greatly affect intelligibility
between two lingﬁistically similar communities., This hasl
been éhown in the work by Hans Wolf (1959) on
intelligibility between speakers  of various. Nigeriah
diélectsﬂ While Wolf .compared language attitudes between
speakers of dialects, what he discovered can be applied to
“mutual comprehensibility by Slavs of other Slavic languages.
Wolf writes: | |

.. in some areas there is a very .low correlation
between lexico-structural comparability on the one
' °
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hand and intelligibility, claimed or proven, on the
other. In other words, two dialects might prove to
be extremely close when subjected to comparative
linguistic analysis, while, at the same time,
speakers of these dialects would claim that they
could not wunderstand each other. More puzzling,
even, was the phenomenon of non-reciprocal
intelligibility between two such closely related
dialects.... It became obvious that more than
linguistic similarity was involved 1in insuring a
flow of communication between dialects. (1959:35-36)
That "extra factor" which complemented linguistic similarity
in insuring mutual comprehensibility was language attitudes,
that 1is, the attitude of the speakers of language A towards
language B; or, to be more precise, towards the speakers of
language B. Attitudes which interfere with mutual
comprehensibility are by nature negative, and the purpose of
the 1influence they exert upon intelligibility may be to
place some distance between the two interacting parties.
When viewed from both ~a historical and contemporary
perspective, animosities between various Slavic groups could
well give rise to the formation of such negative attitudes,
which could be reflected in attitudes towards language.
Hostilities between Serbs and Croats, Czechs and Slovaks,
and Poles and Ukrainians (to name a  few) are manifest -in
various forms, not the least of whichvmay'be'language. This
can be seen in some East Edropean states where <charges of
"cultural imperialism” (which includes the. rjalm of
language) have been made by members ~of wvarious \Slavic

minorities against the larger Slavic ethnic grou%s with

which they live. \
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One example would be that of inter-wWar. Czechoslovakia/
where - despite the existence of an official "language law"
("jazykovy zakon") which proclaimed the existence of one
"Czechoslovakﬁ language posseséing two official forms, Czech
and Slovak - the Slovak language did not come near to
enjoying the same status aS Czech.’

A second example is that of the Soviet Union at the
current time. Despite official Soviet claims that

\“non;Bussian minorities in_the USSR, and particularly the

~

large B§EIOrussian ‘and Ukrainian minorities, enjoy full
language rights (i.e., minority group children are taught in

their native language, books and newspapers are published in

1

- the minority tongue, and so on) the importance of knowing
Russian in the Soviet Union ﬁas led not only to an increase
in the number of non-Russians who are bilihgual in both
their native tongﬁe and Russian, but also to ﬁhe appearance
of ethnic minority ‘'members who consider Russian their native

language.'®

> Salzmann (1871:12-13) ¢ =25 two reasons for the failure of
the Czechoslovak language law to be put into practice. One
is that Slovak, owing to its poorly developed administrative
- and technical terminology, was clearly at a disadvantage to
Czech. The other reason, and a more important one, was that
the Czechs considered their culture, and especially their
literature, to be superior to that of the Slovaks. Thus, the
‘numerous Czech teachers and administrators who had gone to
Slovakia after 1918 emphasized the concept of a
"Czechoslovak nation" and a "Czechoslovak language". In
Bohemia and Moravia meanwhile, the emphasis was placed more
on the idea of a "Czech language” and a "Czech culture”,
This, needless to say, was not to the liking of the Slovaks,
who felt that they wgre?peing treated as "second class '
citizens". o '

'° Carrere d'Encausse (1983:168-171) points out that of the
major languages spoken in the Soviet Union (i.e., those
languages which are the official,langugges of Soviet , °
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As a result of Ehis, chargeg of "Russification" ére
made by minority group nationalists, who view the status
accorded the Russién language, -along ,with its.increased
‘usage, as an infringement on both their linguistic and
cultural‘liveiihood. L | N

. Both of thegp examples concern languagé attitudes at
ﬁhe societal ("macroscopic") level. Examplés of the role
played by language attitudes in determiﬁing' langUage~Ausage
at. the ."mitroscopic" level (that is, _iﬁ the individual
contact sétting) are the following:

1) when the present writer iﬁformed a Slovak whom hé’d
just met that he spoke Russian, thé Slcvak replied, "We all
(Ciechs ,énd Slovaks) .used”to speak Russian too. But after
1968, we ail fpréot how";"

2) a reééq; immigrant to Canada from the Ukraine, who
is fluent in both Russian and Ukréinian; wag aéked by the
writerv what lénguage‘ he would use when approached'by a
stranger on the street in Kiev. Would he prefer to uée
Russian instead of. Ukrainian, or‘_would he use the.same
language as- the strapger?lThe immigrant replied:

If I saw that thé person was from the countryside or

some village, and he spoke Ukrainian, I'd use
Ukrainian with him because he probably didn't know

. { .
'°(cont'd)républics), Ukrainian, and more so Byelorussian,
are declining markedly in usage. There seems to be an
inexorable trend toward Russian amongst speakers of

e

l Byelerussian and“Ukrainian in the USSR.

{73 '" The Slovak was making obvious reference to the Soviet

“intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968. He apparently felt
that he and his countrymen could place some distance between
themselves and the Russians - and therefore "voice" some of
their opposition to the Soviets - by not having anything to
do with the Russian language.

\
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much Russian.. But, if the person who approached me

seemed to be well educated - someone from university

maybe - and he spoke Ukrainian with me, I’’d use

Russian in answering him. Why? Because a person like

that would know Russian and Ukrainian, and he was .
using Ukrainian only to show he was some kind of

Ukrainian nationalist. People at universities are

like that, and I don't believe in their phony

nationalism. | :

Regardless of the rightness or wrongness of the latter

immigrant's opinions on. Ukrainian nationalism, it is
ndﬁetheleés nqteworthy that his choice of language at ‘the
microscépic level is afﬁeqted by his perception Of'feilOw
interlocutors, which in turn is affected by the macroscopic
situation (this is akinA to the background situation
described bf Herman invthg first chapter).

Resistance to accomodate the other language in a
bilingual setting is a function of language attitudes; and

can greatly affect language wusage between different

- ethnolinguistic groups. Such resistance may take the form of-

flatly refusing to learn the other language, or, should
knowledge of the otﬂer language already exist, refusing to
speak it or pérhaps éreating the impression that it cannot
be understood.'?

It would be of considerable value to the present work

if one could determine to what extent language attitudes:

"'? Bourhis (1979:117) writes:

The stuff of the dynamics of lanquage in ethnic
interaction is how speakers of similar or
contrastive ethnic groups modulate both the content
" and the form of their utterances so as to
communicate effectively and to express varying
degrees of solidarity or distance with their
interlocutors. . o
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from Europe are carried 1into Canada and how they affect
mutual comprehensibility and language usage amongst various

Slavic groups. In addition, there is the very crucial issue .

of the attitude of Slavic immigrants =~ or indeed of any

non-English or non-French speaking immigrants in Canada -

towards the, 's two official languages, and 'ho%/’the

R

dthe "secondary status" accorded their

klearn e . language of the host society in
ey .

-order to adabf‘@%;amd function in that society, there may

still be some reluctance to "let go" of the mother tongue.
However, the concept of flanguage loyalty" ‘(Fiqhmén 1966),
that is, the desire for lanéuage retention amongst immigrant
groups, 1s an expression not so much of /ihe ‘attitude of
im@ig;énts towards the language(s) of the host country, but

rather of their attitude towards their mother tongue.

s

\vIn Ehis chéptér, theywriter has'Jéétempted to discuss
the' various>factors affecting language,uSage'amongst Slavs,
and has presented a statistical ’ovérview based on . census
data (in spite of their 5hortcomings).of the iingdiéti:
status of Slavs inﬁCanada. One of the topics discussed - the
relationship between language maintenance, assimilatian, ana
ethhigity - requires considerably more treatment than that
given here owing to. its complexity. The writer suggested

1

that there is ;a‘,negéf fér more data based on detailed
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surveys, . which would allow for a much more precise

.measurement of actual lanquage usage than that provided for

in ,the Canadian éensus.
‘

‘It was further suggested that a distinction should be
made when discussing language maintenance between first and
succeeding generations of ethnics. Owing'to.the;fact that
thé immigrant generation has had to contend with problems

that ' their offspring have not (i.e., those problems

concerning assimilation and acculturation), a detailed

sdrvey “of language usage. amongst specific groups of

immigrants would be of some interest. It was with such ‘an
idea in mind that the writer undertook the Study‘described-

in the next chapter.



/ | III. The Study

Purpose and Design of the'“Study
The purpose of the study carried out by‘the wrifer was
to determine language usage amongst several ; groups .of
Slavic—Speaking immigranrs in Edmonton. It was felt that if
/one could determine the types of languages used’ valong with
the frequency of the1r usage some,lndlcatlon of language
maintenance and language shift could-beiobtarned.IIThe term
"language usage" 'applied only to the languages used in
interlo;ution by speakers of these Slavic” tongues. Thusp
other forms of language usage, such as inner: speech. -
correspondence, and reading were not examlned “ |
In her study of Pol1sh 1mmlgrants in Australia,
Johnston  (1965:12-18) defines  two basic  types of
assimilation: 1) external assimilation - which occurs when
an immigrant becomes indistinguishable from the other
members  of the  host oommuniry; and 2) subjective
assimilation - which' occurs when an iﬁmigrant=can posirively
identify with members of the host group ln areas. whioh
originally set them apart. When Johnston applles these types
of asslmllatlon to language, ‘external a551m11atlon 1s seen
as a measure of the“usage of either the native or the host
language, ?hile subjective assimilation is a measure of the

- ey

preference

u51ng one language over another. The ‘present

bstudy deals w1th the former, not the latter.

£N

57
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" It should be said however, that although this study was

not intended to deal wiéhflanguage attitudes, it was felt
thaﬁ some insights eincofiianguage attitudes  could be
extrapolated‘ffom the data. !

" The present study nas based on tuo- premises' discussed
earlier: 1) the large Slavic ethnic population in Edmonton,
and 2) the‘reiative similarity between the Slavic languages.
The writer believed that both of these premises would

facilitate the development of many language-contact

»

sitﬂations‘between Slavic speakers. The writerlproposes that

such contact is worth studying for several reasons._

;1

' Flrstly,’ from a strlctly academic viewpoint, such a

study Yolild allow a . researcher to give an analy51s of
language relatlons not only between dlfferent Slav1c groups,
but also within each Slav1c group concerned Such an
analys1s would be of interest not only to to Slav1c1sts, but

,Aalso to soc1ologlsts and anthropolog1sts who study language

LA ]

behav1our
Secondly, the results of such a° study could yield
considerable insight incov_the' language problems faced by

immigrants in Edmonton. The writeér. feels the language

pfoblem is the major problem facing‘anﬁiimmigrants - who -

have no knowledge of the language of a ;hos;"country .= 1in

+ !

adaptlng to life in a new gountry. This problem of course
faces every non-English “speaking immigrant in - Edmontén.

However, owing to. the two premises’upon “hich ‘the present
study 1is baséd, the language assimilifgon process - for

&
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Slavic—speaking 'gmmigrants is ., more complex. A

Slavig-speaking imftigrant may find himself in situations

where he can use his Slavic language instead of ‘trying to

'> ' ) ' .l - .
use- English, perhaps even in contact with second- or

v E . ! . . K

third-generation Ganadians of Slavic descent. The question

»
+

arises then, as .whether a Slavic immigrant spends

‘con51derabie tlme in domains where ' he is forced to use

English and therefore assimilaces quickly, or, on the other

“hand, does his'ability to understand other SlaVlCM!i .gquages

RS

. I

'VUkralnlans who tame to Canada years“‘ago, yet they can

]

interfere with the rate of his linguistic a551m11atlon7 To

use a metaphor, it coul Le asked if a Slavic-speaking

immigrant is forced to "swim{ in a "sea of English", or if’ . -~

‘he "swims" in this "sea" for only" shortyﬁmrlods . as_*he

v .
spends much of his 'time on Slavic "islands"

[

It is 1mportant to empha51ze that we are speg@ﬁngy not -

only about contacts between members of the _same ‘Slavic
group, but between members of dlffeﬁent Slav1ca_groups. For
example, a Czech immigrant and a Pole may work together and

speak"with -each other in -<their ‘nat}Ne tongues, or

.

51m11arlly, a recent Slovak immigran@zmay board with some

'stlll understand each other to so e degree o

A Slavchlmmlgrant's 1nabi$ity “to a551m11ate - from a

llngu15t1c standp01nt may result 1n his overall a551mllatlonA

/- . being somewhat retarded | Frequent contact' in dlfferent

domains with- other - Slavs in Edmonton could ea51ly lead to

B
i

such a developmentf”should English notg.be used’ in these

b .
- . 4 .
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-‘other aspects of culture are -organlzed"", then language

&
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domains. ' _ . L

The third reason justifying a study of language usage
amongst Slavlc immigrants 'is that in addirion'to gaining an
insight into the language problems faced Ly all immigrgnts,
other more’ general “aspects and problems of assimilation

would ,be‘ tquched ‘b perlpherah though they may be to the

p?esent study Indeed if language is "an, essential part of

culs ure ;and

.‘\s\

) “y

asSimllatlon is to be .seen .as closely linked to other

aspects of 1mmlgrant a551m1latloh

"
g

Thls study was’ de51gned to deal almos* exclu51vely with

language usage amongstrSlav1c speaking immigrants. ™ was to

consist of two parts a questlonnalre and interviews, both

of whlch w1ll be dlscussed shortly At the beglnnlng of the"

4

dlfficulty in fjndlng imﬁﬁgrants to participate in the

" study. No "Slavic directory“ or "mailing list" exists for

f; Edmonton, so the ﬁriter: had "to rely on friends or

acqualntanCes - in ‘the ethn1c commun1t1es involved for names
.
and phone numbers of other 1mm1grants. In fact even if such

'“"dlrectory”vex1sted, a true random sample ~ say, selecting

' 9
, every tenth Slav - mlght not brlng about the results de51red
by -a researcher. What a researcher studylng East Europeans

has to reallze is that he wrll likely encounter problems

%)

Whlch a soc1olog*st or psychologlst does not haVe to contend
d . v ""v e

"Sh1butan1 aﬁﬁ Kwan, 1965

the same tlme the 1nstrument through whlch.

research,' the writer real;zed that there mlghb‘be some
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with in studying the general population. Owing to either the

political conditions whicr East European immigrants. have

T

spent their pre-migration lives under, or the .s’ tuation

, » !,,.\4,
surrounding their ition to the West, or both; th@y may
ﬁﬂ g;

tend to treat studies 1involving their part1c1patlon with

some skepticism.

£y
"

order as an explanation. When an average .native-born
Canadian 1is approached by a researcher ‘to participate in a

certain study,'the Canadian will react with indifferen;e,

apathy, hostility, or enthusiasm for the study. Admzttedly,
Yy $

ai*
any East Elropean immigrant may react to a study in the_ﬁam?
j . :
manner. However,v unlike Canadians, there i's = some

undeterminable percentage of East European immigrants who

are afraid of participating in a study concerning them and’

are suspilcious of both the resesyrher and his motives. It is
N _
not ,far from the truth to suggest.that for<such_rmm1grants,

a researcher - whom they do’ not knowls may well be someone

1

worklng for a Communist- block 1ntelllgence agency trying to

elicit information, from them. Even if an 'BEast European

v

immigrant trusts 'the‘jresearcher he may fear that any

1nformat10n obtalned from him by the researcher will be used
A

with Some reference to him when the study is made public.

Moreover, even mf anonymity is guaranteed the 1mmlgrant may*:

feel that any East European authorities reading the results

of the study w1ll somehow be able to flgure out who he is

(pérhaps, from fa, case study descrlbed by the researcher).

. | '

/. i . P -

A comparison of attitudes to questionnaires may be in ‘e

IS
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Fingl;y, any immigrants who did nét ‘leave their native
cohntry legally,‘but as political refugees (as was the case
with many Czechs and Slovaks in 1968-69), may be even more
concerned abouf someone delving into their pasf. Thus, while

a researcher carrying out a study on Canadians in general

may have to contend with -apathy and indifferencer which

interfere with getting as many subjects or respondents-as he

would like, a researcher working with East Europeans will

likely have an additional attitude to cope Witﬁafﬁé'beculiér
kind of "paranoia". e

Attempting to obtain a random samﬁlev— if, a liéffgfﬁthe

Slavic population was available - could well be hindered1”b}

this “"paranocia" 1in the following manner. Let us say that a

v

résearcher has a list of 100 Czech namﬁ%} and Qpicks' twénpy
“randomly for his Study. Upon contactiﬁ&%&hese,people he is
told by some of them that'they do not wish to participate in

the study for they do not know who the researcher is or what

' < . . ' .
he is really after.: The point here is that a certain

percentage of those chdsen in the random sample will not

participate because of this .parancia. Then, if others do not

participate for lack.of interest, the random sample shrin&§'“

even more...

This ' form of paranoia gnay .also have some effect on the

answers of those who do participate in the study.. This point .

was made very cléérly'to the writer by a Slovak immigrant
who"is a university professor:

One thing you should take into account 1is the
attitude of people from Communist countriec nwards

f

ek

& -

Koy
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questionpaires. They are not wused to filling in
gquestionnaires ... They are not used to being given
a set of questions asking for their personal opinion
on some subject.

Even if they have had questionnaires before,
they tend to fill them in with "safe" answers, that
is, answers which would not incriminate them,
Insté€ad of giving his true opinion, a person would
give an answer which is at best neutral.

As a.result, the writer felt it extremely important for
the study that he estd%@%éﬁ“é high degree of trust with any
potential subjects in order to overcome this paranoia.
Trust, as already discuséed, might not be established if.
names were randomly selected from a list. Thus, it was
decided to utilize a sort of "fanning-out" principle in

locating potential subjects. An immigrant known -to the

writer would be given a questionnaire and an interview,

‘aftér which he would be asked for names of other immigrants.

This group would then be approached by the writer,;xho, upon
expléining the goals of the stddy and emphasiéiﬁélthat ﬁhe
study was apolitical, would tell them the.nahe of the persoﬁ
who put him in coAtact with them, should the first immigrant

have ggvenvhis consent to do so. This, it was -hoped, would

establish -‘some degree of trust because 1) the researcher
F , ' iy

“would not appear as a "stranger out of the dark" so  to

o

-

‘ -_igpéak,‘ A§Q;3 it " would allay any major fears that the

Faowa

N . e e . .
;- questionnaire ‘might demand some sensitive information from

the immigranéé?_iowiqg-'to 4thé fact \thaf a,éood friend,
relati&e, Q% acgqafﬁéﬁnce haa'already filled it in, énd 3)
an imﬁigrhnt who waé still wagy of - the researcher and th~
questionnaire cduld contact the ge%son who had participated
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in the study and make inquires of  him as to the;. "true
nature" of the study.
From this second group of immigrants, the writer would

obtain more contacts, and the whole procedure would be

repeated.

Limits of the Study |

The limits of the study were intended ,to define both
the size and composition of the samples to be taken. The
limits defining the study are the following:‘[1] Only Czech,
Slovak, and' Russian speaking immigrants would be studied.
(2] 30 mémbers of each group would be gtudiea? fotalliﬁg. 90
subjects overall. [3]. The immigrants had to have come to
Canada in the poét?World :25 iI périod,»[4] All immigrants
participating in. the s%@ay‘ had to have beeé‘at least 16
years of age upon arriva} in Canada. ‘ “
;Thé‘ré;sons for'seleqting ngghﬁ, Slovaks, and Russians

‘inliimit [1] are that firsff&, the writer is familiaf “with
the lanéuages and cultures bf these groups'*, and secondly,
all three ére ﬁinority groups within - Edmonton's Slavic
community. K

- The importance of this "minority group" status is based
on'simple'pro§ability. Not only does it allow for contact
between mém?er; ‘of the same Slavic group, but aigo aliows.
for a greé%eq ééSsibiliEy of contact with members of other

“‘The writer is of Slovak ethnic origin and has studied in
the Soviet Union.

log
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Polish communities. For instance, a Ukrainian‘is mere likely
to encounter members of his own Slavic group than a Slovak
will of his. Conversely, a Ukrainian is less likely to.meet
A by chance members of'ofher Slavic groups than a Siovak is.
| It is proposed therefore, that a better cross—sec%ion
of inﬁré- and intergroup contact can be obtained by studying
- the smaller as oppoeed te the larger-Slavic groups.

Limits [2] and [3] were intended to break down ‘the
total Czech, | Slovak, and Ruseian ethnic popuiatione inte

sizes which would make both the collectlon and analysis of

data«manageable ,
gned not only to make the sample size
» i kS .

more manageable, but also to -take some other facts into

account. It is_well known that chlldren have a 'much easier
'time»‘than adults at learnlng a = foreign language, so it
follows thae linguistic.assimilation should not present the
problem for them that it.éoee for their parents. Thisbis one
reason why children were ndt included in the study. | |

The second reason why o one under the age of 16 was

'-chosen 1s thaea16 is the age at which primary education no

AT £

-3

. longer need be continued and a young person may enter the
work fprce. ‘Unlike schoeis; where wusage of Engligh is
strictly ‘enforced and absoiﬁtely'essential for.advancement,
thecwork plaee\may-not make anywhere near the'~st;ingent
.demands on .English usage that the scHool does. Should a.
CzecH, Slovakh or Russian work - with othef Slavs, the

possibility of using his native tongue nc- dnly exists, but
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moreover may not carry the stigma that it ould in a school

setting.

Variables in the Study 4 ¢

Nz -

In designing the study, the writer tried to inclu%e as
many factors as posaible which he felt would. play som# role

in determining lanquage usage amongst,the immigrants in the

study.’ Witnﬂvlanguage‘fusage ‘being the study's.dependént
5 . ) M . /

variabie, the writer found it helpfu uto divide the
variables into Lthe three. categorles proposed by Johnston
(1965 28) who d15t1ngu1shes between a) personal ”variables,
whlch can be‘seen as 1ntr1nsic characteristics of person,
suchyas sei,)age,- ethnic origin, ett.; b) prelegtation
variables, snch 455 knowledge_ of the language of t' nost
country, having friends inbthe host‘country;fand so;on- and
c) poStimigrationfvariables examples of whqch are length of
time in the host country and employment in, the host country.

When\ applied: ‘to the present study, these_Categotles
bteak doigﬁas follows: - , - ’
a) pegaonai variables

i.  sex

ii.  age S L

iii. ethnic'origin
b) pre—nigration variables

i. level of educatlon upon arrlval in Canada

ii, knowledge of English upon arrlval in Canada

iii. qontact with other Slavs in Europe .

4)’////“:

66
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~— “\
c) post—migratigndgariables ‘
i.  contact with other Slavs in Canada
ii. length of time in Canada

"iii. the study of Emylish in Canada

a) Personal Variables

i. Se; - The writer decided to contrast men and women
{

'in the study for he felt that there may be significant .

differences between the two. In fact, ité%?s hypothesized

that men would be more inclined to use a langUage - be it
English or Slavic - other than thelr native Slav1c tongue
There were two reasons underlying thlS hypothes' . .

(Firstly, compulsory mllltary s€rvice in Eastern Europe

'demands that males 'spend two or three years in ‘the army. . In

\

Qzeohoslovakla,_ Czechs and Slovaks will serve ide-by—side,

and a- Czech may f1nd hlmself stationed in Slova ia, whlle a .

- the Sov1et

Unlon although Russian is the language officially gsﬁd in
the SOVlet armed forces, Russian-speaking troo S may come

into contact'with either Byelorussian or Ukrainia - should

¥

they serve in ‘these . republics. Moreover, Warsaw Pact

maneoveurs may involve Czechoslovak or Russian troobs being

stationed in other'Slavicaspeaking Warsaw Pact countiries.
_Of importance here is the fact that malés may hlve more
of an opportunity to come into contact with other Slavs

vhile in ’Europé. ~This may not only’ improve their

\ comprehension of  a certain Slavic language, but &l so may

give them anzopgprthnity to de&elop some oral skllL in

"c\w:

\\‘
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another Slavic language.

Secondly, wupon arrival in ' Canada, there may be a
tendency for some wives to stay at home toﬁiook after young
children while their husbands go to work. Unlike in Eaglern
Europe, where women can work while leaving their young
'ehildren in kihdefgartens, the availibility of day—eate
ceuters'in Canada has been somewhat lacking. Thus, with both
day-care centers and babysitters Unauailable, women are
féfced to stay at home. As a . result, they do not learn
Euglish' ae guickly as their huebands,.for tbey enter into
fewer language—contlict situatious. - |

ii, Age - Age serves two functaons in the study for it -
is both a limit (an 1mm1grant had to: have been at . least
sixteen years of age upon arrival in Canada to be fhcluded'
in the atudy) and a variable. Although :the subjects are
older than the hormally accepted optiﬁum~age'for learning a.
new language (We%qreich 1953:76) - in this case English - it
. was felt that' it might be %hterestlng to see if age does
aftect language us: .. For example, young people might tend
to be 'uore active in the acculturation process to pursue
careers’ and/or to contlnue their educatlon and consequently;
use Engllsh more thaqﬁthelr older compatriots.

iii. Ethnic brigin - As is the case with the age
variable, ethnic-origin serves as both a limit and variable

in theagtudy. It was expected that this varlable would have’

conSﬂQErable influence in determlnlng language usage.
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a greaé%r facility in Engllsh
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v

The chief feature of this variable is that it may‘

‘assist in- establishing both the number and- nature of
N . .

language contactSIWTth other Slavs in Europe and‘Canada. See
b) iii. and ¢) i..

b) Pretmigration Variables

i. Level ‘of . Educatlon upon arrlval in Canada and‘ ii.
Knowledge .Of Engllsh upon Arrival in Canada - These two
variables can be seen as going hand-in-hand to some extent,
for it was hypothesized that the higher thereducation level
of an:immfgrant arri&ing to Edmonton r.the more lihely he

would be to enter into language ~c~tact 51tuatemand1ng
(e

—JD
s

Th - first reason underlylng thlS hypothesis 1s that a

person study1ng or teachlng at a unlver51ty or technlcal

'1nst1tute may requ1re a knowledge of Engllsh to work in his

fleld Perhaps he has to read journals in Engllsh or maybe

even come into contact - be it personally or through

correspondence - w1th scholars or bu51nessmen who know only

English. A ‘person‘ who 1is not as well educated may have
studied some English in school (if any at all), but since”he
has no need to use it, he is likely to forget much of what

he d1d learn

The second reason - for proposing'that education level

-determines.language usage, and‘ specifically that higher

education results in more usage of English, concerns the

type of 'work llkely to he sought by -a well—edUcated

immigrant.' Such 1mmrgrantsf‘— be they doctors, engineers;
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teachers - will wish to find work in their professions. If
they are students, they may wish to continue their education
at é university or Eechnical institufe; In order to do so,
an immigrant's knowledge of English must be considerable,
not only to work or - study, but - also to pass any
qualification exams or undergo re-training. A knowledge of
English 1is more essential to a profession;l's work than it
is to a dishwasher's. | d

A well-educated immigrant may .aow Engligh :onsiderabiy
better than a léss educated immigre not on.y upon arrival
in Canada, but even after Sevefal years of residence here.
It is suggested that the well-educated- immigrant will enter
into gmore complex languagé-coqfact situations with
Egglisﬁ—speaking Canadians.

iii; ContactA with . Other Slavs in éuropg - One of the
two premises uppn which this study is based is the mutual
comprehensibflity of the Slavic languages. As-discuséed
eariier, this . "mutual comprehensibility" is a- highly

relatiqe' term, dependent not only wupon the étrictly-

linguistic differences between any given Slavic languageé,

. l . . .
but also upon language attjtudes and - certain

psycholinguistic factors. All of these however apply to an

 "initial contact situation". They do not take into account

"~ how mutual comprehensibility increases with afi  increase in

- the frequency of éontaéf' between ‘speakers of two Slavic

p

languagesQ'Such'increased éontact may result in spéakers

- still 'béingfabi% to speak their native‘tongueé in a contact

L)
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situation, yet nonetheless able to wunderstand words or
expressions in the other Slavic language-which differ from
their own, | |

As far as the Slavs in the present study are concerned,
we//find thatnmany Czechs and 'Slove' : have had some, if not

con51derable, contact with each other while still in:

Czechoslovakia In the armed forces, the mass—media, at

I3

’
r

‘,_Universit?es, 'as co- workers and - as tourists, C;echs and
Sloyaks tend to be in extremely close contact

In addition, most Czechs and Slovaks, particularly
those born after the Second World War, are reQUired to study
RuSsian in schooL.v%his has allowed them to understand and
perhaps even 'speak Ru551an with any Russaan speakers they
.may come‘into contact with. In fact, the = writer is aware
from his own personal experience that Russian- may serve as a
"lingua franca" for Czechs and ‘'Slovaks speaking with either-
non-Slavic peoples (such as Hungarians) or with Slavs whom
they have difficulty understanding (Bulgarians),

Czechs and Slovaks are aiso able to travel to other
countries in Eastern Europe,quite easiiy, especidlly when‘
comparedﬂ to Soviet -c1tizens. Czechs and Slovaks travel to
'Poland Hungary, Bulgaria, and even Yugoslavia (a countryf,
3,wh1ch, ﬁor many recent Czech—andrslovak ihmigrants, has-been~

the "gatewaynto the ‘West"). o | / K\v
‘ As discussed earlier, a con51derable number of Soviet
‘citizens leav1ng the Sov1et Union are Ru551an speaking Jews

who lived in republics other than the RSFSR Those who lived
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in Byelorussia or the Ukraine understand,. or perhaps even
speak;, the language of the given. republic. At =« *.s in
these republ1cs, chlldren are requlred to study Byeloru551an

or Ukralnlan On 'the other hana, Russian speaklng 1mmlgrants

from the RSFSR “or from any other Soviet republlcs, would'

not have’ the same number of contacts w1th other Slavs as

'would the1r coUnterparts in the Ukraine or Byelorussia.

Post- m1gratlon Variables

i. Contact with Other Slavs in Canada - - This varlable

is d1V1ded 1nto two part5° a) contact w1th members of the

same‘.Slav1c group, "and b) contact with members of other .

e .

Slavic groups.
&

a) Contact wfth'members“of the Same'SlaVic group - This

may well be the most important factor in_”determinihg- the
”’ v~ L. : .

language wusage of any immigrantﬁ For example, an immigrant

who ﬁorke with members of his own Slavic cfoup; meets with

"themv socially, and attends ethnic e mmun1ty act1v1t1es and

éhurch services in hlS natlve tongue‘ls moﬁe llkely .to use

.
e

- hls Slav1c language than an 1mmlgrant who has llttle or no

.‘-' o < -

contact with members of hls Slavrt\group

.

Here, the concepts of language malntenance and language‘

shift dlscussed earller can be seen in actlon quite clearly

-~ ¥

It is proposed that 1mmlgrants ‘who comellnto regular contact'

4

‘ w1th members of their own Slavic group will rate hlghly' in

-

language malntenance, and those who come into less irequent
‘o

contact w1ll rate hlghly in language Shlft

e
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J’contact with members of one S own Slavic group whlch eids 1n

Y
1 11

vmalntalnlng usage of the natlve tongue. After all, is no& a
uperson ,,who¢ part1c1pates regularly in ethnlc coﬁ%unltyih

activitles‘ attends church serv1ces 1n hls Slav1c language,v

e . ‘lx .

and keeps or perhaps seeks out frlen&s of the same ethnic

"w1th hlg cultural past7 If so, it would seem: to follow that

he would try tog“mawntaln a very 1ntegral part 'ofi‘his
. . i : R 2
cultural paSt —“the language. Thus e could conclude that

such a person is algeady predlspor " o° maintaining hi’

language. - ! e o , §7=, "rw/ . ny

At the other end of the spectmumdis t

has llttle contact with hls fellow ethnlcs"?eﬁhaps we
-~ 7 sk, ’ iy . . e
conclude thatﬁsuch a person 152expre551ng a desire to -break
N ~

off contact w1t

-
&

past ’Hence; sucg?a persone wowld be predlsposed to language‘

- L %,

. Shlft . S "): , YN . ,

While there is deflnltely somethlng to be sa1d for thlS

view that" a person s predlsp051tlon determlnes contacts Wlth‘

fellow: Slavs land perhaps reflects -hls~ attltude Qto ths

-
~

) 51tuatlon is much more complex; It'may be that an, 1mm1grant

v who has lgttle contact w1th h;s fellow Slavs is not making a

conscious effort to keep hlmself ,removed from “the ethnlc

communlty, rathen,~ he may just never have had a’chance to

— 4

work w1th or meet soc1ally members of his Slav1c group. on

4 . . o : ! . . .
X o . ) . o [ e . E

‘?*H‘Of'COurse' 1t may be sald that it is more than .just‘

‘nimmlgranth,Who-’

'culturalv past ' and language, lthe fwriteri belleves the

-background shOW1ng ‘some desire to preserve or malntaln~ ties

codldf.b'

.ﬁﬁ%ogh hls~fellow ethn1cs ana hlS culturaku.»:w;

.
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"Accordlng tc e 19A1 Canadian Census, 58, 475 Edmontonlans
- were of Ukrair. .. orWin and 15,505 of Polish orlgln out of
a total:populatlon of 437, 450 . - 2
o . Y o -
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the other hand ‘an individuai,vho,is in close contact with
i

.members oﬁ his -ethnic group ‘may use Englﬂsh w1th some of

7

o
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.
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_ some effect, Czechs and Slovaks mlght eatlly

initial language contact/’problems‘ w1th Poles. 1f they have

Here, ngasi exper1encexe«& h otherQSlavs 1n‘#jioee may have

& v

Ry

'Q.ot have a qfnadlan born spouse and use only Engllsh at

“

4

.

et > . . .
P B N . *
,} o ’ ) EY
. W

oty

S qﬁgglable may. be condltloned by one of the personal varlables
CoLNr e
(

hnic or1g1n) and two~prermrgratlon' variables (educatlon

s 4 B

‘\./'I

and con}aca w1th bther SL%%suln Europe), It should be sa1d

g

‘that’ wlth both Ukralnlans sucn a
"»)l . . Py . '’ ) o *
large segmemt ofi Edmonton s; 2(16 9%) ’, the'

Czechs, Slovaks, or: Russf‘ do" come 1nto”such »contact

' -2'9

overcome any

0

some famlllarlty - wh1ch need not- be cgn51derable3 - ‘with

POllSh FUrthurmore,'-the fact thatggany Cgechs and Slovaks..

have studled Ru551an may a551st tgem An contact‘ not only

with Ru551ans, but w1th Ukralnlans ts well -

'

<

Russian speakers meanwhlleﬂ 'Posse551ng .a 51m11ar,

.culture and orthography to that of the Ukra1n1ans, might be-

1nc11ned to use Ru551an w1th Ukra1n1ans. b addltlon, many

[ . . Y e

r e

P ST,

‘JContacts with members of other Sl§v1c groups - This~

e

Rt

SAn
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chance of adaptlng to, and. functlonlng 1n“/Canad1an soc1et§

) - . ; . o ‘ o . \ . .
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Ru551an speakers from the Ukralne may be Russian-Ukrainian

3

blllnguals,‘ who could merely swltch to Ukrainian when in

contact thh Ukralnlans L s .
> 14t

Up 'to ~this p01nt in’ the discussion n,contact with

@

Slavs 1n Canada it may seem that we are 'deallng with the.

same 51tuat10n A¥ in Europe, i. e., each Slavic group speaks

‘a

its own’ SIav1c language or perhaps another Slavic 'language '

Ll -"' P /";4 AR f‘v " N
W1th Jother Slavs. -¥§3;bﬂ ”dﬁﬁierence in Canada however is. .
” LQK'L‘,{, i .
the overnddlng 1nfluenqe oY Enﬁllsh whlch serves, as much

A

R S
more ‘than D@ ’"llngua franéa" between 1mm1grant gf%ups (as,

.'..: o

4\'@ .
say, Ru551an 35, fS% @ﬁovak tourlsts v1saf1ng Hungary)

Engllsh is the lamguage spokéﬁaby the major@ty of Canaalans

-and as su@h it is the llfellne of uﬁhgllsh speaklng Canada.‘

, W1thouﬂ$ l@arnlng to speak Englash an 1mm1grant Has llttler

Yo mﬁ#f

Therefore,i when we spe 3$ﬁanguages used between Slavs 1n

we m%st remember.

1ndeed between speakers of the same Slavlc language) ‘we, must'

also contend w1th another llngu1st1c entity - Engllsh

i, Length of Tlme in Canada - The importance of ..this
'variable in determanlng language usage should be fairlyr,
obvious, for it would .seem ‘to make sense that a newly

arrived 1mmlgrant knowlng ‘little or ‘fio English would not

have the samef"alternatives"‘gpen to him that an immigrant

Loe T

~has who migrated 1long ago. "Alternatives" in this context

means the various languages an individual knows how to

\

‘hate in; any contact «51tuatlon<3

two speaker5| of two“ given Slav1c languages (or.
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speck. For example, a JSoviet ‘immigrant who has been in

w'anguages =-» English and Russian -

.o - Ca ada -“five years has
. R P 2 R
his disposal. Thds‘r” fontact - 51tuat10ns be they at
)rk social gatherl gs or wherever with members of his own
v' w

or orher Slav1c groups\\tﬁe p0551b111ty of elther/ language
s e belng used by him exists. |
Y S - Sov1et 1mm1grant who has been here only five vmonths’

however 1n all llkellhood will not have the’ optlon of u51ng

v

R ,elther Engllsh or Ru551an open to him - at least not to the

w o Py <:same degree. As thlS 1mmlgr & s prof1c1ency in* Engllsh 1s

- ‘ ¢1ll weak he mayuwellche MUre 1nc11ned to ‘use g@U551an in

contact with other Slavs. f't o T

“ '; iii. The 'study, of English in Canada - The finai’

R 3 4

w variabPé con51dered in‘ the study was"whether _or not the_ -
: : ' . 4o
@%' L 1mmlgrantUattended English language courses .in Canada. It
: ‘_' . \.r(’? o -
- was felt that such courses would’ not only 1ncrease the

“ -
fac111ty of‘an immigrant . 1n Engllsh but" would do so 5in a
,\”\;3 relatively short perlod of t1me (as obposed to the 1mmlgrant

trying to learn Engllsh on the street" which could take

.f« fﬁ ; kmuch longer) - An 1ncreased knowledge of Engllsh which was ‘
8 obtalned in a-. falrly short-period of tlme would allow .the.
) ) ' 1mmlgrant\ tog enterv'lntpg mer; language-eontact'situations
;thanf-an' ;mmigrant“ who had not;‘taken’ English.ilahgédgé.
o | o c‘ou}'ses.‘ S D R R
. __‘ \ | It 'was hypothesized that immigrants who“ had attended '

\
. \

English language 'courses would not use their native Slavic .

T -language as often.as English.
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The Design of the Questionnaire

>

. The questionhaire was intended to be the primary
. )9‘3.

instrument of measuring language usage in the study, and.

would therefore ,be a more detailed source of data than the

interviews. The questions included in tHe questionnaire were'
b

~

“%to reflect various domains ‘of language usage varidbles in

Kidd .
' f%?the study, roles in 1nterlocutlon (1.e., speaker . or

Vg

listener), and inner domain differentiation.

All of the above have been discussed previously, save
*+ . Q

[

for "inner domain differentiation" which means that in a

»given domain there" m£§:be bothgintra group and inter—group
'

contact ‘a fact‘dhich must be taken into account ..
. "‘é, S‘A ? ’ A

-any given domain two or more languages may be

@ "?‘ '\ ra

»example a Czech working with English speaking Cana rans may

has beefi’ “suggested vthat for such a domain a fprthen

breakdown takes place ‘so that we end up w1th “sub-domains".
In thlS example the .work place would be the cpntral doméﬁn
and the twdkgroup settings -»Engrtghyand Czech - would be

. .(_ ' g
.

i

the sub.domaiqs.w

Such differentiatlon within a domain has played a. role,

in studiés by Gross (1951), and Mackey (1962) However[ &5

-._ =
LS 4",(’*"’

role—relations V that is;. the position or status of a

speaker in relation to another person or persons in
interlocution, which may be as employer, father, lecturer,

and so on. "Role-relations” do not exist in the present

@

Fishman-(1964b) has poznted out,- ‘their 'studqes refer to.

5, “i_g’.\” v B

use English with them but Czech w1th Czech co-workers. 'lt{

Q.
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study, and thus are not the basis for any questions in the -

questionnaire. The only roles in the study are the functlons

: .'T*z.i:
of a person enggged in conversatlon - that of speaker oLy
ys v

listener. Questions were asked with these. two roles in mind;7y
While role-relations as “such are not -included in athe'

present study, sub- domalns are. Questﬁods were asked whlchb

would reflect the fact that xih; the . same doma1n CZ@Chéﬁ

r

Slovaks, and Ru551ans may spea% only thelr natlve language

A < .
‘%:th me@gers of the1r own -groups’ but perhaps a dlfferent
RERet Ry .
PSR fanguage = Engllsh>or anotheé Slav1c language known to them™

ad

'} with members of other Slav1c groups. Slmllar1ly, questlons
I
concernlng

ey R

Slavs-in the same domaln %gﬂéralso asked,

L"\'

4

types .of languages spoken ‘to them by ogher

An a nutshell one could say that in each domaln there
k N Y

is a b1furcat10n of sorts, that is, languages used between

members of the same §lav1c group, ~and languages used between

emembers of different Slav1c groups.
A . - )
The questlonnalre’also asked the subjects to rate en a
scale of one to flve varlous difffculties that. the;s had
/ > ", iR
. v b

At

encountered ‘in adjustlng to life in Canada It was hoped v

. ‘that for each immigrant a plcture could be obtalned of hdw
L >

w-@ the problems surroundlng his- llngulstlc assmmllatl n related
to” other: aspgcts of hlS general a551m11at10n._

el S, .

- . _Th - final p01nt about the questlonnalre 1s tha 1t was

o

translated 1nto Czech Slovak, and Ru551an. A questlonnalre
in Englzsh woqld be juse//s understandable to immigrants who

arrived long ago, but the "wr;ter felt‘ that more -recentt‘

L

v

w
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1mmigrants mlght have dlfflCUlty understanding a ‘detailed

]

questionnalre '1h Engllsh (The text of the questionnaire is

SR . printed\un the appendlx)

: Lo o i, .
. B i

. 4 s .

- Caoh
L

The Interviews ~ i » "7-7 b,
e T e e
ﬁﬁ@ ' " The purposkuof the interviews‘uas' to discuss . various
ﬁ aspects pf a551milation - particulary those concerning

H

linguistic assimilation_y w1th the immigrants dn 'the whope

*that any information not obtained through the questionigires

~'Jq x..a,V.

Q,‘»._‘ R ./)3' .
questrons ccqpernmng home51ckness, feebings of acceptance or
&

rejection by other Canadlans, the availahllity 'of& Canadian

“. w

L ' translators at Canadﬁan emba551es, the-various media through
. -‘? ~,‘ <) N
v Whlch the 1mm1grants learned English in. Canada and so .on.

'(~.A . “,

Essentlaliy, “the 1nterv1ew questions were meant to act'

.w

& R experiences and make comments and observations on his own
& .Y 5

a551m11ation process. Xs a result pertinent 1nformation,not

-

covered by the questionnaire, or else-a clearer explanatlon

- of why immigrants answered certain questionnaire items in

»

the way'they did; could be obtained. T

k] . ~

The interviews would be given after the adminis ration -

of the questionnaire, so that the writer could go through

N ‘ask related questions which came to mind.
. . i Vo

’;would become hvailable. Inter 1ew- questions wouId "be,

~~xwas a sort of stimulus, getting%the 1mmigrant tof‘relate his

the completed questionnaire to clarify any discrepancies or

=
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‘writer will diSCUSS.-1) ‘probiems with \the Study from : a

SUcceed in f1nd1ng 30 Slovaks, but recelved{dguest;onnaires“

R

ST

M ‘ .
R _ IV. Results of the Study

The outline of the study carried out by the wrlter along

‘w1th the hypotheses upon wh1ch§the studx&outline is based,

was described in ‘the last chapter., n' this chapter, the

ot

statistical standpoint, 2) unexpected problems which

£

‘appeared  in .the guestionnaire, 3) results of the .

questionnaires, “and-4) results of .the interviews.

Statistical Problems With the'Sthdy

2

It was mgﬁttoned prevxously that the wr1ter 1neQnded to"

%ﬂnalres to 30 Czech 1mmlgrants,'§Q Slovak

'1mmlgrants, and 30 Ru551an 1mm1grants The wrlter managed to

o

from‘voniz 28'Czechs and 26.Ru551ans.;?hus, the totalvnumber"

of immigrants}in the study is 84, and -not the -originally

intended 90. ‘ f

It should be noted Sﬁat whlle all the Slovaks and,'al;u

but one - of the Czechs“”were 1n/fact "ethnic" Slovaks and

C%gghg, the ethnic status of the ."Russians™ ‘is" mére
N N * - T o . . y

difficult “to c;assify. Ethnically;t virtually all of the

~ -

"Ruésian” immiégants-in the study are not of "Russian", byt
rather "Jewish", origin. Indeeds this was expected by the’

L o

'¢The Czech exceptlon was a Pol1sh woman who had moved to

"Czechoslovakia in her late teens,. marrled a Czech, and lived

there for eight years before emigrating to Canada. EK
speaks excellent Czech, and §peaks only Czech at hom wlth

her husband.

DY

writer, as Soviet emigration’poLicies‘are more lax cfor the .



s

Soviet immigrants are 1ndeed "Ru551ans linguistically. All

predominantly ‘while still in the USSR.'’

. se.

'7 One of the Soviet immigrants. rather succinct y descrlbed
‘his ethnic status in the USSR this way: "I was .

// \ R 8\1
N ,

Jewish minority in the Soviet‘dnion than they are for ethnio

Russians. In add;tion,.mény of the Soviet immigrants in the

study 'oid not come from the RSFSR. A con51derable number‘&ﬁf

were from the Ukraine «sgﬁg ﬁrom Byeloru551a, and several

N
from Armenia.

Despite their Jewish ethnic backgropnd”anduﬁ2§§ variety

of places outside the RSFSR . that they osme from, these
; ; .

~ considered Ru551an their native langUage,""although some

considered themsel&és native in other laﬁguages together

Qith'-Ruséian,. such vas Ukrainian, and much less frequently

4

Yiddish or German. Of the ‘Soviet 1mmrgrants who& clalmed “to

be | bilingual, Russian waé tHE language théy’ used

”
Reference 'to the |Soviet immigrants in this study as
. ‘ o
: ' \ : : C o
"Russians™ is meant to be taken in a Mlinguistic", ‘as
opposed to an : ethnlc { .context. As such,. the. Soviet

1mm1grants are more properly descrlbed as "R ;iad-Speaking"

L 4

1mmlgrants in the ‘' study, and not "Russian” ihmigfants péP 
r) N ’

k]

_ Aside. from’\the oroblem of the immigrahfsJin the-study

not being a truly ‘random sample - which was dlscussed 1n the

last chapterA“- other' stat1st1cal weaknésses in the studﬁ/

ceme to light when the collected data’were being analyzed.®
. x . ‘ .

7

V4

—— — e —— - ——— - —— " - —— e

Ru551an speaklng Jew living in the Ukraane o }:f ST e

A



)
3

s 82

CIPREEN
AT
S e

One weakness was that, 5%%ﬁg‘to the small number of
respondents. in the stﬁdy, many of the cross-tabulation
'tabiésﬂbontained a considerable number of cell frequencies
with less than ths éxpected cell value onS;IThiS was true

not only of the cross-tabulations of variables within each
ts), but

Slavic group (involving 30, 28, and 26 responde

- also of the combined‘Slavic group table, ”where the thrée

. Slavic - groups were compared.with cne another (a total ‘of 84

subjects) . -

ng to the low cell frequencies
: e . ' R =
was the number of possible replies to some questions, - often

Another factor contributi

U

. . Kol
as highy as flVQQ}Z whgchd&b&ulted*ln,the small number of
‘respondents»bqlng'néggggore-flnefy dissected. -

_ LRy T

Thus, in tryifg " to anélyze:‘:hg signifi@apcé,of the
urelationship'between'two variables, '* or even in mereiy
‘looking at the statistics in a given table, the percentage

given for a category may be misleading when compared to the

, . . . e WS
absolute value of the replies_.jin .that. category. For example?
olute. « epl. $3 "<>%3 ;9. y. F mple,

in " analyzing what langﬁfges

'*"Significance” here refers _.to "level of'significance",
i.e., the probability of dbtaining a result which
contradicts that of the original hypothesis. For example, ..
the relationship between two given variables may have a.

- level-of sigpificance of .05. This means that if the test
~ were repeatgd 100 times, 'in only five cases would the .>

results contradict-our findings. It follows that the lower
the probability'af obtaining a result contradictory to our
hypothesis, the higher the level of significance of the
relationship between two variables. i N :

By conventipn, *a hyppthesis is said to be very. _
significant if the level of significance is .05 or less. A
level of significance between .05 and .10 shows some
noteable significancesin the cross-tabulation of two given
variables. — : >
i . . o

were used by the Russian

e

N
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’ a

immigrants ithhe'workﬂplace, it Qas found that 69.2% of the
recent Russian immigrants (those immigrants who had been in
Canada five years or less) never’ used another - Slavic
language at work, while only 33. 3% of the immigrants who had
been here longer made the same claim. Yet, -in terms of
‘absolute wvalues, the latter figure is only 1/3. As.a result
_of this, the writer will supply absolute valuesv for'_every

-

result of the questionnaire 01ted in this chapter along
. . F
with percentages, ‘when the absolute value in- a given

IR v ) o

P

category is 51gn1f1cantly large.fﬁhﬂg

3% k:.

Given the’statistical,weaknés&es‘of the i£UdY' it must

b4

“ - be remembered Ehaﬁlythg"\

g
[P

\4 ; ) ": X 1’ \"
pilot project ané as such cannot o%te%ehhy f1rm conclusnpns
.on  the populatlons studled Nonetheless some 1nterest1ng*

'fcomgﬁflsons and centrasts can- be made w1th1n - and between -

the groups 1nvolved in the study«

™
. Owing to dlffﬂ:ultles. whlch were not foreseen by the

'Unexpected Proo&?ms With the Questzonnalre

L}

wrlter in ¥ com ?%11“9 " the questlonnalre, .some guestions

concernlng language usage:"n var1ous domalns had to be
omitted in the analy51s of the data@ One such questlon was(

the one concernlng attendance at religlous serv1ces in one s
Ah AR
. 4

native language. The wrlter dlscovered that while the?
Slovaks are aHﬁe to attend rellglous serv1ces in Slovak

_(whlch are offered tw1ce a month), there are  noé rellglous

- serv1ces in Czech or Russian, Consequently, the gquestions on

. ) - . N
. . ) K
v . " N . . s _ -



- Soviet immigrants«do attend ethniq‘ events, “~but thesge
" those involving fangqaga.uéage at;thefjpahadax Manpower .and

. been there only once. SomeK of the 'immigrant

Sy | | 84

attendance at religious services in one's native language °

are not applicable to the Czechs and Russians. This quéstidn

was omitted in the final analysis.

A similar situation occured with the guestion _OR i
; A . ) ! ¥

atténdance: at ethnic éoﬁmunityEevents; Unfortunately, thelw
ethnic-cultural life of the three'\grOUps Studied 1is very

poorly maintained. It was found that perhéps “with the <

o o
exception of a copple of social gatherings a year, none of -,
the groups _held any ephhic community évenﬁs wh£€§o¢yer.
Indeeé, the writer's imp;essioﬁ“@é;‘thatvwhilé ihe~sensé‘gQY:
ethnic 'consciousﬁessr m%§§ﬁ  be{béﬁSigerabi@f;’pai§?CUi§;ly_
amonééﬁﬁthe"Czéchs aﬁdiisibv;iga‘;’mfhé . Sense Ef ethﬁfc -
é&mmunifya Cdnscio&éhe§s Qasipborij“é%yéicpgd?.which can be _. ;fi{ 

s - . . \ L, . ' 1
seen by the absence of ethnic community events, ,clubs, and

associations . which atgu found - amongst many of Edmonton's ' -
other Slavic groups, such as the Ukrafnians, Poles, and even |
- 0 3 . ‘ i { . . r‘,\ 4

smaller groups like the Croats and Slovenes. Some of the

cares.

ok

events of Edmonton's Jewish commumity, '’ o R %%

4 N : .
Other questions which® caused.’ §Qme’difficultie§;geré

fmmigratidn bffige. Not all of the immigrants hatl’ bee'n at
Manpower ‘and I'mmigration, and of those. who had; many - had
" had an ., .
......... . ~— v =

h : f ) .
",Sin;e?the completion of the study, some members of
Edmonton's Soviet-Jewish community have formed a cultural
organization called /Shalom". In ' addition, members of the
Czech -community have begun formind a Czechoslovak arts and .
sciences society ("Ceskoslovenska spolecnost pro védy a - .
umnéni"),’ _ S ' S SRR

f

N 7

.
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o
interpreter .Qitﬁ;ﬁ}hem which made the analysis of language\%kig ”
o ‘. usage in thls domain rather compllcated With the assistan . il
| R o of an 1nterpreter an immigrant would have been able.to<;§j;7
his language while the.lmmlgration councillor used énglish;”
1 ) ‘and’ yet the immigrant - would claim that he understood

- o . s ..?

everythlng perfectly that was' explalned to hlm, -and that "he

;;; . -~ in. turn was unde tood perfectly Owing'to the complexltlesflp
f%&:&ﬁéég h-1:381ved here, thls questlon was also removed from the flnal .ff
5fffl1.. analysis. ?;' ﬂ,}:;“ o ; DR d" c ; lé
: QVS%J"?”" L- Another seﬁie;)ofIQLestlons ’;hlis °wexe //Etd/ahazyzed ;;'ﬁ
‘rw{"-wf‘ . ‘concerned, -street language" (i. é-:,J%OW often Eng115h was
“ft mused in pubrlc with members of the same or dlfferent Slavﬁt
- - : ) ,-rQups).h Ow1ng to some amblgu1t§es in the yo;dlng of these .
. l o qu‘stlens, the answegs reflected some confu51on ~on the part ‘

i

of \the respondentgv Consequently,n street speech" was - not e
analyzed S R ,_39. E L
' T T ' d o S
| Resuits;otftheAbuestionnair@ o e R '
Ethnié Origin f' R
: B P o . o I . ) el ./fl,’:
. :14}- LOf the ' personal ‘variables" (age, ‘sex,_and )
R ?fethnlc or1g1n) the_most .interesting results‘ were,T
. Co el , e T o e : .
ERE T o ohta;ned‘ fromA the .v%riable‘fethnic’origin"; There
o, pthedS"to_ be considerahle;'significance in;' the.
L2 E 7' ‘ . w‘- Ja’*
v . neo relatlonshlp between this variable and sohe of the
\ others, and even when the'%tatlstlcal dlfference -is»
L T 3 Ay
not partlcularly great, . the statistics themselves
. ' are lnterestlng to 100k at, . . 7

.
. o -
o - ' . N
¢ B ] - . N B
\ S C . | e ! L . . . Sy
v . : . T L .

T
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:W Knowledge of Engllsh upon Arrival .

| When "ethnic. orlgln" was‘cross~tabulated;with_
; _‘ "knowledge of English upon arrlval to.Canada" -some;
" “ ' “'51gn1f1cance (.31008) was; seen in the dlffe}ences

¥

between groups {Section A, . graph 1. Y ‘24/30

Slovaks (80.0) in the study knew no ‘English at aii‘y

upon' arr1val to Canada,.eompared'w1th 17/28 Czechs

, " R | , {@he7) and only 11/26" Russians  (42. 3). In thils
\ _— gf ory, the Slovaks are well gbove the average of
;—h; ‘ fg’: " R %% 9%, angd the~Russzans well below 1t. Most :of the.”
o 3 N 2 | re5ults ﬁp thls cross- tabulatlon are skewed towards a‘

e the(hegatlve end of the sp%ctrum,_as 52/84 (61 4) of 5
-f vﬁ- & the '1mmlgrants knew 1H9 Engllsh all and af

- . additional 21/84 (25.0)" knew Ennggh poorlyA in the =~

'f/e;:”ff o . ;"knew Engllsh poorly category,. e proéoftlons are

=
fiw Y 9

reversed _relatlve 'to;fthe averJge i3/30 Slovaks

’(10 0) and '11/26"Russians (42 3)" ﬁnew ?Fgllsh o

e

oo N - poorly, whlle ther Czech scores 7/28 or 25.0) remaln

.,

the same (or almost the same) as ave@age.‘

y . ) ' -/
oy Only:3/30 Slovaks (10h0l 4/28 Czechs (14 2)
ﬂ;e‘ '..“f,; and 4/26 Ru551ans (15 3) clalmed to kno Engllsh
s ':.. adequately or well"'f o -"” . ;fe;;;;x! %;

ﬁ
Ru551an zmmlgrants in’ the study we e be ter prepared

T - | llngu1st1cally to adjust to llfe 1n Canada, as over:

/,~_.—ﬁ

- . = o — s wnd o -

LY aeqp graph 1, the codes. - from bottom to top - are. 1) none, K
2) poor, 3) adequate .and 4) good 4,; } | D \
o ._,_F’ . N 4 . /r 7 ’ v* - ; ’ . \‘.‘ ',"‘ 4 ‘ ] !' ‘:

( &

=

o,

One could conclude from thlS data that the'f“
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English, compared with 6/30 Slovaks (20.0) and 11?28

Czechs (39 3).

This could be explalned by the fact that many

of .the Czechs (19/28 or,67. 9) and Slovaks (14/30 or

46.7) emlgrated to Canada on fairly short notice
(i.e., following the Soviet interven=zion into
Czesh$slovakia in August  "36L,. Tae Russian
. immigrants on the other ha;d Lk planning to

emigrafé - for some time, and had ‘the opportunity to

prepare them}éﬂves (albeit perhaps only slightly)

1

from a linguistic standpoint.

v

'Arrlval w1th Friends or Relatlves

Most of the 1mmlgrants (73/84 or 86.9) arrlved
in. Canada“ w1th frlends or elatlves and the
significance of the dﬂfference betwee//groups is
.0507. All of the Russians 26/26) came to Canada in
family groups. 25/30 Slovaks (83.3) did not come
alone, and slighfly fewer Czecﬁs (22/28. or ;8.6)
came with friends or relatives. Of theizs;g\sigvaks
who.came alone, four‘ were male, and ;ﬁ the six
Czechs who Qame alone, five-were male. Both’females,

who came alone to Canada joined their husbands who

were already here. Only 1/74 (or 1.4) immigrants (a

‘Russian male)-did not centinue to stay with the

péople whom he came with.
(\'
A small minority of immigrants (10/89 or 11.9)

stayed ~ upon arrival .with friends or . relatives
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3

already living in Edmonton. A larger numbgr of
Slovaks (6/30 or 20.0) than Czechs (2/28 or 7,1) and
Russians (2/26 or 7.7) stayed with fami'y or

friends. For. eight of these ten immigrants the

‘language wused at their friends' or relatives' homes

© 1 X .
was exclusively their native Slavic tongue, while

2/10 (both Slovaks) said that the native Slavic.

language was uéed often.

Knowledge of Other Slavic Languages before Arrival

‘With the exception of three Russian females,

all the dimmigrants in the study claimed to be able

kd

- to understand another, Slavic language before coming

to Canagdd. ; ‘haps even more interesting is the fact
that 69/84 q;éstionnaire respondents (82.1) claimed
EéﬁSpeak\another language before leaving Europe. The -
stgtistical difference between groups is éignificant
(fb439), as a higher number of Czechs (27[28 cr
86.4) than Slovaks (25/30 or 83.3) and QRussians

(17/26 or 65.4) reported being able to speak another

\Slavic language. The high percentage of Czechs and

Slovaks claiming to speak another Slavic language
should not be considered surprising, since all but
two Slovak maleé - one who came to Canada in 1948

and the other in 1950 - had had lariguage training in

Russian. The four remaining Czechs and Slovaks who

were unable to speak Russian §aid so because they

hadn't had anything to do.with the Russian language

3,
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ﬁpr/years, and had forgotten what fhey knew. \
Many Slovaks said ﬁhat they could speak Czech,
and many Czechs claimed to speak Slovak, but in the
opinion of the writer, most Slovaks would probably
mix a féw words of Czech into their Slovak and
vice—&ersa‘f and then say that they speak ééqh
other's language. Although fewer Rﬁssians said ﬁhey
-spoke another Slavic language, the writer‘ got the
impression that the Russian-speaking immigréﬂts.in
the study who claimed to speak another Slavic tongue
~were more -truly bilghgual “than the Czechs and
Slovékswmaking the same claim. Many of - the Soviet
immigrants. came from the Ukraine, Qh re for them
Russian was thé'language \u%ed at home, often in
public (Earticularly invqthef larger metropolitan
centers),ﬁand often - if nét‘always - at school. 1In
spite of this, the frequency of Russian language
usage in the Ukraine is not the same;that it is 1in
Moscow. The SoyieF immfgrants from the Ukraine had
studied Ukrainian at school, came into contact with
it, in4the mass media, and met Ukrainian speékers at
work, schopl, and sbciall§. Altgopgh thé samé claim
could be made\to some degrge of Czecas and Slovaks
in Czechoslovakia, it apbears 'that, the similarity
between Czech and Slova! makes learning each other's

language seem almost wunnecessary. Given that the

kinship between Russian and Ukrainian 1is not as
_ , _ _

)
o=
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close as the one between Czech and Slovak, a Russian
trying to speak Ukrainian will have to do more than

simply mix a few Ukrainian words with his Russian.

4

Contact with Other Slavs in Europe

Very few of the immigrants had not come intpo

w

contact with other Slavs 1in Europe Kgraph 2). °?

According to the data, the Russians came into moré

ffrequent contact with other Slavs. 14/26 Russians

(53.9) met other Slavs often or always, as opposed
to 9/29 or 31.0% of the Slovaks (one Slovak did nbt
respond) and 9/28 or 32.2%  of the Czechs.
Conversely, 9/29 Siovaks (31.0) and 12/28 Czechs
(42.9) noted that the} rarely came into contact with
other Slavs, while only 2/26 Russiana (7.7) made the
same claim. | |
It is noteworthy however, that while the
Ru551ans came into more frequent contact with other'
Slavs than did the Czechs and Slovaks, the diversity
of thelr contacts was not as. great. The Russians
came into contact almost exclusively with Ukrainians
and §yeldrussians; whiie the Czechs and Slovaks met
Eolea, Serbs,.iéroats, Slovenes, Rnssians, and‘even

Bulgarians. This 1is probably due to the less

stringent restrictions on foreign travel placéé on

*'For most. of the. graphs in this section, the code - from
bottom to top - is 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) sometimes, 4)
often,

and

12,

and 5) always. The exceptions are graphs 3, 5, 10,

which afe not frequency graphs.
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Czechoglovak titizens;

Laﬁguage Usage in the Workplace

There was a sggnificant difference (.0386)
between the three groups) studied with regard to
having worked with membersAof the same Slavic group
in Canada (graph 3). Of the 84 respondents, 49 (or
58.3) said that they Rad worked wi;h members . of
their own Slavic group since immigréting.‘Only a
small number of the Russians'(10/26 ér' 38.5) have
worked -with other Russians. A larger number of
Slovaks (19/30 or 63.3) have worked with other
Slovaks, and an even higher number of Czechs have
with other Czechs (20/28 or 71.4)

It could be argued that since most of the
Czechs and Slovaks have been in Canada longer than

the Russians, it is not surprising that more of them

have worked with members of their own respective

groups. Yet, when one compares the figures for those
immigrants in the study who haye-been in Canada for
five §ears or less - which consists of 12/30 Slovaks
(40.0), 7/28 Czechs (25.0), and 22/26 Russians
(84.6)7 - the ranking of the groups is the same.
Indeed, the Russians are found again to be ,well
below the five-year group average of 48.5%. 8/22
Ruséians (36.4) havefworked with otﬁgr Russians, as
compared to 7/21 Slovaks “(58.3) \an 5/7 Czechs

(71.4) who worked with members of théir own groups.
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3. Percentage of Slavs Who Have Worked With Members

N of their Own Group in Canada
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Furthermore, not only 1is the ranking the same in
both the total immigr-:-t group and tﬁe five-year or
less group, but the percentage distributions are
almost identical-.

As. far as usage ‘of the native Slav}c tongue
with members of one's own Slavic group in tﬁe
workplace is concerned (graph 4), there 1is no
noteworthy significant difference betwee% the groups
(.2211). Nonetheless,4mentlon of the pure :tatlSthS
may be of some,lnterest, ot those Slavs 1n the study
whb work or have worked with members of the sanme
Slavié language group, virtually all (18(}9 or 94.7
of the Slovaks, 20/20 Czechs, and 9/10 Russians)
will use their native language to some degree, and,
according to the frequencies reported by the
immiérants; most wiil use it to a considerable
degree. Indeed, 33/49 (67.3) of the immigrants said
that they‘use their mother tongue often or always
with members of the same Slavic group at work.

On the other hand, only 2/49 or  4.1%
(consisting of one Slovak and one Russian) claimed
never to speak their Slavic language at work, and
‘6/49 orr 12.2% (consisting of thrée Slovaks, two
Czechs, and one Russian) do so only rarely. ]1719
Slovaks V(57.9) will wuse Slovak exciusively with

other Slovaks at work, compared with 5/20 Czechs and

2/10 Russians who made the same claim. However,
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thle only 2/19 Sldvaks (10.5) would use Slovak
often in this domain, 9/20 Czechs. (45.0) and 4/10
Rﬁssians reported doing likewise. |
One’ would expect. these - figures to be higher
amongst immigrants who have been here five years or
less. This does not prove to be the case. Only a
small number of ﬁhe more recent immigrants‘(20/41 or
48.8) have worked with members of their own Slavic
group. Of these 20 individuals, 14 (70.0) will use
tﬁeir  mother tongue often or always (compared with
67.3 of the total'group). This group is comprised of
5/7 Slovaks (71.4), 4/5 Czechs (80.0), and 5/8
Russians (62.5). | | |
It should be’ mentioned hé:e that based;on
informafién from the interViews, an important factor
determiningnwhich"language‘(English/SlaviE) would be
used, be it‘in the work place o;'sécial setting, is
;he- presence of an English—speaking_person. Man;
immigrants considered it rude to speak their"native.
fongue with someone,wheﬁ there was a person present:
who cannot understand it. In one intérview, a quech
hale 'noted_that socially or at work ‘he would always -
use Czech with a Czech or Slovak, énd that he would
speak "anglicky jen | v pfitomﬁosti‘ Kanéd’anﬁ".
("English only in the presence of Canadians"). Thus,
it may well prové to be that in order.to determine

language usage between various Slavic speakers, ‘one
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has.to take into account not only the' .attitudes or
preferences of'the_slavic speakers'concerning-which
language to use, but also the absence ér'preSence of
non-Slavic speakers. ~ AR |

In the preceeding chapter, the writer mentioned
that 1in terms of sheer probability,. he felt there
would be "a greater chance of the’ihmigrants working
with members of- other Slavic groups than .with
members of their own groups. Such proved tog be the
case with the immigrants in the study, even though
- there was.little significance in the differences
between groups (graph 5). While 58.3% (49/84) of the
Slavs in the study work or have worked with hembers-
of their o;ﬁ Sla&ic languége group, 70.2% (59/84
have worked w1th members of other Slav1c grouos The
same holds true for  the more recent immigrants -
those who have been here five years Ldr 'less - as
well. 48.8% (20/41) of these immigrants have worked
with members of the séme groﬁp, and"68.3% (28/41)
‘have workéd with members of other Slavit groups. A
éreater number of Slovaks (23/30 ar 76.7)gaﬁa Czechs
(20/28 or 71.4) in the study have workea‘with other
Sléts’in Canada than have Russighs.(16/ig or 61.5).
The Russianéhaare well below the average of 70.2%,
the Czechs and Slovaks well above it.

Again, the - argument that - most. of the

3

Russianz speaklng immigrants in the study have been
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in Canada a shorter period of time thar“the Czechs

~and 'Slovak%, and therefore have .not‘ had the

0pportunity\ to work”with-many Slavs, is not valid.
In the five-year or less group, where 68.3% of the
immigrants ;eported that they have worked with bther
Slavs, only‘13/22 Russians (59.1) made  this élaim,
cbmpared with 10/12 Slovaks (83.3) and 5/7 Czechs
(71.4). | '

The data/show (graph é) that when working with
members of other Slavic language - groups, the

immigrants. in the study woUld be less inclined to-

use their native Slavic language. Unfortunately, the

‘'significance here 1is not notable (.3056). 20.3%

(12/59) of the immigrants in the study said that
they would never use théir native language with
other Slavs at work, compared with only 4.1% - (2/49)

who said they would never use their native tongue
. ) :

with m~mbers of the same Slavic group at work. In .

\

fact. rcughly half  (30/59 or 50.5) of the
gues-ionna . re respondents would rare!y or never use
their ~lavic®tongue at work with other Slavs. There

is however, considerable deviation . from this
. . ¥

~average. The Czechs (11/20 or 55.0) are quite close

to. the combined averages of the "never" and "rarely"”
categories, but the Slovaks (7/23 or 30.4) are well
below the average, and the.Russians (12/26 or 75.0)-

are well above it.

4

i "
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In other words, ﬁhe combined figures . for thé
"rarelyJ and "never” cétegories show éhelproclivity
for the Russians in the gtudy to use their jSlavié
language less in this domain, and that of the Czechs
and more so the Slovaks to use their languages with
greater freguency.; Indeed, at the other end _of the
scale only’1/16 (6.3) Russians who worki with other
-Slavs reports using Russian often at work with othéf
Slavs. No Russians mentioned using Russian "always"
in this setting. Meanwhile, 6/20‘Czéchs\(3010) and
12/23 Slovaks ' (52.2) speak their respective
languages "often" or "always" when in contact with
other Slavs at work. |
~ 7 It appears that in the work place ‘the
immnigrants were spsken to in another Slavic langquage
(SL2) slightly_ more often than théy'gpoke their
Slavic lanéuage (SL12 with these other Slavs (graph
71;: While 12/59 (20:3) claimed they never spoke SL1
with co-workers, fewer (8/59 or 13.6) said that
other Slavic workers never spoke SL2 wifhvthem. An
,additional 16/59 (27.1) are spoken tL in SL2 rarely.
of nofe here is not only the difference between the
Slovaks and the othe?. two groups - which is
statisticaliy significant (.0463) - but also the
group ranking, which is the same as it is for the

immigrants speaking SL1 with members of other Slavic

\\Qfgfoups. While 11/16 Russians (68.8) and 10/20 Czechs
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(50.0) were spoken to in SL2:-never or rarely, only

‘3/23 Slovaks (13.0) made the same claim.

At the other end of the scale, the figures are

reversed. 12/23 Slovaks (52.8)- are spoken to in SL2

often or always, compared with 6/20 Czechs (30.0)

and only 1/16 Russians (6.3) reporting the same (the
one Russian is in the "often" category).

Given tﬂat practically all of the  Czechs and
Slovaks have had langhage trainiﬁg in Russian, ahd
that many of the Russian-speaking immigrants knew

Ukrainian  to some degree, the immigrants in the

study were asked whether they used another Slavic

language - be it the language of the people with
whom they were speaking, or a more closely - related

language to the one of the people with whom they

- were speaking (for example, a Czech using: Russian
{ N .

with a Ukrainian) - at work. Thgre\ﬁroygd to be no
real:siginificant difference between groﬁéé‘-(graph
8). Of the immigrants iA the studfi 58.6% or 34/58
(one Slovak did not answer this .quéftion) claimed
they never’ spcke another .Slavic language at work.

None of the immigrants reported always using SL2

v \ \ ,
wheh in contact with other Slavs at work. 5/16

Ruséiqns (31.3) said they sometimes spoke SL2 (which

in each case was Ukrainian); compared with 4/22
~ . v

Slovaks (18.2) and 2/20 Cmgchs (10.0) who also said

so. Only 1/22 Slovaks (4.5), 1/16 Russians (6.3),

Y
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' 8. Percentage of Slavs Who Have Spoken Another

. Slavic Language at Work*
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and 3/20 Czechs (15.0) sé@d they often spcke another
Slavic language at work. \

It seems peculiar th%t the Russians in the
study bn the one hand use\their mother tongue less
frequentif-at work than the:Czechs and Slovaks, and
that on the other hand thay are more inclined to use
a different Slavic language with other Sla&s at work
than- the other two groups are. However, as the
Russians used Ukrainian in each instance, and as the

Ukrainians are the largest Slavic group in Edmonton,

it is not surprising that the Russians would come

‘into some contact with the Ukrainians. It might be

more appropriate to'say, at least for some of the
Soviet ~immigrants in the study, that the choice of
language is not simpl§ one of Russian/English, but
rathér one of Russian/Ukrainian/English.

Of those immigrants who worked with members of
ofher ‘Slavic groups,r most (44/59 or 74.6) claimed
they had never been spoken to in SL1 by these other
Slavs. There is, however, considerable significahce
(.0001) in the difference between groups here (grapﬁ

3). 22/23 Slovaks (95.7) and 17/20 Czechs (85.0)

s hey havé never been spoken to  in Slovak and
"z '3spectively at work, but only 5/16 (31.3)
R s5¢ 2lso said so. Another 5/16 Russians said
they z2n  spoken to in Russian rarely at work.

6/17 (3 4 thev've had other Slavs speak
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Russian to"them sometimes. The q}fferences between
the Czechs and Slovaks on oné side, and the Rﬁssians
on the other, were not unexpected. Most non-Russian
Slavs (be they Czech! Slovak, Polish, or fugoslav)
who were educated in Europe have studied Russian for
years at schooi.” ‘Few non-Czech and non-Slovak
Slavs meanwhile (with the exception'of Slavjcists,
translators, and embassy personnel) have had any
formal training in Czech or Slovak.

To sum up the language usage of the immigrants
in the work domain, it was found that 1) in this
study, in terms of pure statistics, the Slovaks
showed )a greater tendency to speak SL1 - be it with
other Slovaksl ‘or wigh members of other " Slavic .
groups - at work (the Russians on the other hand

. showed little tendency to do so), 2) the Russians in
the study spoke SL2 more frequently in contact with
other Slavs than did the Czechs and Slovaks, 3) as
far as the "listener" feature is concerned, Czechs
and more so Slovaks were spoken to in SL2 with
greater freqﬁgncy than were the Russians, and 4) the

*?.An interesting comment concerning this was made by a
recent Czech immigrant who told the writer during an
interview: '

In Czechoslovakia you study Russian just well
enough to graduate from school. I never thought
'I'd need to use it again. But here in Canada I
work with several Russians, and I speak Russian
with them. I never thought I'd use Russian
~again, especially in Canada.

\
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thén the Czechs and Slovaks were.

One possible'reason'fpr the Russians being more
inclined to use English wiéh §éeater frequency at
work than the Czechs and Slovaks (compate graphs 6
and 8) may be that the Russians were the best
prepared linguistically Gpon arrival 1in Canada.
Another reason may have to‘ do with language
attitudes, owing to the fact that the
Russian-spéaking immigrants didAndt come to Canada
asA political refugees,. as did many Czechs and
Slovaks. Perhaps the Czechs and Slovéks, owing to

" the  circumstances in which many of. them . left
Czechoslovakia, feel "tprn away" from their
‘homeland, and try to‘maintain_some ties with it by
using their mother'toﬁgue here. Yet a third reason
may; be one mentioned earlier, nameiy; the presence
of non-Slavic speaking Canadians. It is possible
that the Russian immigrant§ find themselves workinc
with'English sﬁeakers more frequently than do th=s
Czechs and Slovaks. Needless to say, such

conclusions, without any further testing, are merely

speculative.

.

vKnowledge of Other Slavic Languaées in Canada
36.9% of the immigrants (31/84) claim to have
come tv understand a different- Slavic language here
in Canada. ?*?

*’As the writer had to rely on the claims of the immigrants

—_—
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The high degree oﬂ\significance (.0047) is due . to
the Slovak figures. 18/30 élovaké (60.0) say they
noQ understand a Slavic language which they didn't

.in Europe, while only 7/28 Czechs (25.0) and 6/26
Russians (23.1) made the same claim.

Why is it that‘so many more Slovaks claim to -
now understand énother Slavic 1language? It seemé
that this . develbpment may have come about.owing to
language ﬁsage in the workplace; If one again tékes
a look at ‘graphs-5 and 7, one can see that not only
have more Slovaks wo;ked with other Slavs than have
,Cieéhs and Russians,l but also that a considerably
higher number of Slovqk% have been spoken to ih'
another Slavic language at work. Fur;her tesfng
would be required to find out why this ié Eo.

Only 6.1% or 5/82 immigrants (two Russians did

. not respopd) reported being able to . speak another
Slavic language since coming to Canada. This total
is made up of 2/30 Slovaks (6.7) and 3/28 Czechs

{(10.7). No Russians professed to have'learned\to'

speak another Slavic l&nguage since coming here.

Language Usage in the Social Setting
In the social setting there 1s . some
significance in the differences between groups when

—————————— ———————

**(cont'd)themselves whether they could understand and/or
speak another Slavic language since coming to Canada, the
data cited here - particularly in regard to speaking
abilities - should be taken with some caution.

5
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speakers of one Slavic group meet with speekers of
another (graph 10). 78.5% or 65/83 immigrants (one'
Slovak did not reply) meet- socially with members of
other Slay%c groups (significance = .1053). A higher
proportion of Czechs (25/28 or 89.3) meet socially
with other Slavs than do Slovaks (23/29 or 79.3).and
especially Russians (17/26 or/65.4).

Even‘ though | tge Russian-speaking immigrants’
meet soc1ally less frequently wlth members of other
Slavic groups, they show a markedly hlgher tendency
to use English with these Slavs than do the Czechs.
and Slovaks (the significance of the difference‘ris
.0989; graph 11). .ﬁere,‘ 73;4% ‘(11/15) ef the
ﬁussians will use English often or always, compared
with 34.8% (8/23) of the Slovaks and 24.0% (6/25) of
the Czechs. The‘reverse statistics can be seen at

the other end of the seale, where 56.5% (|3/23) of

“thevslovaks and 52. O%‘ 13/25) of the Czechs w1ll

never or rarely ~use Engllsh with other Slavs wh
they meet soc1ally None of the Russians reported
"never" u51ng English in this setting, and-only 2/15
(13.0) said they used English rarely. |
Virtually all. of the ihmigrants'in the study
(8f/84 or 96.45 meet }ocially with members of their
own Slavic group»(graph 12). Only f/30 $lovak$ (3.4)
and 2/28 Czechs‘(7.1) do not do ‘so. Each Ressian4

reported  that he or she meets socially with other
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Russians.

Although the results for language usage in the
social setting between members of the same Slavic
group eare not statistically significant (.1713), the
figures themselves are interesting to look at (graph
13).A 80.2% (65/81) of the questionnaire reepondents
;wrote that they use nothing but their native Slavic
language when they meet socially with members of the
same Slavic group. However, of the Russ :ns in the
study, 92.3% (24/26) will use Russian exclusively,
which.is‘a much higher amount than the 76.9% (20/26)
Cof the Czechs and 72.4% (21/29) of the Slovaks who

1

will do the same .
\

Length of re51dence in Canada could be playlng

[y

a role here, betause when the data for those

‘immigrants who have been in Canada for: flve years or

less is analyzed, one sees that ‘the flgures are much

higher and much closer. In this group of recent
immigrants, 92.7% (38/41) use nothing "but their

native tongue in the social domain. ‘re breakdown

finds the Russians again with the highest degree of

usagf of the mother tongue (95.5 or 21/22 , but the

Slovaks (91.7 or 11/12) and the Czechs (85.7 or/677)

are not far behind. /l
It is guite likely . that a longer pefiod of
residence 1in Canada leads to the establishment ;

more social ties with people outside of one's

- . \
e
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ethno-linguistic group. Thus, a gathering of people
including members of one's own Slavic group may also
consist of non-Slavs, resulting in English being

used more often.

English Language Classes

In an effort to adjust to life iN Canada from a
linguistic standpoint, 7ﬂ:4% (60/84) of the
immigrants'in the study attenaed, or were in the
process of attending, Engiiéh language classes. The
classes were offered at the UniVersity of Alberta,
at various Public and mSeparagé schools, and at
Alberta Vocational College. 56.7% of the immigrants
found. the courses to be "very useful"{ and 40.0%
(24/60) found them "somewhat useful”. Only 3.3%
(2/60) felt that the courses were of l{ttlébuse.

Of the 24 ihmigrants wh? had not attenaed»
English langyage courses, 14 (54.2) expressed some
regret that they hadn't taken such courses. The .

-

remaining 11 did not.

Attitudes to Children Learning_ the SléQié Language

In the prévious- éhapter, the writer made
feference to Johnson's study of Pblish iﬁmigrants in
Australia. As mentioned, Johnson felt fﬁat the
attitude of the Polish . immigrants 'towards the
assimilation of their childreh ¥would give some

indication of the immigrants' attitudes towards
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assimilationA in general (including, of Acourse,
linguistic ~assimilation). In the present stﬁdy, the
immigrants were asked if they would like their
children to be able to speak their particular Slavic
languaée. Those 'immigfants who were single: or

married without <children, were asked to reply to

this question as if they had children. The replies

show an éftremely powerful desire for the particular
Slavic téngue to be ﬁaintained; 82/84 immigrants
(97.6) wished that their children would be able to
speak their Slavic language.

' One single Czech male, who replied "no" to this
question, said that if he had- children; he would
rather have them speak some other language which
would be of more use, such as Frenchlor German. The
other non-affirmative réply came from a young single
Rus:zian male (who was, incidentally, the youngest
subjecgi in the study), whé.felt "indifferent" to
Qhatever offspring he'll have Some day lea;niﬁé
Russian. More ‘information on the parent's attitudes
towards their children's abilities to speak: the
éthnic tongue can be found in the results of the

interviews, below.

Desire to Speak Better English

‘Most of the immigrants (72/84 or 87.8).
expressed a stqng desire to be able to speak English

better. "Speaking Englishpetter" implies speaking
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without any of the grammatical mistakes tkat some of

the 1mmigrants make, “and also being able-to gpéak
English without an - accent. Even immigrants whose

English grammar and vocabulary “were superior to:
those of an average 'ﬁnglish speaker's, wished
strongly thgt they could lose théir accents. 9/82
immigrants (11.05 had a weak desire to speak English
rbetter, and only one (a Russian male) expressed no

desire to speak English besyer,"
/

General Problems of Assimilation

Af the end of each guestionnaire, the
immigrants were asked to rate five major problem
areas of immigrant assimilation, rating each area on
a 'sqale of 1 to 5 ("1" representing "gréat
difficulfy" to "5"™ representing "nc difficulty"). Of
these five major areas (language difficulties,
finding a job, adjusting to a new lifestyle, making
new friends, and‘findiﬁg a place to live), only one
(finding a job) sho;ed any real statistical
significance (.0887). | |

Of the three immigrant groups, the Russiéns
found it the most difficult to find a job (Section
B, graph11). 48;0%'(12/25).reported that they " had
great difficulty 'finding work, -and another 16.0%
(%/25) said that it was 'difficult finding a job.,

¢ In the interview, this individual remarked, "I'm getting

old. I won't ever be able to speak English any better than I
can right now. So why thihk of it?"
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21.4% (6/28).of the Czechs and only 13.8% (4/29) of
thegglovaks felt it was very difficult finding work.
An additional 14.3% (4/28) of the Tzechs and 34.5%
(10/29) of the Slovaks said it was difficult to find
work. |

It could be argued that the 'Russians would be
expected to havé more difficulty finding work, given
thét a larger nﬁmber of Russians (22/26 or 84.6)
than Slovaks j(12/30 or 40.0) and Czechs (7/28 or
25.0) came to Canada within the last five vyears,
when the couﬁtry was ekperiencing economic problems.
However, when the groﬁp of recent .immigrants 1is
exam ned, it appears that the Russians in the study
still had more difficulty’ than the Czechs and
Slovaks finding work (although here the differance
between Qroups is not significant). 5/12 Of .these
Slovaks (41.6) and 3/7 Czechs (42.9) found it very
difficult or difficult to find work, while 12/21
Russians (57.1) made the same claim.

It Shou;d be pointed out that "finding a iéb"
was not seen by -some - of the Russians as simply
finding any form - of émployment. These Russians
reported in the interviews that while it's not
difficult to find work in geperal, it's difficult to
find work "po special'nosti” ("in one's field").
Consequently, they said that finding work was

difficult.
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Few of the immigrants found it much‘_of a
- problem meeting other people in Canada (graph 2). ?*°
‘While 24.1% (20/83) reported that getting to know
other people was difficult or very difficult, 28.9%
(24/83) said they had no problems in making the
acquaintence of others, and 19.3% (16/83) found this
to pose little difficulty. A | |
As was the case with making new friends, most
of the immigrants in'the study: reported that they
encountered little difficulty ini'adjusting to the
Canadian liféstyle (graph 3). 27.7% (23/83) reported
no difficulty here, and 20.5 (17/ééjvrep9;ted minor
difficulty. Only 10;8%v(9/83) found adjusting to the.
Canadian lifestyle very difficult, and 14.5% (12/83)
found it difficult. 26.5% (22/83) felt th¢§ had
‘neither any real difficulty‘nor any particular ease
in adjusting to life in Canada.
Langquage proved to be a major obStécie for all

three groups involved in the study (graph 4). 56.6%

(47/83) found learning English to be very difficult,

**The original model of the questionnaire was written in
English, and the term "meeting people” was used here,
meaning "to come to know other people"; "to make their
acqualntence "Meeting people translated well into Czech
(" seznamovan1 se s 1lidmi") and Slovak ("soznamovanie sa s
1'ud'mi"), but not into Russian. As a result, the writer
decided to use the férm "zavesti novye znakomstva" ("making
new acquaintences"), as he felt it was a more generic
expre551on than the other alternative, "najti novyx druzej"
("finding new friends"). Some of the Russians nonetheless
pointed out the difference between these two expressions.
These Russians claimed that meeting people was not
difficult, but finding friends was.
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and another 12.0% (10/83) found it to be difficult.

‘Only 12.0% of the immigrants felt- that learning
- English posed little or no difficulty.

vAt first glance it. may appear that for the

. Russians - who came to Canada slightlx more

linguistically prepared than the Czechs and Slovaks

" - learning iEngiish was less of a problem, albeit

still a major préblem, in assimilation. This indeed

seems to be the case when one looks at the "great

difficulty" aﬁd."difficult" categories. 48.0% of the

[ P

Russians (12/25) said that the language difficulties

wéncountereé were great, compared with the higher
}igures of 63.3% (19/30) fo£ the Slovaks and 57.1%
(16/28) for the Czechs. Eu:thérmore, 12.0% (3/25) of
the. Russians _réported learning English to be
| difficult,‘as did 10.0% .(3/30) of the .Slovaks and
14.3% (4/28) og\the Czechs. ‘ ' o
‘ HoweQer, amongst those immigrantf who rated
language difficulties a "3" (neither great  nor
“minor), a much larger proportion of Russians (8/25
or;€32{0) can be found, compared to the number of
Czechs (4/28 or 1453) and Slovaks (4/30 or 13.3).
Finding a place to 1live presented little
problem to the immigrants (graph 5). 77.1% (64/83)
reported to have little or no difficulty'in'finding

"a place to live.
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In orderhto find out which of theée five majof
areas of assimilation pésed the most problems‘ for
the 1immigrants, the writer combined the results of
the categories "great difficulty" and "difficult"
for each afea, and then éompared all five proble@
‘area; with one another (graph 6). Language proved ;32“'
be -without : question  the major  problem of
"assimilation for the immigrants in the study. 68.6%
of the immiggants found learning English to be very .
difficult or difficult. "Pinding a job" was second
(48.8); "adjué?fﬁg' to a new lifestyle" was third
(25.3), ﬁmaking new acquaintenances" p. ced a close

“fourth (24.1), ‘and "finding a place to live" wvas

seen as the least important of the problems (6.3).

Other Variables in the Study : j
The other variables in the study éid not produce tﬁe
‘“amount of statistically significang differences between
groups that the variable "ethnic origin” dia; and owing to

_the small size of the populatiods studied - and the

resulting lower absolute values - the simple statistics. are

* .
not . as interesting to look at (these problems have already

~ been discussed earlier in this chapter). In spite of. this,
some insights into language usage amongst the immigrants was

obtained from these data.
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‘Residence in Canada' .

| One example would be the cross-tabulations
involving "résidence in Canada" with language usage
in the social domain. wﬁen it comgs to meeting other
Slavs socially, only within the Slovak group is
there a significant difference between the residence

groups (.0757). It appears from the data that the

longer the Slovaks have been in Canada, the more

*

likely they are"to -meet socially with members of
other Slavic groups. Of those Slovak immigrants who
have been here five years or‘less, 7/12 or 58.3%
meet socially with gther Slavs; of those Slovaks who
have been hgre six to fifteen years, 13/14 or 92.3%
_meet with other Slavs, and 2/2 immigrants in the
"o&er 15" category do likewise.

The Russian results are close to being
signifiéant (.1137), and like the Slovaks, it seems
thét length of time in Canada could increase social
contact with other Slavs.

The Czech results also come close to being
significant (.1309), but from looking at the data,
it seems that unlike the othen¢;wo groups there is
iittle difference ahongst the .Czechs conce;ning
length of time in Canada and méefﬁng other Slavs
sociglly.

As far as lénguage usage with other Slavs in

the social setting is concerned, differences between
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residence groups amongst the Czechs and the Slovaks
<= but_nof the Russians - were very significant
(.0265 and .0054 respectively). In this domain, the
recent Czech immigrants were ﬁbre likely to use
Czech than the Czechs who had been here longer. All
‘of the recent immigrants (7/7) would never or rarely
use English‘ with the other SlaQs, while only 6/17
(35.3) Czechs who had been here six to fifteen years
would never or~rarely use English.
'The same holds true for.the Slovak 1immigrants.
5/14 (35.7) of the Slovak immigrants who have beeﬁ
here six to fifteén,years will never use English
socially with other Slavs (compared with O/7Vrecé5t
Slovak immigrants), and 2/14° (14.3) will use English
rarel&. .6/7 (85.7) of the recent Slovak immigrants
meanwhile reported using English rarely. ‘At the
other end of the scale, 4/14 Slovaks (28.6) in the
six to»fifteen group saia"they used 'English often
with other Slavs, and 2/14 (14.3) said they used
English always. Both’of,the‘ Slovaks who had been
heré longer than fifteen years always spoke English
wiph other Slavs. Not one of the receht immigrants
claimed to iuse Enélish often or always with other
Slavs socially. -
In the social setting with members of the same
Slavic group, the Slovaks were the only group which

displayed any significant difference (and extremely
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significant at thét - .0000) between residence
groups. The Slovak data showed that the lohger the
Slovaks had been 1in Canada, the less iikely they
were to use.Slovak in the social setting with other
Slovaks. Of the recentr Slovak immigrants, 11/12
(91.7) use Slovak always (1/12 uses it often), and
of the six.to fifteen year group, 10/15 (66.7) use
Slovak always and 5/15 use it often. Both of the -
Slovaks who have been here over fifteen years report
that they use Slovak SOmetiﬁes in the social

setting.

Education

The variable of education did not prove to be
an important factor in determining language usage
amongst  immigrants in the study. Most of the
immigrants in the study were well educated, and

differences between various education levels were

26

very rarely statistically significant.
e
7/28 Czechs (25.0), 7/30 Slovaks (23.37, and

17/26 Russians (65.4)27
*¢The grade levels in the Soviet and Czechoslovak
educational systems are not identical to those in Canada.
Thus, the grade levels mentloned here are only roughly
equ1valant to those in Canada.
*"The high number of Soviet immigrants in the study with a
university education or its equivelant: ‘agrees with the
findings of Busch (1983). In Busch's study of Soviet-Jewish
immigrants in Edmonton, 70.17% of the questionnaire
respondents. have a university educationyfor its equivalant.
To account for this large amount of college educated Soviet
immigrants, Busch offers this explanation:

This is an extremely high figure and may reflect
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in the study came to Canada with a college level
education. 16/28 Czechs (57.1), 7/26 Russians
(26?9), and 24/30 Slovaks (40}05 had completed
"advanced high échool" ("dokoncena stredni Skola" in
Czechoslovakia or "polnaja srednjaja ékola"_ in the

USSR) and/or obtained training in a trade. 5/28

Czechs (17.9), 2/26 . Russians (7.7), and 11/30°
Slovaks (36.7) completed "high school" ("nedokon&ena
stfedni éko;a in .Czechoslovkia or "nepolnaja

e

« srednjaja Skola" in the USSR).

1

In both the- Czech and Russian 'groﬁpé, no
correlation was found between knowledge of English
upon érrival in Canada and education level. While
such a «correlation did exist\amongst the Slovaks
(where the significance was .0001), the absolute

values ot the results make one reluctant to draw any

"firm conclusions.

7 (cont’

Within the Slovak group, 10/11 (80.9) of those
at the "high school™ level and 12/12 at the
"advanced high school levelg knew no'English at all

upon arrival in Canada. Only 2/7 (25.75 at the

~N

college 1level  made the same claim. Another 2/7 at

this level knew English poorly, 1/7 ‘knew it

adequately, and the remaining 2/7 knew it well. It
d)a tendency of the highly educated to respond to
the questionnaire. Still, a high degree of

education among the respondents does reflect

Soviet conditions where: 46.8% of the Jewish
population have received higher education as
compared with 6.5% for Russians.
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Jguld appear that amongsf the Slovaks, knowledge of
English ﬁpon arrival to Canada increases with level
of education.

Another area which was siéhificant for the
Slovaks, but not for lthe Czechs and Russians,
concerned having.come to understand another Slavic
language 1in Canada. As mentioned previously, a much .
higher  proportion of Slovaks ~than Czechs and
Russians now claim to be able to understand another
Slavic language 1in .Canadé. Although a greater
percentage of Slovaks Qith an intermediate level‘
edugafion than tho;é-with an education at the .other
two levels now undérstand another Slavic language,
it is difficult to say what role education is
playing 1n this. 10/12 or_83.3%‘of those Slovaks
with advanced high school or trade training reported
beﬁng able to now understand another Slavic
language, comparea with 5/11 (45.,5) hiqp} schooi
éfaduates and 3/7 (42.9) of those at tgé college
level.‘Hoﬁever, length of residence in‘Canada may be
a contribufing' factor here, because more Slovak
immigrants with an advanced high school education
have been in Canada longer thah Slovaks in. the other
two groups. In fact, 8/117 (72.7) high " school
graduates and 2/7 (28.6) college graduates have come

to Canada within the last five years, compared with

only 2/12 (16.7) advanced high school graduates.
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Sex
In analyzing the data, the writer discovered
much to his surprise that sex did not appear to be
playing ‘any role in language usage amongst
< immigrahts in the study. 15/28 Czechs (53.6), 13/26
Russians (50.0), and 11/30 Slovaks (36.7) ip/ thé
stgdy -were female, yet, no.significant differances

were noted.

Resuits of the Interviews

The writer succeeded in carrying out interviews with
mosf of the guestionnaire respondents. The interviews proved
to be an excellent source of information pertaining not only
to ‘lahguage usage, but to the overall immi%;#nt experience
as well. All but seven of the interviews werev‘conducted in

&

the immigrants'

omes. What stryck the writer as surprising
was the ‘enthusi sm'and thoroughness of the immigrants in
describing tHeir adjustment to life in Canada. This seemed
to be most apparent éﬁgngst the Russian;séeaking imﬁigrants,
for m £ whom' meeting a Russian-speaking Canadian was
somewhat of a noyelty. In fact, one Soviét'immigrant who had
been in Canada two years told the writer while discussing
-life in the USSR, "You,know, you're the first Canadian 1I've
been able to talk to since coming here. Othef Canadians

don't understand you, or else they don't want to believe

you".
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Although the flow of conversation varied from interview
to interview, the writer would bring up four major topics to
discuss: 1) maintenance of e ethnic.language émongst the
immigrants' children, 2) the attitude of other Canadians
towards the immigrants  (and the - question - of
‘"discriminaﬁion"), 3) "homesickness", or longing ' to return
to the native country, and 4) the manner in which the
immigrants learned - or were in the process of learning - -

English:

Language Maintenance Amongst . the ‘Imhigrants'
Children

As seen from ,the“questionnaire data, 82/84
(97.6) of the quesﬁionnaire respondents wéntéd their
children to speak the ethnic Slavic tongue In. the
interviéws, the immigrants expressed a st nr ilesire
that their cﬁildren be able to speak their native
language, and ﬂany make a special effor} to" attain
this end. |

It goes without saying, that oné of thé
pre-conditions for learning any language is contact
of . some form with taat language. Thus, the
immigrants would Have t& speak their native language
often at home so that thei; children could learn it.’
This-implies\that both parents be able- to-speak the
given Slavic language. It was found in ﬁhe séverél
instance§ where Slavic-speaking ih;igrgnts had not

married an immigrant of the same linguistic group,

~
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that the children knew next to nothing of the
immigrant's Slavic tongue. For example, one . Slovak
who had married-an Italian ;mmigrant reported that
although hisvchildren knew ligﬁlé Slovak, they spoke
Itaiian." ' )

The mother tongue also appeared to be more
easily maintained if the children were born in
Europe and.;had attended school there. In otﬁer
words, the older the child upon arrival ﬁo Canada,

- _the more likely he would maintain the Slévic
language. Of course, native knowledge of a .language
does. not necessarily imply maintenance. of that
language, if the langquage 1is never used. Often
amongst the Czechs and Sibvakstthe writer was told,
"My children don't like speaking Gzech", or, "Our
boys speak only English with us, but if.they realiy
wanted to, they : could speak Slovak". y Clearly,
language attitudes on the part of the offspring are
playing a role here.

Moreover, "language maintenance™ amongst
children who came to Canada at a later age has a
different meaning than it does fo;§thosefchildren
whb came.at a much earlier age ér were perhaps born
in Canada. in the former, language maintenance
involves the childfen maintaining their Aative

** In this case, the Slovak father was away from home
working for long periods of time. The mother was left at
home alone with the children, and obviously spoke Italian
with them, :
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language, while in the létter, maintaining their
parents’ native language. |

The immigrants Qho spoke nothing but their
native Slavic language with their children did so
for two reasons. Firstly, and most importantly, they
wanted their mother tongue to be maintained. One
young Russian couple reported that when their son
started kindergarten in Edmonton he forgot his
Russian: "We don't want him to forget his Russian.
He'll leérn English no problem, but with Russian,
he'll forget it if we don't teach 1t to - him".
'Similarily,‘ a Czech couplev said, "We speak Czech
with the children, we want them to learn it ... We
have to teach it to them now,lor elselit will be
hard for them to learn as they get older".

The attitude of one Czech male in ﬁarticular
’tbwards languaée mainténance in his children seemed
to contradict his.own,persohal behaviour. In spite
of the fact that this immigrant sees to it that he.
ﬁas-as few Czech friends as possible, has nothing to
do with the Czech cpmmunity, and jrefers to speak
%nglish. when he does meet,»other Czechs, he
nonetheless stated, "I'm very strict with my
children on this. They either speak Czech or they
don't eat*; |

A second reason why immigrants do not speak

English with their children is the concern that the

.
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k{‘I:’ildren will not learn to speak English correctly.
One Russian woman and several Czech couples never
spoke English with their <children as they were

worried the children would speak English with their

own accents.,

In spite of maintenance efforts on the part of

the immigrants, both they and their children have

.noticed differences in the Slavic language spoken by

the children. The yduhgest immigrant in the study, a
Russian male, mentioned that he noticed a
"vocabulary gap" when he speaks Russian . with his
parents. This "vocabulafy gap" was often mentioned
by other immigrants. An eight-year o014 boy w;}l
switch from 'Russian te English at times in
conversation wit' his parents, saying, "I can't talk
with you because I can't explain it in Russian*. One
Czegh couple alwayé speak Czech with their aaughter,.
unless they're helping her with her homéwork,’in
which case they switch to English. A Slovak husband
and wife noted,‘ "Sémetimes we find it easier to
speak English than Slovak, like when ‘we want to
explain something to our son". a élovak mother who
uses nothing but Slovak with her ten-year old son
and four-year old daughter will start speaking
English when she's mad at themf("I.yell af them in
English because there are some Slovak words they

don't understand”). A final example is that of a
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Slovak fathér:

We always.speak Slovak witﬁ the kids. Wheﬁ I use

certain technical 'words - 1like  "vodic¢sky

preukaz” ("driver's 1license") - they don't

understand. They don't know how to - tell time,

and they can only count to ten.
This immigrant has‘also develgped a system of T"positive
reinforcement” to help his children learn Slp&ak. He will
point to an object in fhe house) and if his daughters can
say what it is in Slovak, they get a nickel.

The Attitude of Other Cafhdians Towards  the
I;migrants |

The views of the immigrants in the study as to
“how théf've been treated 1in Canada are almost as
numerous as the number of immigrants themselves,
Although there is a wide variety of different views
here, there are some very definife pattefns in the'
résponses of the immigrants.

_Theré seems to be a consensus that, ’overalI,
the ‘immigrants have been well aécepteﬁjby other
Caﬁadians. The attitude of some immigrants is that

zy really aren;t all that different from other
Canadians. One Russian immigrant_iﬁpliedbas mugh by
saying, ""Canada ié a country of immigrants", a
sentiment echoed in fée statements of a .couple of
Czech males; "I'Vguﬁever noticed any discrimination.
Everyoné here‘is'really a D.P.", and "We're all
D;P.s, be it éecond- or third-generétion"; Ohe’

Slovak woman stated, "I don't really feel 1like an
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immigrant; almost everyone here is an immigrant or
second- or third-generation Canadian".

Three Czech 1immigrants noted the difference

—

between acceptance of immigrants 1in Canada as

compared with that in Europe. These .zechs claimed

to feel accepted as Canadians, addihg that this is

"remarkable", because one could live in Germany for
' 30 years and still be considered an Auslander.

For several immigrants, acceptance by other

Canadians was affected by socio-economic factors.

‘These immigrants felt that some native Canadians

o

were jealous of them and resent them for having
better paying jobs and enjoying a hlgher standard of
'11v1ng One Slovak male commented:
I feel I'm well étcepted,by other Canadians"...
Thev consider me to be a fellow Canadian. But
I'm in a " position of hiring. and firing
Canadians, and I feel guilty about this; I'm
taking a job from someone. ' “

His wife ddded to his comment:
In general, we've been accepted very well. 'Now
and then some Canadians feel that since we're

not native Canadians; we shouldn't occupy higher
positions.

Similarily,,. a Czech . woman notedz "I'm accépted
'half-and-half'. Some Canadiané .still resent me, and say
that 'foreigners are taking.thé jobs'"

A few of the immigrants mentloned that they re accepted
better bY.other 1mm1grants who“understand the p051t10n

they're 1in. Others meanwhile claim to be treated better by

native Canadjans than by fellow immigrants. The first point
. , ) _ .

-

TR p—

-
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of view was put forward rather vociferously by a young
Slovak woman who has been in Canada nine yéars, "We'll never
be acceptéd as Canadians -~ no bloody‘ way. We're treated
bétter by other immigrants, because they understand". One

Slovak male who came to Canada in 1950 ‘made= a similar

comment, "People accept me as ‘an immigrant ... Other

immigrants treat us the same, because they're in the same

‘boat we are". Both of these statements are the exact

opposite of a Czech woman's perscnal experience:

I'm treated well by fourth- and fifth-generation
Canadians. Other nationalities 1in the . same
position as us treat us badly, and it doesn't
matter what they are.

The suggestion that some degree of animosity exists between

. . . ) . . . . ’ N
various groups of immigrants is, according to “.some of . the

interviewees, a fact. Several Czechs and Slovaks pointed out

S

~that within their respective groups there is a measure of

jealousy or 'dislike between some of their members, who use

length of residence in Canada as a dividing line. One Czech,

- who came to Canada in'the late 1960's, said it seemed -to him

that the Czechosiovaks who came to Canada ip 1948 5ahno§ get
aloﬁg with those who <came in 1968, and ﬁhose who caﬁe inv
1968 cannot get along with those who are coming now. Several
Czechoslovak'  immigrants have reportea“eﬁcountering a "sense
of superiority" amongst some Czechs and Slovaks who uhaye
been in Canada /longer. These immigrants who arrived in
Cénada at an earlier date feel that the  immigrants who
arrived later Had a much easigr time of adjusting to life in

Canada than they did. Consequently, the earlier immigrants
. ) < . o '-::Z,
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feel supkrior, as they overcame more. difficulties 1in the
assimilation brocess.

As mentioned previously, most of the Russians in the
study (22/26 or B84.6) have come to Canada within the last
five years, and therefore are not as "stratified" ih terms
of residence in Canada as ‘are the Czechs and Slovaks.
Nonetheless, a couple of Russian immig.ants claimed that
thére exists a kind o£ "sorevnovanie" >f7competitid%")
between the Russian immigrants. For example, if one of the

Russians buys a car, another has to buy'a car (and a better

one). If one buys a house, another has to buy a house (and g %
: . ¥

biggef one). In other words, it seems these Russian
immigrants are trying to outdo each other. | |
Most .of the immigrants in the study reportedlfhét they
had never met with any form of discrimination. The congenéus
was that - prejudice is.g characteristic of personality, and
not nationality.?’ 'Moreover, quite a fewjammigrants linked
prejudice with degree,éf"education.'Tﬁey felt that the type\
of " person who would discrimin;te against: them (or anyone.
else for that mattgr) would likely be poorly Veducafed. One
' Czech woman, who worked at.the University of Alberta, said,
"I've never had a feeling of being discriminated against,
parti;ularl; at university. Poorly educated people might
discriminate against me though". A Czech restaurant owner
made imilar claim, "Intelligent people won't call me a
D.. ne _ower class people might say I'm a f--king ‘D.P.,

*» One .ech male noted: "If you're a bigot, it doesn't
-matter ‘if you're Czech, Chinese, or whatever".
3 . . . . )
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but that doesn't bother .me".

One rather curioué observation was made amongst the
Czech and Slovak immigrants concerning discrimination.
Although 1t was gehérally felt that prejudice is not a
"national" characteristic,Athere was some consistency 1in
reference to the "English” (i.e., British English) as being
prejudigéd. Some typical comments were; "I~ feel Canadian,
and Canadians treat me this way. I feel accepfédu But
British peéple treat us differently"; "British subjects feel
they're superior. I have no problems with real Canadians";
and "People acéept me as an immigrant, British people don't
treat. us as well, aithough not all of them". One Czech woman
reported how hurt she felt when at work at university a
\British accented woman came in and wanted some information.
The-British‘woman than éaid she wanted to speak to someone

who didn't have an accent.

" Homesickness
P Virtually all of thevimmigrants in the study
reported some degree of homesickness. Many feltgthat
the first several years were the most diffidult, but
that gradually they came to consider Canada "home".
One Czech woman however had serious problems after
emigrating: .

I don't feel homesick now. I'm just very glad
that we're here. When we first immigrated, I
would wake up in a sweat at night, because I had
dreams that I was back in Czechoslovakia: and
couldn't get out. I even saw my doctor about it.

The majority of the immigrants would 1like to go back to

kS
RN

v
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Czechoslovakia or the USSR, but just for a visit. Many do
not get "ﬁomesick" so much as they miss their family and
friends. One Russian woman however said:

Both my daughter and I are Bomesick. We think

about it everyday. I 1like it here, but not

everything 1is to my liking. I miss Leningrad,

the culture, and the outlook on life.
This woman weat on to express her dismay that all Canadians
seem to talk about is sports. They have no interest in
ballet or opera. : i

Oné Slovak male who would not go.back to Czechoslovakia)

even for fa visif noted rather bitterly, "Only when I get
drunk do I want to go Dback. 1 sober up by reading a
newspaper from Czechoslovakia".

“Based on what the iﬁmigrants had to say about
homesickness, the writer suggests that a fﬁture study could
try to determine whether there is some correlation between
1) the degree of homesickness and mastery of English, and 2)
the degree of homesickness and marital status. The writer
makes thése suggestions because the immié;énts appeared to
feel more at home in Cenada orice %ﬁeir English started to
improve, an<} many ofithe Czech and (¢ ak males who came to
Canada albne (no females_in any~g:oup care to Canada valonei
reported that they felt less homesi .k once they got married
and started to raise a family. One Slovak male who éame to
Canada in 1948 mentioned both of th‘ e factors in overcoming
his homesickness: | -

I felt homesick for a long time —:éﬁouf five

" years - -until I got married.... I also felt lels
homesick as my English got better and I adjusted
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to the lifestyle.
A Slovak immigrant who arrived two years later expressed a
similar sentiment, "I'm not homesick. When you have a home

and family, what else matters?"
Q

Learning English
As seen in the data from thé- questionnaires[
practically all of thé immigrants in the study had
little or no background in English before coming to
Canada. One Czech who did however, felt that the
English he léarned_ in Czechoslovakia was too -
"bookish"™ and not of much help - to him here. A
Russian womén studied Enélish for three years in
Leningrad, .but ~said that since it was British
English she learned, she became very confused. when
having to a@just to Canadian English.‘Anothér Soviet
immigrant who studied English said, "I stﬁdied
‘English in elementary school. No one, of \course,
took it seriously. I s;udied English much - harder a
year before leaving™,
A few Czechs and Slovaks mentioned that th y
would have stuaied English if they had known.they
| would come to Canada. One of these 1immigrants
commented rather wryly, "We didnft study English
because we aidn't know we'd be coming to Canada. But
then, we didn't know the Ruséians would be coming

either™.




14°A

In order to learn English as quickly as
possible wupon” arrival 1in Canada, a few immigrants
tried to find work where they wouldn't know anyone.
One Slovak who did so said:

For his own good, an immigrant should avoid
contact with members of his own or similar
Slavic groups. He should work just with
Canadians, no matter how rotten the job ... I
was sent to work in Whitehorse for four months.
There were no Slavs up there, and I came back
speaking English. ' :
A statement made by a Czech agrees with that of the
Slovak's: ’
‘If you work with Canadians, you learn English
quicker. If you work with other immigrants, you
can't learn English grammar and pronunciation as
" well.,
Some immigrants pointed out that there are Slavs who have
been working in collectives in Canada, and that after four
or. five years they hardly know any English. In one case for
example, a Czech woman quit her job in a library because
(amongst other things) there were too #hany Czechs there and
it was affecting the development of her English. :

The methods employed by the immigrants to learn English
included reading, ‘wafching television, attending English
%anguage classes, and simply speaking with people at work.
Amongst these methods there was considerable variation. Some
‘immigrants watched the childrens' television program "Sesame
Street" (considered "an excellent program for “immigrants"),
while others - males - read Playboy magazine, ostensibly to
improve their English. Several of the Czech and Slovak

males, who were single upon arrival in Canada, suggested
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that the - best thing a single immigrant can do is to find a
-Canadian girlfriend and learn English from her. Several of
these males not only learned English from their Canadian
girlfriends, but went on to marry them.

As the guestionnaire results showed, lanquage
difficulties proved to be the major obstacle encountered by
the immigrants. In the words of one Slovak immigrant:

When an immigrant comes to Canada, the language
is the main problem. Even intellectuals find it

frustrating. They are very brigh but they
can't express themselves. ,

An excellent example of this can be seen in the remarks of a
young Russian immigrant, who 1is majoring in Political-

Science at the University of Alberta: ' )
{

y

I'm concerned about- how I'm accepted at
university. I feel inferior because I don't kncw
much about Canadian politics ... When I write a
paper I get lower marks because I can't express
myself well enough stylistically ... I don't get
homesick, but when something goes wrong, like
getting .a bad mark, I want to go back.
The various comments and quotations cited in this chapter,
which were obtained form the interviews, do not give the
complete picture of the experiences these Slavic immigrants'
went through. Each immigrant's story of adjusting to life in
Canada is worth a chapter in itself. Nonetheless, it is
hoped that some of the general obSerVations which were made

~ here have shed some 1light on the assimilation process,

particularily with reference to language.



V. Conclusion
In this work, various topics concerning language usage
amongst immigrant groups were discussed, with particular
referen;e to language usage amongst ‘immigrant groups of
Slavic origin. These topics included bilingualism, lahguage
maintenance and language shift, imﬁigrant éssimilation, the
linguistic statds of Slavs in Canada, and the concept ©vf
"mutual comprehensibility" as . it applies to Slavic
immigrants. The writer then described é study which he
car}ied out on language usage amongst selected groups of
Slqvic—speaking immigrants in Edmonton: _This chaptef
contains some final remarks concerping-the study and makes

'suggestions for further investigation.

Suggestions for Analyzing Domains

As mentioned in Chapter I, ianguage shifpican. be seen
as a aecrease in the freqﬁeﬁcy of vusing one's.native
language, along with a corresponding-increése in frequency
of wusing the. language of the population with which one is
now in contact. The results .of the writer's study show that
the process of 1lan- age shift has ﬁaken place (or perhaps
more appropriately, is taking place) ink-various degrees
amongst the immigrants survefed. It is important to remember
however, that the measures of language usage cited .in. the
last chapter are méasures of language usage amongst the
Slavic immigrants themselves, and are not measures of total
language usage within a given domain.. For example, a

149
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guestion on language usagé in the work domain ésks how often
“an immigrant uses his Slavic language with other Slavs. The
'frequency reported here by the immigrant will not likely be
the same as the one reported if he was asked how often he
uses his Slavic language at wofk. He may report wusing his
.Slavic language often or always at work with other Slavs,
but yet aiso report rarely using 'his Slavic language at
work, as he rarely works with other_ Slavs. Thus, two
meagﬁres oé language wusage can be obtained in a given
domain. | F

| The writer used the former measure in this work, as
language usage within and between var%ous'Slavic groups was
of ihterest to him. Of course, a further study could
determine - how bften a, & certain Slavic language is'spoken
against the background of total languaée usage within a
given .domain. Sucﬁ - a §tudy however would probably not
produce very interesting resulté, aé noﬁ—Slavic épeakers are
numerically vasgiy superior to Slavic'speaﬁgrS'in Edmonton.
A study carried‘out a;ong these lines woul probably offer a
much better pﬁcture- of language wusage if £WO or ‘more
relatively large lénguage groups were cémpared. Examples
would be the fre@hencies of French/English usage in various
domains invﬁontreal, or French/German usage in Switzerland.
. In addi%ion, a measure of language usage sdlely between

members of one linguistic group gives an indication of

language maintenance/shift within that group, while a

. measure of language usage in the overall domain would likely
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reflect the "necessity" to speak a «certain language. For
instance, two Czech immigrants who work together have the

option of using either English or Czech. When one of them

speaks with a non-Slavic co-worker however, the language

used, by necessity, will be English, not Czech. In the first

case, the choice of language may be determined by various

factors such as language attitudes, the ability to express

“oneself more easily in one's native language, and the
presencgzof English speak®ers. In the - second case, language

choice is not a result of any interplay of different

Y

factors. Rather, it might be said that language "choice" is

not involved‘ here, for the Czech immigrant has to speak
English in order to be understood.

A future study trying to determine language
maintenance/shift in,énuimmigranﬁ rpopula£ion sbouldv most
importantly, determine language usage within the immigrant

group itself -(azs the present study has done). Secondly,  the

‘researcher might, if he so desires, determine the frequency’

which the language is used in the overall ddmain (which the
present study has not done). The latter results would
probably be of little sociolinguisﬁic interest, udless an
inordinate;y large number of members of the same lingﬁistic
group were found to be in the sgme domain.

| Somé of the data collected by the writer in the course
of the study were not included in the final analysis. Some
of these exceptions were discussed previously, such as

language usage in the public setting '(which was excluded
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owing to a~biguities in the questionnaife), and language

usage at the Manpower and Immigration office (which was

excluded because of the complexities involved «din trying to

analyze £he responses). Another exception, which has not
been discussea, is the guestion concérning actual, languages
used during interjgroup interaction in the social setting.
As was the case with the Manpower and Immigration guestions,
the immigrants' responses were verj complex. Some Slovaks
forﬂegg.'> :l“i report that they’ meet socially "often?

and that in this.domain they use only

Ukrainiang®s
use English‘f%yfhé'social setting with other Slavs?ﬁ can
have varibds replies, depending upon which Slavic group a

\Gértain immig;ént ié iq 'contacti with. Funthe;more, the
analysis Here becomes even more eomplicated when these
Slovaks say they meet more frequgntly with ‘the Ukrainians
than they do with the Czechs. - |

Clearly,if one wishes to overcome these fooblems and
determine which Slavic languages are used in/a domain, how
often‘each of them is used, by thmg;hey are Qsed,’ and how
fﬁequently the interlocutors interact with pne'anoﬁhér,'then
what 1s needed is a series of questions based on a detailed
model of language usage. for each conceivable domain. The
model could alsQ take into account the presence or 'aﬁseiCQ

of non-Slavic speakers, which, as seen from the study

results, can greatly affect language usage.

e s has s 1 o e+ e i R e —— e es e
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As pointed out earlier (Chapter I, p.p. 6-7), such a

model of laﬁguage usage in a given domain would be extremely

complex and, when studied with the assistance of a detailed
questionnaire, generate a great deal of intricate‘data. The
writer suggests for further study that if a detailed
qgestionnaire of this sort is constructed, it should examine
language wusage in only one domain (e.g., the social
setting)f If such a quéstionnaire were to include even as
few as t@o or three domains, it is quite - likely that' the
questionnai;e would be so large as to tax the patience and
the attention span o§ the respondents. . | |
It 1is wup to the researcher to decide if he would like
to present»a general overview of language usage 1in various

domains, or. instead an exacting, detailed analysis: of

language usage in one domain.

Topic; for Further Study

While conducting the interviews, the writer made a list
of general topics which could be examined in further
studies. Most of these topics do not necessarily concern
‘langpage, nor do they concern strictl§ Slavic-speaking
immigrants. The topics fall under the following disciplines;
1) sociolinguistics (Structﬁral studies), 2) sociology
(immigrant adaptation), and 3) political science ‘(politiéal

experiences of the immigrants). Y
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1. Sociolinguistics

Dﬁring,the interviews which were not conducted
in English, the writer diéco§eged that a'researchef
interested in studying structural changes in the

#*
immigrants' languages (owing to the influence of

w

- English) would not lack in material to work with.

The writer proposes that any étudy carried out
on adult immigrants ° should examine primarily
structural changes at the l;xical }eyel, ‘as it
appeared that English had its greatest influence on
the immigrants' vocabulary:’° The following are a
list 8f ekamples from the interviews:

a

1) A Slovak male referred to an "educated
pérson" as "ed'ukatedovany clovek" (instead  of
"vzdelany clovek"). e

2) Some of the Czeéhs and Slovaks uéed the verb
"mixovat"” instead of" "michag/mieéit}" to indicate

_ . o
how they mixed their respective languages to speak
with one another or with other Slavs.

3) One.Slavak woman~consis£ently‘said "v nasom

houze” ("in our house") instead of "v nagom dome",

—— v - ————— - — ———————— —

?? While the writer felt that lexical analysis of the
immigrants' Slavic speech would produce considerable
results, other -studies have examined in great detail various
aspects of emigre languages, including lexicon. Such studies
have been carried out by Ward (1976) on first- and
second-generation Serbs and Croats in Milwaukee, and by
Kouzmin (1983), who examined the influence of English
grammar on the Russian grammar of Soviet emigres and their
childrenin: Australia. ' ‘

v s
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4) A Russian immigrant who had been in Canada

for slightly more than two years had spoken nothing
: , ‘ o
but Russian with the writer for several hours.

However, when he began to describe the repairs being

done on | his cat?uﬂhe switched -to English. After

éxplaining his »cgﬁrg problems, he went back to
ﬁussian | | |

5) As most of the interviews were carrled /EPb

in winter, some zf the Ru551éns asked to be excused

~for a minute éo that they could plug in the

block—heate}g in their cars.‘They said they had to

"zaplugovat' masinu” ("plug in the car"). When the

- ‘'writer mentioned that this verb did not sound very

Russian, the immigrants offered "vkl'uc¢it' masinu"

- - /0 v
7..and "podkl'ucit' masinu"™ as alternatives,?

ZFSTE 6) The expression "v basmente"®® (meaning "in

the basement™) was A encountered amongst all three
groups. The Czech, Slovak,- and Russian languages do
Sido-

not have a word for "basement”, as houses in the two

“. respective countries are not built ‘with basements.

‘..-N;
PN
.

Alternative words shggested by the immigrants, such
s -"pivnica" (Slovak) and "podval" (Russian), are

inadequate translations, as they mean "cellar”

“

__________________ . ¢ -

*' Both 4) and 5) reflect the fact that ‘very few of the
Soviet immigrants, like most Soviet c1tlzens, owned cars in
the USSR. The names of certain.car parts are quite likely
new additions to their vocabulary.

'? Represented phonetically &s [v belsment e]
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L c

Struétural studies / on the language of the
immigrant%; children should examihe"changes across
the full spéctrum of linguisfic analysis. Given that
the children may have been very young when they cam

L .

to Canada, or were perhaps “even born here, the
influence of Engliéh on their Slavic lanéﬁages is
likely to be verj pronounéed not only on the lexical
1§yel,”v but -on the phonetic, morphological,.and
syntacfig levels as wel. Can a child speqki'the
given'SIAViCJlanguage without an Engliéhﬁ;c 1t2 Has
ﬁe,‘owing to the influence of English;‘fsimplified‘

the inflection:(  .;/stem of the Slavic language? Is
‘his .syntax that »>f the Slavie language, or thaf‘.sfif;
‘j‘English? These aze some of‘fhe‘quégiion%‘that C%Q:ge.
aé&éd- by - a ;ésearcher " when studying strqézﬁral

changés inbthetchildpgn's léngQage.-. | &pf;f

igiﬁﬁﬁgle‘ ekgmininé .ﬁtfucﬁurél changés*iin the
lanéﬁéges of both the adult immigrg%ﬁs and their
" children doeg giQef soﬁe 'insight.{into‘: language
| rnmaintenincé/shift and>the-nature;o% languagé contact
:‘p| and“iﬁterferénce_ phé;:)apa,"Fﬁz

- analysis of - the
children's language doe% .Héﬁe an - extra benefit.

Naﬁély,,ip shows us how th&€ language is learned. The

children's rlanguage . gives  us some ‘idea of the

Underlying structuéé’of'the langdége,' and in what

~7. ¥ An example of a study:ébncerning the lexicon of

“Slavic/English bilingual children is that of Wyangckij
(1982), who worked witnvUkrainian/English-spéak;qg children

in Eastern Canada.:B ‘. -
) .' - . L = “ ,. Y

oy ' , )
0. . . . - n
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“

~ manner the language's grammar rules are constructed.

N

Ohnesorg (1948:106) cites the example e \\

three-year old Czech child who" said, "vidis  toho!

leva?" ("Do you see that lion?"), where the correct
accusative form "lva" is noc .sed. Here wé€ can see
-that the’fleeting -e- in the word for "lion" was not
‘;fl@ drbppea owing to thdbprocess of analogy w..a the
| aoﬁlnatlve form ("lev ). This would indicate that
tﬂg'*{'y fleetlng vowels (1 e., the vowels -e- and -d¥, which
| are sometlmes ‘dropped from.’words in the oblique

cases) are 'not learned in conjunction with the

G e

changes‘ﬂiﬁ.:caseuzehdings, ‘but rather are learhed

later. s ¢ |
A stody deallng w1th slavic cb¥%d language in

Canada would have to ask if the mistakes made by \a

Chlld reflect some underlylng process in the

ructure of‘ that Slavic language, er if the

mista%es, re?lect the inflUence of Engllsh The

'.example‘clted above would ot 1nd1cate ~a mistake

R

ow1ng to the 1nfluence of Engllsh but rather to the

'1nfluence of nomlnatlve hard-stem mascullne nouns 1in
Czech : , : L .o

-*#a It is difficult however to analyze the sources

7S

of other} mistakes. If for instance a young Slovak
girl were to say, "Stratila som moja kniékg"‘.("I'ye

-

lost: my hbook“),_using the nominative "moja knizka"

L. - . . . (S . .

" instead of the correct accusative forf.- "moju
- Lot fa . oo . . T -
{‘g S T : . ) . . ] " o o
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knizku",®* a researcher could reach two  very
different conclusions. One,  that in  the

~deep-structure of Slovak all nouns and adjectives
are .on native "first", and that changes‘bn endaings
are 23 -«d later; or two,®the child" dprﬂnot alter
case «cudings owing to the 1nfluenb€*qt Engllsh If
the latter conclu51on is accepted, wei are still
dealing with sociolinguistics.‘ It the former A§> o
S iy
accepted;IWe are no.longer aealing within the 're meP@ ’
of 50ciolinguistics but rather “in  that offﬁ%g,
transformatlonal grammar and psychollngu15t1cs
Flnally,‘ there may be some subject of 1ntefest
£ in the structural analys;s of the 1mmlgrant Slav1c
languages for  students of.~ comparatéve 9 and‘
contrastive Slavic linguistics. Many tlmes in the \
course bf. the data analysis presented 1n the last
chapter, the preg;ht writer has " mentioned how
\,speakers of one "élavic langque‘ will mix their
language wlth the one spbken hyﬁ the individual(s) -
whom they are in contagt.w1th What, precisely} is,
the nature of ‘thls' m1x1ng"?»ADoes_ it consfSt‘

" primarily , of - lexical. substitusjons, or are there
/
/substltutlons at other llngu1st1c levels as well’ In

i
/
!

ﬁa language ‘contact situation ,between speakers of

dlfferent Slavic - tongues,  how much of each

[

In Jls study, the writer found that one of the common

’fmlstakes in the Slavic speech of the immigrants' chlldren
was a #onfu51on of case endings. -

o |
i



interlocutor's speech will indeed be a "mixture"? '
Unfottunately, a study carried out along these
lines would probably not prove to be anywhere near
as‘ fruitful as the study recommended’by McDavid
(1967) on "Slavish", a pan-Slavic Kkoiné spoken in
the Mid-Atlantic states and Mid—Weet oﬁ»the United
States in the early part of this century. "Slavish",
which was probably spoken in several varities, was

-~

described by one of McDavid's students as "a way

that a Croatian can talk to a Bohemian or a Polack

and still be understood” (p.87). In_ Edmonton or

elsewhere in Canada for that matter’ t lS hlghly

‘unlikely that a Slavic koiné fexists.a Therefore,_ a.

researcher  would have to content himself wrth
lopking at changes made by Slav1c speakers in the

contact,settlng to adjust to each other's language

2. Sociology~

The writer collected ~a  vast amount of
1nforma¢10n in the 1nterv1ews concerging immigrant
assimilation. Most of it unfortunately was not used

in this study, as it didénot pertain: to language.

The .wtiter has already made the_ point ‘that the:

“

Canada . is  worth a 'separate chapter for each
immigrant. Indeed, a further study could consist of

~

a series of.detaile” individual ‘case histories, from

which a model of immigrant assimilation could be

£

,ﬁ§§

descrlptlon of the procegs. of adapting to 1life in

KPS

<
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constructed. This model could then be compared with

those from other studies, such as the one proposed

by, Herman cited earlier.

An additional facet of the Czech and Slovak
adaptation experienée may be wo;thy of study -
specifically, that unlike the Russiaps in the study
carried out byﬁthe.writer, most of the Czechs and
Slovaks .were political refugees. What, if any,
effect doeéfﬁj?s“ﬁéve on their assimilatioq? How
doe; their adaptation exﬁerience differ from those
of ,nonfrefugée groups? 35.I—{ow is it similar to the
adaptation experience of other refugee groups, éuch
as the Hungarians, Chileahs, and Vietnamese? Perhaps
a hypothesis cou;d be proposed . that _since these
people were forced  to flee their respective
countries they feel "disposessed"”, and will find
aésimilétion‘difficult in another countr¥hwhich, try

as they may, can never become "home".

**Writing on the anti-Communist Czechoslovak refugee, Kolaja
(1952) makes the distinction between political refugees and
ordinary immigrants in the following manner:

Paradoxically, the refugee is a person wh& comes

to"the new country‘against his will ... the -

. Tefugee plans to return to his native country

pw-after the "liberation". In many cases he has a

' ..AE“

mjyssion to fulfil. Hence his orientation differs
from that of the normal immigrant who leaves the
old Golntry forever but who is simultaneously
able ‘to-keép contact with the old folks at home
and occasionally return for a visit. Therefore

.the refwdjee constitutes a special social
» type.(p.289) :
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3. Political Science
iAs the immigrants in the study carried out by
"the writer were frem Communist countries, thpre is a
possibility that some degree of insight into the
«politica} culture of the Soviet Union and
Czechoslovakia. could be obtained from a study of
these immigrants. Two such.studies have been carried
out by Gittelman (1977a amd 1977b) on Soviet
immigrants in_the ﬁnited States. - 5
Such a study would have to beAapptoached with
considerable caution on the'pert4of the . researcher,
as the study would . not likely be embraced-with‘a
great deal of enthusiasm by a few of the immigrants.
Some, " but one can only -guess how many,-wouid have
nothing to do with the‘study. In fact, in the study

descrlbed in last chapter - which was indeed

apoliti cal - thre% ;mmlgrants agreed to flll in the
questlonnalre only after lengthy- d15cu§s1on with the
wrlter and another three tefused outright to
participate in '€he_ study. eIt then, a"sbﬁéy as
innocuohshas one dealing with soeiolinguistics is
rejected in some qQuarters, what chance of acceptapce(’
does a study dealing with political experiencee %énd
opinions-have? |

(It is difficult to answer this questlon ~with

any great degree of. certainty, but there 1s some

reasdn for optimism that such a study could succeed.
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This impression was obtained from the interviews,
where ihe writer - who di@ not even once initiate
any discus§ion on political conditidns in Eastern
Europe - was queried in the great majority of cases
on his‘experiencés while visiting Czechoslovakia-+and
the Soviet Union. It seemed that there was not only
a willingness to discuss . the Communist ﬁpolitical
system, but also é "yearning" to do so.

Questions on the political system need not, ‘and

'probably would not, deal with topits such as the

structure of the party apparatus or the role of
Marxist-Leninist 1ideology .in determining foreign

policy. Such questions can only be answered by
- K g e wh o
’ B e PR welyd

who  .were either”former party members or

S . e
highly educated indiéiduals in the intelligentsia.

‘The types of questions 1likely. to be asked of

ordinary immigrants would reflect various aspects of

the Communist . system encountered. in everyday life.

What were yéur experiences with the State-run /health
care system? How often did you fulfil the plan at
yéhr,faétory?:ﬂow diﬁ you manage to do so? How much
ppl{tféél iﬁdoctrination was  there in.  your

schooling? What was the view of ordinary citizens

towards the West? The Llist of possible guestions

~would be, withqut doubt, very lengfhy.‘
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Final Conclusion

In closing; the writer would like to make some remarks
concerning the future. status of the “Czech, Sldvak, and
Russian languages iﬁ Edmonton. In order for these languages
to be maintained, two developments will have to take place.
Firstly, there will have to be an influx 9ﬁ native speakers
to Edmonton, i.e., more immigrants will have to arrive. Such

aqr influx would give "new blood" to the three groups, much

as it did-to the Czech and Slovak groups in Edmonton in the

" late 1960's and to the Russians a decade later.

“An influx of immigrants however ! i)s only a temporary

k)

guarantee that the larguages will continue to be used.
Iﬁdeed,,if a language is ever to be wused it must firétly
exist, meaning that it must be maintained. Language

4:\5-\1\55!'??: v .
maintenance implies that a given languagé "undergoes the

“test of time". Thus, the second factor which influences

language maintenance comes into play. There must, on the

part of all three groups, be some consciols effort to see to

offspring learn the .respective Slavic

it that .

‘language. \JThis would require the formation of highly active
LT . : . .

ethni izations, which would have as one of their

tenets the preservation of the mother tbnguef
The Polis Ukrainian communities in Edmonton, through

their various organizations, have made efforts to facilitate

the learning of their mother tongue by their: chilren. This

is particularly true of the Ukrainians, who, owing$to their

numerical strength, have been able to establish Ukrainian

{

e
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language programs at all school levels.

Unless all three groups examined in this wo;k: -
particularly the Czechs and Slovaks - make a consciéntiohs
effort tQ form organizations through which they can arrange
language schools, obtain teaching materials, and spark an
interest in ethnicapride amongst their offspring, the future
linguistic status of Czech énd Slovak .(and perhaps to a

lesser degree Russian) in Edmonton is not very promising.
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-1~ did not finish HighAschool
- high school graduate
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Appendix v Y
. , T “ Qgestionnaire - -
1. How old were you when you came to 7
K L -
2. Sex - 1 - male ‘ S
.‘ \gb .
¢ - 2 - female .
. ., . . R _ * -'t:;gg 4
‘3.~ Level of education upon arrival in Canada N
O . . e 7

ﬂr 3~ unlver51ty or technlcal school graduate

4. When you came to Canada, you knew Engllsh

- = 1 - not at: all,,

- poorly
so- so

- well -

- LR

] perfectly T

1"

2
-3
4

P

}

i! a. Dld you come to Canada w1th any
-1-yes o n
q), -2 -no " ' ‘

b).If yes';

) RN *';«_‘ o
trdld YOu llve Wlth them in-
=1 - yes v - -

. - 2 k.

(Q\f\,

“

v -
{

is or relativés?

)

Cana

N

a) When you gameﬁ OuCana a, d1d you stay w1th any frlends or relatlves ély

= ready llééng here7gyrvf
. =1
G Z 2 -

b) If "yee;

- yes w "y

b . )
no !

L

L - neer

2 ;‘£5fe1y
1;‘3 -ysometimeé

4

- often

=

»

- 5 - always ... ;o ;w'

.

.5 1 - yes

I 2 -'no o
- "o

; how often did they speak ybur‘SlaVic language  in their home? |

- .\, - b *

A
«
.

.

'a) Couldfy6u understand any other Slav1c languages before arr1v1ng to Canada7

.

o

EN Lo

b) If "yes", which ones?

£l
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8. a) Could you speak any Slavic languages other than-your own béfore

coming to Canada? o : T .
-1 #%es . '

<

L .= 2 = no

. >
A ’ . . h ) - .
) L 1f "yes", whﬁ;ch ones? ;
. . ; T 5
[ )
. Mow often did you ‘come int'o’ contact with members of other Slav1c A
g};oups when you still lived in Europe7 ) , w
' . -~ 1 - never : S ¥
mv{' - 2 - rarely S, E , W,
. } v s - SAn
~'3 -~ sometimes T A .
. i <3 5 ) . o . Sy - *791 v
-4 —often . €Y L T 0w
.ot \ '-JS .rr;:‘a'lways . '
- - SO TR
.‘,EF.' k)a [ , : . W
c) If you came into con@&’tt w1th members of other Slav1c groups, the "
- s nw Y- s r“ .‘Jl % ¢ ( T .-'—
' ' language you used’ wa§ - L = St j,esaand the language they e
s ¥ . - R
used was =+ - e * . i . ‘
— 3 Aot ey T
R ) S3 . T .. . a5 .
X 10.-You came  to Canada within the 1ast e G
11 a)- ?j,ﬁo you work) in Ganada,»vnt:h“ members of Lo
CTW - *
'~ A P . . = o T
. ) '/ ‘g W g
v 5
. P T g <A
b) Ef "yes", how often is’ypux: Slavic® language spoken?
o T BN c ) '
- 1 - never : R S B .
- c . __," . “' %t ) ,‘,"-v
‘' - 2 -~ rarely - o m ,_" , ”_tj»’ _ L ‘ :
- 3= somdtimes ' ' d '
- 4 - often ™ S : ‘ ol ro - e, _
. 7 . . | 7'
- 5 - always re s Q,A . o
ey How long did you work (or have y,ou bEen worklng) with them? , .
Py .
i i l v"lv { o + '-:l) ,‘_ rv‘
.. d) What was (is) the occupation? ... .+ - : - .
‘.' 'r) 7 R P o N i - o [+ 3 oot 1‘)
- Ry~ L . : . e
18 f
N . P . &
Ry e ’ - ' ) P
x_J o ¢ o -' 4
% - ' -
pa . Ky
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a)WHave you ever worked (or do you work) in Canada with members of other

. '« A
P Slav1c groups7 )

- .- yes ) .

"

- 2 - no

:

b) If yes , how often did (or do) yoeu use your Slavic language with

‘them? . - ' .
“‘never ,
fﬁreﬁy; Lo : i
;- L o : ‘
—~ gsometimes g
i - often .

.,— always

. ZT'.' v
often did (ﬁi_

_never

\\‘%

&

A ) P . o
7 arely kS R 2 - ST
- sometimé@ T, e -
=¥ N S {5 S
-5 - always',“ , T ) N s
’ &tf \ 4 i ~ u '\- ~ ) ]
d% Have you ever spoken to them in thelr Slavic language7 L
cl;y PR ..‘.‘ _ - e . . . e ..‘";‘"""'_v_
E " Yes o o ' . : ‘ 3’«9, ' ;\j‘a’f\’ ,
_ 2_:% no" e S . <1 s
»e) if - yes,, how -of teg L ; ? '
N il - )
T - l ,'é-,, rarely ) H , _
.—,2:; sometimes P i 8
= 3% _often - o - .
-4 - alyays . " wre oo
f) Have they egef_sﬁoken to you in your Slavic language?
. . . S L N
- 1.~ yes ' ’
-2 - no )
' "’ In » "- . ‘ - " )
g) If "yes", how often? - : . )
" ='1.- rarely - .o
'.\J . . s e T . . . . - .
-.2 - sometimes , = -
- 3 - often f !
- 4 - always p
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14.

15.
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a)
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Do you now understand any Slavic languages which you didn't know

before coming tQ-Canada7

b)

a)

-2 =

)

a)

b)

- 1 - yes N

et

R

‘ PR o8
If "yes", whicH /%

Do you now spea
coming to Canada?
-1 - yes

no

any\Slavicvlanirages which you didn't know before o
- Y “ o

If "yes", which ones?

Do 'you attendwchurch services in your native Slavic language? .

-1
Sa L

- yes

W o

no i /,;‘. gﬁ
LE "yes", hoy ofted? : 4e']
-1 -

once evéry six months

once every three mehths~

B

.25

. o

9

T e
N

e, e
» - f}.':\ﬂ.' I

'twice_a month

once a anth

'your Slavic language used7

S 1 -

-1 -
f(l‘%\z :

never “

>

rarely -

somettimes
L4
often . .

. o~

always

If you attend activities of your ethnic communlty,

never
- rarely . | ,
sometimes v
- often

- always

43

once a week '’ L . ‘7” BRI

often do ‘you attend acbaVlties of your ethnic communlty’

v

how often is




Ial

L@'" V

Ty

17. a)

b)
L
@

i C)

d)

- 18 'a)

3
= 4 - often »
5

o
RS

Do you meet socially with members of other Slavic groups?
-1 - yes

-2 - no

If "yes", how often do you use English with them? e
- 1 - never "
- 2 - rarely

— sometimes

- always ’ . ' . C

If not ' 'always), the language you use is . o

174

and the language™they use is

These Slavs belong to which Slavic groups?

“ .

Do you meet socéﬁily with members of your own Slav1c group7

B

- l - yes L \‘], ' , ) __;___ b

‘ ;f' b) If "yes", how‘often;éf;goutkSIaVicf;énguégé sgokeﬁ?ﬁ
“ = 1 - never o S : o
' -2 - rarély ‘;
-7 3. - sometimes _ >
- 4 - often ' Lo 2 Lo
- 5 - always ) ' . . T
19. a) Do you ever speak your Slavic language 'on the street” witﬁ?members of
 yott® own Slavic group? {That“is, do you speak your Slavic language with
nelghbours. store clerks, etc., “who are also members of your Slavic_
'group7fb RN " i ’
N -1 - yes S e . ) .
=2 -no ] ST o (‘
b) If "yes" 5%ow often7 o ‘ ';
- . #';,:‘{_%{:«‘ “’“ Lo l - rarely L ames "
- ‘, - 2-f sométimes . ¥ . _ _ . ) .,

- 3 - often

<

- 4 - always



20. a)

b)

c)

. 7b)

¢)

Ty
“

d)

22. a)

<)

)

21. a),
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Do you speak any language'other than English with members of other

Slavic groups "on- the street'?

-1 - yes - . ,
-2 - no . ‘ 7 _ )
| | : A. o
" ? . R “
If "yes' &#how often o ‘ ) S
-1- rarely : ' IR % e
' ERNe Y
- 2 - sometimes o
- 3 - often e ‘ o A P
- 4 - always K o ;f:i s L
The language you speak is g,’ ' ' , .gnd the M
language they speak is J;;'»‘ - L ';ﬁx'-‘
@ v o oo o S
Slnce coming to Cadaﬁa, have’ y0u attended (or do you Currently
%gttend) Engllsh I guage classes9 - oL )
Sleyes AT S
-2 -no lﬂy- - '
{f'” t}forvhdw‘long did you.attend‘(or have you been atmgndingf
clAsse ' - '

. e & e : b .
s Ty 7
’ @af - Lo ['5"'

How usefil were (are)®ehe ¢lasses? v

h R v, *
4'l.f,not useful at all i
-2 - somewhat useful.

-3 —.verV‘useful

If you didn't attend Engllsh language classes when you came ‘to Canada;

do you wish you would have?
T 1 - yes RO ' —_— '\s

*

N

- 2 - no .
ofs

At the’Manpower and Immigration effice, were you able to speak yo&? ‘

Slav1c language with a counsellor? o : 3 .
- 1 - yes J . ’
-2 -mno - -

..

1f " es", the lan »he spoke was
e Sggs%h

How well do you feel you were understood at Manpower and Imm1grat10n7
.- 1 - not at all - ) R )
o= 2 - poorly A’// v . .

-3 - adequately g | 7 V

el -



=4 - well
‘= 5 - perfectly
T e SR
d) How well.did you understand that which was explained to you at

Manpower aﬁd immigration?

S L ¥ 1--.not at all ‘
C - 2 - poorly

-4 - well**'? N

o -5

, Y% 443 - adequately

peffectly e ‘- fi

9

23. WOuld you want your children 'to- speak your Slavic language?
A . i ) 5 J. .

I =1~ yes : SR . .

g , N : —_—_——— -y
L P LR A N 4

- 2 —‘no o ' : S S P, Lt
! . P

-
IV . . .

- * M o - o . v ] U' - : . . "

o v o] HE

24. How strong;ywdo you w1sh yoﬁT‘ ngllsthas bettet%

4 L} B . . s
-1~ ES '-':-? o B N L
-";rfé~QMf:',*f;;;a' L :
j Lo W VT ",' N o2 - r'. : P
'25. How would you rate the foilow1ng problems you vé had in adJustlng to llfe
11‘1 Canada?u ;‘ . “}u ." LT _ B ¥2) ‘}. . ’ ‘ . . O ]
: Na) flnaing a Job” ' - 1_: " (greatest difficulty) <)
: b) maklng new acqualntences L . : B e '
c) adJusting to -a dlfferent llfestyle 3
e d) language problems g . e ) .
v e) finding a place to live @ : : " (least difficulty) s . -
‘Jzé: Do "you consider yourself to be a a) ‘ Canadian, or a b) Canadian
_—_‘,__' » ”
~ , ‘ " .




