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Research Survey of Bilingualism and Bilingual Education in: the
P Soviet .Union
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.. 1() The Soc:._l Context of oovic; lvrv-ua"vem A i
(a) Sources of hetarooenextv in the Soviet Union

PRI [N '

by definit*on with asoects of social heterogeneity. ‘The Soviet Unicn
-is an ioeal srea to study‘hultilingualism énd multiculturaiism becaUse
el “i0f the variety of the. sounces, and the daoree of oirrerence hetween~
-:’nits in any one category of hetercgene*ty, The most immediately O
' ‘relevant aspect of this. Jﬁenomenon, which ja bilingual education ;seeks
Vt _accommodate is linouistic and’ 1n this resoect .the Soviet Unioh\offers
a high level or heteEQgeneity. One hundred and six nationali ties an
nations were listed in the Census pf 1970, although small but lin—
guistically separate~tr1bes bring the numbe*‘up to. nearly 180.
(Table 1), Such language grouos are not only numerous\but vary
enormously’in size7n>In -3 total oonulation of 24ld749 CCO one nation
(Russian) has_a pooulation of 114 million, the'e is one with a_f
' population of 37: mil@ion (Ukraine)péb:#n with totals between 5 and 10 ,
million, g between/one and 5 nillion, 5 between half a million and a
mill}on, 3 between/loo OOO and 2:0 000, 10 betwaen = COO and 1co ooo,
19 between/’o 00 nd 50 OCO, 14 between 5, 000 and-lo CCO -end the rest /
.{below 5, ooo.g Som' like therYukaoirs are as small as 600

. -
ﬁ; The/languages'SDoken by these oopulations belong to five major
familiesm each‘of ‘which has 1mnortant ‘and distinc subcrouos. They -
include IndowEurooean languages such as Slavic. (1ncludinq Russian,
Ukrainig o and Belorussian),; Iranian (1ncludin Tadjik, Ossetian,
Kurdish, the Pamin Subgrouo which includes Snucni and Rushanii),
alt c languaoes (including Lithuantan and. Lett ish) ' Romance,vlike
Meldavian; Armenian, che sole representative of tbis subgroup.; )
Germanic (including Gernan and Yindish). The second major fami ly of :
languages is the Altaic with three subgrouDS. Turkic (including~
Uzbek, Kazakh Kirgiz, Tatar and smgller groups. like Kumyk and Nogai)
Monoolian (including Buryat and Kalmyk) - and the mungus—Manchurian
: family (including Evenki, Nanai, Orok etc. ). The third main family
is the Uralic with the following subgroups - Finno-Uarian -Baltje J'f
grouos (including Estonian and Kerelian), _the Voloa suogrouos @
(incltding Mordovian and Mari) -Perm subgroup (including Ucmurt and .
Komi; the Ob-Ucric subgroup (includino Khanty - and- Mansi); Saamic _
subgroup (including Saami) and the Semodic subgroup {(which i1cluoes
Menets, " Nganasan etc.) The fourth major family. is the Iberian-
Cauca51an with the subgroups Kartvelian (including Georgian, Qan

. -
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- which includes the small groups of. soeakers of Chukchi Koryak ~

L

T

and”SQad),, the Abkhaz-hdYGhe group (inc1Udin9 Abkhaz, abaza, Advoei o

* etc. ) the Daoestan subgroups consisting.oi nearly 3¢ languages
including Avar, Lezgin, Dargin, Lak etc.v the Vakh suboroup represented
by Chechen, Ingush etc. The fifth nain.ﬁamily is :the Paleoasiatic
Itelme%, skimo and Aleut. There/afe\some isolated or uncateoorised _
languages like Nivkh,,Ket,aHukagir, Aisor and Dungan (Isayev- /777' ¥

-1
Joal H
- - . a

The languages we have referred to differ in levels of linguistic
development, normalization or codification. Most, if not. all of
them have been. alphabeticised, many only after- the Revolutign. Within
the linguistic pattern there are,instances of dialects whichabecause
of. contact with other languages or dialects have become separatéd from
their original family and assumed a separate existence.’ Dolgan*for v,:
instance is no. ; longer regarded as a dialect of Yakut or Evenki but.

e

UJﬁn one locality is the result of the integration of’ both. '!hEre are

also diaI?cts at various ooints=of emergence as ful&y standardized
languages. Khakass with its congery'pf dialects (Sagay, Kachin,
* Kaybul, Beltir and- Kuzyl) is a _case in poigt. On the other hand

' Eskimo ‘has three dialects none of which has advanced far towards a,fa:”'

’-stabilised structure. Mordv1n has two - dialects, Erzya and Muksha
‘both- of which separately have achieved written statis. - Among the
_best example of groups of’ dialects in which the members are at »
considerabl}\dif:erent levels of development are the Pamiri g@cup
consisting of four categories of dialects, and the Tatar group
Consisting of two branches, North West ‘and South West while Volgal~

12.4 Tatar serves as the literary language Contacts between Speakers of

different dialects of the same language or of different languaoes,
give rise'to a form of bilingualism or bidialectalism which is-
particularly prevalent in ‘the Soviet Union, ‘whére so many languaoes

are not comoletely standardised - This lack of Comolete standardization
~and the existence of strong dialects spoken by large numbers gives'
rise to bilingualismbinvolving the interaction of various subsystems
of the same language more specielly the,standard and the dialects _
To some’ extent this gives rise to’ diglo°s1a.. Tt occurs in the case

of Taszkik where the standard literary language is. based largély

d : “
N ‘..‘

* . The" terms’ 'normalization® and 'codification' are distinguished
;-in contemporary Soviet linguistic studies as followss .

- " normalization is "an active interference in the linguistic proCe°s"

E and in this way it becomes an aspect of language policy".

' Codification i§ an ‘explicit setting out of the rules which oovern
‘the use of the language. (See’ Aktuslnye problemy: 1970; Voprosy
71973 ;+Voprosy Kultury rechi i-viii; Norma’ (1969), as well as

Kostomarov, Leomav and’ Shvareckoff 1974 205).. o : . P
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on the classical 1angu:~~'while there exist cl;arly identifiable
groups of regio l dialects angpg wh;chlare 'high' and ‘low!”
- variants. Thoug there exists _'
'.Dto be the same]as the written,form
the intelligentsia, even those

and spoken standards revert to,

I6‘,1
v £ the other dialects in
, “intimate. conversation' Another 1nteiesting case or diglossia
‘;v':“y_, ‘occurs‘-n Armenian where, in’ addition to the two d@aléct varieties
e there is alBo Church Armenian, an’ 'archaic standard'/ﬁﬂrfenttgd
~ ST . i - o [ ] . L . . .
A ‘use. : J_ SR '~L»f'$p'_'“ P )

9.

Linguistic differences are only one source of heterogeneity,. ' °
affecting" the provision: ef bilingual education. Group contact’ F),'
y'lJ_l 55‘introduces at ‘least . ;eight other sources’ ‘The groups may differ- in o
. irlevels 9f economic development as is. the case with ‘the Yakut and -
1Russiansv or Daghestanis and Geo;gians., The provision of general
: ';;education may be 'at different levels as is—the case with language _.
" groups. which are oredominantly rural and those which are highly - )
} _ furbanised Group -cultural t.aditionsy which may not aiways be - -
',_jﬁl»‘ ‘identical‘with language affiliation to the ‘same degree in every .
[fi?; 'tgase may: differ. 'Religious differences (clearly alli d to - ' -
language in the case of Muslims) may nistinguish groups in contact' )
- and the degreezor political'participation varies consioerably,
first of all be een Russians and non-Russians, and (where non—.
-Russians are c ncerned) between the- maJor nationa‘ity inhabiting'
_Union ‘or Autonomous Repunlié%and minorities, either
p or immigrant wi 'in the same Republic., "

Among the,most impontant sources of heterogeneity is the o
: variation in’ he/territorial disposition of the interacting groups%
The: ethnic/:inguistic territory may be continuous as is the case
4’yof the Belorussians ‘and Turkmen, or divided as among Morduin °
_ and Buryats; Ethnic ‘territories may coincide closely as is the
4 Case of’ Udmurts and Chukchi or coincide only in part as is the’ :
icase of the Evenki and Tatar.l Another factor is the percentage fn=
‘of the nationality whq are dispersed’ outside their native
territory. /(Table 2. ) ° ' ,This’ factor has a significant
:influence on the language pattern of the groups concerned, more -
'aspecially according to whethér (‘they establish contact in- ruraf or
urban areas outside their own Republics (Table 3 ) : -

h.
g
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»3;experience or.. require-'..- _wJ

'-The tyoe of community sectlement is another factor conducing to
theterogeneity- whether for example the‘groups are sedentary, un-
.mixed, associated with agriculture-_ or nobile associated thh :
nomadic storalism, or again commuting frem. rural ‘to neighbouring
' urban areas._ Thus the Eveany,. hunters and reindeer h=rders, almost :
equal in numbers to: the compact pastoral Rutultsy livetin disoersed
vgroups in extremely large areas of- the Far Easttnndra and forests.
f‘Taking all these differences into account it is possible tQ o

'v”establish a tynology of ethnic groupslin the USSR as -a bas1s *or

' studying the relevance of the type of bilihgual education they

a) The Russians constituting near}p half the total Soviet
: .population inhabit comoactly alconsiderable territory
~and are represented in all thel}erritories of the major
-~ ethnic groups. At Ehe same’ -t e'they embrace enclavic
- ethnic groups within. thelr og{y - rritory,vror instance

o Mari and Yakutﬁas .well as the. horth“Caucasian groups. ‘

‘b),VMajor peoples Wlth comdhct territo ies like Uzbek and _ v
Armenians who .représent the overwhelming majority in their
native: territories ;but at the same time are represented by

‘.<f‘immigrant groups in several other neiuhbouring or distant

territories.,;‘ o : : r, A v
<) ’Major peopleg like TadJﬁiks copcentrate chiefly.within

¢ .their nwn Republics but living there in complex interaction -
. ‘with other. peoples.~"' : e

yd
Major peoplés like the Chuvash a proportion ‘of whom inhabit
their national territories 1n compact groups«but who- are

“their native Republicsil.

minoricies in’ their own territories, 1ntermix freely with-
L other peoples Within but are represented by only small
groups out;ide their territory. Lo ’

»fl: Peoples Iike Tatars and Mordvin, only a small proportion
. of whom inhabit ‘their own' territories but who exist in
’,li : complex interaction outside their teéritories with )

: several other groups.' : ' ' -~

v . '\ ‘ R X TN

L . U a‘ . \\

'g) Minor but compactly settled peoples with their own ethnic
: f' organisations, like the Circassians,_or w1thout such a .

' characteristic organisation like the Abazin. »

o o - .
. . \ S . . - B
E D . . - '. o

-,

. represented by large proportions of their populations outside

:1Peoples like Kazakhs, Karakalpaks and Bashkirs who are ‘!‘,

R



fqh) Minor, geograohically dlsPEISEd peooles like the C ukchijh'
L ”3 iﬂ y and Koryak only slightly intermixed with other peooles.,_;

fti) Minor, terr;torially scattered peoples likedYukagirs,¥
o f Kets" and Itelmen intermixing consxderably 'with other""
peoples._. B "o

j) Enclaves of what are. 1n erfect"foreign' elements like

l' ,
L Germans, Poles,\Bulgarians, Jews, Gypsxes and Assyriané, '

N 3£PV',' “,%, who have no titular terr1tory,similar to the maiof‘»
. E g groups we have ref°rred to or many of the s aller ones
' b Like Itelmen. Cae T o X
Alr'these are extremely imoortant factors in determining the'
: '._ f pattern of bilingual education within the Sovibt Union, Thus
ﬁi%'} 1iit is- claimed that “a mutual and1deal process is developing in vt
N _the linguistic life @f the  peoples of ‘the: USSR- -a further ;{H§A

V.,development and imorovement of the national 1 guages “and inteasi e ;
spreading of cross-nationel communication '_(.Jb\L.focz /277.Ur(2’ lé
The'. claim is that this is a new socialist type of bilingualism. o

: But the proposition that there is a necessary difference between (

L ‘oall types of bilingualism in the Soviet! Union on the one hand'and

' ,all types in’ non—socialist CCuntries on the other, is manifestly

Lfabsurd, partly because the typology within the USSR and outside ‘

it is so. comolex.' What is happening in the Soviet Union is no R

.'different, fn general terms, from What is happening and has : )

'happened in other multinational countries or empires where a lingua

. franca existawand is current in most’ if not all the: territories,

’ co-existing with ‘the local languages as, is the case in Nige-ia, .

'_and other African States, ‘in India as well as in the Vnited States.

Further more like the other- multinational countries contact of

' powerful lingua franca whether indigenous, like Russian or S ahili :

‘or fore1gn as is the case of English in Africa leads gp l‘n age

shift and a diminution. however gradual in the numbers of native

language claimants.' This process affects all lapguage groups but

es ecially the smaller groups of the So iet Union., vor instance,‘

the level of native,language maintenance among the Mansi declined

~£rom 88.9% in 1926"to 59. 8% in 1959 and to 52%: !7\1970. T

]ﬁ‘ ‘Similarly the Nivkh (4. 4 thousands) had a language shrft of 21%

o ’between 1926 and 1959 and 47% by.1970. Other Small nations like

'the Tati. (17, OOO), ‘Evenki (25 0¢0) had a percentage language - . *

shift of 14xand 12m, respectively, in ‘thirty years, The very
"small natiods, not greatly exceed:.ng a thousand,.l:.ke the Uoﬂl7e/
and Jctaul havo a percentage shift of 307 ) ea.dLQ-ra_ b-/e 4_)

- o Te
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r(b)' Modernization as & motivating factor in'Soviet Bilinoual Edﬁcation

"has to be consioered from several angles - lingulstic. cultural,
: psychological, peoﬁgogic ‘and political - perhaps the most &moortant

Though bilingualism and bilingual education 1n the soviet Union‘.'

.aSpect is the contribution which bilingual education is méant to maxe tQ'
: planning soviet society, through the consc1ously guidéd 1nteraction of
;its many languages and language groups (Dese:iev, 1978) . The planning

processes in-turn reflect the lchCt of: the extraordinarily .rapid.

. ‘_impact of modernization on Soviet society. Consequently bilincualism
-"and .especially its institutionalisation in the system ‘of- education and

A .

‘other social subsystems like law,land administration must be. viewed e
‘within th context of modernization, without an understanding of which
it is. difficult to realize the signir;cance of . the changes in the

_ language pattezn of the Soviet Union,. or,the policies which have been

adopted to: b:ing them about, ModernizaEion in’ the Soviet Union difrers
f:om that of the United Statés and Western countries and unless we -

"_ understand ‘these difrerences we may be cpt to. draw completely erroneous

:cobclusions about the Soviet Union as ‘well as the United States. It -

is true’ that mooe:nization wherever it occurs 1nvolves mass - political

fmobilization leading to ‘mass participation and that these processss if

| ‘they are to bear fruit. oepend on and createtﬁhe need. for mass literacy.m

Mooernization involves inoustrialization based on sc1egce, technology.

" and a. secula:ization of sensibility among the leaders, and ultimately

among the mass of the population.' These aspects of mocernization, 1n'

* tura determine the use to which literacy 'is; put, why people become

literate. Modernization also 1nvolves increased urbanization which

is. the typical ambience .of the literate cdmmUnity as well as of the -

ethnically and linguisti’cally heterogenous society( Po 1<sh.;she;sj’7)
N _ 7972

i

. : ) <
e All these characteristics-are reflected in the countries of the

- Hestern World including ‘the: United States no less +han in the Soviet

.any COnsiderable perturbation. " This was~apparent to observers of

16th centur§ Because of its gradualness the modernization of the "

_Union, but- for historical reasons they are reflected cifferently in

the Soviet: Union. Altﬁbugh the pace of mocernization has bEen uneven
in the West those natioas have experienced the p:ocess since the

langaages—eé—%he different\groups and languages within any multi-‘;f
national society, fo: example the Celts and the English in" Britgin, W
the Flemings and Walloons' of Belgium and’ the several languages of . _
Switzerland had. time to adapt to and reflect social changes withoutin

the modernization of South Wales,‘where it was noted that when the

B

¥
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pace of industrialization was relatively slow 'the inhabitants in

many respects showed 2 marked capacity for. stamping theit own impressf

- .on all’ newcomers and communicatina to-them a large measure of their

'own characteristics' including their welsh language. With the '.Q,h
'acceleration :of the process of SoClal change ‘the process of . .

- ‘aSSlmilatlon was unamle to keep pace with ‘the constant ‘influx of

. migrants' (Commission of Enquiry into Industrial Unrest, 79). B
Pokshishevskiy (1971: 123) corroborates the cheracteristics of the

S second phase of. this phenomenon in respect of migration in the
USSR and. generalizes ‘it as, a’*egular feature of ethnoaraphic

_ .processes.‘ “when . industrial growth is very rapid the influx of

© . Russian population tends to exceed th flux of indigenous (rural)
'population to the cities of ethnic tz;::tories"_ with consequent f .

. _hanges Aa the character of. those urban centres. .'

eriod of gradualness there was little seed for deliberate
_planning either of society or language. The modernization of" the

USSR, especially ia those areas wnich contribute most to its
linguistic heterogeneity, occurred much later than in the West.

_' The pace of industrial development and. economic advance, if the Soviet
"Union Was to compete on any kind of equal terms with ﬁhe West had 9
'be*accelerated Furthermore modernization of the USSR did not .

coincide with the granual development.of science and technology but ‘
occurred at the oeak of those developments. so tha social ‘scientists
'in the: USSR have H%en influenced far- more than social scientists in

early modernizing societies by_the examole of the planning of
'scientific research.,

s v.t» o

{

T Implicit in what has been said is the concept of the existence
of a close if not a necessary rekationship in the USSR betwaen
,language planning (of which. bilingual education is one asafct) and

.~ social change. Another assumptiod is that the. rate of soeial change o

influences the. -degree’ of insistgnce on planning. Variations in the
_rate of change differentiate the farms- which bi ingual education have
ftaken in the two sets of. societies - early and late modernizers.
' Another factor distinguishes their attitudes. " The sociéties which
. have modernized gradually over four centuries have en.adled’ their L
| ladguages to adapt to changes with little deliberate ‘or: conscious
‘intervention on the part of %iQQUIStS or others. A society like the
_Soviet Unrgn cannot afford the time" for sucb unenforced linguistic.
change to appear. If social change is to be reflected in the y’l'
necessary instrument of social communication, and of the’ é&ssemination

- of -the knowledge necessary for such social change deliberate _

.'intervention had to be encouraged. *Thus the modernization of- some ‘OF o
the relatively simpln and tzaditionalist societies 'of the Soviet Union St

‘. * . K . . . ce
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involves tneir progressi"* struc“"ral d*frnreNtiation with concequent

e i 2
. differentiation of socfo—linguistic styles. Moreover as‘'a nation ?f'ﬁ
moves along the path from traditionalism- to mOQernity the problem of ’
integration within, a particular c'ociety as well as ,between several ‘f‘
“such soCie.ies becomes ‘a major focus of struggle in the politicalL
~-arena. Integration.involves -the interaction,of the languages which
"~ belong to the societieg undergoing this,process.. This is what the
€arly'leadershof the revolution realized.: if Bashkir, Mari,. Yakut, .
Uzbek and. Tadzhik were to be adequate languages for gomwunicating in a -
society unoergoing réevolutionary. change they ‘had to be. olanned and o

. ‘their interaction monitored.

“', . - i . . . .

j(é)f Explicit coqnition of the oolitical oimansions of : ﬂ ‘»
L bilingual‘eoucation S oo e N

v D SR TR ,.f
v, The moderniz,tion of the Soviet Union has createo~tensions
which are expresse' in attitudes to’ the relationshio between the
A'-A'centre' (the Sovie government apparatus in ludigg ‘the Party) and
the“periphery repr‘sented by the non-Russilan ethnic groups.~ o
:Several models of the relation of the centr ‘and periphery have been ‘
3_presented in the UaSR One group of scholass emohasise that the e
Whole of Soviet society is 'directed' from he centre.without much
regard for indiViduals ot diverse ethnic _oupsi A second’ school
iemphasiseathe dominadt role of party officials, the concept of a E
hierarchy and the continued.importance of a uniform ideology,v; T
‘ ‘without however unnecessarily limiting the - deve}epment of diverse _
.+ groups. 'The third model may'be ‘called Institutional Pluralism which
' . envisages. movement away rom the constricting first and only . o .
slightly more liberal, second model, This third phase has been taken
i;vfarther by L. Brezhnev, who® though he does: not depart $rom the . concept
of a uniform Soviet. societn and indeed continues to émphaSise the.
: drawing together of classés\and nationalities with their different
' languages refers frequently to "a developed stage of SOCialism" whicﬁ
goes beyond the historical past In Novemoer 1971 (Kommunist -
"The Socio-political structure oﬁ developed soCialism" -No. 17 p. 2)
he first put forward his - ideological Views and” elasorated them: in
. h197ap ‘He claimed as’ ‘a: major fact of Soviet life the existence of
. @ new historical community of people (Novaya istoricheskaya
obschnost Lyudei), the Soviet people (Sovetskii narod). The. General
: Secretary declared that the-‘nationalities question (and’ by definition
the problem of . bilingualism) had been - re olved Completely, oefinitely '
,,~: ' and irrevocably (Kommunist; 1974, . Vol. 4,,57). ‘These. views were - e B
' taken up: by A, Lépeshkan in;l975 (Sov gos;ji; pravo,:8.75.“3 lZL.vj-r

v Y.




.'.,:'] ‘on the one hand the processes of linguistic, cultural as well

-
v v . . .

K e

e as economic converrence are- oeing ‘promoted from the 'cent::',‘while
'ethnic antagonism' £rom the periphery has been Singled out as one .
of the Soviet Union's major conflicts (Suslov tE7 s 24 . . By ; .
brigging into focus the- uniquene S of the national groups and by v“f;i

.{ creating or reVitalizing the means of’ express1ng nationak sentiments

. modernization has intensiried the desire to a5scert cu‘tural autonomy

on. the oeriphery.l Suooort for the nationalities in this respect .-‘\é
Comos from writers 4ike M.D. Mattskanyan (NatSiya i natSional naya T
gosudars Evennost, vol. 9 27—36) who. claims that the’ process of '

.. .

N develooing and - strengthening the nationalities .and even. smaller : nié:{
L groups “is most important and I'by belittling the role of natiénalities »
v n general .. one does not aid the cdnsoliaation of the U ’ﬁ%;"‘° .

. ’r:hus tensions between this periphery' and the~'cent/e iseapparent

in criticisms of such tencencies. towards autonomy/which ‘are regarded
by the centre as nationalistic deviations (Yakovlev,..< 1972 )
The revitalized nationalism reflected in some. or the nationalitieSs

has resulted in the fornﬁtion of indigenous mooern 8lites" whose ' -'3.u4~'
sourdes of l=gitimacy are their traditional national heritages '

(including their national languages) These elites«are foremoSt in S

. voicing demands for recognition or the national lenguagesnﬁn education.;
The .fact that such elites pogﬁess large, strong and closely knit
territorial bases enable them to exsrt consideraole pressure, while
.the complexity of the federal system ensures ample ppportunities ]
‘to evade demands -from the 'centre’.a Such considerations point to the ,
- £act ‘that bilingual education is ‘an aspect of the struggle to maintain‘
the existing distribution of power or to redistribute it as between ‘
.the 'Centre ‘and the periphery' In this respegt. the ‘Soviet Union‘
18’ no different from the United States, apart £rém the fact that the
former consists of a ‘large number of clearly defined and extensive
ethnic territorial units possessing fairly autonomous though subordinate

: administrativa machinery. In. the United States, apart from thej
Amerindians (orincipally the NavaJo) and\the Spanish Americans of .

. theASouth West the ethnic groups are dispersed throughout the North .

_ American continent, and do not possess stable historical territorial

‘ bases from_w,hich to exercise power._ (Lewis 59 - CaMPA/".A-//vE Stugy

of B /R?Ud/l{w- fkﬁrfcé

. The discussion of the political context ‘of - bi1ingual education

s

“in the Soviet bnion may be summarised as follows. L : &

N - W P ~

' -(1)

'Language planning in the USSR, of which bilingual education
:_is one aspect is revolutionary since ‘it seeks s %stablish
"an immediate relationship between social’ and ligguistic. ;
.change;}/it seeks to accelerate changes’in the languade"_;‘_;

A
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‘ pattgrn of the Soviet Union.,’“ . e

it%ii) Consequently such planning is rationalistic rather than Pt
B 'empirical in its approach .- it sets out preViously . fp
.determined goals of change and adopts-preconceived _flﬁf_.

"mechanism for bringing them about. R R DRI

_ J Unlike the United States”and other Aestern countries,

Lo o o ﬂ;. whichfare seexing ways to- devolve power from the- centre

f{ " __fbf - ;iﬂ‘(undergoing a process of decolonization) the SoViet .

yf~"" S .’Union is expansionist- so far as laﬂguages are concerned

o o . "<? : iits Sim 4s to ensure that-all languages gubServe the R '
iy o interests of one political 5ystem. :; ;1.- ~_.. :;%lp;,

R ue UV e

&llffwiﬁ-' '(iV) It is centralist Since it'seeks. to- ensure that all f‘lab
' ' L .languages dev op 'so :ar as possible in a uniform.fashion
SN and according to, the mooel of the Russian language._" v

’ *:; T (v)’ It is authoritarian since the goals which are. set and

o,

l'me‘t:hods which are adopteo are imposeo throuﬁhout the.

L

o ‘Soviet Union With little opportunity for effective' %h_.

'_‘2f:u j-'*‘ : _5¢onsultation or- modification by the nationalities
: %}og",~iivi) _Above all it is totalitarian-. language planning and
AR o therefore the planning of. oilingual educa5ion 45 ‘an .
;;//y'i ; _f B integral part of total Sonet planning,.embiacing defense

economics. demographic as well as’ ethnograohic processes.'
F:In other Countries such as the United States and Britain .
h.only some . areas of soCiety are. planned, for example the
_'_Health Service in Britain, and Defense in the United - MR
v ‘“States while. most of the other .aspects of soCial life N
. ”?are open to the enterprise of iree agentsmand are unplanned
In the Soviet Union there are no unp%anned areas. d f“”"A
‘Furthermore, the planning of ‘the separate areas is’ co-
- ordinated Econdmic planning determines the p1anning of:’ }
_.F'\ population mobilit/ and to some'extent the\natural gruwth -
-~ - ._;'rates of the nationalities. These processes in turn .
'»i,iiucﬁ fo‘determine changes :in'the status of the languages as well;ﬁ.:.
- as changes in the linguistic corpus, since the corpus~of

N timproved or suoordinated status.‘*'= e ,“»’ A
L (H)= The Mbaninq of Bilinoual ”ducation in the USSR

o Such considerations as we have outlined deternine what is
'] N meant by bilingualism and bilingual education in the SoViet Union.

\v”..
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‘ o Thq;e is no lack of interest in the teaching of foreign languages
in that country and the- stauuard of achievement in tbo: .languages
: whera they are taught (and used at certain points in the curriculum)
Ty is as. ‘high if not higher than in. most Western countries. . In. 1954
"several large cities in the Ukraine: and Russia began introducing

-

a foreign language (usually Endlish)/to.chiloren of:7 years of age._'__
‘| They were expected to- teach about 266 Moros in the first year. T
:. Following theestablishment of. these classes and in order to B -

faCilitate the work for the 7 year ©olds a- number of kinderganens N

Tf introduced a foreign language at the age of 6 (some 2t the agesof ’

s five or’ even four). ‘There was some opoosition from researchers like -
Lo Ginsberg TR 7, /9‘0 by€ in spite of the expressed reservations,
,\-ﬁ within 8 years Moscow alo e ad SCO such kinderoartens in which
! 20,000 children of“five years or unoer were- introduced’ to English..i"

‘A smaller number of schools introduced German and Freéch + In 1961 -
the Union Republic Council of Ministers were. instructed to introouce o
a foreign language as .a medium of‘instruction in 7COrGeneral Education'
schools.,_a subject like Geography was taught in 2 foreign language :
‘at the’ 6th grade (13 years) contemoorarylhistory at Grade 70or . -
_ 8- and -in the llth (pre-university) grade science and technology
v,-Were taught’ for‘3 hours .a week partly in a foreign language., The-

t

t&achers of foreign languaces are well trained in many. Foreign
v Language Institutes across- the Soviet Union, the most prestigous -

: being the Hertzen Institute of the University of Leningrad, and the
lst Moscow Pedagogical Institute for Foreign Languages. The
Tbilisi Institute for Foreign Langu ges was founded in 1948 and is
tyoical of such institutes in o Union Republics like that atf-
Alma-Ata and Erevan. Among the s udents at ‘the Tbilisi Institute'
are reoresentatives of over fifty nationalities of the Soviet Union.
English. German and Prench. were the- languages taught originally,
later Soanish, Italian and several Eastern European languages like 3 ‘.

3

Bulgarian were introduced as secondary languages. The students
devote 807% to 90A of their curriculum time ‘to ;the academic pursuit )
of their foreign language, the Temaining 10% or 20% being devoted .
to asoects of methodology, the psychology of -language acquisition,."
sociological studies anu ideological indoctrination. In: 1961~2 the
;f * USSR Council of Ministers determined that courses should be
- organised at Universities and/PedagogiCal Institutes where intending
teachers of non-linguistic subjects, like.Physics or Mathematics
should be trained to teach their soeciolist subJect in a foreign | .
L language ( Pfﬁtutl& 4. Gvﬁl) Nevertheless the situation of foreign:?

<




L S o . ,
o Q&“-languages in. the USSR as a whole and esoacially in Rural schools -
C is.g?r from satisfactory.. ‘In 1973 many students were .cported - -___

" €0 be’disillusicned because of their failire to gain univerSity T
‘entrance on’ acccunt of thé fact that ‘my school did not teach a
foreign language’ L(Q“‘;‘f;? :‘,5%5’0) ‘Even when Foreign languages

- are taught, in very many. schools as the USSR Ministry of Eoucation

. s aCknowledges 'foreign langucges are still ‘being ta&ght by people

,f‘ . ' who have no soecial knowledge'~( . o ). 1In rural schcols-
only abodt one third of the teach=rs of foreign languages have a -
specialized higher edueation qualification,( ¥ /étdf ) o

.Although a large number of students attain 2 bilingual . _

proficiency in their particular foreignilapguage at the age;ofﬁlg,.'.:

- the teaching of :Skeign languagﬁs is not what is meant by a ‘ - ' '

5bi1ingual eoucation in the soviet Union.. ' The definition of R
bilingualism as given in the Great ncyclooaedia . '
iS'very ‘short: & : ' -

. "One persorﬂs or g:oup 's fluen* command emd ability to use -
v - 2 different langu=~es or’%wo _ialects ’of ‘one langua:e(e.g.

BV _chal haua_ge dia_ecu" the literary hngpage)Jéms .
o N . occurs in hist-:y as the result o. consuests,oeaceful mig—at-

. o ion o neoples and contacts be‘"een neighbou:ing -:ouns sneék:rL
A | difbérent anguages. e . ' :
’ In'bilinwu "‘the degree of ’lue*~e in each langutze,tho wags in .
. ubidh the va:zous sofe*es of coc—unication are disiribuied between
- ; the lan:uages ard tho a*titudes of the spezkers . 46 them deperd
-, onmemy fectors im <he sociﬂ,econo;..it:,‘ao’i"ica], end culturel
. 11£é of ‘the gmun. o (Va1 3)

Bilingual education-is acouiring the ability'to'soeak two or moreft
Soviet languages and chis is: agreed by all Soviet" commentators
on the subject. Tha leading Soviet 1inguists v. V Vinooradov, Iu,
D besheriev, u. u. Reshetov ‘and V.A. Seribrennikov in a joint = _
report of the Alma-Ata Conferencgfon “Probl ms of the Developnent "
" of Literary Languages of the USSR“rdefined bilinoualism as .
_ possessing a knowledge of both one Sown; language and another,
: _nost often Russian" . Desheriev and his associetes writing in ;
1966 are even more emphatic on the neceSSity to include Russian.
They speak of bilingualism as 'the cultivation of the Russian
language among non-Russian pooulations of the aoviet Union® *;
- v, (Kommunist *xu:,' }.  In a multi-national country - the second. .
: language, s°rv1ng nnst often as the language of cross national
f%‘communication as Russian and a knowledge of that language vlus »
the language of one* s own ethnic grcuo constitutes bilingualism.
”he suoremacy of Russian over other pOSSlble second languaoes '

ce

o




‘:is emph sised in the Programme of the c.pP. S U which states.>
". '“The. oz cess occurring in life of thé voluntary study not only

of one s native language but - 6f Russian has’ a positive significance’

"as it pé mits mutual exchange of experience and familiarization of

each nati n-and nationality with ‘the cultural achievewents of all

. other people cf the USSR and world culture“ (Programma Kommunistia_.
cheskoi pa tii Sovetskogo Sozuza:»llS), B

a0 I .
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“In 1973 P, A Azzmov and others ( 137z .y published a'>

report on ‘a conference held at Ashkabad on “Trends in the- Development

of the National Languages in Relation to the Development of
Socialis;.gationalities“. They concluded that the intensive

. Drocess over the last fifty years or’ so of learning. Russian ’

alongside the vernacular in all Soviet Republics has led to the

’:_situation where bilingualism acouires ‘not only linguistig but alsof-

#ncreased sqcial significance. Knowledge of Russian as- the

'conmnn (maJoz) language makes it possible ror all Soviet Nations

to- communicate fréely with one another" (p }20) ' The . emphasis-. _

j'on Russian as the néeessary second language‘comoonent of b ingualism

- has led many Soviet linguists like Baskakov “to claim that “in the '

»new Socialist regime cas Russian is now- recognised by -all as a -
" 'second Native’language” (1960 32) v Baskakov returned to this -

theme in 1973 en he made the.distinction between 'bilingualism'

and what he reflers to as 'more. complicated interlingual relations’...'
of minorities W ] addition to the Russian language also know the

language of the basic indigenous Republic they reside in (1973

&

of Russian as a second languace is the statement in Vestniy&ﬁ, Nauk
SSR' 1972 where the ‘desired integrattoé oE'the peoples of the USSR

;ia”‘EErsed to as “the development of: bilingualism, i.e, the non=- .
:' Russian mastering Russian”. Naturally ‘within any one Union‘ ‘
uRepublic

(the Lextent')to which Russian has been learned as a second"
language varies A “In surveys of’a number of districts in Belo—

3Russia 76.7% used Russian in addition to their native language 'f .

(Ukrainian or Belorussian) Practically all the .Gagauz people=

’of the xarrat Raion of the Moldavian Republic had acquired

Russian and many would 'also have learned the official language
of the Republic, Moldavian® (K“o’""j";",m) Kho lmogo rov (1970..2)

':found that the average of Russian related bilingualism in Latv1a
_'was 84% and among the minorities inhabiting that Republic 98%

- of the Belorussians, 85% of the Poles‘ 96% of the Ukrainians, -
. 98% of the Jews but only 52% of the Litnuanians and 62% of the
.'»Estonians had acquired Russian. The percentage among the Letts
_ was 78% (Kholmogorov, /7 94 Z) At the. sarg . time a high.

. percentage of the non-indigenous oopulation of Latvia had 1earned
vaettish- among the Belorussisns 67%, ostonians 53%, Poles 50%
:ﬁand Jews 43%. Only the Russians (31A)¢have a low level of Lettish

L
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-'Equally explicit in. ioentifying bilingual education with the’ learnino
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bilingualism (Khoimogorov '/L*LZ ). :lt\is’noteworthy ‘that in

. “.thhuania and Latvia ‘the percentace of the non—indigenous bilinguals

livzng in rural areas is much lower than it 1s 1n u;ban areas. - in e
Latvia and Lithuania the respective rigures are_approxlmately 8% -
. and 35%.1in both cases. "f’;) oL L ' '

The extent of bilinoualism varies considerably from one nationality
to another according to &he ‘level of economic, and. educational development
For example it is low among Uygurs, Mansi, Itelmen, Yukagirs and '
,Tuvin.’ The nature ang the@length of the nationality s contact w1th
Russia is important. Thus the. numhgrs claiming Russian’ 1s high’ among
the Nogai Cherkess, Adg@ei of the Caucusus as. well as among the
'.Komi-Permyak and Mari wmthin the Russian Republic,'and the Ossettes
" .and Chuvash who ‘have mixed freely with the, Russzans. A third factor'-;g
'promp.ing Russian as a~second language.is Russian oenetration by - it
imdkgration, -as_in the case of. KazakhSten.. “inally the possession oé ;

- a native language which has been stendardised and is_the medium of a .
”developeo literary culture tends to: discourage the accuisition of f
Russian, esoecially 1f -the nation in cuestion is. relativé&y large.;
’Such is .the case of the Ukrainians, Uzoeks, Armenians, Azerbaydahanis,..'
.Georgians, ladzhiks, Klrgiz ané'the Baltic nations where the percentage
Claiming’ Rtsslan in each case is under 405 "»~__ o . :
' C- o : Con . ':. - T o
i The extent of Russian relsted bilingualism also varies according
to age theugh the age factor veries frcm: Reoublic to Republic. . :
'(Table téf ). Fewer than ‘a third of those born before the Revolution
‘are’ fluent in Russian“as a second lanouage., Taking the whole of the
Soviet Union the 20-29. age group, is the most extensively bilingual
:Those under,ten have ‘the. lowest percentage. The graph rises to age
~'*&:l:u.rty and falls graoually to 23.2% at 6C years and¥over. ?he.
'average percentage for ‘all ages is 32A. o

_ V‘ The identificetion of‘bilingualismlwith:the acquisition of
‘Russian should not bllnd‘us to the considerable degree of non—Russian

"related bzlingualism in the Soviet Union (Table ‘7 }. In considering
whether “in ‘any particular Reoublic the degree of" non-Russian
bzlingualism is high.or low we should take into account the fact that {

. the maximum oercentage is 45% (Tsukhurs) followed closely by Kurds '
(36 2%) . ‘The lowvest level is among the Tuvin (0. 4/) and Ingush\(o 9%) . -
Between these two EXtremes non-Russian bilingualism varies consioerably.
of ‘the. 106. nationallties listed in the,Census, in’ 35 ethnic droups a

" non-Rus sian languace was claimed @s a second language by up o 5% i
of the pooulation' " in anothar 22 nationallties such a. second language )
was claimed by between SA and 10%, in another 15 the percentage was '

-
1

fay T ae

.'.' . -_ . .-.- B s . “ oo . I | " .» T -'. ” ) . l_»: o



NG ' . : .
\xbetween 10% and. 20% and in three more the percentagg rose RY-2 between :

T

"\ 20% and 30u.g In 5 nationalities over 30% claimed a - non- Russian languace
]_  as. an element in their bilingualism._ It should be’ noted.that many in\'
5 .mhese nationalities have learned Russian also. This is particularly
so in Kazakhstan where fmost of the dispersed Turki live. . The maJority
of theSe -are trilinnual (Turkish Kazakh and RuSSian) or quadrilingual
posseSSing Uzbek in addition to the lenguages we have mentioned - At T
ot the same time their speech shows" the influence of prolonaed murkish—
Georgian bilingualism (./7- AdN K"";"{?L The lower percentage of non—
; ' Russian.than-RuSSian bilingualism 1is. due not simply to the" fact that
Speakers of the major national lancuaces, especially Georgians, 2
' Lithuanians, ‘Uzbeks' and Azerbaydzhanis do .not learn a second language
. othgx than Russian. Members: of some nationalities have high levels
of Russian acquiSition often because they are diépersed populations..
.This is the case of the Poles, and Jews. High levels 6f non—Russian
bilipgualism characterise small nationalities especiaily if they are
) minorities within larger national- entities. This is the case of the
Gagauz in. Moldavia, tﬂ% Tati of Azernaydzhan and-the non indigenous .
- ethnic groups which constitute enclaves within larger linguistic groups,
like che Kurds and‘AiSOrs. From whatever angle we look at languages '
in -the Soviet Union the pattern of their inter-relationship is highly
complex. The main pull continues to be exerted by the native language
j whose. claims upon the loyalty of its speakers has- been diminished
only slightly over several decades { 773-0/2'43\ ‘At the same ti
as we have seen the Russian language is increasing its hold as a '
second- language ‘and then by the normal process of language shift it
is cfhimed as. the native language of those whose second language iv’ had'
been previously. Many,immigrants have learned the’ official language of -
o the Repuolic into which they have noved and indigenous minorities ‘have
o done ‘the same. L S o _ .éfj_.. f-V. c

B O

The tensions between affiliations to the various languages are
increasing but such tensions do not lead to. open conflict nor do they »
K need to do so provided the system of" education is geared to meeting the
' progg_ems that undoubtedly arise., SMIRNov ( 1972057 ' ) refers to
four kinds of “non-antahonistic contradictions" first those between ,'

relationship of the traditional oative and the intruSLve RuSSian ™ _
languaoe.. Another- exoreSSion .which is ometimes used in’ this connection:
'1s that ‘the Sovi t Union is pursuing 'two paths (dva potoka) - the

: path leading to'c nveroence of languages and ethnic groups,{bOSSibly
to thejr merging. @ lyzhennja and sliyanie) and that leading ‘to the -

maintqunce of ncti nal languagas and their cultures - Filin, the
S - : . : : SR -

inngvation and conservatiSm which haVe particular relevance to’the




chief editor of Vpprosy Jazykozonanija an! Director of the Inst*tute
of Linguistics of\the Academy of ...c1ences wWro eAl973 * "‘ "We face
the task of enormous 4moortance. each Soviet citizen of non-Russ

' extraction while havinggs_mmand of his mother tonoue and contriouting
to its blossoming ang sorea must “also freely master the lanouagT of .
1nternational communication -ythe Russian language vae Harmonious. "\
v .bilingualisn and multi-linaualisn free from even:a shade of antaoonism,.

:7;__ this is’ our. programme" It is notewcrthy that nothing is said of 3.;-1.

. those of Russian extraction whé mighty also become bilingual or multi- -t

lingual 'Non antagonistic contradictidn' is of particuiar interest .

in the Soviet U#ﬁon because the balancevbetween ‘the contradictory v - : 3

elements is man pulated deliberate_y, consCiously and-according to_a

by

precpnceived political philosoohy which envisages the dominance of
\

Russian. D S . Vo
o _ . o . .

o (e) Bases of Research . _ ) o
‘_’:f. : The guiding pr1nc1oles of scientific research ‘in the social A
L "sciences are. radically different from those of non-socialist cquntries

and esoecially of, the United States.. No education or. academic system

; exists in a philos.'fical wvacuum; . it reflects the interests of the.

s and tries“to meet what are considered to be R
v e necessary and urgé%t national demands. Some of “the’ characteristics '7ﬁ§
of the modernizing Sovie. state have beed rererred to already and we -
have also stated the basic chilosophy which is supposed to auide the—'
multinational state in its attémot to- produce a stable lincuistr o0
pattern. Theoretically at least, and in the. medium term the étate is "
devoted s a pluralistid linouistic and ‘ethnii ciety. But that'*”‘-

..-dominant group or:

pluralism is always to be guarded aoainst the threat-of. segmentation: a
Cbouregois nctionalism ). The ethnic/linouistic gioups™ whil;, N

maintaining .heir trcditional languaces and cultures are. élso~méant
“to contribute to the craation of an- overarching ‘Soviet Culture .

w

and an overarching Soviet 1c°clocical and’ oolitical system\\ At times
, the. contributing ethnic groups have more freedom to devel

'inoependenti_
than at other times but at no tine is there any oisguisin » l
intention of creatinq the 'Soviet man' 'boviet culttre‘ “and” possibly

Soviet' languaoe thouch this last may. be only a dream 1n the eye "
"'of the most extreme collect1Vist. It 1s possible to pursue pluralism ;.
Lulother ccuntries too, the United States. for instance,’ knowing ."{='

N

that it does not n=cessarily require a doctrinaire un1ty to - enabl° the T
. eparate Groups* to survive, and contripute at the same time to.the.
I survxval and enr1chm=nt of the nation as a whola. the level of.
was comoatible w1th the freedom of SClentlflC research and.the'
develooment‘gfssoxnd'scholarsh 3 i it is’ not a unity of ooctrine
but a unity of/(which expresses itself in an uncoerced convergence )
.of interests from various disczplines working on a common problem .
Q S (Hook, 314). - S : SR
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This is far from being\the case in the Soviet Union. °Perhaps
_ . the. most frequently recurriug theme in éven tha most scholarly and’
= important research. reoorts is 'e affirmation of con ormityzto
Marxist—Len*nlst principles. T is/?itualistic concession~ to an
omnipresgnt authority, embracing® all disciolines., Desheriev writes
(1973: 3, 5-4d) “Methodolooical and’ xdeoloqical concepts play a
Qonsiﬁerable part in determining the paths, aims and tasks in the
development of the social funétions of languages and also their :
interaction . (p 9) P.O. Sor. (l926)\\nd Lafargue (Russian: translation/
of "La Lang e FrancaisQ 1930). bssed socio-linguistics firmly on . ..
Marxist met odological concepts of .the social nature of language.- o
~The foundations were laid by Marx and Enoels "in their. 'German '
. Ideology .' Scerbyc! ky, the Secretary of thé\Central Committe%(af the e,
.- Communist Party of the Ukrainian<Speech published in- RadJans'ka bkrajina
ﬂrote° "In our work we enttrely proceed from the Marx1st-Leninist ‘

inadmissible attempts to restrain the orocess of the unification of ’
nations and put obstacles 1n its path, artificially to- consolidate the
natiotal isolation"._ This autHority does not rest with those .
insti

utions which we normally accept as 1ts repos*tories - the family,,

\the school and the system of" further education, but is dete mined to ;\.7

a cons1derable extent by the Communist Party and. its leaderS° "In our:
. country it is not only the family and ‘the, school that are in charge of
upbringing but also the entire party educational system"r(Khoslov, 32).

Law) ;n a paper 'Ra se the Level of Soc1ologica1 Res arch' when he ,

X H Marxist-ﬁeninism in'brder thst all sociological problems may be. treatgd
frbm the Marxist-Len nist, point of view. All methods of" soc1olooical
research, JurVeys, »deling, the latest mathematical*methods should

Y

. Be- used in accordanc with Marxist-Leninist methodology : L',_‘»' s ﬁl-

(SotsiologiSCheskiye ssledovania, 3 1977 4-8) ecause of its

‘ weiohted towards historical, materialist- }

-y -.," R B

417? ) v . N
& § s

;o

.This is emohasised °ven more explicitly by the Acadeni_ian A, G. Yecorov.*'
Secretary of the U R Academy of Sciences (Divis1on o' Philosophy and -Te;.

thesis that further unification (zblyzennja) of nations and nationalitiecf
of our couptries constitutes an objective proCess .o ‘The party consider.-

Lo

wrote._ "Our’ associa ion should help all its members to~master T .“*.va



. of upbringing and . development must be based on phySiology" (Khostov, 1965‘A

. the framework of Marxist—Leninist ioeology. fThis\implies a-- strictlyf

b N S
\ - i . . .~-~

members as well as by the conditions of life of every concrete o
inaividual" This strict materialist point of view orevails so that :

>,

although to some: extent enucation becomes a branch of biology. the
oeterminative conclusion of the educational research worker is tnat _
one can hardly contradict I.P, Pavlov s contention that the laws ;“ /

: hevertheless since’ social processes are conceived as oetermining all othe-

asoects of a. child's develooment the aspect of materialist philosophy
which receives most emphaSlsrls the soCiological For instance .

Georgian research workers* critiCisms are directed against “those" L
v idealist conceotions which present human conSCiousness as a collection
of mentary sensations and imoulses"./fhéyclaim‘ to shqy that it is not
“the study of the nervous system and the brain that can explain thought
processes. The answer to- the oroblem must be sought in those soCial
conditions that cause the brain to conceive reality in a c°rtain way
in some circumstances and in another way in different soc1al conditions
Thepprevalent social conditions mould ‘and determine the reactions of
the nervous system and- the brain"f f(n05417v 196&- _ Since social _
conditions change accordimg tb the laws of historical materialism it -
‘is equally important that “an adeouate analysis of ;any. scientific ‘or.

practical problem must be based on knowledge of its nistory" (Khoslov).
oy " . B 5 N A . T L . . Tt ..)-- .

..9‘ - . . . WL

The basié tenets of those engaged on educational research, includinc
research on bilingual education can be: . summed up -as SCientific within

-

3 materialist attitude, the. most important asoect .of such. materialism'

or

being. the objective conditions/,i.society., These determfne the -‘i';"
individuars and the group's deveIopment, the’ history of which must be L
studied in order to come to. .a full understandinc of the process,” - ¥

_ “For the process of int nationalization of,§oviet nations and
nationalities is object;f

-

e. It can be neithor slowed nor accelerated
because it is a; function of historical development But this does not
mean that it is- soontaneous,and uncontrollable“ (Kholmogorov, 189).
Knowledge of the history of a.process enables one to plan for its

- most. aopropriate development.erhus a consioeration of-the ‘context of
research on bilingualism and bilingual education suogests the eXistence

of four paradigms which have received’ varying degrees of attention in-
all countries according to ‘the 1evel of their social development.'
In countries like Wales,ﬂgelgium ano other western countries which ~
possess myture s"stems of bilingual ecucation ‘the paradigms have

. succeeded each other uniformly. The emphasis on literacy was- ‘
necessarily the first paradigm since without literacy there was
‘no- poss10ility of mooilizing the total oDulation to participate in

- the processes of modernization, Consequently the linguistic aspects K

.



. ¥ S e . ' I B ' A
. of bilingual education were the first to receive attention in Western '
f'_,Europe and Ncrth America.,. Once a sufricient degree of literacy and

linguistic¢ assimilation héd.been achieved by means of" the“dissemination N

- 0f the lingua- franca. attention shifted to cultural ass1milction of the
_divers ethnic oooulations.' For these _reasons the second parad1gm is.
determined by ethnological/cultural considerations. ‘Cultural

A.assimilation, since it 1nvolves an awareness of ethnic’ and. cultural

. differences encourages the developmant of ,an awareness of" ethnic

'identity so- that there was a new, a second paradigm shift to' )

psychological considerations (w1tness the'work of-Lambert) Tﬁis

third research paradigm is heavily\weighted .towards the: study of

x'individual children and to discovering 1nd1v1dual types of,bilingualism

.. like ‘co-ordinate and compound bilingualism *In the Soviet Union,-
as we shall have occagion to.note, althouch imoortant work has begn

" done on the psychol gy of 1ndividual bilinguals the main emphasis is .

,"'dn social—psythologj. We have recently witnessed the third paradigm .

i ;Shlft where because previous develooments in literacy, cultural

__assimilation and . the psychology of. social greups is conceived as leadinc

: »directly to a. cons1deration ‘of the pedagogical-political Consequences
of diversity ‘and - assimilati?n the emphasis has been moved to social

- or politicalloluralism.u T o PRI «'- e

; LQ":" Whereas in the early-moderni21ng bilingual coun.ries the oaradigm

' 'j;shifts could bé clearfy distinguished and identified andswere senarated

. Y by periods which aoproximated to between twenty and thirty years

< (a generatrpn), 1n the rapidly modernizing countries’ like the SoViet

’;'Union these paradigms operated almost 51multaneously - literacy, ]

' assimilation, the promotion oi ‘convergence and political-oedacocical §
considerations all’ operated together within the framework of a‘

.pplitical ideology. 1It is noteworthy that’ the Ashkabad "’ Conference

-on Bilingualism and Multilingualism in’ 1969 considered the .subject
according: to linguistic, sociological, psychological and’ pedagogical - _

i-aspects in that order, confirming the’ succession of paradigms to whichv o
‘we have referred The United States in this respect stands mid way

between .the early and la.e dévelopers of bilingual education. There
the time _scale of paradigm shift’ is not’ so clear as it 1is in Wales
or Belgium, with ‘the consequence that the attention paid to. second
-~1anguage learning (the linguistic paradigm) is still considerable

'gyalthough the emphasis has moved first to’a consideration of cultural
: assimilation, later under the influence of ﬂambert and Tucker to ",,

',psychological considerations. More recently still while tﬁe other
-'paradigms are atill effectrye,»the move to. a pedacogical political

’ oaradigm in terms of 'segmented oluralism, has gained ground.

:."v S :thxlygf L i ﬁ‘ ;.' P | - i D o ef R




"(?) Thea Lincuistic Paradigm a) Socio;ﬁinouistic Backcround ”
. =ﬁ.f‘;r - - L : R , -_ﬁ SRR N
"We have excluded the teaching of roreign languages ‘as an integral
‘ element of bilingual -educaticn in the USSR though it is not always -
L clear how -a 'second languaoe' distincu’shes itself at one end of the
f‘i Scale from the- nothe - tongue or native language and, " at. the other
© ‘extreme from q;foreign langusge. Not all languages acquired in -
adstion to* the mother tongue constitute 2@ uniform ‘set. Learning a. 2 i
Second langua in a 'mass’' bilingual situation like Armenian as, a
second language in Tbilisi or Moscow is" different from the acquwsition
-+ of the same‘language ‘Where there is little demographic supoort for 1t
. like Armenian in Washington or London. - And learning Rissian in Eeérvan
‘ls different from its acquisition in Paris or. ,Bona. - Marckwardt
favoured the distinction between a $econd and a foreign language u f;fﬁ;~'
( 19 855:¢6¢ ) but American linguists were slow to 5‘bpt his’
suggestion which was allresdy accepted by Soviet and British lincuists’
and teachers. Some liniuists ccrncealed- ‘the problem by speaking of _
. the two mother tonguea of the bilingual child (Weinreich ]2 3 Y
’.a proposal which some Soviet linguists found acceotable (Baskakov (1960))
Ordinarily the‘clearest® distinctionibetween the' second and,a foreign
i language is based on the «Sontext of acquiSition of either language. : '..'
"For instance in Wales: English is learned as a second language because “_;
of its prevalence throbghout the country, whereas no’ matter what levelﬂ‘ )
. of proficiency in- Russian a Welsh child acquires in. hales it is still R
a'foreign language. The second’ ‘language is acquired under, pressure : o
) Or with ‘strong support from the social environment in which the" & ﬂ
‘““language is freely used. (Lewisx 9'74 ' ). . K ;ﬁ*

v

fs’~ o . - R S N
AN It is- recognised ‘in the Soviet ‘Union that in spite of. the »
considerable advances made in other" aspects of linguistics,until
recently the develooment of soCiolrnguistics has been backward,_‘
hampered by the . fact that insurficient suooort has been forthcoming

~ from the discipline of soCiology. Consequently any: contribution
sociologists cculd make to. the understanding of the sociology of
language was lim‘ted ‘This ' degree of retardation among sociolooists,
espeCially those interested in language is due, it is claimed partly

~ to- the fact that’ the “conceptu 1 - framehork of Marxist Sociology S
still needs clarification».. Secordly, apolied sociological research
is conoucted by small groups and isysometimes haphazard narrowly
empirical trivial in its aims ‘and not worth the money [-34 effort"
Furthermore, "the inadequate training of Sovidat sociologists is’ the
main reason we have been slow to overcome our shortcominos .o, The
Soviet Union has only the rudimnnts of @ sociological education"
(Rtffl<filch,/97s) However, the author is far too critical of

. SQViet developments<mainly because his ccncept of SOCluloglcal studies;'




- ~ ’ . . .

’ is-narrdwer than very many sociologists would wish it to be. It .
- :would have been imnossible to-be so critical if students ol -the B
7; nature. and: structure_or society like ethnologists QAva“‘ﬂ/AquOI .. B
example) and democraphers like Dokshishevskii or Perevedentsev, .
equally conc°rned with the working of society, although within llmltedt
fields of -nterest, -had b°en accepted.as representative of Soviet ..
,\studies of the worxing and structure or society. . l.-‘ L feo

- - .

The soCio-linquistic approach to bilingualism has becomé more
pronounced during the last decade, in the wordls of U.A, AKVORHY
N.AS Baskakov, I. K. Beloded, Yy.D. Desheriev, S, K.,Kenesbayev,
“N.G. Kor telysnu, U.G. Koztomarﬁ%, M.Sh. Shiraliyev as well -as
those en the interface between linguistics and. philosophy like '
A.G. Agayev, M.S. Dzhunusov, s.T. Kaltakhohyan, K.Kh, Khanazarov, _
AT, Kholmogorov and I.P. TsameryanL In fadt the range of socio- .
linguistic studies is comprehensive, including theoretical problems,

L the study of soc1ally cetermined changes in Soviet lancuages,_the .
study of the. development and interaction of the languaces of USSR,HF~'

'f: the interaction of. standard Soviet languages and dialects of those
lqnguages, as well as mosé of the aspects of language planning,
including language policy (Vikolsky - 1974). Soviet students »
maintain the clearest distincbion between linguistic sociology,‘if
concerned with linguistic aspects of social phenomena, e g.. linguistic
characteristics 0f small groups (Panov 1968, ' b, Vol. 1) 4nd socio-
linguistics concerned with research into the . language changes which -
are determined by social factors as well as .socially marked linguistic

' differences in- the speech of different individuals (KrySin )

R

a

'

-Such researches have been conducted in many centres including the

Institute of Linguistics of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR;
~the Russian Language Institute of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR,
the Institute of Eastern Studies of the Academy," the Pushkin Institute_
of the RuSSian Language; tne Saratov UniverSity, the Novosibirsk
Institute of the Siberian DiviSion of. the Academy of Sciences of the
USSR ‘étc.- Since 1972 the number of sub—divisions of the Soviet '
Sociological Association has been increased from 'S to 15. As a. result

. of “the co—operation of scholars belonging to these various institutep
the proceedings of many. conferences which have to do with bilingualism
and ‘bilingual education have been published including Vzaimodejistie )
(1969), Voprosy (1964), Voprosy (1969), Norma (1969), Osnovnye

. problemy (1966), Problemy (1970), Problemy (1972), Razvitie
literaturnyx Jazykov (1965), Sociolingvicheskie probleny (1971),
Jazyk i obschestvo (l°68) and several others, “in A2imov s collection
(1972) many of the papers dealt with theoretical. questions of

B o




i bilingualisn anc mult*linqualism, esneclally the phenomenon of

v bilingual edacation 2s an aspect of. socio linguistlc studies in the

N . . P . . .- : i

. interference or mutual .influence of languages in contact \This .
-aspect of the subJect is oealt wlth on the lggel of phonetlcs, S
A'.Fmorphology, syntax, stylistlcs, lex;s anddseéﬁ R
' articles deal with the contact of Russ1an viith Azerbaydzhanl,
" Turkmen, thhuanian,_Georglan ‘and Cssetian.v It is noted that the
-_;Russian language. in. splte of its dominance, and suQefior status is

antics.' Several

.
oy

‘not 1mnune from. such- 1nterference-' "It is be1ng constantly énrlched :

° with new words and exoressions\borrowed from the langusges in’. 'f o R

contact w1th it - t more, directly in: the colloquial speech of the

_ 'Russian people living among non-Russian populctlon§ than ‘in the
) naEional writften literary Russian Language"-(Sanzheev I?éé o)

o

' In view of ‘the prevalence cf this phenomenon the’ report concludes': o
~that the best method of teachlng the ‘second language, whlchever‘ o

it ‘may be, “is contlnuous contrast1ve compari on of . languages i .A"

: céntact. But whatever .method is used to deal w1th aspects of- contact -

it is acknowledged that "lancuage contact often needs conscious;
control by society". That is; there. is a. constant and continuing
need for language planning (Desherlev'_l?'73 Yo 4

(BI) Develo"o'mént of Literacy (Table &) R o

T

It cannot be repeated too often that the ultimete purpose of

'Soviet Union 1is increased and 1moroved llteracy mainly in Russian
but not necessarily limited to that language. Wherever" different
_languages are .in contact,some degree of bilingualism is inevitable,

__especially along the' language frontlers.. Prior to. the fairly
»advanced level of modernization, requiring more’ than an elitist,

minimal literacy, such blllngUalism was. oral and fortuitous - it was
generally restricted to- the uneducated speakers .of the areas of _
_contact. ' It was also fortuitous in the sense that it was unplanned r'7_f»

*.cand. derived mainly from the normal contact of friends, acquaintances B

and others across the borders. Such oral and fortultous bilingualism

'characterises most of the bilinguallsm revealed in Table 7
. concerned with non-Russian related bllingualism.rrThis co@s not 1muly

that Russian, in areas where extensive . RUSSicn populations embraced
a Variety of minority groups was not also an elemcnt in oral and .
fortuitous bllingualism. But by the present time nearly 99% of the

f.populations of the Soviet Unlon are llterate ‘in at léast one '.,"
_language and to a great extent in two or more. The lowest level of
© . literacy in Tad7h1kastan is 96, S%Eand Turklstan 94.5%. ' In less

. -than 80 years some of the nationalities have improveo to their_:_

i present level from a base of" 2 llteracy (Tadzhlkastan), 3. l% '

I . .-_.- e, ‘_ o . . o N - .
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!ﬂi.lviﬁxifbizstan),, . (Uzbekistan) and others like the kazakh, "Z-f?;. i

°erbaydzhan1, Hrmenian ch Turkmen from below lO%. T ;fzé."v'ygn

BN .’vl . This level*of literate bilingualism (in Russ1an and*non—Russ1an,.n

e languages) is distinct f&om;the limited literate bilingualism among .
'élitist groups or ‘the Tsarist regime although efforts had been-;;. s
vmade by pioneers like Ilminsky h é(_ . to develop such _' ‘y

' mass’ literacy before the Revoluticn ‘The' present p051tlon howéver .

could not have been aChieved without considerable deliberate, {_g;}

'. conscicus -and. scholarly intervention with tné corpus of thé tf'%.
languages, for the posszbility of. universal as,opposed to élitist SO
literacy depends on the deyelopment of 'national“ as- distinct : ”_--»2@]

. from what is termed 'folk languages' ( GUXNAN /960) 'I‘he . i P

_fundamental characteristic of a oeveloped national language Comparedq
~with the folk language is that it is '3 Sincle standardised literary
»language (a common literary norm, which is shared by the- entire ' ,

';f nation and- which functions in. all asnects of communication and .,-j-,

- “:which is formsd from a folk base't(' K "); Such a o
"development, it is claimed by Soviet linguists cannot be mattar of
"~ chance but is the result or careful lincuistic olanning of the" -

k";. v structure of the language (id. all 1ts aspects), 1ts lexis ana

L ir necessary its. alphaoetisation. ’

-y . oo

.-‘1)Code Selection” '»/7f~-ﬁ n;'fiﬁaf', - j}jp;' :?a;ffi . i :'.

Paul Garvin postulates two reouirements for- a standard language,---~
namely flexible stability of the code and intellectualization- e
‘: "The codification needs to be rlex1ble enough to allow for ' 'h :

| modification in line w1th-culture chenge cee and it shoulo allow ¢

the possibility of developing increas1ng variety along an ascend&ng
o scale of functional dialects from conversation to scientific" - ,
Ly '. ( C’Am,/n/ ¢$723) . In Shevelov's words (. 1977"‘ " yo o ."’-.~
standard languagas need to be "omni-functional“'in order to fulfil .
ail the demands made upon a contentorary language 1n a modernized 7
_ soC1ety. It ‘is questionable whether any but the most- developed
. kﬁnguages like.- Georgian or Armenian (apart from Russian and. Ukrainien “s
h've ‘been able ‘to maintain their original flex1ble stability qn S
ascending scale ot~ diaﬂect and’ style variation Vevertheless R

‘@

Jja’ large number of’ hitherto 'unstandordised languages' have been.uw
enaoled to become fully fledged literary languages,\thus perhaps. o
compens=tinc somewhat fdr the~functional limitations,which the B s

planners have 1mposed upon p.eviously standard languages.

T,




_ Very'many of the Soviet languages like Uzbek and Tadzhik haVe
Y complex system of dialects ano all we. can do “in this- study ofhv
e 'code staoilization' is to exemplify the processes which one or two
languages experienced.- The first cr1terion employed }n the B
: normalization of- Soviet languages is adherence to” a continuous
. historical trad1tion of speaking the dialect wh1ch has been selected
a,as the’ single or the priac1pal base and focal point of standardlzation.'
:/ﬁ"For efamole “the’ choice of the Tashkent~Ferghana dialect as the base_
. for standardised Uzbek was determined partly by the. fact “that it can
be traced back to the linguistic community of Karkhanid ceriod. and _
. which genetically speaking is ralated to. the Uygur- -language, - Tocether;i
theyfform a single quroken line of development" { K‘=‘€f0‘/ 19.57¢ )

-But the historically authentic dialect may not be’ the most oure.v In !
_ the case of Uzbek this is the South Kazakhstan dialect ‘which because
R of 1ts possession “of £ull vowel harmony was the ultimately agreed
.'choice as’ a base for the Uzbek longuagé Next to purity and h1storic T
authgnticity the third criterion in. codifyino a standard languace is
;_.that the chosen - dialect should. be the most ‘widely. representotive not.
only geographically but also in its’ affinity with other diaiectsa\
The Kuvakan dialect of Bashkir was rejected as a-base because it was:
found unrepresentative of other diblects. Instead, charocteristics
of
/ table base for Bashkir and +these tbgether had - affinities with most
‘ther dialects of Bashkir. Literary Kalmyk is & similar synthesis,
‘as is Ashkarbar the histor1cal literary base" of contemoorary ' -
Armenian’ ( GARIB]"NA*(O) ‘But. the ;nost important criterion of all
N those used in- code selection, accorning to Sov1et lincuists, is the

degree to wh1ch a selected dialect represents the spoken language. ) L
( u\"ferminologz B
gblhﬁ

f-?;fwere initiated early during the present Soviet period’ and can be
) v]fuhderstood only in the context of thoseferly developments. Terminology

A A;, - '- - T -

The current process of relex1f1cation of the national languaoes

hbulked largely in the considerat1ons of language=planners and was. given
_'jgreat prominenCe by the pioneer Sov1et linguist N.Y. -‘Marr. "as the
%i;linguistic aspect of the future". Changes in terminology were _
'7u*introcuced partly to enrich the languages. with the lexical items P
zrequired by the economic and cultural revolution, partl§ by the y
'politically motivated desire to ellminate from the Sov1et languages

,_;f*vestigial 1exical items which linked- them to pre-revolutionary and R
L”; genet1cally felated languases, like’ Arabic and Persian.‘ A third ?ﬁf
v'.7'cause for ' the insistence o edgpuraging such chanoes was ‘the . wish to .
P Bl
ensure that the national languages were able to cope with translations
) “' PRI . .~ .
o ) »;. . R 2""". » 2 o - .

"

th the Kuvakan and the. Juriatin dialects were combined to provide o
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a of Martheninist and.Stalinist literature. 'Vinogradov (1945 165—66)
pointﬂd out that “similarities and corresoondencos between the different

languages of the USSR that are. attributeble to the influence of Russian -

are manifested in the fOllOWlng orocesses-l

41), an extension of the sphere- of influence of Russian exoressions

and esoecially the new Soviet exoressions and their loan -
translations,,

-
rd AN

3 rapid dissemination of. Sovietisms and their movement ffcm
‘.‘One languaoe to another- - ".‘-” ;_,“°

1iii}ﬂ the’ acquisition throuoh Russian of a b3sic international
’ vocabulary“ “w ]', " '

' z.These issues were raised very much earlier at the Congress of Workers'
-.Education in 1924 ?ollowinq the conoress of Turkology at Daku in :
1826 a speCial commission was . set up to initiate work on dictionaries
'and lexicons for new political and sCientific developments. By 1933
v'this Commission had oroduced several minimum lists for sc1ence and
'technolooy. T
; « AN
art from Soviet-wide commissions on terminology manj Union
; Republics created their own commissions, In. Armenia, the Soecial
Terminology Commission had, by 1950. approveo ﬂlﬁi 18,000 medical _
.terms and 13,000 legal terms,, In Latvia 4G ,0C0 terms were - approved
between 1947-49 A oermanent Terminolooy Commission of the. Soviet
Ministry of the Bashkix ASSR was. created in the 194o's and its efforts
. were subsequently contihued by the Bashkir B:3nch of the’ Acodenyf’??' _
'.Sciences of. the USSR (3”“’"‘5"1940) . It produced’ the first normative
dictionary which’ included sociolooical and philosophical terms as
well. as: lexicons for botany, chemistry, mathematics, ohysics,
linguistics and medicine. A second series, concerned with some
ﬂ .additional subJects, including rorestry Was published later..(
Similar work was conducted in other languages, for example,The
~{Terminology Commission of the Kirgiz nCaQEﬂY of ScienCes which ‘has-

.

. been systematizing the leXicon of nearly all: branches of sciences

‘ﬁ and has produced nearly 70 leXiCons. (Sov Kirg.zso 4. 73). ) o ;'
Such advances in lexicolooy have been ooverned by clearly defined

'theoretical orincioles, the,first of which is. that the maximum

R possible use be made of. native resources ( F#Ev:40b'1977) , But though

_clearly formulated the principle was abanooned in the thirties

‘ Instead the main sources for developing vocabularies we;e to be

‘ Russién. ‘This could be by direct borroWing frcm Russian with the

-]mfnimum of phonetic adaptation, or it comld be by loén translation
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,_and calquing; Originally the maximum use of native’ r2sources mcant
the introduction into the new. literary languages of elemonfs of
'dialects or sub-dialects ‘of: those languages. In’Uzbek for example-
. archaic wogds arfd expressions were gradually deleted and replaced
. with' words and expressions i the spoken language’ - Ke’s‘e/'d v,
.,The same was true of- Ukrainian, but- very soon the. collection of
.‘ materials from Ukrainian .dialects and the spoken language was called
' 'kulackie dialekty (the language of rich peasants) althoug *the
. . ' -material’ which was. thus condemned was used in the dialects of+ all
classes of peasants and~others (Shevelov, 256). : ﬂ; ‘y:“\k
Rather than use" the spoken indigenous languace as a source~ .
Russian was used as the means of enriching the. languages, but - in this
respect ‘the- practice was ambivalent All sorts of propaoanda were
used to- encourage the use of Russiankg;urces but Filin obJected ,
strongly to the importati&n of forﬁign borrowings:, '“Anglicisms, more .
precisely Americanisms enter our scientific and technical terminology
?gnd nomenclature not by hundreds or by thousands but by hun'dreds of
4 ‘thoufands. if not more" ( V«ﬁ\jez 192¢€3), - Consequently it was
"-‘-necessary to emphasise ‘the. use. Of Russian sources although ‘that IR
: ,languace is roreign to many of those: whose languages micht be involVed.
: ”Special attention should be given to the struggle agaipst the dis-
regard of Ruésian by the unjustified loans from the snglish lanouage“
e ‘ Jicd. . ). This new enthusﬁasm for Russian was not rerlectec
4fin the practice of the early planners for im the -1920's and 30's there wixl
. a disinclination to allow: sthe importation of Russian terms similar
jto the importation -from other languaces. The reasons given for the
,change was - ‘that "the experience of the peoples of the USSR has shown
. that the Russian languace has played and will play a historically
" important role in the development of national lancuages. .Thanks to
- its richaess the Russian language is tie main source of oorrowing cre
" In most languages of the USSR 70-80% of the new terms have, been _
borrowed from Russian { /7112001?/40’). Isayew (302-5) analyses the
main categories of such borrowings as socio-political terms like
'kommunizm'~ “terms that are related to industrial and agricultural'
) production, like 'brigada' aand sortirovka" ‘the names of-in- ‘
stitutions like ‘institut’ and 'technikum'- terms that refer to .
‘transportation like- 'autobus' and 'taPsi'°‘ military terms like .
;'katyusha' (multiple rocket launcher) ‘measures of weight and length .
. like«'tonna' . and ‘gramm', 'metr ' and santimetr'- names of
_ professions like sboferv,ﬂ'letchik' (pllot), !kombainer':(combine-~’
' operatorli\ -and verbslthat.relate to the development of industry. .
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' An analysis ofia sample of Uzbek periodicals shows that while the f

'jpercentage of Arabic and Persian words declined £from 37% to 25% the
Russian. element increased from 2% to 25%. Eiqhteen percent of the
1tems in a Utbek/Turkic dictionary were of Russian origin while a
Tatar dictionary contained tw1ceecs many Rus51an ‘loan words. in the,
1958 edition as there were 40 the 1929 edition ( Kizie V286K 1.4, 47)

- Because of the ‘extent. of Russian penetration o*F all nationality :
languages "a merging of the lex1con content of the national languages

. 'has occurred and through this a merging of the lexicons of the national
: languages themselves" ( Moﬂo vn\u}'q\/s_; ) h ' ' '

s ~

) The Russian 1nrluence 1is more pervasive than this direct contriéutio(
suggests, since the Russian language has become the accepted model as :f~
“the main- source of l°xical innovation. :irst, Russran is the 1ntermed1ar
.for most Words introduced from non—Soviet sources ‘like English or German.}
"Second, calcuing mainly from Russian sources has increased considerably.
For instance ‘ia Bashkir we have now on the Russian model 'kultura-
ayarti ese' (culturally instructive Work),:'kultura-oolitik-ayarti _
(cultural-poritical.education) etc.' In Ukrainian we now have"blyskavka
~ for ‘zipoer“' It is a loan translation of the\Russian tmchija* which
:literarily means 'llohtening' '7”h/' is the original and basic meaning
" -of the Ukrain_an tenmf Third,'derivatives are formed from Russian by
.~ the addition of native affixes; " for instance we h4le in Bashkir
'kulturahid' (uncultured) and. 'novatorliq (innovation), ‘the words. -
being combinations of Russian stems and Bashkir affixes.‘:f. by

Another form of Russian usurpation of the national processes~of
.deVelooment of native languages -is to have exclusive Russian and -
:national language dictionaries. For instance, of the imoortant

- Ukrainian dictionaries oublished recently they are all either o
fRussian-Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Russian. In principIe no- publications '
of full cictonaries £rom Ukrainian to other languages or vice versa St
--are issued. Occasionally one finds some slim dictionaries designed , ‘

for high ‘'school pupils with the minimum. basic vocabulary, in German, ﬁb;" -
Brench*and~slightly_*_re‘bulky in English. (Shevelov: 258):On »

the other hand a-new tri—lingual Gagauz-RussiandMoldBVIan dictionary,-
'serving the 160, oco Gagauz of S. Moldavia has’ been published by the _
'Academy of Sciences 1ncorporating 1l,ooo Gagauz terms. (Sov. Mold. 4 :
19.7.43), . ' N

ChanQEs in the corpus of the national languages have. meant changes St
" in their'stylistic characteristics._ These stylistic characteristics: B
‘ ;are indisso’ubly related to the’ structural characteristics of the
'g,languages and their lexical content (Deseriev, 1973- 19) Consequently
:tne national languaoes aoproximate more and more to the Ruusian languane
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E in‘stylistic character; In fact every effort is made to ensure
that the educational and publishing practices of the Reoublics,_for.
exahgle the Ukraine, impiement Russian models.' Every bxrainian K .
' publication has a style editor whose function it is to see that 3117’

the official prescriptions are applied - The results are uniavourable_

“to variety in the national language, - For ‘instance Literaturna Gazeta?
reported in 1958;: -“It is the activity of the style editor to reguire
~ the implementation of what they find in the two official models - *
the . Russian-Ukrainian Dicti%pary and' the Ukrainian spelling system,
and this results in excessive standardization, excessive’ stereotyping
of the literary language and the suppreSSiap ofGany personal i
peculiarities in the author s language" (PlJusc’:lQSB)._ This
insistence on tha use of Russian stylistic models is not surprising
“in view of the enthusiasm of Russian propaganda for the Russian
language. The Russian linouist Kostomarov, reviewing for Voprosy
,JazykoznaniJa (1976, i) a work by the eminent linouist Protchenko
complains that the latter “does not say anything about the out- .

standing linguistic quality of the- Russian language, an extraordinary g

phenomenon in the linguistic creativity of mankind It would be

wrong to adduce the perfection of the language as a reason for the,J
international advance of Russian characteristics but it is- equally wrce:
to- ignore this perfection".".' Lt

' Eurthermore, because of increasing social and cultural con—

vergence, ‘the stylistic differentiations within each of .the ‘many .

" national languages brought about by the need to adaot to new roles,
tend to follow .a uniform pattern across languages because of the )

h;omni-presence of the Russian influence._ "Cofmmon trends and laws of
development and mutual enrichment of languages (which) are clearly
manifested in the formation of a special style of socio-political

- .and publicistic literature of the ‘Soviet epoch, took shape under
the influence of the Russian language" (Deseriev, et al, 1966,. _
'p; 16-17). Thesé developments are governed by the I'principle of .:"'
“minimum discrepancy” between national languages and between them

and Russian (printsip minimal ‘nykh raskhozhedniy) (Deseriev an@ . . -

Proqhenko). R - - . >

uq Algahebtic reform

, . ;
.-

{ The Soviet Union is not simply a multilinoual but also a multi-,
graphic or multi-alphabe.ic country, ‘and was even more . so. at tHe -
: commencement of the present- regime. At orte time the two main"

alphabets were Arabic and Cyrillic with some examples of Latin Scripts'

esp°c1ally in the Baltic countries. Georgian and Armenian had their
own unique- alphab°ts.‘ The motives- for alphabetic reform were
several' it was claimed that Arabic was unsuited. to some of the
Central asian nationalities but in the:e Cases a stronger motive.
28.
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. was the intention to sepa ate them from the related languages spoken
outside the USSR.-” Second there was the: strong desire to diminish
the degree of- heterogeneit which existed - in the USSR. Thigd, even -
. if radical Changes in the a phabets had’ not been contemplated for-
'Q.“ political reasons there was the conviction that tﬂb alphabets of
. - several languages 1like Armen an. needed reform in any case, With the
inauguration of the Soviet R ime the demand for reform becane wide- -
'spread and it was agreged that such reforms should follow certain h
,/principles. Pirst alphabets st reflect the - structure of the ]
languages. esoecially ‘their ph nemic composition. Extra symbols and
inadequate phonemic distinctiveness shotld be avoided._ Second, _
identical or similar symbols sh uld not be used to- express differg t
‘sounds, Third, the language's grammatical system should be reflected .-
in the graghical system. Fourth the use of a combination of two -\
letters for a single 'sound should be discouraged Finally, from o \-
r the linguist's standpoint," those honemes which occur. most frequently
rl,should be reoresented by the' simpler symbols, while those ‘that occur
,jlless rrequently might be reoresented by more complex symbols. .rom
. the teacher 'S, standpoint it was stressed that. the extent to which -
the letters lent themselves tQ cursive writing was important since*
. ‘the cursive form facilitates ‘the: speed and ease of forming both -
A separate and systems of letters. (brtemovlféq). '
In 1919 a spéCial section of the Department of National
Minorities of the USSR Commissariat of Education ‘was created to.
-develop textbooks and’ literature and this involved serious ‘cori- i
'sideration of alphabetic reform.. By 1922 the Latin script was’
-receiving approval exemolified by the Report of the Second ConierenceJ
. of Uzbek Education erkers who strongly opposed the use of Cyrrilic.
Between l922 and 1926 the latinised Sscript’ had been accepted with e
. some reservations all over Central asia. The new Latin alphabet
. was namgd the Unified New Turkic Alphabet ‘(Novoco Tyurkskogo
Alfavita—NTA). A permanent organisation was formed to undertake
- linguistic research in promoting the new alphabet ~ The All- Union
_ Central Committee on. the New Turkic Alphabet, However the promoters
of this alphabet were already in difficulties because the Russian .
Cyrillic script: was preferred by some nationalities and by 1937 thereu
were clear indications of a- radical switch of policy. "In 1939
Daghestan adopted Cyrillic and by 1940 it had spread to most .
Republics, more than 68 languages: having been supplied with scripts o
%nd over 25 millions able to. use them..;“i,,,_W.WM,,.pW:“.“,;. _

-
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cen “\; In all these developments ‘which are basic to theexisting
- légguistic situation of Soviet literacy and education at least - e
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_ five aif but relatediaspects have toibe'distinguished.. In the.

. first pl R\ e was - ‘foLr many languages the creation of~:lphaoets of
.fany kind - and this, 'inthe abstract‘was the main contribucion which

‘-'linguists made to theq@evelopment of literate bilinoualism and the
._possibility of -bilingual education.. Second, . there was the decision 2T

to have. a unified base so. far as possible whether this was Latin or’

R Cyrillic. This had conouced to the gradual homogenization of Soviet

soc1ety by means of biliﬁgual education. Third, the choice of Latin
meant severing some languages from related variants of the same
languages. outside the USSR. Fourth, the ‘change from Latin to Cyrillic"

:'3:was brought about not so much to imnrove and extend literacy in any f

national language but to’ facilitate ‘the acquisition of the second

"ﬂlanguage, Russian. Finally, whatever alnhabet was: used, Russian or

?ifLatin, it meant that for the first ‘time many.languages given equal -
'opportunities, were able - to compete. in promoting literacy with the

';'.major languages, whether Russian or the official languages of the Union '

Republics in which they might be - minorities.

' é;ﬁ? Status of‘Russian vis a vis Nationality languaces
N

>

The success of any. form of bilingual education depends’in the -
. Last resort on the status of the respective languages and. this status”™
is determined partly by the degree of standardisation'of the languages,d
vits lexical content and its literary productivity. Status is determineo
:'therefore by language policy ‘which decides which languages to advance '

"j-and the manner in which they do so., We have dealt with the: advancement

of the corpus: of the: 1anguages and we now turn to the social functions

'which-the languages areimxouraged or allowed to fulfil. The idea j.'~f¥
_of consciously influencing thlS aspect of linguistics was expressed ki?.

“asfearly as: the 20's (Vinokur, 1929 J’akubinski 193f, 193) but it . .-
’remained for Vingradov to include these processes within the concept

v of'planning and language policy - namely the conscious efforts of
_sqciety ‘aiming at the regulation of the inter—relationship,of _

_ 'languages" (Vig\gradov,_lQGl ‘Grigor'ev 1963, Nikol®ky 1968).  Such a

language policy is based on the study not only of -the corpus of ‘the

-'languages but also on psychological, demographic, ethnographic and f"

“{nother aspects of society (Nikolsky 1970) ' We have already referred

oto the fact that a lapguage ‘can attain a satisfactory status only if it .
’3‘is a auitably developed medium of communication. This includes

'j.functional and genre—stylistic differentiation of ‘a language including

3;the variety»of genre: features of literature that ‘has. been published l“"
systematically over a length of time; on . the’ extent of the. social -
fun ions exercised by the langua1e and by the’ lexico-semantic o

'difzéﬁsntiation within the. Nocabulary (Deseriev 1973 19)., However
‘the Soviet Union insists’ that all languages cannot hope to attain .
_ comp’ete coverage of social functions (i e. be omnifunctiohal) they

- -



UJhave to. be oirferentiated according to their ability to fulfil different .
functions.: "The concepts of the 'sphere of social’ life'-and the 'social
functions ‘of language’ are not commensurable or isomorphous magnitudes.

‘:", Various languaoes can oerform social functions of different extent in S
one and the same environment®. (Deseriev 1973, 22). Another lessTwell _

. ,known linguist ‘claims that in a multi-national Soviet state though there .
is complete freedom for all languages to. develop, the equality of a '

5wmflanguage should not be confused with its’ social functions, which cannot

‘ “be the same and equally comorehensive for all. languages (Cinas 8.9. 72).-
In. every state there is an obJective need for ‘a common lang ace, and in - »
khe Soviet Union this means that Russian tends to‘expropri e.all the . 7

society is entitled to regulate procasses of interaction
~i,languages._ (Nar.obrzovanie v .SSSR,- 1967, 484).' The policy has. been )
vacillating if not unpredictable fox. over three quarters of a century.
" In pre Soviet times Ukrainian for instance was severely restricted ,
functionally - in printing, in schools and all public occasions,,althouoh
on the lower'levels of person-to-oerson conversation there was little.
.interference. Between 1917 and 1930 Ukrainian succeeded in becoming
_the language of. public education ‘including in part college and university
f, education. It became the acknowledged languace of research in the '
- humanities, the’ languaoe of public gatherings in ‘the countryside and"
even in tdgwns, asiwell as the language of the theatre and more. limitedly
the language of administration ' But since 1932 it is not Ukrainian -
which is so. encouraged ‘but Russian.f*The most. favourable situation dn °
fwhich Ukrainian- may find itself in the Ukraine at the present time is
'T'one of parity with Russian., If in any City there is a Ukrainian newspaper
» ’there mist be a Russian one; & Ukrainian theatre must be complemented '
by a Russian theatre. However, where .it is inconvenient to have: such
;duplication, as in the Army, administration and- scientific resea h
Russian is granted precedence. In ‘schools where Ukrainian is the
" tesaching languace the teacher may . use the language in the c%assrcom but
during interVals between lessons the tendency is to use Russian even
'_with Ukrainian speaking students and among Ukrainian speaking teachers.

o . In industry the more gbphisticated operations involve the use of
v Russian rather than .e local lancuaie, the latter operating at. the level
.'of casual discourse unless the degree of ethnic heterogeneity 4in the
'.locality make the use, of the lingua franca necessary., In literature two
trends are: dicernible among. the smaller nationalities. "When" Bur)at .

literature first made its appearance in this century the main genre was"'k'”

~4folk lore.. This scon became out of- date and authors turnedffor models

to developmnnts in RuSSian and world liLerature.* Neverthelesu fo1k’ lore

can stilL ba found among the liternture, but mainly in chiloren s books
f,(Buikal,,L .73:137-48)..  In science ang technology as well, as State
-U‘%dministration Rus eian is asserting itself more and more. NatIonaL

v;'. R ‘ ’v . ‘ . | . 34 3-1. .I_~




.;languages are used in newspapers ‘and periodicals published locally
-and are used also on Radio and Television. But Since .the content .
' of. these local language programmes is loCalised there is. a tendency to
turn more’ and more to Russian prograwmes. However Courts of Law must
-use the language of. the respective republic or ccministrative district,
or else the languace of«the maJority of the population of the ‘area.
The Union Republics have resolved the problem of language oifferentiatic :
and consequent status in different ways in the administration of _ '
justice. Those with- homocenous populations like the. Ukraine have-_" .
prescribed the Republic's language. . Cthers, with autonomous- componentS'
»_prescribe the official language of. the Union Republic outside the _ .
autonomous areas, and the local -Languages within those areas,. Republic
with. mixed indigenous and Russian populetions provide for the use of
“" both languages, s is the case in Karelia. ’
Before we move to consider another paradigm which helps to
.“determine research - into bilingualism and bilingual education we. shoulc -
summarise very briefly the most salient features of the contribution
of- socio-linguistic studies to bilingual education. ~ In the first {

, Place formerly unwritten and.recently alphaoeticised languaoes have

- been able to acquire new functions which were not open to them while

- they remained unwritten,n they have become possible languages of
'vz‘instruction in schools and a means .of written communicaticn in other
spheres of social ‘1ife. ‘The fact ch .the simultanecus strengthening
_"of the influence of Russian should not’ lead us to. underestimate the-
- value of this. development of’ nationality languages . 0n_the other

-'hand it is a’ ‘fact' that Russian has been exerting an enormous influence
onm the structura’ and lexical development of non-Russian languages T
. .and. has tended to expropriate the most important socisl’ functions.
iﬁPerhaps one of the most important factors to take into account is
that these developments are, planned with considerable care. ‘Soviet
1inguists emphasise the necessity of differentiating between the
spontaneous influence of social factors ¢n the development of the
corpus’ and statys of languages, and the planned development of the samejf
languages This planning has especially affected questions of the o
normalization of national standard languages, the creation- of’ o
.valphabets, ‘the relexification of non-Russian languages and the
-'regulation of the functional interaction of those languages (Abage :tﬁa
.197l;_ Beladed 1969, Desheriev, 1966, 1970, Desheriev and Protch
©1968; Isayev 1968 Filin, 1966-' Filin et al '1969; Khanazarov, 1963)

-
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In pursuing these aims contemoorary socio-linnuistics in the S
Soviet Union has elaooratcd seveial methods and prccedures for o
accumulating and testino concrete data and for’ testinq ‘stated hypothesee

_ ‘etc.- Great inportance is. attached to- methods of mass 1nvest*oatlon '

. as well as ) the varicus: aspects of controlled experimental studies.» o
As is to be expected several methods have been adopted from sociology- e
dritten and oral questionnaires, 1nterv1ews ‘and various types of -

: tests Among the most Significant 1nvestigations have been those_

. of the peooles of Siberia ,and the North carried out to study the -
functional interaction of ‘Russian’ and ‘the native languaces., A soecial
questionnaire was dev1sed (Avrorin 1970 a) b)-,' Gubolgo 1973
Strakach and Tugolukov 1969) . A significant contribution ‘to the'. ]
elaboration of the methodology of'soc1al lincuistic research was |
made. by Panov>(1960) L )

. . o T

(3) Elements of the Ethnolooical Paradicm in Research . o
5, f'lﬁ-rna«(zfm A YSSR C Lo
Soviet ethno-lincuists are critical of the conceptual approach
to ethnicity adopted by’ American scholars like Shibutani and - - . \
" Kwan (. li‘ f L. ‘Their main criticism is of their. limitation
- of ’ethnics' to immigrant groups. " that such groups ‘are regarded in
the U.S:A. only as s’ recognised soCLo-cultural unit based on7some »
form of national or tribal distinction and-liviga ia _a countrv oth°r:
_ than thelr own ( Hucte, I”S : W;‘ They are also criticised for
: including in"the category of ethni  group ”not only individuals
possessing the corresponding ethnic personality characteristics
in  full but others retaining only. the memory, of their ethnic-
affiliation"'( BaoAcran 1976) In the eyes. of Soviet ethnolooists ‘
the ethnic group’ identified by. American researchers ‘i unreal.‘ But
the main attack s directed against the subjectivity of rethnieity -
g as it is seen by. American scholars. ‘This; "has the obvious fadlt that
it ooes not permit sufficiently dependable determinations of‘different
- forms of -ethnic units proper from, other forms of socio-cultural unity"
A /l¢¥” * ) The'sSoviet ethno-sociologists reCognise two'
main types of such groupings" ecological-economic types which are
determined by’ similarities of ecological adaptation and are not
necessarily contiguous- and historico-ethnooraphic groups. wbich
derive from a. common. origin’ and reflect mutual influences among the
‘ peoples involved" (’Waﬂ’é’};";‘}&b, In either case the criterion of

cuHec P
identification is entirely obJective.. *’h A _ . },z-f
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In turn an- ethnic group may oevelop into a"narod' (beople),
then 1nto g 'nqrcdnost' (a nationality) and then becone\ .
'natsiya"(nation) "A-nation dirfers ffom a nationality not only
in the deoree of deyelopment of the hal& murks .of stability, community
. of 1anguage, of territory, of economic life and. of psycholoqical‘mdke ﬁ'
C up manifest in a community of_cultureﬁ ( $}TAc/rv ).  The ethaic
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zis therefore only one aspect or phase of possible development
' together Wlth add\tional economic and social—structural features. ,n
. The, ethnic aspects apply mainly ‘to lanouace and*culture, espeCially
those which are traditional The "direct relotionshio of the oevelop—
'ment.of lanulSth -and at the ‘same ‘time of .ethnic processes ‘to the
~.spec1al characteristics of oopulation settlements of the peoples of* the
USSR* ( Sov.'Soz. /472 ) is extremely important to the oevelopment
of bilingualism and the,provislon of an appropriate type of bilingual
education. In this connection what is of greatest significance is’
'first of all the density and comoleXity, or on. the other hand the .
lick of communication faCilities. . This is particularly the case in'_',_
the North Caucusus and the Altay Mountains, ‘for in tance. cn the o
other hand in less mountainous and isolated areas communication > ' wA
- facilities result in complex interaction ofnethnic/linouistic groups. -
"In Moldavia for example there are at’ least 6 such different types of
interacting groups. honogenous Moldavian; Moldavian mixed but
predominatina, boldavian-Gacauz, Moldavian-Russian-Ukrainian
_Ukrainian—Moloavian and Gagauz-Belorussian (f’v Abﬁ;gﬂ%K(?vz _;_"

In COnsioering ethnic/linguistic processes Soviet ethnolocists_.
: stress that such processes ‘are of two types' division and T »
”funification. The former is not a particularly signif cant problem -
at present although at.the outset of the Soviet regime divisions
between variants of what had: previously been. recarded oS “the same
'language were encouragedr The degree of mutual compreheDSibility

"ﬂ.of Kazakh, Kirgiz. and Karakalpak is high~ their  common origin is “

» _recognised and they share the same traditions. Administrctive changes R
oetween the three groups ensured that the three variants. developed as '

. separate languages (Tarkestnskaya, Pravda, 24/&/1974) Nowadajs

-._attachment to their native tradition and languaqe'is invariably

division, as an ethnic/linguistic process is interpreted more freeLy

‘to include 3 local insistence on. ‘the maintenance of the national
'language and associated culture. For instance there is little welcome
for the interest which Tatars show in the Tatar. language because it .
'is regarded as a form of* divisivness. Tatars listen to Tatar programmes
on’ the ‘Radio C46A claim to do so), Tatar music and traditional folk =
‘music is popular among .even professional classes who might be, ji‘
considered Russian orientated (Sovoskul: A7) ) Another ashect ©
:of this alleged diVisiveness, reflected in.: attachment to’ national i'“
o languages and cultures, is: that even when members of the ethnic

'groups take tofRuSSian their attitude to features of the new style of
life’ lébks eﬂotional attachment ‘as research among the Letts has ]
shown (Kholmooorov 73 ;_; ).' The converse ‘of this,'namely 5i

_ cano_mned espocially when it occurs among creative and powerful
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nations like the- Georgians' _"Not dlY of whose scholars and"workers-in'
1iteract. 2 and the arts clearly reaffze the harm that can be done by even
ins1gnir1cant dev:.ations from soc1/alist 1nt=rnationalism" (-?ARW; UZ"‘L?‘%K“
&.7- P ) . /,/ ' . ' -

, Of the two processes, lelSlon and 1ntegrction the latter is,
therefore, obviouslv dominant in the Sov1et Union 1n the shape of the
consolidation of nations _and nationalities, the. ass1milation of small
ethnic/linguistic grouos and the ultimate 1ntegration 1t is’ hoped, of -
all Soviet pedples in forming the - 'sovetskii narod' (Soviet people) .

It is the process of 1ntegration which is most clearly emohasised 1n-7

) the Sphere of ethno—lincuistic theory. " "The tendency is for the graduaL

' transformation of ‘the Soviet people into a single Soviet socialist

g .

i —langucoe of the Union Republic;t Batsbﬂ,is a similar case within

- nation". The. cultural—linguistic aspects of‘such .integration 1is also_

.especxally stressed- "withia the- bounds of a new historical community

.3, common 1nternational Soviet socialist culture has taken shape.

It has emerged as an organic whole consﬁituted of°the cultures and: _
languages of the Soviet nations and nationalities" ( KFOU‘N’G’C”"“V .-)_.
Concomitant: with this: process of. 1nteoration there has been cons1oerable )
growth in Russian related bilingualism. For instance 27. 5% Estonians,

34.8% Lithucnians, 45 3% fLetts in” their respective Republics claim

Russ1an -as ‘a second language. In. Lithuania there was some rec1prOC1ty . K
by the Ru551ans in so-far as 30. 7o of that nation s 1mmigrants to -
Lithuania claimed to be able to speak the Lithuanian language, though
only 15, 6% of Russian immiorants to.Latvia and 12.5% i in Estonia ClclmEQ
" to be- aDle to do so._(1¢ Ib«wL ) “The integrative tendency’ is
evident in the deve&opment of bilingualis"

. that 1s the non—Rdssiens lear‘“‘

though not antagonistic nature. Thus the
by the strengthening of" national language

.\

: 'Vc Sfm( Au- AL

l‘??'z.)

. . > .

fh the number of
languages and the conditions of- the Soviet regime have been favourable
 to. rapid ethnic/lincuistic consolidation-':“this is how nany Central
Aséih nations were formed, particularly the Thrkmenians .o - I0 Siberia,

7 The process oftintecration has meanthaadecline

_ the Aﬂtals ware ‘formed from the AItai—Kﬁzhi and’ other groups ...

Consequent on this: process of" unification the number of ethnic grcups

. fiouring in the national censuses fell from 178 in 1926 to 106 in -

1970 Thus f:tegration tends to bringyingo begng bidialectal rorms i L{
of contcct and ultimately td strenothen;a enguistically homoaenous 'fff~
group which is able to’ relote to" othér group on a fairly equal basis

o the matter of status. Nevertheless so‘ s '
because of the same process\are lth.

=small lrpguistic oroups

'example the Buduck and -

Yhinalug languaoes of Azerbaydzhan have "en lost to. domidant °©

Georgia. ( DES@{iIc V_ ' 5‘3) “The':‘int"raction -we have referred to
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

: usually includes the language).';"The prevalence of oilwncualism i e.
: imparting the Russian lanouage to non~Russians and ooViet culture,
does not meéan, as Vestern soCiologists mistakenly claim that cultural

Lo . Lo : '-.' b -5’,~,:
SN . C . . v, R R

Vparticularly population movement sr-Migration and interetw\yc marriaoes.'

'r\k) Demooraohic Aspects

‘ v I v
_reduced.to the - study of the effect of’ leve15<of reproducti nyand changes

wellues changes in settlement patternsiv

.. @ispersed Ukrainians assimilatedvmopéﬁ' .
'iy f{gures for . Belorussians were 273;' (stable population) and 58 lV . ’z'
" % (emigrant populations).' For Lat THE

from assimilation : The former does nop entail the abandonment ofw
ethniﬁ‘dnd ct‘tural *raditions- the latte' means: 'reJecring wha
consioered to be archaic, primitive el_mentsfof a culLure (which

-

inteoration equals RuSSification. The status of Soviet culture based o
ion the Russian language {s not the same as Russian culture. Sovietf it
culture as a whole is much broader sinCe it incorporatesgthe cultural.,

achievement of all the pnoples of the country" j"ont&CI1147ﬂ .

“”Such a process of ethno-linguistic intearation is not to be ..
egarded simply as the operation of‘a spontaneous process.- Many factors
conduce to facilitate it, among the most imoortant of which is the ._h
attitude of the! members of a particular ethnic grouo., Thus Ariutuniyanﬂ_
( /‘llb“"”'y'q” /?49) poi"xts to the fact that members of th
population ”retain,preferences for their own nationality auihave negative

ﬁttitudes to cross national relations; women ‘being the most conservative“

(. Ll el ::fi?;‘ ) Other factors which he selects as affecting the

: process of. integration are reli~ion, knowledge of Russian and levels of

education (. 1&14( ' u)]. Howevar such factors are less important
than the immense influence ‘of aspects of demoaraphic processes,_f S

(

ey it
*
W

u g
Demograohic aspects of sociological-linguistic studie are usually

in the aoe -~ .sex structure of the pooul@tions. .However, Sovie; scholars_i )

'éLarnin et al 2% R ) incluoe ﬁithin ‘demography vmig

ation as'
- together w1th the rel@tionships
betweén ratios ofwurban and rural popurat-ons.l
yalii ”in.the Sovtet Uniop, _
] tions becéuse ethnoé 73

linguistic processes are-
population settlements (
level of Ukrainian linouistic .assimi

‘

g

igures were 4.9% and, '46. 8%~ —
y " ” . . . B
Estonia 4.6% .and 43, 4A, MoldaVia[£:%§;ond 22 3% and Georgian l 46 and -
26.6%. The degree of aSSim‘;'tio h v?a direct bearing on, - even if it
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"ff rDifrerential natural growth rates sometimes help co counteract
the process of disoersal since'urban area ,to which' the miorant
pooulation;;are apt to move usually have lowevfgrowth Iotes than the
rural areas in which the level of languace ‘aintenance ‘is hioher., Some
of the territories &o which the Russxgnsﬂ |

t

1, .

rates than the Russians and s’ they tend to neutralize so far as
language nalntenance"is 'oncerned, theheffect of Russ1an penetration
(p.94) .. _’I?his';.-;c”o,es ,-no’t'j ean ~9dy;j-;a;;m

“tion in, the exte%t ©% Russian-

. related bikingualism but 1t does mean that the resources of the native

‘;language are maintained»and the threat of lincuistic shift to Russian is
limited or‘delayed However in spite of lthe:" effect'of differential
natural growth rates it is micration whichlstands out as the basic :

: factor in the acceleratxon of racent language contact L

L S TN
it . L T R -

Earlier in this survey we sugcesteo that the incloence of\, W

'bilingualism was o’ lonoerldue mainly to the fortuitous.contact of peopl

7:w.but was the result of planning. One aspect of .such plapning is éXempllﬁs;'

. regions up to_1972.-'They point to “the: grea'

“'1n the handling-of migration by State Committees fo: ‘the’ Utillzation of
~»Labour R°sources set up 1n all Union Republics 1n 1906, W1th a mandate ‘
to organise agricultural settlemants .and to recruit horkers for the S

new 1noustr1a1 centres in -the 'Virgin 1ands' Z (Derevedentsev 1970 _
. bl b [
.In 1973 3 important monographs and collections of studies on iSsues of

nigration wer' published (Misev1ch “and. C_:ooVa,, Onikluenko and Prooovkin,
.and Rybakovsky) _ s“vich and’ Chunova examine inm, detail the’ dynamics df_
ior he,Khanty—Mansi and Yamai-Nenéts ethnic—linauistic o
ncbility of the population
-and high levels of. migration. They also émohaslse the 1mportance of‘
age and sex factors in determining the characte.

' 3 AFNVA
_and he ex1st1ng degree of bilingualism in the reception areas ("”" .

14272
A thi“d factor . is that mdgration 1s generally phased. Many’small L
segregated systems of habitation ex1st in the: North Caucusus or. the "_-

' Altay Mountains for 1nstance and when the natural resources of those

areas, gold or coal,%are eXploited they tend to be transferred 1nto
second phase’ settlements involv1ng linkages w1th or draw1ng upon the
“human resources of- neighbouring and- linguistically related areas. A5

" the process’ of industrialization develops the linkaoes bncome more

complex and more distant, and heteroqenous linruistic comnunities -are -

'}qusually oradn npon The third phase is long’distance miaration involv1no'

’cruitment frcm other Union Republics. ‘“*fz s ;}ﬁ,f .,

L4 »

__nd othcr olavs) en1grate,'ﬂt RER
'-for instance: the Union erublics of Central ASia;have higher crowth

)



Such movements have a maJor impact on the develooment of -
'bilingualism.. Moldavians who nave migrated from rural ‘aréss to cit SR
in the last. 5 .years are more’ than tWice as apt as their form°r neig«£ours ’
'in the countryside to indicate a desire to see their children co to
Russian schools.’ For. those who moved to the cities m&re than 5 years
; ~.ago the index is more than three times that for . the rural people. In
- ;line with this progresSion the attraction to Russian lanquage ~.chools
is not as great amdng recent immigrants as it is among the urban - . o
' population as a whole { Qudbocdo /‘?7%) Thus the .speed of . industrializk” .
ation: (the motivation for mi:ration) determines ‘thie fate of the - L o,_-a..
. "indigenous languages in the schools. a rapid industrialization may not
" be possible without an 'alien'’ linguistic population, Such rapid
. industrialisation occurred in the Nure'k Combine of Tadj ikstan where
‘only 27 8% of the work force are native to the area compared with . .-
51, 8% Russians._- 'l‘he same is’ true of the Dushanbe Industrial Combine _
;Where native Tadzhiks represent only lS 7% of the wozk force and the ~ o
Russians 55 7%. Not only SO, but the composition of the two industrial '
-'areas is now so "heterogenous that they‘ represent over twenty ‘differéent - )
linguistic groups. ( PéREwSDL‘/ngb&?_ The population of »Jestern Yakutia. h
" increased rapidly in connection with the discovery and development of
diamond mining, that of Chukotka. in connection with the mining of cold,
and the Central Ob region was: industrialized rapidly because of the
_exploitation o.. oil deoosits.u' T’nq~ Kahnty-Mansi region had increased by
-.219% in ten years. between 1960 and«1970 the ‘Chukchi - linguistic area s
_.fby 215% and the Guryev province by 173%. (f"l"""=""=pé'w Z"f Between 1959 » o
and" 1964 which were crucial yéars in respect of rnigration ‘the union
_@rapubliCs experienced net gains or losses of the fo.llowing order . W, _
g ';esult of migration alone. Russian Republic minus 1,229, coo-v UKr‘aine f;"..‘
. -’_'p.lus 142 OOO,' Belorussia minus 263 OOO, Azerbaydzhan minus & OQ,..\___ -
) Georgian plus 9.9:00, Armenia plus 16 ,000; Kirgizstan +109, oe& ,,,,;»- S
" Uzbekistan. +l35 000, ‘I‘adzhikstan +66 ,000; ' Turkmenistan +9, OOO,
Kazakhstan -F?ZD’“550,-. Moldavia +37,000; Latvia +61, 000; Lithuania +11,CcC¢
. and Estonia 28,000 s(f’ekﬂveoc/ursr‘vm) An analysis of these figures
- »reveals a high and steady” increase ‘Ln the influx of Russians into nearly
- all tHe Union.Republics. §n Kazakhstan the number of Russians rose -
“from 1 million to 5 million in less than fift} years. In smaller areas
“1like th@ Komi ASSR . the “number increased from 13 700 to 512, 000 during
" the same period ~In North Ossetia the numbers increased from_10,C00

to 202 coq Table . , indicates the degree of heterogeneity which
_ --has resulted from Such movements in all Union Republics ( ‘T'a. -4 z, o)
: _’ (L.) U'rban'ization. ' . '
. ‘ (Table 7 )

B The main ir'np& of this level of nigration has been felt in the
eXisting towns"a

areas. s, ¥In- the 11 years “prior to tho la.;t .Census: (1970) the9 number of

2 /& . e o - LD w R

cities as well as in- the develorment of new urban
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".urban residents increased by 36 millions (36 %), while the rural ARSI
_‘population cecreased by 3,130,000 (2 89 )._; nigration from rural a eas
3: accounted for 16 OQO 0Co of the increased urban population, while B
“_millions living in hitherto suburban areas .are now incornoratﬂd into:
.5j;['the cities. Foprteen millions new urban reSidents were due to- the "
_1inatural growth rate within the urban areas._ Thus the growth ofrthe o T
_urban areés has depended up to the preserit time ‘mainly on the iqr"-“ %,:‘
: corporation of rural reSidents.-' Thez:ural £o._urban’ exodus Oroduces
§: - the. basis £or furth=r~migration because the movement of the: oricinal
?pfrural migrants actSnas ;a pull upon those. who remain.l Furthermore s »
by retaining links With ﬁheir former neighbours the new city dwellers .
familiarize ‘the rural’ population with- an-urban Way of 1life which _
-;becomes attractive to them whether they move or not » "The procressive
_‘impact of migration on personality, in the sense of fostering neﬂg...
';cultural needs" which can be satisfied mainly in ‘the Russian language

>

_{is important fronlthe standpoint of bilingualism (Larnin eﬂyal 1957 a,j;{
_5' r ) ) A . - e \ o o e AN .t “', . ) ‘-,A?’:‘j ;‘}

Urbanizetion at the level revealed in Table 9. . together Wlth the

2.considerations we -have aI;;ady outlined ensures increased linguistic> é iw“
p.”heterogeneity in relatively limited areas.v This in turn forces the ..be
. .fconclusion “that the increaSing uniformity of the cultural gbmposition ,)

of the Soviet nptions is greatly promoted by urbanization ..ﬁMThe @’ : ‘#

@developmeﬁt of inter-national characteristics is more rapid whe '~
:population are, ethnically and linnuistically mixed For ins_ance in(
'Kazakhstan, Daohestan, eastern Latvia and: Lithuania and th nearar
.areas of’ BeloruSsia.“ tholmpgorov. 3/, 36)‘ Ethanic heterogeneity ‘
leads to uniformization ‘of 1ife in the cities, fa cultural homogenizatio
S £ SOCietY‘aS a Whole and reduction of.differences’ between town and
country" (Tetevosaayn 1971 106). Internationalism as’ incerpreted by
writers 1ike Kholmogorov implies greatly_increased Russian related
bilingualism. ‘I‘his is confirmei by Gtibolgo (. /972 )

Nevertheless while in~purelyﬂob ec ive terms urbanization and S .
heterogeneity level out‘ethno-linguistic differences the. same processes .
~ have led to the center of'gravity of ethnic consciusness shifting
R fr4m the countryside to the. cities as those cities develop as centres
of" inaigenoﬁs cultural interests. ‘The’ traditional view is that it is~
vi;}ages that tend to preserve distinctive ethnic featurés (while the
_cities with their standardized material culture and mixing of ethnic _
'components are viewed as 'anti-ethnic ). However the study of Soviet .
‘ethnic conSCiousness has led to the. concluSion that "urbanization does
‘-not;mean simply change in the statistical structure of the- population_v
'and dogs not only . involve a spread of the urbanized way of life to the T
*rural areas. In” view of. the greater mobility and . increased information

»contacts in urban as their role: in ethnic oElf awareness:may actually

Yo e ce o et SR
. oty g :
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.}be'fan'greater“than their quantitative share of the total population“
P" ’“'”‘HEV;K? 1)) The cities become the centres of national culture
,and ethnic conSCiousness witn educational institutions thot train ethdic. .

:'pcrsonnel, .and with other agenCies that foster the ethnic culture. For

'"-instance cities become the. centres of ethnic pub’ishino and broadcasting“"

¢ ﬂg; /41& : ) The. centﬁr of ravity of the ethnos is trans-'

N

-ferreﬁ from the countryside 0. the town. and this applies to consCiousnessv

.of the native, language and its assoc1ated culturaI traditions ¢ /514 .

. With4a consequent encouragement of. the native language. component of
.

2

::;>Ruosian related bilingualism. ’

. - . Y
‘ Inter-ethnic marriages are an important consequence ‘of ponulation N
zmobility and a significant influence in developing bilingualism and

/’Lﬂterethnic Marriages . o

.partdcularly in iacilitating shift to Russian as the native languace of -'

h"a hitherto non-Russian speaker. Nevertheless we should not over~estimate

o its influence ‘Mokt. ethnic ‘groups are virtually endogamous, 90% of

*- tHeir members limiting their\choice of marriage pertner to members of
vtheir own ethnic/linguisticecroun. This is as important a fact in

. producing a stable bilingualism as is inter-ethnic marriage ‘'since endogam,
'1in combination WIth other forms of social isoclation tends to stabilize

f.the same cultural and linguistic mould. ' At the- s’me time ' in a revolutionc
' and highly mobile society like the Soviet Union one cannot ignore the
"v;contributioq of inter-ethnic marriaoes to the develooment of bilingualism

f~and the choice of languace spoken by the ofrspring. A '
\ S i The Second World War brought such areas as Turkestan much closer
\ to Europeans and other nationalities.~ 0f the 5.2 million householders
Win the USSR in 1959 10.4% were members of inter-ethnic marriages~ 15%
'fof these were in urban areas while 6% were.in large towns and cities.~
The comparable figures for Central Asia alone Were 1l.6% overall, 8%
rural ‘and l7h urban (Isupov, 1964, 38). In the city of Ashkabad the’

reviously been isoloted - Mixed marriages became more frequent
X very isolated groups such as Kurds amcng whom there came to- be
ing: numbers of marriages with Russiand, Tatars. and Turkmen

freauency
group; and maller nationalities like the Uygurs, Iranians. and Turki

the composition of the croup as a reservOir for future generations Within‘

with Azerbaydzhani husbands (Ari tova and Vasilyena, 1965)r”'

T,

PEEEIS



o . : - v
have a higher proportion than large nationalities like Ukrainicns _
sod Georgians Lo e ‘ _ S N

- In the cities the rate of mixed marriages have increased raoidly.

" In Ashkabad of the 381 marriages registered there in 1920 81%, were
between members of oifferent nationalities- by 194C-the number had

’,grown to 4CO. and the cercentage to- 31%.  In the extremely heterooenous
city of Tashkent (RuSSians 43%; Uzbeks 33% and other nationalities
including Tatars, Ukrainians, Jews, Armenians, Kazaﬁhs, Tadzhiks,

: _'Mordvins, Uyqurs, Belorussians Azerbayozhanis, Bashkirs, Chuvash

and Foles) the rate of inter—ethnic marria:e was hicher’ than in other
large cities - amcunting to 35%. Such marriages have become more
ffrequent anong the Slavs also for in 1965 the figures for the Ledingr'
_rdistrict dmounted- to 17% of all marriaces {Trud, - June - 1965)._~The B
_same is true of the Baltic countries. Terenteva (1969) showed that ..f -
v_the proportion of mixed marriages rose in Riga . (Latvia) from 29 5% in o
©.1948 to 35.5% in 1963 and Vilnius (Lithuania from 34 4% in’ 1948 to
'37.6% in 1963 . Jhile the smallest increase -occurred in Tallinn _ R
(Estonia) from 21.2% in 1948 to 32% in 1963 ( /hd) T
N However it is not so much the extent of mixed marriages that

is important to students of bilingualism as the: choice of language o )

;1 made by the offspring and to some extent by the parents ‘after :
® amarriage. It has been estimated that the’ reduttion 6f language

_.'maintenance in Kazakhstan can be attributed to such marriages.. There

"\; _We find 14% mixed marriages, 18% in. urban ‘and 12% in rural areas

o “tha offspring of which pass through a stage of bilingualism to a shift

. ef. language, most often Russian" Evstigeneev (Vestnik MGU, ser. ist,

. 6/1972:72-82) concluded from studies in Kazakhstan that. even though C
children adopted the" father's natiohality (which micht be Kazakh,”Jn_l;iu'

' Belorussian, Tatar or Korean,_if the mother was Russian that language -
was chosen by the children., In. Kazakh-Tatar marriages 18-47% of- the -

~.children chose Tatar, “and 36-47% Kazakh-Russian offspring chose o

-Russian._ In Tadzhikstan when the father is Tadzhik and -the, ‘mother . '
:Russian Tadzhik is adopted by 82% of the children as their native
"Ianguace while 74% of the children of marraiges where the father B

-fwas Tadzhik and the mother Uzbek. chose Tadzhik.‘r;'

Yoo N The children of the. mixed marriaoes tend to enrol at. Russian

. schools rather than in one or. other of the 'nationality schools'-
"._ normally the father has acauired a command of Russian in the course
: of‘his education and work; -and Russian is spoken increasinqu in:
the home, esnecially in the urban districts. From the time they
go to school, or even to kindercarten, the chiloren are known by »
\ 't'Russian names. Some of the parents mag be .teachers or: engaged inv‘f.'

a1
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other occupations which bring them into close contact Wlth the local .
populttion. In some such femilies there is usually a' form of
functlonal ‘or. complEmentary bilingualism, one language being- emuloyed
} for Some purposes and’ another for the remainoer. : However the families
;i_}in the: urban argas pass raoidly through’ a bilinoual stace and become»*x
’*comp‘etely Russian. “An analysis ‘has been made. of the. consequences, for
3’the language of the children gf such mixed marriages. -In the town of
Karasuk, the eentre of afi ancient culture in Novosxbirskaya, marriages
yamong Ukrainians and Russians were round to be: common, and the over-
.whelming maJority of’ the chilc n of such’ marriages were: regarded as
Russians.. Table K’,}shows the correlation between the nationality"
o and mother - tonguecf the parents on. the’ one hand.and the! nationality
x‘.and mother tongue of the chiloren on the other :

T " . TABLE /O

' ;Distribution of chiloren by nationality ‘and’ native languace in mixed
. Russ1an-Ukrainian families a- .

" Parents  [f§ ‘”;d o o 'Uhildren %" _
'”.?ather o i ‘. ‘ Mother‘a-ns - Langiage - UKR.",’}Languag‘
; IS : R — ‘and - nation~--- ' and
o national- ality " nation.:
gNationality Language Nationality Language . ity - ‘and » lity |
B Sttt lo 0 Russian Russian »?::"@UKR_
. o B . . .," Sy el o - ' . p e . “ B

Russian . Russian ykrainiarl“Uﬁrainian, © o107 -
Ukrainian - Russian “Russian -’ Russian S TeT R
. Russian = - _Ukrainian Ukrainian Ukrainian . - 82 7‘*’.6l5“‘ 23
'lUkrainian .xUkrainian Russian - Russian ~ - s . Jz-uf 5
Russian,  Russian Ukrainian‘uRussian .- 49 o sl -
al'Source' Perevedentsev l965a, '516.. T ’
Fre ently parents<who are both of Ukrainian stock and regard Ukrainian S

- as tneir native language bring up their children to reoard Russian as
.- their native language and often to. identify themselves as Russian in .
- general ethnic character.- The same process has beén observed in the

;two districts of Tashkent Thera in 1963 marriages between ncn—Ruusian -

,speaking people where Russian became the common'lancuaoe constituted
,-f.lo 5% of the total of intermarriages in one. district and 7, 9 “in the

: ,other. Where Russian was already the language of one oartner the

' percentage-of marriaoes in which ‘that languaoe became the normal ‘means .‘ :

of communication ‘with the children was 79% and 47% in the two districts.v'v

All: in all during 1963 in the old and the new towns of lashkent over o

54%: and 86% reapectively of the. mixed marriaqes saw Russian‘adopted
"_as the native lancuage of the children.

-Gy




. An examination of the choice of nationality by children of mixed ’
- marriages ‘between’ Russians and Ukrainians or BelorusSians in PetrOpavlows~
‘/ﬁ and Tselinocrad shoued that 85%-1C0% chose Russian- in the case of.

» marriages between Russians and . Tatars 29 of the children in- Petropavlovsx
.and 42% in Tselinocrad chose another language than Russian. Vhere the
father was._a Kazakh and the mother Russian or’ Tatar 67-00% of the’ childref
Chose kazakh In any casg the’ degree of bilingualism is considerable '

‘ thouch tha pattern of langua"e dominance Within th° family may vary,

_.J
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The following conceotion of languaqe is quite common in Soviet
linguistics. Language (in the ‘sense. of & national lancuage) is a.
: soczally determined system of signs. "~ Such languaoe exists as a set of
”.A 'sub,languages' (pod'-ja"yk) i.e. is a standard (literary) language‘.,.
.. with its various forms, dialects etc. The study of language and - its,
‘7'sub-languages' ‘25 well as. their acquisition reouires a socio’ functional
N approach i.e. explanations ‘0of concrete manifestations of linouistic
T performance taking place within various social groups and pursuing

.0

various’ functions.f Human psvcholooical processes develop in society ’
ang.. are the product of mainfold reflex physical activity. _ This 1is: o
the only foundation, it is argued, on which we can understand scientif—
’ ically the acquisition of 1anguace and 1its. functioning.f Puman mind is
‘3 special attribute of highly organized matter, and this mind is socially
’and historically conditioned. Between the functions performed by the
human mind there are consistent and mutually determined relations.
These . functions are re1ated to the surroundinos in-which _they are
performed ' There is- therefore a complete unity between psychical and
physiolooical functions in the behaviour of any hurmian being. - Language»
is a socially determined . second signal-system, standing in for the
immediate sigpals received from the environment through the child's
senSory recegazrs. Tb that extent language is one step removed from
- reality and reflects the aspects of the physicai and social environment
‘impinging on the organism in’ only a oeneralised form.c I£ the chlld is
to grow up normaIly this generalized character of the. language has to be -
fed by, remain rooted in the immediacy of concrete aCthlty and ‘be
confirmed by it. Though this second: sional system is .unique: in- that it
possesses very great vowers of self-regulation it is still subJect to’
* the same material.force» and lawa_uhich govern the firstysignal system.

"

B

Investigations show how very gradually and according to preCisely
© defined stages speech comes "to take over from immediate physical =timu1i
tha task- of regulating behaviour. Soviet psycho-lincuistics is tied

~ . . R L . . . ) o, .
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. _to the principles of dialecticai materialism, and the ‘Leninist Theory _
'or)Reflection','which argues‘tnat learning takes pla"e througn the action
- of the human organism on SoCi‘ty, and through the active manipulation of

the. environment.- The Chlld's earliest soeech utterances are directly
related to- his actions uoon the real- world ‘AS the child's activities.
grow more complex SO, does'language become increasingly involved in the

'.~co-ordinaticn of the varicus aspects of those aCtivities VIt is his

. action .upon the variety of objects by which he is surrounded that sets

in motion ang shapes his linguistic and intellectual development g .

L (Vygotsky 1934, .22), It is in .social activity, above allisocial play -
ugoing beyond the narrow limits of the raridom or fortuitous-manipulation ?
of objects, that "the child;develops languege (Rahmani 1966, 157).

. In the context of this Vi £ language,tits acquisition and . functions o

the follow1ng -areas of interest emerge as’ centres of‘theoretical and -

B4

-empirical research - experimental and survey Work-' o A L

l;ﬂ The study of. the relation of'Speec'w :'::
‘particularly the processes o

2, Research of neurophysiologicaibfl*.:n
' Aoathopsycholoaic:lﬁf

3. 1The study of lanouace acquisition'

f,4,‘*The study of psychological aspects of first and second~ o
B language learning and teaching ' V
There are interesting parallels betweenuthe vieWs of Soviet ps& A
linguists and those of the 'transformationists' concerning some asp ﬂggié -
.of language learnina Soviet Workers freouently refer to the workxof 1%
__Piaget also with respect ‘ But thouoh they find it possible‘to acree “,
"_some aspects of: both 'transformationist theory‘ and the- genetic—‘%‘
epistemological theories of Piacet they differ from them. on tw{;"
' issues, namely the possible innateness of languaoe and h_
experience ‘in learning.' These two differences are cruei
'justification_of psychologicalvand'linguistic engineérina}
Tlinouistic theories, though they tend more and more to po
f cognitive factors in the learning of lanouage, differ fro
theoty because Soviet linguists subordinate the innate, i
" to the social and historical Processes., The structures, th,
(of which Soviet psycho-lincuists are’ prepared to accept, are,~
the product of the psycho-oenetic process. They do not. determi &
the whole of the processes ‘which proouce language. - Rather they provid
g simply, a point of departure on. which the environmental and deVéI?“
cognitive pﬁbcesses work. The poss1bility of internalizing lingy
'structu.es so as to- ensure the more cevelopea and abstract kindw
thinking lies in- the existence of antecedent structures, possibl
.genetic code itself, f o ’
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.;The relation oetween the organism and ‘the enVironment 'so far as. lanquace
.L”__development oes maj be seen. 2s a cybernetic loop ensurinn that individu:
.:qgf la:g;age development both selects and is condytioned by the envi&knment

(s ilan, 1965, 142 ££. ) : : : e '
" As early as 1926 -he critiCized the hypothesis of innate linquistic
factors or a special c:uacity ‘for -language learning, which has come to
'characterize Ghomsky s system. “It is not upon tnborn capabilities C
but on anatomical .and physiolocical characteristics (...) that
.capacities are built“ (Menchenskaya, 1967, 12). True there are very
"deeply embeoded innate factors. but these. underco qualitative changes in
the course of development The innate internal conditions are
"themselves the result of- a socxo-historical process and have be°n '
formed as a result of external action" Consequently the creative role
is assigned not to the inherited characteristics exclusively. as . :
Chomsky tends to sugcest, ylmore than to the external forms exclusivel\
as is implied by EEIhQV, nd other empiricists,\but to. the/central
;processes acti ated and operated by the interaction of these tho factors
Vygolsky's icels were later recognised by a number of \oviet psycho- :
_ linguists like Elkonin (1958). and were elaborated by his ellow e -
.l"workers A.N L'eontev and A.R. Luria, the two’ who represent Soviet - .
._{"psycholinguistics at its best. others who- are represented in the same .
jschool are So lov, Zinkin, Galperéﬁ Smirnov ‘and Anan'jev. :
',Chomsky s idea ‘of innate linauistic universals produczng a pattern of
'_?linguistic features.to vhich the child's acquisition of. language conformﬂ
is’ contrary to the standpoint of the researchers who' insist that the.-
.cen ral structure which is the base for the oevelopment of languace
' X t postulated" ‘ Internal schemks or structures
- ent in society, thouoh the -effect: of external
tually to create the ' central schemas. }T;
e cognitive orocesses, a fresh
pment“ (Leontev, 1957a, 234) : :{
iet’ psycholocist in emphoSizlng
ependent in some circumstances,r.

3ﬂ:thinking streg ‘nd irreducible character of the social—: B

'"historial level ly it has Ao place for innate entelchies,
immanancies or innate nental functions The whole process of -learning .
a languace changes with time”and is an gssentially public, soCial ond e

"active process (Vygotsky, 1934, 22) : ‘

3

\ S, S
;The Iqentification of Snnech and thounht

_-\q,

The,adult s behaviour 'is so ccmoletely under volunLary control :-
that it~ is qifficult 0. ‘analyse the processes by which LhoL control "
~-Comes to be ekerCised.' In the young child howaver it is possible to .

N
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.~‘hi- trace behaviour from the point where it is dominated by external - 3~.
- stimuli, throuoh the stages of its dependence first on adult verbal
fj3~commands, subsequently on the child's understauding of his own spoken
commands, Lo the point where oehav1our is. almost entirely re ulated ff‘
by internalized or inner Speech Complex research 1nto inner SDeech
has been’ carried out. for .a number of years by the toscow pSYChOlOCluL
, A”N Sokolov (1968)." The. speed. with ‘which a child acauires the. abilit‘
' «. to understand and use words is rightly emohasized by teachers ‘and
' psychologists, but it is ceceptive In. the present climcte created f}
‘only partly it is. true by transformation: theory,\with its nervous '
. insistence on- the speed with which language is acquired,_it is not
" as clearly recognised that it takes a relatively long time for the
language which the child has lzarned to function, or that acquisxtion
“and functioning are different parts of the same process

- ‘I'he relation of mastery oCthe system and the functioning in
'?regulating behaviour is central to the consideration of the relationsn-

‘of the first and sécond lanouaces. The. relationship is 1nfluenced

o not only by how much of the first 'language has been acauired before
the secd d‘lanouage is introduced but. also by the extent and the
directgg@/f§ the influence of the first languace on important . connitiv
operatio&s'which inevitably affect the ease Wlth which the second ) _
language\is acquired and its effective functioniao in soc1al con.exts.‘f

'31 When it 1s appropriate to introduce a. second language and how a first

and second language, acquired simultaneously,'should be handled in
‘school or in the home, are questions which can be answered only in’
the light of investigat%pns into Jhow. the primary language, the mother
tongue, ‘operates in general development, especially up to the‘age of
puberty. This 'is .an area ‘to.which Luria has ccntributed creatly._g
Luria has applied the term nejrolinouistika' (neurolinouistics) to
his branch of psycholinguistics. It represents a comolex research ]

Q» of speech activity, combining knowledge of neurolooy, psychophyszology'

" and linguistics. Neurolinruistic models are concentratad on- latent '
internal mechanisms of -speech activity that°are not . subjected to . .
direct analysis, of course.' The only sufficiently. adequate way of
investigation of thesé mechanisms’ is by the study of the pathology
of speech activity, to wh1ch we return in - studying second languaoe

: acquisition._’. . R : 3\‘ L :

4'4';" . e

In the area of concept formation Vyotsky and Luria distunouish
those which are acquired very early and . owe. nothing ‘to vords; those, o

) the formation of which lancuaoe facilitates and’ whichjin any case _

, language is required to exolain- -and those that are_iundamentally
" and essentially verbal - their core is a vord withouL-which the

"f'concept could no lonaer be an el=ment in thouchL In So far as the N

i “pother toncue enters into conceot fo'matfzn, therefore, it coes so‘,

Sﬂ a; vatioua levels which extend ovor snveral years of ‘the. child‘




—fdevelopment, from the ages of \6: or: 7 (uuria l961b,012) rlpening to make
»izs main contributlon some'here around 12 years (Vyootskv ’934, 58) . v
These processes thererore are cont:nuing at the same tim° as very many'“

_Athousands of Soviet: childrenare\probably being ex,osed ‘to the second,'

-~ ‘though. not necessérily a foreign, languaoe ’ That second languace is

'not an independent function1ng system as a game of chess, for'instance

- might be, but- draws _upon the same range of exper1enc°s and the same
social context as the first language.:«i ' '
- ) B _ B ,
. ~ Lan guage moves from having 1nterpersonal functions ma1nly,boeing
&4n ;s1mply a form of conmunication, to haV&ng intra-personal d1rect1ve
A ;functions - participating in the" interpretation of the ‘social and
.physical environment,,regulatino actions, then securing the trans1tion
. to’ complex forms of meaning‘ul olay and ending by becoming the most
3A1moortant factor - in the developm°nt of conscious behaviour" (uuria .
i and deovich, 1959, ‘47).. In Soviet thi\king it -is’ true that ontogeneticai'
7_-thought and speech have two genetically different origins; w1th a pre-. ...
- speech phase of intelligejphe{eflected
and at a later stage in imagery. It is

_irst in sensory motor activity,- 3
lso: their belief that speech R
k. and intelligence continue along parallel'and separate lines until about.,'
. the. age of two when the: curves ‘of speech and cognitive development begin
'.;-Ato converge : Thereafter comes a close" i tegration between SpeeCh and
. motor’ 1ntelligence (the enactive phase) -dnad between soe°ch—esd~1magery
. (thevikonic phase) (Bruner, 1966). Progrtssively the vital aSpects of
A;_behaviour arg' represented by verbal thoucht (*yootsky, 1934, passim).'
In other worPs, so far as’ ‘the most import nt areas of every. day life are”
concerned thbught ‘and 1ntelliqent behaviour becoma identified with ’
the use of Wprds. - L . e

S

, Soviet psychology explains this gradual identification of thought A
and speech by the" process ‘of - internaliéation. This is not ‘a peculiarly
‘Soviet contr “ution nor is it a recent theoty in: Soviet studies of :
'intellectual and speech development It was. put forward by Pavlov

- nearly 40 yedrs ago and it is well over a oentury since sechenov _
."maintained that when a child thinks he invariably talks at, the same
time. Thoug in five-yeer-olds is mediated through words or: whispers,.
' ’silently thro_gh movements of tongue. and lips, and .this is frequently '
trua though pxrhaps in ditferent oegrees, of the thinkino of adults.'
,*"On the basis of psycholooical and electromyobraphic investioations j»' o
' of internal s,eech it may be'concluded that the real process of thought '
1Ain 1ndiv1dual_ who -are’ able to. Sp°ak is always connected with the':<
.;zl_lanouace though at certain moments\or phases of thinkino’the speech
' 'action may be 1nhibited (...) “The 1nternal speech ‘which manifests v
_fitself in the hinking process is not an’ eniphenomenon, but a reelly
acting mechani m of humen thouqht Interdai speech orqanires and,




' speech part1c1pates. It is finally ‘linked wr

d_resoonsible for the performance'of complex menta1 actions A study of‘thah

’
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directs this thought, maintains 1ts purposive character and leads to

LA ?ogical ccnpletion of the whala protess. It is a form of speech which

Qses a hichly dynamic and chanreeble structure and is adapted to the
b
:a&ise it ‘may . be reduced onl

.t°: £
or. 'key words' (Sokolov, 1921;2_,
from usinc speech in order to di'

,As the child begins to move’ away
tfattention to ‘an ooject, from simply
'orienting himself to the environment, and more and more to’ understanding
the' environment and to’ makina Statements about ‘it, the languaoe he uses ‘

Llconcentrates almost exclusively«on the predicative element. The subgect

and all. words qualifying it are omitted, the’ predicate alone being retainec,
“and “a'single word is saturated with the. meaning which many uords in social,

g adult speech would be. required to: convey“ (Vygotsky, 1934, 148). ’vf*

e L4 - :

Thus every’ intellectual operation begins with external action and
is then graoually transformed by a process in whidhrexternal, extended

internal speech "based on cond5nsed verbal kinesthesia' is the mechanism

function of inner speech in the achisition of a second lanouage Qecorded
electrical disturbances from the- tongue and lips while students were» .

. learning English, and ‘greater muscular movements when. SubJECtS were readin~‘:
English than when they read . their mother tongue, Russians'"For example, -
during reacing texts. in foreign languages micro-movement of the speech .
organs. may be recorded" (SokolovA '89) .. This muscular activity fncreased

" as the text became more difficult, being most pronounced,among students

' with poor. command of ‘the’ second language. As the stucents' comp%ence“v

.in English approached their ability in Russian dirferences in‘'the’ amount

?¢of subvocal activity cdeclined, . The’ conclusion is that motor-activity
- feedback is necessary in learning any language and’ especially the second . .-

fan

'eTﬁ%Fcognitive structure created oy, or identified with speech, _
is given a variety of names. Pavlov refers to 3 certain impetus towards
*the creation of.a 'dynamic stereotype' (Pavlov, 1926, Vol II), which
provides the possibility for the creation of whatever habits have to ‘be’
.acauired‘in learning ar language, the habits being.only the realization

of a more general competence or vskill' : All the possiole variations of'
the child's linguistic performance stem from this competence, gotovnoet
.'disposition' _ This fundamental precondition or presupposition of' ’
:actual performance is called a 'set' by the Georgian school of psyCholocist*ﬁ

: o
- T tern'which Luria had emoloyed very .much’ earl*er to refer to the.

abbrev1ated internal schema vhich become identified with oeech and Which

- determine the acruisition of languaoe through an understanding of the’ )
“'Yaws which goveen it (Luria, 1932, 68 et 'seq. ).  For. the Georoian psycbo-'
yj"looists the 'sat! is a 'facility 83 correct speech' (Natadre, 1957 308)

and constitutes the basic form of a languace, and . determines its C

e

g
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. behav1ouruhas be°n 1L1umiﬁated by Naladze (1966) 'bet' has’ beey

: studied by Frhnkina and Dobrovic 1970)

hg with ;the’ first langua

.‘;achlsition;_" Within.th iframework of this éomplex'of problems the

zrheory of set (ustauovka) ‘haot :proveo very fruitful (see Drancisuill

Q&psa) According to this theory all forms of human behaviour (1nc1ud1nr

language) .are reali»ed on the basiﬂ of 'set' i.e. "the’ psycholoeical
. state of readiness of the 1ndfvidua1 for an imm°d1ate ‘re guAation of' ;;';“
“ bzhaviour” (Kecxvasv1li, 1979 21): " The role of 'set in- language i

dp studying continually cond;tloned readiness of the organ1sm for. »
operation of a certain stimulus" (ZianaJa, 1970) ‘for. 1nstance in‘the p"J
firstlor second language; The choice of first ‘or second language L
stimuli (as a function of linquistic tactics of behavfour, has been_

AN ~

s

. ‘c);nte?action of,first and-second lanouaqes' e

R - -
o .- .

's" ’ f‘ L
As we-have seen the whole of-oovtet

assoCiationist processes ! Aear .

involves these that th _ g}of a second‘iancuape and 1ts interactio
dC hav “such profound 1molications ‘not only for

. the linguistic but .for the more general development of the child -as well

Interesting Work on the psychology of bilinoualism was initiated

“in Georgia by Uznadze (1966) and Imedadze (19%0 1967) In their view -

" the two languages of "a bilingual cnild, to; begin with constitute ".
,f_a single verbal repertoire, and comoonents of both loncua”es are used 3
. mAin: scriminately in the young child's communication with' adults.: After,

‘:~wa:s ort. period, at about 1.8 years, the\two systems begin to separate

until at about 2 years indeoendent vocabularies are recognised by the

Nevertheless though in appropriate seﬁtings or speech situation if
)'n

' two languages operate indeoendently' "the . interaction between them isf

significantly complex (Luria, 1932, 213). Such observations are not':
néw, and several psychologists especially in- North America have refined o
“the concept of two related but- independent systems. Nevertheless :
little has béen done by these researchers to- analyse the deep psycho- o
logiéa as distinct from lincuistic consequences of the interaction
cIt is7&s if they had been content simply to investigate the’ separate
“but related levels of performance without'considering the reaction upon
the deeper levels of- competence common to performance in each language.,
Well<beiore §934, when the first edition of h1s 'Thouoht and
Language' Was published in Moscow, Vygotsky had pointed to the ‘
deoendence of the second lancuaqe on the processes ahich had led to

the acquisitio% of the ‘mother tonoue. "He had ‘also: made SUC,EQt’Oﬂ° ”9,.g

o,

’ :aﬁﬁﬁ_j";é natu:e‘lthhat dependence, usina what is to- all 1ntents

g Vycot ky
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makes the point that the second language belonga to the 'extarior, 'ociaa,
physical aspects. of verbal thought' _akin to acquired scientific .

we
7(-

;;ﬁ~f'-oncepts-‘ while the nativ _ onoue is identified gith thn development o-

: spontaneous conceots, those ment

”struct res which are- deoendent on the .
’.unfolding or maturing of the: Ao erent,possi'llitiﬂs.of the organism s n
B endowmentr;'ln learning the mother tonoue\th“ child unconsciously deva~Q“s
"”his competence w1thout expl;cit awareness of phonetic, grammatical forms-.
’because the mother . tongue develops naturally. LYY necessarily with the ﬂﬁ
"gradual evolution of the neurolooicalcsystem, which. makes any kind of " °
,flearning oossible. There is\an essential’ difference when it .comes to -
~¢learning the’ second la%guage. ’"The later .stage’ does. not repeat the .ﬁ,:ﬁ
“course of the earlier one (..t) analagous systems develop 1n.reVerse
. a‘rection at the higher and lower levelg each System Complementing -the |
Hi;"other and benefitting from the: strong polnts of the\other “ The graduallx
' :'acquired complex syatem essential to ‘the working ‘of the. mothar tongue
can be assumed to exist when the secono lanouace 1s introduced ‘

.}r}._competence can be assumed in- learning ‘the second language and the area

"fTof language acquisition Whlch is oeculiar to the latter i“ that of

S0

~ consi rable reIevance to the teaching of a: second language as well as. .
";to the ob§ervation1of first language development ‘This unders anding
"of the impoﬁtance futhe»mother tongue in learnino the second‘qanguage
is part of the concept orrrule governed language learning which leads

- In. their insistenceuthat the bases of'lang%age learning‘need to be
J”¢cquired°4hly once, Subsequent languages being Built on-a common '
foundation of competence, Soviet, psyoho-linguists,‘like the generative
theorists, turn. away from trgditlonal associationism.“ Tr@diti%nal _“' .
associationism is rebutted by Imedadze s ‘account, o f. the bilingual child' i
'»jfacquisition of the two languages. ‘The first staqe of the child's language
‘-deVelopment. characertized by the unoirferentiated use ‘of elemq@ts from” T
: both languages indicates that what the. chilo is concerned to do . 1s by
\ ~;usino materials from both languages without r=stra1nt to’ create on_ _Tf»ﬁﬂ
’j.esystem, which only later becomes differentiated znto seoarate languages
d'The uncifferentiated stace corresponds to the development of competence,
'he differentiated staoe corresoonds tocthe level of"eiformance, in
;efthe;.;langua" - . ‘ S }
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aspects of the two languaoes. The int=raction -can aPso have _ :
_ ccnsiderable retro-active influence on the deeper level of competence..
\: *Interactlon on the_perro;mance level’ can 11fluence the deep Seated.
h 'ﬁmechanisms which are the preconditlon of performance in gither
.ﬁf"f;,language. Both languages reflect the existence of bas1c common
B ccmpetence or set, the non—consc1ous factor in coonitive behavi®ur, .
o If there is a- conflict in the e1tuati:ons in-whtch*the—two—languaées_;*f
- are used, or where berformance 1s relevant, there is a very profound :
emotional o1sturbance whlch produces a de:e?ﬁoration in the child's
fﬁ- verbal res ponses ’This is of considerabl portance in the Soviet

Union slnce it affects the learning or Russian as a second language;

;'-3. by all. those for whom th1s language is virtually compulsory from ad

'-754 .early age, and other inoicenous second and even third languaaes,,‘

_ learned by many thousands of 1m@1~rant children moving from one
,f o national and linguistlc community to a very dirferent one, as it mioht
gﬂ:,ép be those moving from the !est intc Central Asza.* Such children are -
o '57 inevitably brought uo against very"- considerable d%fferences,not only .

S

;#]w: rn language but in the Soélal contexts in which the languages are spok~

v’.

.4

*}fih:; Much.of what has been learned about the psychology of b11innualic
IR has been the result of research into language pathology - not thct
bilingualism itself is a patholoc1cal phenomenon ~Experiment= by

: Lurie, Cuetkova; Lebskaya and Vinarskaja (f967) Ryebova (1967)
‘as well as Rjabova and: Stern (1968) “establish the fact that the
°tudy of patholooicar 1anouage behaviour, including aphasia, may
procuce emidence i, support of proposed explanations of processes of
normal languace oehaviour. waeVer °oviet workers emphasise that ther\
is no necessary or inevitaole conflict between the: use of the two
. languages of 3 bilingual but conflict may arige from the in-- .
jf_ compat&ility of the settings of the two: lanauages, and %he way a_-‘g}'.
- chila- is able to handle the transfar from ‘one. to another.,:"These
disturbances ‘are referred not to the difficulty of. associ:ting ideas
in a foreign laﬁguace but exclusively to the necessity of trans-*ﬁi .
ferring from -one established.setting to another " (Lurie,,1932,.416). -
v SpEaking KR certain langus ge an indivicual becomes habituated toa -
,V particular settina and "“ti nsfer to a new setting with the removal
' of thd former setting is evidently spfficient to create neuro-.,-
dynamic oisturbances" : (Luria, .;932‘"' 213)") It should be- sufficient
4u;, to brzng into” collision such language settinos in order to createx,_f
o -’ conflict of two. very complicated structural systems. ‘Luria. has
‘75 shown that when sucb a trqnsfer ocrurs suddenly or where thera is no '
| predictability abcut the way in‘yhich suc transfers are oroanised
' a»series of very interesting add serious dxsturbances occur C...§1”
Suddenﬁtransfer to’ another. Ianguace is combined with a very great
de tructzve process.f (Luria,,193&, 215) . T L L .'%. ’T-‘
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The danger is characterized by Soviet psycho~linouists as a

reversion to more primitive mechanisms Qf'thinking such as’ those
which Piaget has named‘syncretism. In .such cases ‘an individual _
will adopt capr'Ciou la_ouistic responseé in both his first and
second languages.fﬁM i ‘consequent on the lowermro or oestruccion
of. the 'functional b -3 S which normally enables the child to \‘ -

" exercise an inhibitorgi Jest;aining influence -. to int=rp e a barrier
between stimulus and” response. One’ form of the distorti;Z§Bh1ch the
lowering of the 'functional barrier' proouces is spasmodic speoch‘
behaviour and h;sitancy. Luri “ha's pointed out that the time expended
“in speech responses in situations of’languaoe conflict flucttated, and
togethcr witharapidly flowing associations heahad very slow onea.‘; S
The inoividuals were. unable to produce &éactions with a: degree of v
stability.: The phenomenon relates ?% suuden transfer of lanouage Al;.ﬂﬁ

:"the subJect when- exposed,suduenly to an unfamiliar word or one with
which-he is ‘opdy slightly familicr attempts to think 1t out, aiaimilatin-7
it to ‘words. whose meaning is known ‘to him in' the other language “.or '\
(Luriaal932, 52), Thus when confronted with the need to intérpret the
English word letter 3 speaker of Russian responds with the English 4' .

.

g association summer-because of the association of the Russian leto which v

.

? .

- meaas summer._x »:4«_ S P R
-y Implications of oviet Theor; for Lanouaoe Pedacooy Lo h" 4_1¢ ST
:&;The use of the Mothor Toncue ¢n Learnino the second lanouaoe W

J;ﬂ.: Prom what we have seen Soviet theory proposes language as ‘a cruc1al
factor in intellectual development, and for that reason, pedaeogy, ;:\ﬁu
( ensures that the mother tonoue is- recognized as the basis for: the"f"
acquisition of any Subsequent languages. Any general educationalg -5
programme tharefore has to be ouilt around language teaching. Not only
©is the mother tongue centr*l to general education it is also the basis ..
on’ which the second language ls acquired Therefore general national‘
development relies for & graat deal of its success on the estﬁblishment
in the classroom as weéll . as in society aﬁ’&arge of- a right relationship
f betWeen the several lancuages individual\children are required to learn.

‘ ) . ,h‘ . . “ . _,"--' T
;,;Q37 Observation of the speech formatiqg of pupils in non-Russian' _am,'fif
. schoo’s shows that thls progcess is now’ fdllowing two distinct paths.: e
' The first is under the influence of ﬁﬁe linguistic environment angd - the
mass media, and,the second under- the influence of" Russian leSscns in
school At school pupils spénd 4-6 hours a'week: l=arning Russian,”
~and they watch 9-12 hours . of Russian-lanouane television- proqrammes _
-To. all this shculd be added the influence of" the lincuistic enVironments,
radio’ prpgrammes, films, etc.ﬁ In schools the media 1nfluencas are .
almost toLally ‘ignored. [dy. the 7th and Gth classes pupils i’ many e
Kazakh schtols ‘have . retained qhd atarted to use many hords,and T
expressions taken from teleyision prquammes, 2and yet the dictionariea i;;_l
_ on which.their.ggxtbooks a;e based often ‘do not huve thEoe wordo The";
Q &act ‘that no§%okh§.on has been found to the’ problem ot rclating the
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: teaéhing}bf Russian to the influ%nce of the linoulstac environmene
dnd tbe rass media eyplaina the l*mi&ea nature‘of a pUpil's vocabularV“

in the’ natibnal schqo& What isnneeded isﬂﬁn erfectiye bringing

together ofnthese two diverse %endepczes LA' i-éﬁ: ‘ .
R L2 ) . "*ﬁi '@. A b ® .
_4 - The educaﬁional thepries5ye have 50afar discuss@o refkect the

general %mphasis &n ﬁhe USSR on the child's oonsciousness of languoge'

ﬁrocesges a@d cdnseoue%%ly on’ A language pedaaogv Whicﬁ Justiiles .
'j{:' intense agulg.interv ntion ®F prdmote those pf@pesses. Larguuoe ;V“' )
}52 teachin§ is based ca & concenésof lad&uage as rulﬁ@governed behavicur L

‘ia preferenc ;tg'the establf ent of hablts-ggthe student is to be

_lly aware of the thegr; ﬁhich tied: 4f 'ther these rules

‘gand of tqewstructure pfathe laqguace hemiS'acquiglng. Exolicztncss
and conhciousness are ouiding consicera%ions,_and this meanS that the '
ttapher is central to the lancuage vaulsitlon procﬂ?s. Very much the
5reverse of*the situation 1n Britain, though perhaps not so far. removed
’rom trends in the USA,~the teaching rathear: than the fearnlng of N
' anguage is the- princioal point for cons1oeration, adult direction of
.acqumsition rather than- an emphasis on personalzdiscovery of the

characterlstics of the languagei SRR & R
e } v _ s o R &

Pa—
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Thé information which forms the theoretical foundation for second
1anguage learning may be oiven in the student s\mother tongue. . Trons- -
lation halso gives to t'he mother tongue1 a prominent plcce in .second _
language learning.' The MarriSt inability to conceive of a. necessary

;7 relation betwees linguistic anq}coghitive develbpment resulted
Vindoradov maintained, in errors; concerning the relation that should
‘exist between the pupil's native language and the second language.,
It “Led,Marrists to- underestimate the rdle played 'Ehe mother tonoue .ﬁ
in learning J%he foreign language and’ to belittleﬁt 1mportance of the
theory and practice of translation" (Vinograoov, 19%0, 22). Shcherba "
i had»orfered a theoretic Jhstification f .the use of the native ;-I- :
language Qut it ‘Wwas’ ‘ot until the oevelopment of psycho-lingulst” .
i in the hands of Leontev, Galperin and Luria foIlowing the lines laid o
o down by'Vygotsky that it was realized fully how important was the 'vf'%..
' ..mbther toncae in’ prouucing linguistic Competence, - and:so oroviding
o thégnncessary basis fér - second lahguage learning. l M : e
%?ﬁ:.“ SRR : i * AR L.
jffyi A combination of the principTes of’conscious theoretical ;earning
"and a sympathetic a€titude ;owards the possioilities of us1ng k3
ftranslation-comparison methods meant that. aovaet Iinqursts daveloped .
{their oun theof? of cgntrastivu analy@is Ihe theoretlcal I
inforﬁ%tion communicated to- the student need not duplicaé% what 15v§ L
alr°ady known to him from his acquaintance with his mot x toncue,_ﬁ' _;
'-'but should refer only to what is unihuelﬁbcharacteriatic of the_‘;'.”"

a
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. second language. "It assumes that the exolanations and exercises A
- shouId take into consideration the’ difficulties encountered by *unils ‘
because of: differences between ‘the language the) are studying ‘and tneir,
‘ native language. Comparisons snould be made . gnly when they help the '
pupils master ‘the phenomenon being studied " (Galazov, 1965, Sl).
Though developeo from. a dirferent angle, the use ‘of contrastive
analysis is as theoretically well founoed in- the SoViet Union as it .
is in the uU. S. However there is only a limited acceptance of the.
pedagOOic value of that theory and the aporbach is adopted “miach more
o~ selectively than in the u. S A. Ncr does it depend to the same "extent
as in the U S. on exhaustive comparative analyses of the.relevant
hanguages. ,_.: o A ’ ‘

. . PR A . , S .
_ Another difference between the development of contrastiVe analysis
in the USSR and the us is that whereas in - the case of the latter,
until very recently, it has: been related mainly to- foreign languages,
in the ‘USSR it has: developed from the beginning out of the study of
the: problems of . interference betweegh 'the graat variety of indicenous _
languages ‘all of which to some extent are ‘taught. as second languages. ?i
Such problems of interference have received ‘considerzble attention in 5_4
" the. USSR. Serdyuchenko’ (1955) , Rastorqueva (1952), Grunberg (1960) Ar§~«
and Ubryatova (1956) in particular have drawn- attention to this .Ahffh
linguistic problem. Stress is laid on the advisaoility of. studying '
. Russian in’ texts prepared locally "because they take into account the
'7specific features of the national language. and are a great help in
' mastering those aspects. which age difficult for the Ossetian’ children"f
(Galazov, 1965, 52). =Linguistic investigations relating to Uzoek N
were used to identify phonetic difficulties encountered by students, _
5 - and these “showed fcr instance that Russian listeners heard the length v
and volumé of the stressed vovels as the basic - component of Stress
_ while the Uzbeks hear the volume and pitch of the fundamental ‘tone" s
'm(Artemov, 1960 44). Mirtov (1952) has worked ‘on the linguistic vn?~'
- problems aris ng frcm differences betueen Uzbek and Russian,’as well .
as‘AzerbaijBni and Russian (1956), Purtseladze on Russian and
.‘xGeorgian (1960»1966),‘ Kudriatsev on Russian and. Buriut (1965),
and Cherednichenko on Russian -and Ukrainian (1957) . Similar work v
“has been done for Armenian. The work on indigenous languages has ;“‘--
been extended to cover some of the more important foreign languages
”Lithuanian linguists have maoe "a study of the contrasts between
Lithuanian and Engliéh (sohma@stieo, 1963) ‘and there are several
apggsaches to the comparison of RuSSian with French German and English

. v -

¥

. -,
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‘ However Soviet teachers are reluctant to nély on theoretical .
contrastive anaLysis exclusively and they are eggouraged to supplement

'?“lincuistic analys@s with observation’ of actual difficulties and error
Aanalysis. Furthermore the use of comparison, trﬁnslation and the '

R . - R . S N L B";": A {P I ,."‘. : %5 .




'mother tongue during the 1angtage lesson is not allowed to dominate

i
A

’

classroom practice nor to create a too . intellectLalist approach to -

'teachingee 'Conscioueness', on which all these approaches’ 2te based, e

is not . ‘cnly intellecttal awareness, it is also an attittde nowlecoe,

as Leontev is fond of stressing is meaning, and an understanding of

- meanino or the significance of the linouistic features- being presenteo

..Qb}ectize nature of the knowledoe to’ be acquired

2

depenas as much on attitude and. the student s motivation as upon the

PI
g -

Psycholooy of Lanquaae-hcquisition and Bilincualismi

A clue ‘to ‘the attitude ‘of. Soviet research workers to the significance

. of psycholinouistic studies is the critiCism which'is aovanced aoainst .

the work of Uryel Weinreich. Isayev ooints to- Weinreich's interest”

" in soctal and cultural factcrs but’ concludes that he exaggerates psycho-

logical factcrs (p 329). another Soviet student of bilinoualism Daurova
maintains that "psycholocical factors do not exolain‘the aopearance of

'Abilingualism and they may only be called factors. that contribute to. its
'speech to a greater or lesser degree”‘ The general line Soviet .
_students of bilingualismktake is. that “bilingualism should be understcod
-'as a person s belonging to two linouistic societies. to - such an ‘extent
" that it is difficult to establish'whieh languaoe is closer to him,: S

--,; .

4:_-'.which one should be yiewed as his trothe’r}.;tcncne, which one he prefers
_ -and in which- language he thinks" (IsayevA929). There is relatively L
"?less interest in the psycholdbical process of bilingualism ~ whether

_of acquisition or expression, than in the context of acquisition of the

two lancuages.l Nevertheless the psychologx of bilingualism .

;‘has benefitted from the: renewed interest in social osychology and the R
'reco

ition that every form%of individual development cannot be explainec

- in ter s ‘of colltctive ownership if the means of production'’and the

’cons;quent”

\overcomino the . conservotive traditipnalist elements in the behaviocur )
‘of ethno/linguistic groups, whiich are reaarded as etereotynical asoects
of behaviour leading frem- the formation of haoit to at. the most -
’ifelementary level to national traditions transmitted from ode generation

"CNastroenie ) as an index whiCh no student of social and political

;emphasis on the material condition of the bilingual SOCIEty.~

It 1s,recognioeg that b'ffarccahnatetialism though still the . . - - e
,fundamental(}deology cannot serve .as .a substitute for concrete studies
“in‘'social’ psychology, and perhaps equally significant ‘there is the ,f fé;,
concession that social psycholagy is not necessarily a tnol of- ﬂ?kvié,”l
ln1ﬁ5r)l//5k , ideology R . *i“ f‘.e :'fﬁhpg“

=

At least two practical apolications of investigations in soCial RS

Y N
psychology have been stressed Such’ investications are a means of '4‘-%‘w

'..

to the.nett (Fomina, 1946) - THe seccnd benefit of such ftudies is°
the. possioility of using a knowledne of the people s freme of mind

(incluaing ethno/linguistic phenomena can ionore. Consequently one

BN




.‘of the'most important'areas of'intefest in Joviet psychological studies
‘of language behaViour is the study of att1tudes to languaoe, to the
'~contact of .language and of Lne speskars of those lanouages. Such

Hstudies are conducted usuallv bv means.of ouestionnaires wh1ch are .

directed to d1scover1ng obJective rerlection of attitugde in language R

w},use or lanouage preference. Such obJectlve studies tend to be deS1gnew't
'-within the framework of ‘such dicnotomies as "home and work"s, "manual

,.and intellectual work" and within the total age grcup spectrum. v
" In 1973 (Sov. th 4: 73 3-13) was reoortad a stndy a1mino to discover

nationgiﬂinternationaﬁ attitudinal trends.‘ It. was found that closenessﬂ'

'1"of attachment to aspects of one s 'nationality ‘like cultural traits

:’and language decredses with education and level of professionaiiSm in

'7iemploym=nt, while intnr-national att1tudes (mainly att1tudef

s to Russian)ﬁ

jwere less favourable among the less well educated and the less skillec.x

'The following table summarlses the findinos.

- TﬁLE [l -
é of International Connections
. L L ' Close trends ,._RelatiVes in
o Mixed . A ‘-mdee .. Y- other .
Group .- Marriages : 0 .own T ethnic
e L A ; . ethnic group o group
' Engineers"A,‘fV, g-'_12;=. p f'_K o ng'33 o 'if.u‘- A63“;
DT 8 ;‘jj B ) RN 45 L :z_ . .‘172“-;
”Earmers '_*A, - 2 .p o o '_ 18;"341@5J“w;" 45

" L.M. Drobizheva (1969) found that anong the unspecified number of

j Belorussians and Ukrainians who read newspapers andbooks both in their.
:"own languace and)in Russian respectively 99, 3% and 90, 9% approve of the
cﬂ'joint!“"
,.Jthose “Wh :zead only in Belorussian or only in Ukraiaian the corresponding
":fioures are‘90 5% and 80.7%. - The conclusion drawn . £rom th1s study

ork- of_people of different ‘languages and nationalities Among

igf attitude was that the. Russian newspapers should be c1rcu1ated more'
wioely. 3‘- L v ‘ o

»

5 The most’ unequivocal index of the re ion of attitude to and

'Competence in-a particular language is ”lanouage shift"k The lattnr'

does not nean thast knowl=oge of the rorsaken language has d1sappﬂared
but that relat1ve ccmpetence fn the two lanouaoeo has. switched. Por
this reason the Census data conc rning ithe lack of cons1 tency netween
ethnic atflliation and choice of. languace --the choice, usually of"
‘Russian, as the firat langua e of a membnr of ‘a non-Russisn natlonality




raflectiﬁé’shift both of attftude and. éompetence.i According to the

_ 1970 Censys (Lewis, 1972 133-9) in 32 of the 1C0 natioﬁalities numbering

) overia thousand 5% though retainina their ethnic affiliation claimed
Russiad as their first language. In- sewen nationalities ‘the percentage,
languag° shift wa oatween 20% and 30%, and in © the percentage was
over. 50%.; Theuspeed-ano ‘extent Of - this process is determlned by °eyeral
factors - age (the’ younger are more prone) urbanization, 1nter-marriao .ﬂ

'f etc, ' and these factors, aa we shalL note influence not cnly the
ultimate shift but,theglevel of comoetence in the 1ntermediate stages
‘as is to be expected }
°-d' "’: ) j . . »
Mora detail=d investigations have be°n conducted in Specified

localities.- Perhaps the maJor‘issue which interests the researchers _
is the- level of attainment ‘in Russian among non-Russian nationalities.- v
‘It is not insmgnificanc that Georgia which is usually the most reluctant
of nations to conform to Russification and ‘hose attitude to Russian is
lukewarm is constantly being{"“ 3
~In 1873 (zarya vostoka, 1c. 7'_ “a 2
tha quality of Russian had declined,witﬁ teachars Were inferior, and tne
University of Tbili31 (the capital)‘"hadfoptgfﬁout.dtooether.’ mven,_ AN £
{ peopls with higher education, scholars, scientisﬁs' engineers; nivers1tv ‘

-.and school teachers and party leaders even, have a véry pOor,knowledge B
“of Russian" ‘A survey- conducted by Arutiunian (1973) investigated .

' the competence of 4 ‘groups in Tbilisi ‘drawn . from two acadcmic in-

: stitutions, a factory and ‘a collective farm.__

<

e

oo

°
°

Level of»Comgetence'in Russian and.Georgian

;%}" Qf' R ‘Competence of %zofvsamplésgﬁ
'.Sample,f b Not fluent in . - Russian inferior . Fluent in-both
. o " Russian .o Georgian =~ .  languages
1. Mechanics: o N . ) Coa e S S
; Institute A - T 37 y 48 V-
L 2?'Linguistics S PR ;3"'“ﬁ‘_ o s
. Institute o 24 - Co 24
3 Fectory, o . ... 4 - 10,7 g
‘:4:Collective Farm : 50 i T .7‘30 g S ”; o ngﬁw

Source: - Arutiunign 1973: - 8 ¢
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- approximately”ls

I emergina or intrusive languag

- tend to work in the framework of such dichoton e

Those in .the samole'all claimed a knowleage of Russxan ,
noteworthy "that in’ no oroup was there a 5%, fluency in RUSSL
that Georgian Was by far S superior lanauaoe\among al
scientists of the hechanics Institute:
total samole remainec Georoian Dominant bilincuals.. Slmilg
were obtained in an’ investigation of bilinoual Tatars,

.....

in mental - work fewer than 4C% were fluent bilinouals.,
were obtained among. Karelians (Klement'ev 1971- 41)
of the: highest socxo-occupational groups over: 37.
being fluent in Russian, Among the intermediate occupati
nearly 60% did not claim to be fluent inRh

workers the figure was 79 8%.

uss1an while a”

on the minimal base of 'acquaintance ) is relatively ;
to be acquainted with the languace.f There is here, too
disparity between occuanEonal groups.v Only 48A pf m'

. s ML N
. . . . PR A AN
. . :
.

‘The Sovxet studies on attitudé to which;ref

‘what " may ‘be taken for granted in

languages and their sxtuatlon is

’ difference affects attitude -
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-,jﬁ Terent eva (1972) studied the differential use of" Tatar and Russian
among ‘the Tatars’ of Kazan either- in the Home or at Work 46% . spoke Tatar

__-xclusively in the home compared with l7%iwho spoke- Russian exclusively
.and 37% who sooke ‘both. At work the proportion speaking Tatar anda
RuSsian were reversed - only 5% spoke Tatar exc¢usively as against 48A
who .spoke’ Russian and 47% who spoke both languages ‘tthen attention ,

-.was confined to the home and" the sample was - drawn from both Tatars and )

. Russians, the former, irrespective of whethor Russian’ .or Tatar was their

'l first languace used Russian predominantly - 93% of. Russians who vere
native Russian speakers and 83% of Ru331ans who were nat1ve Tatar
Speekers, as‘again st 0, ,36% and 16% reSpectively 'who used Tatar. Ahem

B those of Tatar nationality are consioered of those who spoke Russian i

;as their native language 54A¢used‘Russian, "and 19% used Tatar and- 20%
usedbboth languages, while of those Who spoke. Tatar as their native"
'language only 12% used Russian as against 46A who used Tatar and 35%
who used both languaces in the home; ' Promrthis i ~i§‘evident that the _

1main determinants are the . -advantageous associations'(political literacy,
scientific etc, J of the Russian ‘language, and not the. ethuic’ affinicy
of the Speak°rs nor the traditional assoc1ation of language and " .
»ethnicity. .The same is true in Wales and  in the United States (frequency

.of usage and favourable attitude are the.preserves of the7”oig
battalzons“ ) '

N

. The oichptomy between "home" and hork lnterested Kholmanarov also -
'Tfin his studies of the Letts. . He found that. whereos “T8% of - th= .Letts:, N
:f3claimed'to know Russ1an the use of that language in:the home+of ‘native R
"ffspeakers of Lettish wasg’ negligible ~ an av=rage of 7, 4% claimed to do- 8504
_The difference between the Letts and ‘the ‘Tatars may. be exolained largely:
: by the urban. characteristics of the Tatar sample and the very lono and
’intense Russian influence on Kazan and Tataria generally.- Historv and
rhac zation as they are. in'the United otates and Bri%ain were' ey

’ .
- L) N '
\\ . __‘ R R 1 .

Lects who digd use Russian in the home the hichest prooortion -75;
:amen (mobile workers) 9. SA, semi-skilIed farm equioment '
7%) and" government employegs (8 2%) . Of ‘the Letts who' -'
/wﬁly as'a Kooy or for their intellectual satisfaction
5,9 or at home, the highest oroportion who used it on- the'
ddgamong professionals in the arts, teachers and physicians
who used Russian almost the least fre~uently at. work were.

The average uae of Russian for intellectual f
"wcr than at work. Hzare oreatest use of. Russian . was o
nts, 64n), government employees (60%), englneers and

kere again the association between type of work and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Two other variables, both of which we have referred to in respeet of
Wales,,age and level of education, have been studied.- in tHis Case: anong'
the Karelian - Klema nt'ev f‘“ll) ‘cs tavlisoed the tenoencv for the ~ ..o«
younger grouo (16—19) ‘and the older (35-39) to polarize in respect of
knowledce of Ka relian, and use’ of<the lanqguace- at home, comoareo with _
the intermediate .age ‘group who recorded lower oercentages than either PR

‘i the two polar groups.. e S o )
R :“,;,,. ) v: . .. .‘,‘ : TABIE ,3- p -‘ . -. | {:4‘ .,g ) ‘, LEEPS v
- Linguistic.Characteristics of‘age orouos '.é - @fi_ﬂ
? R R o SO
. v N - ) — 5 - } f,.,.
Characteristics ' 741619 7 25229 * 40-49
“ - . '\.‘ 9.‘;,'*'5-',:" o ™
Fluent in'Karelian ®
vf" Speak at home - .
gy ,' ‘Karelian only
) *. ' Russiaid only o D
. " . Both T
Speak at work - .c;f? D
. Ka.‘:elian only
Russian only :
Both
Source: »Klementfev AfTablefI"
v v . _ ‘ ‘ L e e
- The youngest and oldest greups, . comoared with the intermediate group ff
are more fluenf,in Karelian,‘they speak Karelian mone frecuently at home .
and Rﬂssi n?'ess frequently'”‘they use Karelian more often at work wheth
Y e ; e , g A ¢ S
Kholmagorov also established a close association between age and 7
l knowledge of Russian among Letts. The number of persons knowing Russion
is ‘in reverse proportion to their ages ; 90% up to age 20, and then Lo
declining uniformly almost to 47% at ages Sl and over.. (Kholmaoorov /@oin
Figure 3. 6). S o L ,v” E - ;
‘ Level of education 15 also an - important factor as it is ia Wales.
: The perceﬁtage who . spoke Karelian fluently declined and thos’iwho spoke
Russian increased with the number of years of education they had received. ‘
‘jThe scme is true in resoect of the frequency with which they spoke ',
:mrKarelian or Russian at home, or at work. ‘ o
" . PABLE /4 ST
Level of t't:lucation ana Linoulstic Processes<— in Percentaoes
R R v _ Education
Linguistic Characteristics ' »"- Up to 4 - ‘Q 4-6 7-9
. years. ST
X Flucnt in Korelisn TR . 8s.2 '_77.7" - 57,6
v " Russian " S A 9.1 20,2
" “ Both. . e . l0.1 . o l3 2 22,2
., Karelian cnly: dt home Lo L - S 50.3 : - 41,3
o ‘ - " S - Cont'd, "
Q 60 6/) . R
e il Lo (
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AL S

%\ C R ' 'v‘? " ~'-i."Education‘,-

‘ Linguistie’characttristics SR iJEeggf o o 4-64_‘ *_,4-i;779“9f
4'Russian only at ‘home o 1o 5 . 15.3 :"' '\.126,lvp
 Both lanouages at home .-ld#i?_;;u *36. 4 . "53':.32;6 f""._. 1320

Karelian only at'work I ..27.6 et 120,20, 14.0
.- Russian M om e T L2 T 3200 v a3l3
o Both. lanouaoes'"%f W ;"_ C . 4e, 9"_ﬂl oat4c - 41.5.
L

Source- Klement'ev - Taole 3

(g) The OroaniSation of bilinoual education - types of, schaols and Drocramme.

a) The Soviet deflnlt101 of oilincualism S @

- According to the "Statutes of the Secondary General - uducation R
' school - - USSR Coungi& of Ministers Resolution'sept 8 1970 (Uch Gaz
i5.9. 70): pupils are o1ven the oppoxt : i
.w1thin native language. Their parents or guardians have the righ*, T
2'elect for their children a school of their choice wzth the appropriate,'
language of “nstruction. In atdition to the language in vhich inetructit
i° c_rried'on pupils may choose'to study the language of another people
of the USSR“ Howeer. the demographic cghposition of- towgs, cities ‘and
even small village
as this Resolutio imol*es.t For instance people belon~ing to more than
100 nationalities live in- the GeOroian Republic and there are schools -
where the insEru tion is- organisad in ‘separate tracks to provice for
Armenian, Azerba dzhan, Greek and . Ossete speakino children, and where
-in addition the different groups all léarn Georgian and RuSsian.'.The]f_
children in So, Bashkir schools are taught in. s1x-languaces, Russian,,”
Tatar, ‘Bashkir Chuvash, Mari or Udmurt accordino to, their ‘ethnic - '
origin. In the'city of szl—Orda (Kazakhstan; the Saken Seifullin
School is attended by - representatives of 30 nationalities while School
e No. ‘23 1in Frunze Has. 18 different language groups . In 1974 there were
3l7 such multinational schools in kirgiaia. RO o -

makes 1t dlfflCult to allow such freenom of choice

i

All the schools in the c1t1es of Daghe tan recruit children frcm.
five to 25 naticnalities. Cne’ school in Naikop (Krasnodar reoion)
“is attended by chilcren from tvwelve’ linguistic oroups. .In the. 1976-7
school year there were . at least 4oc ‘such schools in Daghestan, some of
them in relatively small villeges like Tataiurt 1n ‘the Bapaiurt region.
The SOSNchildren of" the gallaae represented 16 nationalities and ever/‘
~class in ‘the village ‘school was a complete cross section of. the S
heterooenous villege cdmmmngkg. ~The' school in the Darhnstanie Goni . _
settlem nt has attendeo by'cssetians, Avars, Laks, Tatar s, Ukrainlans,f_iﬂ
numyks, Lountain Jews, Futuls, hrmenians, Relloruasiﬂns, Creeks ‘and"
ndPie as Uell as by the native rmrnrn children. Such camplexit) not .
only makee a oiltngual/multilin ual education nocé aryvhuL putsna.lv B

S S e ST e el
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f‘elimination of other lenouages from the $§stem of equcation._‘For
yinstance,‘according to the 1927 Belorussian ‘School. Census there were‘
- 213 Jewish schools in the Republic - 202 1n which Yicdich was the’ only

premiLm on the use of the lingua franca as the teaching language, as o

was the case in Darbent, achool No.74 (Garunov, 197C)-, . It io_not o :
surprisin 'therefore that b*lingual education 1n the; Sovipf Union result-;.
~in promoting a lincua franca, the Ru s1an language, althouoh nationalit3

languaces are taught ana. used However in: most of the litnrature :
concerned with the subJect it is the RuSsian asoect,which attracts most
attention, to the extent that bilingualism tends to be limited to the 1_
promotion of Ruusian which is. most carefully planned . Cneweffect is‘the

language,used, 7 in which icdish and Russfan were used and 4 whe*e
Yiodish and. Belorussian were the’ landﬁage ‘of instruction;v In the

3ﬂ Ukraine in 1930 there were 786 Yicdish scﬁools,_and over#83C in l931

The numbers increased everywhereﬁ except in the Ru sxap-Republic, until;t_a

 the middle?of the. 1930 s, Nevertheless Ylddlsh is oot used or even I
:i_tauoht in any part of the US&R at present althouch thevtotal number oﬁ'h“f;
coviet Jews in 1970 was 2,15 million of. whom 18 claimed Yiddifh or . '

another Jewish language as: gheir native lnncuege. In ¢he Russian o
Repubiic there were over 600 Nelclo} Jéws ofzwhom 12 clarmed Yiddish or.

- another Jewish dialect as their native toncue, while 9 6% ‘#aimed it.:f-”

i . X . f . s M . - . : o
(k) Teaching Russian as a seco\&»lenouace %-'.,M ' O BT

-

" of -the Communist Party in April 1917 had. called for the "abolition

as their second language The Very great maJority of these receive )
‘ ;education 4n Rassian and the rest in'a ‘local: language There are o

. of course Several reasons for the elimination of XYisdish from the

schools, some of them connected with d1v1sions among th° Jews thenselves
about the acceptability of secular schools and the relative 1moortance '
of Yiodish and Hebrew. ff-a- ; e L _.' ‘ e

Y

L ' . vo
.~ <

Twenty years after the™ resolution of the 7th Puss1an Conference

-of a- comoul=ory state language" it was decf@éd that Russian should .
be taught to all, students of the Soviet Union whatever ‘their nationalityﬁ
For some’ t1me after l938 the’ teaching commenced 1n the 3rd qrade but.

it has been Eﬁnmon practice for-a long time for Russ1an to be introcuced
in the miodle of the first class, ‘and, not later than the second. 'In

'8 {te of this’ early 1ntroduction the professionai Journals as recently
as l972—3 have given space to considerable criticism of: the quality

of Russian anbng students who are non-native speakers of- the lancuage
The Vinister of 1-‘ducat‘.ion for the Uzbek $°R having stressed the fact

‘-: that.Russian is tauoht from the first to the tenth grade in all schoolc

that 140 of school time is devoted to the language ‘and that there were
nearly 12 thousand Russian languace teachers ‘in the Republic,. conéludes

; that a great qeal remains to bz done to- raise attainment in Russian to . .

even ‘a. moaerately satisfectory standard (Pravda Vostoka, 19. 3.73)ﬂ <The =
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f'éoliegium By the UaSR Hinistry:of Ecucation cr1t1c15ed'the quality e
.335 ‘the’ results in Estonia.i It was reported in 1975 that. all pupils-’.“W‘
in th° s;hools of istenia” learn Russian, though offlciallj it is an.
optional subJect “AidS to teachino had imoroved bt it was agreed *
7 ’"that the pos}tion is Stlll unsatisfectors in graoes 4-8. Not all . - .
- teachers -are capable of 1nsp1ring their pupils",:and it was stressed t““t‘
the 'international character of, the Pussian fanguage should be )
'“,‘explained to the chilcren to stimulate their interest" \oukagede
Epetaja 19.4,75'p.3)." In Turkestan it instructed all non-Kussian
_ schools to. broadbn-the use of Russzan in school vork and extra 'H .
E cur%icular activities (Nar Obraz 6. 1972 Pp- ll4~5) ‘The. same critici
‘f vias voiced in Azerbaydzhan where the teachers are’ cr1tic1sed for their
1'_reluctance to attend refresher courses in. the languaoe (Uch oaz. July
o 18.1972, p. 2)._ In:Turkmsalstan, thouoh methods and aids ‘had imrroved ‘
_ in. 1975 the. actual quality of the teachers was criticised Yet in saite o
lu.sof existing dirferences it was ‘décided that Russian should be, taught o
;ra’ iin all classes (1-10)" from 1975 J&wards Atch, Gaz 27.1. 75 pl-2), ﬁ?More"
- than so of’ the girls (Kirgiz;fuzoeks, Uigurs,: Dungans ‘and Tatars)
‘ entering the first year of the lanouage raculty -at ‘the Kirgiz o
Pedagqgical Institute for homen for training as. teachers oF Russian 1n f
- Kirgiz schools could only at ar pinch be described as having a command ¢
of Russian. “In the first year 320 hours are devoted to’ Russian grammar ;
. and conversation by each’ teacher. Sut in thc fourth-year exsms it was :
o mainly those who had completed their secondary schoolino in Russian who
o showed up well " The position is less good with those who come £rom. N
- remote mountain ‘areas and did& their schooling in Kirgiz.. In view of’
the inportance of\conversational opportunities it was succested that
there should be one girl ‘with, .an excellent knowledge of Russian in -
_ }each room in the hostel, but this was not always the case, and not
;_ surprisingly a fairly sizeable number of fourth-year students were
unable to- construct a Russian sentence correctly.- A lacP of. contact'.
_ between the Kirgiz Women § Ptdagocical Institute and institutes in _
- Michurinsk, Kalinin, Leningrad, Khar'kov, Voronezh and Rostov, which .
' are also training Kirgiz students to teach Russzan in Kiroiz schools, N
means thatsthey do not benefit from each. others' ererience and affects'"
4rig, the quality of their work. ' (Uch. gaz.,. 1/2/72, 'p.2) #f The £irst;
regional conference on ‘the national organisation of the teaching of
Russian bﬁ Tadzhik students ‘took: place in the Tadzhik“State University
in<1972 Ao experimental 280 hour course 'in - ‘Russian: was’ suncested e
' tooether with a common - curriculum/for %s§§§&b?n "$11. ooviet schools‘;i~‘
(Kom. Tadzh 26 ll 72) Such conferences were common in 1972, cne “held. : g‘
ot Kishinev dealt witn Russian throuohout the Soviet Union (Uch Gaz.
31, lO 72y A three-day All-Union Conf*rence .cn Perfecting ‘the Teaching
:‘;_of Russian in n%%zonal schools, tcok place ‘in Tashkent from 21 23/10/75.1
It was held within’ the context of ‘a ouotation from Bre7hnev, in his =
report on the 50th anniv rsary oF. the UsaR oeclaring that 'the quick
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;ﬁnisters preoared for such classes -
fiducational schcols.; Such early 1ntroduction to B

ia = including Armenian, Azerbaydzhania, Greeks and
r like the Georoian majority possessina their

lltraining which the : 4 receive 1s\unsatisfactory.

achers The University -
;'of Tbilisi has ceased,to take

dn interast in the problem an d oth°r f =

because k owledg
languace does not reach the minimum standard nECessary

o0

low to make the transfer a practical proposition'
Partly because of this unSatnfactory position at the end of even';*b

higher education the teaching of . Russian has. been bréucht fowward
- into pre-school classes, six year old children are 1ntronuced ‘to _;vl,
.hussiaq Ain” informal ways but’ before thev receive rcrmal 1nstruction -
d]in ‘the mothnr toncue In 1946 th° establishmant of thesc classes .
f;was agproved in-’ nachestan as well ak amono ﬁuryats, Kabarcins, ano
':?Yakuts.l In 1965- TDlli&l savw the cstabli hment of the firat of these
>iclasse° in Qeorgia.l ln Kir9121a CldSoeS in Russian for non Ru531ans
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jeve been eStablished since 1965 n'nlthough Q&e-School nursery clUsses
for chilnren "between 2 months and 3 ‘ears, and kinderﬂarte 'for trosc S

,“ between 3 yeers and- 7 are voluntary they are an important part of: the,p
preparation for blllnC0ul educatao -In. 1975 there were nearly :

ll million places. Névertheless the prov1s1on~1s said to be inadeathe

t

e . . N . . . ! N '_..-_
P : . N . .

<f*f' The 1ntention is that they should enable a lanouaoe«other than 'ifi
the mother. tongue tc compete w1th ‘the 1nrluence of the home and.the_;
immediate neiahbourhood 1n establishinq which languace is dominant “in
a child's linguistic repertoire and thé? 'help to’ avoid failure later
- in- the’ schcol course. Teaching occurs durinc 35 weeks of the year and
1},;-the¢Ru551an.classes last '35 minutes daily (Uch Gaz. 15 2 73) _'In
H fOctcber 1971 -at a confe:ence held at Frunze teachers reported on their .
experience of these preparatory classes and 1. was ; ev1dent that many T
2 teachers objected to" what they,conceived to be one of the results of
;'fsuch class°s, namely the increas1ng tendency to transfer from ‘the _
o national to- the Russi n’ language as;a medﬁum of instrtction (Sov Y.
i Ped 6. 72 -P. l48-50)° Cne varient of the pﬂe—schgbr nrovision fﬁ chpto
'7 by very many if/not most rural schcols They organise courses of -aLo; t !
: 6 weeks duration inmediately prior to entry to the elementarx school ‘”‘an
-so that the children maV'ﬁamilarize themselves with a. basic Rus51an 1jﬁ;
vocabulary and the sounds of the lancuage (Russ yaz v nats schk 4 65 45%5;

v

] . . ve,

\C)Russian lancuaqe schools for non-Russians '

's'regarded in eoucationﬂschools where Russiaw;'ﬂ' uséd as the sole medium.fﬁ'
.y'of instructionﬁnon-native speakers of the language were oopular ands
Wﬂ'tormed one. of'the mosg 1mportant strands in the ‘pattern of bilinoual o
_f”fleducation._ Thegretic ll ¥, nevertheless, 'the tendéncy ‘to make - Russian fgpf'
E mh{the language of teach_ng rather than the subject of study... is harmful
.and wrong{‘(s vetskin, 36) In spite’ of this cautign the perqentaoe of
Russian med_ m* schools for non-Russians inCreav “§° that by 1956 l4A of
.all Uk'ainian schools,.Z?"‘of Noldavian schools,_: % of the schools in
B agand oveﬁ 40% of Kazakh schools were ofvthis character. #In the

<schools for non-Ru5sians cdnstituted 20%~of the total in 1964
mong bzerbaydzhcnis 244.: In° the cities the proportion of- non-‘nf
ZR s rans attending Russian medium schooLs tendeo to He hinher than the 4
rerdce’ qthe schcols belonoed to* this f L
jatt;ett most 1f*not all the children

.....

.the peTcentaoe of"non—Russians was
.;5In Geo Qla and Azerbayd?han the numbar of‘children"j*ﬁ'f .
fattendinn ku sian medium schools was: twice as hioh as the number of _‘;:i;(
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l “gRussians’in the iepublic,yould aopﬁar to justif? In Lithuanla 11% of

"-jwere 33a and 26” and in.E stonia 22° and 20"

’;all students were taugbt in Rnss1an tbouch the percentage of Russwana

in Lithuaniﬁyin 1959 was only B.5%. Tﬁ.LatVLa the resoective percentaoau

s ¢

.

Evenyif stuaents beoin attendinc el°m°ntary schools uhere tbeg

< are taught in their native toncue the tend°ncv is’ for them to@transfer

to’ Russzan medium 1nstruction, som°t mes: 1n the\elemanta schqol but
# Ty

“most frequently when' they enter or during early aradesaan Sﬁconda;y

'r;»school.” In 1958 the maJority of minorlty children in the Russ1an .
,';Reoublic transferrkd at om° stage from national lanauage inStruction.?"'

'Smaller natLonalities usually transfer to Rusaian arter the rirst two

_:ito Russian. ‘The’ only exceotions were Tatars and Basﬁﬁﬁﬁs. Generally B 3
'Zspeaking the children of nationalities livinc in autonomous oblasts

did not receive any secondary instruction in their own Bﬁnouage

i,years of el=mantary school (Sovetskin, 1958 23).. In l965—66 the

'~transfer of all teacﬁing from the nat1ve lang@gge to RySSian was ﬁV'
udecraed in the kabardin—Balkar ASSR. and this began with the transfer_ﬁ'”
- of fifty percent of the second crade in all schools (Russ yaz.,v nat t~'

"*schkole. 4, 65). In North Ossetiaail students transf°r to Russian

'5":medium instruction 1n the Fifth Grade (Nar.ohraz 12 l962 6 1964)
lg_?In some nutonomous Reoublics the transfer begins in the thira gradev
:Talthough the practlce in most. areas is to arrarge. the transfer Jda

‘lGrades 4-8 (SOV Ped. et7z).,__,]'.'~bign B '

-;schools where-transfer toegassian at some point 1s a- reoular feature

s R »»\. -y - »..I_ '-, ""ll . "?

The excluk valy Ru sian m°dium schools for non-Rus51ans and the lf

PN
e

v'j,tof the organisation tend to ‘be in the urban areas.- This is true of; the -
3?i Tatar ASSR (Russ yaz v nat schkole, 6 l963) and Daohestan (Sov eﬁaﬂeg iy
“f.6 1965, 98-9) Therefore th° students who are tau ht in Russian oroflt

, ’from the advantages of equlpment and teachino facilities which urban'

"3R*The Minister of nducation for North Ossetia, for instance, clagmad
“:that chilaren having instruction in Russian from th° first arade cﬁ -‘
‘Wﬁ;onwards receive a better genEral educatzon" (Nérad Obr. l965, 3§§
N -The main advantage derives from\the raluctance of teachars to 99 into '
'3the rural and national languaga schools +In l973 it was c%molained
that teachars tralned to teach Rus51an used everj'subterrqugto avold;
,going outszde the urban areas.;: o RFE

‘schools engoy whatever their languaae of- instruction may be. This o
A;jpurely urban advantaoe aopears to parents and administrators to have a

necessary assoczation with Russian and thls impress1on is fostered.
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(d) 'I‘he 'intecrutnd school'oor narall"el med:.um ﬁnstructlon N g T
: 1 CIn co‘..'ltrles where thc- main t Jst 6% %111ngua§. eduqzst.lon 1sY
exarted b;/mmoritles seekmg to sufeguard eir lqng;,u_ge aga:.nst '_
_ : the penetrat).pn of a maJor lancuage wm.%‘n J.s alr=ady ent h_ed, L

ﬂ_the dynamzcs of. bzl*ngual enugatlon 1s‘w'ef&ect ?n nationallti'
'IY,SChC)Q%_ In tl’b Soviet Un,lon whvre Eut%de the. E\usslan Rebtiblic '. _
s _' , a‘hd the Ukraine the natzona" languc.r'e.a are ma.* /"t&a.ned very sdgr( ncly .
ERE . by the vast magoxﬁty of the pe’)pl" the mazn thrus®ys towards t;he :
i g estaplishment of Russ:.en 45 ‘2 subj =rct and as the lon, fe of

e 0 instru‘c’tlon.' Lh this Case the nynanlsm of, *b:.l:.ncrual eo’fﬁ:atlon rs
S *‘*most character:.stic of the rao:.d expan'-'lom of Russ:.aﬁ ame@.um schools B
'?'and c"lasses for- non-Russian.,, and more,recentlymn the equnslonaof :
jintegrated schools uhere Russ:.on and oue (somstimes .as many as i‘aur

i
.o

7. 'w:.*"ﬁ}or five other languages)é, may be used to teach the diffgrent A o
S natzonal‘}.tzes. o ;’-’ e o T - e
' i S o 's'= B @ e NN o
N The rat:.onale wh.’LC‘j\iS‘ of;.e;qed ior the’ mte‘orated school is 4

Q ,%?complex.- In the f:.rst plac‘:e these schools"’oeér ‘the f—'xall markk ok
"..'I;'-'lgen“:.n 5 apprpva’l In@;913 cwtth refe ce to the@J‘Ews of odessa he @
e opposed separate schools, whather Russ:.an omnatlonality schools,
e isin the 1n€erests of the work:.ng,. crlass to unltémﬁzhildren of
’ h'_all nationalit:.es in integrated sché‘ols" {§och KV.LI, ld%&)c . ‘

-

- s ..:
L Following this 1*é§§ paralle" modmm school;s uere popular :.hé:he \@
1920 s. - In the Ukramef‘7v 'of t‘-xe Chlldf"’ﬂ attended such sc}zyols S
and" 1n Kharkov;,.province the rigures were as high, as%llg%,g&(Stat *Ukr.,k-
o

_ ..’:1928) ’I‘hese scgh@s wer _____ and st1ll areg,regarded' as the crad}lgs Jo
Cael intgrnational understandingﬁﬁ Secondary ’schoo}, i ST 1R
‘ .'reported in 1966 as ha"vmg pr‘ovided porallelgnatvn.an" @1d Russlag
,_~classes for oVer six years with ﬁ;e result that 'L@ore than 1, 0 Ll
'_'%Latvzan had learned to. l:.ve as one fam::.ly“ This e‘%timat{a of the é
""achie\gément is con’flrmed by the exper:.ence of forelgig observer“
" one of these, _vis:.t:.no Central Asia‘_-!q,ﬁpé?;;?,agreec that, the" “mu-,tz- .,_‘f’f
-nat1onal co-education/intedrated school apart from its ‘przmdry a:.ﬂ!
 of Russificatioa an& ablizhen:.a, id pgactzce means that fro% ginezr'
: ;:earliost years young Slavs, ngakhs, Kirgiz, Tadzhiks and- many ° :
Asi%n nationalitzes, s, ;are- m:rkmo toget“ler and p.?:aying together. T
This" co-education may ‘co far to de;,stroy the racial and l:.ncuiﬁstlc ,
wlbarriers among Central “asian nationalztiss ,aqh:.ch were formerly S e
- endemic hare" (C°ntral Asian Rev.;. 1965 13) e T 4

: Other reasono»than the promo\t}on of 1nternatlonal unc.arstanding
are held to justify the e.,tanllshment of integrateo schcols Some
-‘schools currj instrt..ctmn in thre'= or more lanmuacres ané% in t’nose o
;-cases, where the numbers 1n any one ethnl.c or linculstic ‘.,rack. are -

’ too small to moke separate schools poss:.bl° and where .the parents are

¢
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. disinclined to opt for the lingua franca there is.no. optionfbut to
. ~organise parallel classés, This is oae of the‘maif'reasons for the _
. establishment of such °chcols in Lithucnia where, in 1964 the Pinister
of mducatio stated that in "everj Lithuanian and Polish school —
| ;'i tbe children are taught in one of thr _languageo ~ Polish, Russ1an g
n ada Lithuanian" (IZVestia, Feb. 1964) Children in somn Bashkir sch0ols.
o .are. taught in one'of six languages - Russlan Tatar, Bashkir, Chuva h ..
= Hari and Udmurt.: Hownver, althouch it ‘may be administrativeooifficulties
which Take the e tablishment of integrated schools n°cessary it is not
denied that the esult is to promote the Russian lancuage, and that this
';. is” one: o: the a} s. At was reported in 1965 thit though the children
may not be taught in Russian yet since. the lanGuage of play lS Russtan

and Russian 1s also. the. language of the schoqgnadministration &nd of .
extra curricular activities the inte rgted,school is.a. pseful 1nstfﬁm°nt
‘ in the aovancement of Russian related bilingualism. (Narod. Obrez, 1965)
l‘;} ‘ ) ) ...".-“ o . _,,/// P .q_ . . B . ,‘ _! R
&y  H The Baltlc Republics, especially Latvia ‘are . the areas- where integrate

# schools have flou*;shed most successrully.' They were started there in
1946 when aoproximately 30 ,GCO school places were provided By 1965— N
the number had,been more than trébled, repres=ntung over-a third of the

_ff, total school population.h The number ,of integrated schools in the °_
uepublic during the same school yaar was 240 . (Pravda, 1966, 5, 4)
.-However there was considerable difference in the treatment ‘of Russian .
and Lettish &8 second languaces in these schools in the. Lettish medium .

éia'l'classes Russian was taucht for 1, 685 hours annually ‘while Lettish in

' .,- Russian m°dium classes was taught for less than half that time, 830 hQurs

an jll X In- spite,gf~th=se differences over 80% of the Letts surveyd
& 'Aglﬁogorov, 1970)eapproVed of’integrateg schools in preference

CYPes of.bilingual,schools.. Among the non-Letts surveyed the

percentage who approved was evenﬂpigher, h4 . 5%, cnly 3 8% expressed
their disapproval of the integrated school :

SR L]

&""

ﬁ« - . : . .o

In the thirties in T‘urkestan 1?°2f the qupils attended’ intecrated_
' schools ‘but b? 1965 the pe&centage had dropped to . 7% (KuTturnaya N
: Strana 1954, 186) . - The number of - parallelﬁhzerbajdzhan and Russiam’, =~
%éiz-gchools,increased frpm 158 in 1940 to 183 im- l953, 231 in 1959 and to;f -
o . over three hundfed at present (Azer v. tgifrakh 1970) ~»In .Uzbekistsn.
H:;ﬁg the proportion of puo?ls in such schools was. nearly 20% in 1963 -_' K
k4 (Voprosyggiioloaii 6,11) .. In the Tashkent Cblast 50% of the chilnrent
: attended 1ntegrated §Ehools, while in Kirgizia th°re were over three
5% ghndred such schools in’ 1964 fKommupist, 1964 12, 19). Ka7akhstan in
1962 had, nearly g,ooc schools with classes Whlch were taucht 1n Russian g
: and -one ar . more of khe national languagea The boardlng schools were n-’::ﬁ
o ver often 51mr1ar to 1ntegrated schools (Pravda, 1962 2§ %) In tne q T
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schools,of Lhe Nenetz National District of the Northern Territories
parallel primary crades hd"‘ been establiahed 1n'ochool° with a
mixed national com"051tion. In classes Wlth Venetv or Komi children
teachino is conuucted in the languaoes of these natlonalities .rrom
the third grade on- children of ‘all natlonalities are no loncer educatL
S 1n parallel clssses but together.".(warod obraz l§37 6)

) Extent of orovrsion for national lanouaoes 1n education

5

At present 57 languages are. used at different grade lejels of » ﬁ
education ‘in the Soviet Union.; The number of notionality schools .f-'
:.1n the. Russ1an Repuolic in 1955 -6 was 11, 8 thousand and these Wwere
attenoed by approximately % of the rdon-Russian oooulation of the
Republic In-the: Russian Republic in 1972, of -the 42 1nd1gen0ts ethnic
groups 16 éid .not.- have schools which used the natlonality lancuage at - _
any stage. TheSe incluoed Kabardin,‘Balkar and Kalmyk, smaller groups'-
like _adyged’ and Cherkess, and very small ones like Mansi, Eskimo etc. :
Of the rest, only the Bashkirs'cnd latars had schools where the national
' language was used from elemantary through all secondary grades SOme,.,j
lik= Yakut schools used the language throuoh Grade 8 or Graoe 7 (Tuvin)'
or Grade '6 dBuryat) g Tha remaining natlonalitiesﬁ where’ they dia make
 udse. of” their national language in - education conflned them. to the. 3'5H'

‘ elementary craoes,’and some only to the first grade. Two- groups W 1ch
. are not indigenous to ‘the Ru551an Reoublic, Armenian and Kazakh, ‘have’
,”gyu wtheir own schools where the national language is. used throuch Gxade 1
B The situation has oeteriorated since. 1958 mainly in the sense Ehat ‘
’cransfer to Russian medium instruction occurs °arlier 1n all schools

except those of the Bashkirs, Tatars, Armenians and Kazakhs, where
there is no transfer at’ any point, and in“the: Yakut schcols where the’
-use of Yakut in 1972 occurs 3 grade later than in 1958. In all othPr
national schools the use of" the nationalitv language in’ 1972 ceased

two or “three "rades earlier than in 1958 (Sovetkln, l958 and Danilov 197’

5
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: During the early years of tho Soviet?regime the national languages>
had a very. prominent place in -education. . In 1927 over 93% of the
'~Ukrainian sy eaking children. received their elementary education in that
language, 83% received their secondary education in Ukrainian, accountingA
for 73% of the total child: pooulation -of. the Ukraine (Bilinsky, 1968, i
o 418) bince 1959 the numoer of schcols using Ukrainian has declinod‘from-
 84% to 2% in 1968 (Dravda ke 1968, 3. 1z, ,30), but ot all these schools
- made use of Ukrainian for more than two or three arades. The decline has'ﬁ
been greator in uroan schcols.v In 1965 there were only 56 schools in- .
» Af L'vov in. which' bkrainian was used for some part of the course and’ these
‘ﬁ constituted cnly 65 of the to»al In. kiev although speakers of
' 7Ukroinian reprefented 60% . of the total pooulation the schools in: which
A Ukrainian was. used provided for only 41% of . the child pooulation L In
' _ABelorusSia’in 1927 the Situation was very similar to thut of the bkraine -
.. 90% were taucht in their national language. ' In’ Georgia and Armenia 98%
o 'and 98.5% respectively were taught in ‘their native tongue. Among the :
‘;QAzerbaydzhanis (93, 8%), Tatats (77%), Tadahiks (54%) the percentages
' tended tq be lower but higher than -they are at present if we_take: into
account . the fact that the schools which employ the national languace
.rfor some .grades at presént transfar to. Russian very much earlier than
“they did. The decline is apparent also in the number of national
‘ylanguages that may. ‘be used in a: Union Repuolic : Thus, in the Uzbek 'SSR -
‘ Russian, Tadzhik, Kazakh, Tatar, Korean, Armenian,,Yiddish and several
other languages w°re used as well as Uzbek in 1935 _ In 1960-1 only _
anzbek, Russian Tadzhik Kirgiz, Turkmen and Karaka;pak were used and
i this is th° present position.' o o ,
FfﬂaschoolstforfNon;Russian Minoritiesii_f Qu;jirf ‘VJ‘A e o
@ - . s _ s . 5 g.'
o Some of the nationality languages are not indigenous to a particular
<hrUnion Republic and they may " be‘ spoken b/ groups of immigrant oopulations'é'

“>of varying sizes, e have referred to some of these already, for ins,anqg
o Armenians and Kazaxhs in ‘the Russian Republic The following lancuaaes,: 2
whatev°r proportion of«their speakers may. ‘be dispersed outSide their }.:g¥
_-'eponymous Republics are. taught and used only within thqse Republics -,:;th
h' 3Estonian,‘Latvian, Lithuanian and Belorussian In somg cases, like
v ;those of the Autonomous Repubrics they may oe minbrity languages when
. considered against the total population of the Union Regublic but within
_their own limited ‘areas or- Autonomous Republics thE) tendqzo be the maJor :[
-'language. Where this is the case the use pf the. languace is. confined
to! the Autonomous Republfc of which it iu the baSic language. Russian is_t
only lanauace where tha immiarant Russian minority hus its own 1 age Lﬁh
7.fschools in °v°ry Republic., of equal Sign*ficance are the numbefggzi : v
' nationalities with very consideruole ni°o=rsed populations constiruting
minorities\who have no SChOOlo in which‘thn lanouage of the disuersed




'}ui‘hinoritg_isieither.taucht'or used; For instance according to the L
'!i 1976 Census there.were §78 tnousand Tatars in -the U?bek SLR, 284 -
' 'thonsand in'Kazakhsten, o thousana 1n Kir0121a and 71 ‘thousand’ in .
Tadzhikstan but they . ceased ta have’ mluority schools before 1959. 7‘ffr“
" "The same is ‘true of Wzbeks (sc thcusand) Kiroxz (21° thousand) ‘dnd
o Azerbaydzhanis (96 thousand) and Turkmens (23 thousand) 1n the Russianj
< REPuDllC. The. position vias- summea up, with barely disrui ed'cri'ical .
overtones by. &hanazarov (Voprovy rezvitiya, 34C 1960) '“Dur;ng'the

period of cevelopino ooc1alist construction in 1938-9 Uzbekistan
provided schools. where 1nstructi6n was offered in 22 languages
Theaprovision even made it posszble for a ‘single Pclish- family toﬂhvﬂ
its child Lought in the mother toncue. The change of policy has
recently led to parents sending ‘their children - not to” minorityf chogl
but ‘to Russian medium schools which may also be ninority sphcols" .
vIn Uzbekistan at oresent there are schools for only 7 lanouege
mlnorities and these are 1im1ted te Central asian lanouages 1n addition
to Russlan., At the same time 50% of the children in schools for°€he _j

- Russian minorities consist of Ukrc_inian, Belorussian, Jew:.sh, Arrnenian
-Moro.vin, ;(azakh and;other minorities. _ ' ' ' '

, greater sasr in choice of school

t._,, .
o . 4

B '

_ngmege in. which ur‘ba.n Lold svians - and: Rissians wish thniz- chilr’ren to be_t‘aghidin_scroo
C (According to ethnic env:.roment)
o A Nat ionality make Aip . '

: "~ of collectives'in . -

: whinn "old-»viar work ",

rinanly Lold.
’b Mold.

B :Ha.t:.ona.lity make up. .
o off fa:ulies , :
T la Russian wonen L
R -ninld.hlsb_.nds '
. Rnssz.._n.. ERLI

'b-) Russian. men.
R -I-!old.uives
-Ihzss.wivcs

o c) Hold women
- ‘hi.,s.hu°banls

ER ~Mold, Jusbanis
.- de 'I‘.olcia.vi...n men -

: «Russvrives - ‘
=Mold wives . .
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AFES _ﬁ It does not always follow that verbal SLJI6551OO of a favouraole
dttitude tao Russian- medium- schools coincides with the actual choice. .
- of such a school by parents. . For 1nstance Arutiunian  (1969) found v
lV'that amono VllluGe 1atars though 60% of the pargats favc ured such a
school only 25h of them chose it for- their children. - Furthermore the
_attituoe to" Russian or n*tive languuge scheol - is assoc1ated with
"attituoe to other ethnic indices, as Terent'ev= claims N “There is a.

;definite relationsh-p between the. relat1ve number of schools with

l;instruction 1n the lanouage of the‘indigencus nationality and all _
- other" indices oefining the oireCtion of the ethnic cesses"f(1972 46;.
quhe choice of school .and other ethnic processes are: 1nfluenced very
';considerably by- attitudes of parents, the ethnic composition of the
Vlfarea and ‘es eciallv the' degree of ethaic’ hetergenelty. Schools nay
’;.{ibe situatedfin areas inhabited by sev°ral ethnic/lincuistic groups
S and here it would be possible ‘to establish separate ethnic/lanouage
“ Jschools.. However neither eXClusively Russian nor exclusively sinole
- ethnic schools are favcured either by. the’ adm1nistration or, par°nts'7
iin such areas, if they have a choice of: “mult1 natlonal schools"
’EWhere many oroups attend the- sdme school there 18" a great likelihood
ﬂfthat the” lanouage of 1nstruction is- Russxan, thouoh ‘there are many ‘
‘”finstances of multi-lincual instructjon. The attitudes of the ad- :"f _
”~'min1stration favours multi-ethnic as opposed to separate schools,_“h_w"
'Abeing influenced by Lenin s 1nsistence “that we must strive for a’
'b‘;merging of" children of cll nctlonalities into one school in a oiven"ﬁ
. area .;.Awe must deoisively oppo§e any movement to divide the school
in. terms of nationalities" (Lenin, 1923). It 1s for this reason that
;'ythough the 917. Azeroayani children attendino a school in Daohestan
‘fcould very easily De organize , Ebparate\single-ethnic school.
;thEy ore nevertheless part of’a sc‘o&fﬁof l 40 - students compr1s1ng
‘],8 other nationalities. . el - ' L

,

Such bilingual schools, therefore, ar not forced upon admin- .
5.,istretors or parents s1mply because of the deoree of local heteiogeneitr?
: .‘they are preferred even when an. alternctive organi7ation is. available,."
V;:”since they safeouard the, native tongue (which is. the teaching lanouaoe
mi'for students who oot for it) as Well as offering an” ooportunity to-F :
_c'acquire Russian and ‘tobe: taucht 1n it if that is the choice.- Attitudeﬂﬁ
‘ilfto bilingual teaching is very favourable but not uniformly so.¢ Of the _:
”:ﬂdszerent occupational oroups in Latvia (&holmaoorov on.cit Table 5. 2){{
'ff“the best - favourable were Physicrons (66,29 ) and Government WorkerS" ;
;(76 20) and the most favourable Encineers and Technicians (100 ) and
- Teachers (91%). is impossiole to obtain any in ormation ubout
g hether those who are least favourabl= would prefer oepurate seLtish
'“mfmediun schools, or schools thre the medium of instructlon 1s the _
":;SGCond langua"e,- Russian. cn(the one»hano:Governmentnworkers ang.

-t
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Ph"sicians is their preference for Russian (in spite of low attainment)
f'because they ore the hirhest among all occupaticnal groups in avturinc_"
o friendly relations with RusSians in the localities , (Rholmocarov) o

1Generally soeaking howeVer the decree cf faveur with which bilinqual

f}r“schools in: Latvia are favoured is hich and characteriaes all
7.nationalities in that Republic-- Letts L el. 2° apnroval, other
nationalities 84. SA.- bppoSition ‘was limited‘to 3. 8% amoha Letts ahd :
S v (’ .

:[9)~Trafnino teachers for nationalityA_phcols. .

' We have referred to: the fact that nost of the nationality schools, S
j;are in the rural- areas and sufrer £rom the diSinclination of teachers o
‘:*to work. there. dut the cuestion is not: simoly a matter of a .

'j sufficient number of teachers but of teachers who know the language ;;:?;-
of the nationality, have been trained to teach it and to use it in
:teaching other subjects._ This is exemplified in the case of nbkhoz._

‘uIn 1945 it was decreed that. elementary schools in which Abkhaz was '

© . used sknuld be closed In 1953 it was announced, (Zarya Vbstoka, ;

“f20 0. 53) that this decision had been reversed and that Abkhaz cculd

_ ffbe used in elementary schools, with eith°r Russian ‘or Georgian after
- nthe first four - years.. Howev er, this reversal of policy had littLe _

'ieffect bﬂcause few teachers could‘be recruited who were: comoetent f'

ﬁito teach and use the language.;, (Bennigsen 1961, 51) . The Col}egium
of USSR Ministry of Education examined the question of training of '

“f"teachars 1o Nationality Schools and found that only 70% have higher

_Steducution,’and ‘that” the" numbers enrolled -were not suffiCient ‘to meet
fthe denands (Uch.Caz 31.7.73).. 1In 1976 it . was’ reported that R

; ig'nationalities divisions i had ‘Been setwup in ‘the. Universities of Ff;
”a‘Kurbyshev, Saratov, Vinsk and An many others in the ‘Eurcpean and Asian

.

_»parts of the countryk The numoei of: national}ties represented in these,f

fu'diviSions' ‘which. are deSigned to train teachers for 'nationality

. ~schools’ us1ng the nationalitv language/as a medium of instructioh

»f”has increased greatly to include studeats irom the Transcaucasianv ‘
_f-kffand Baltic republics as well as- from Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kir91213,7‘V—
ﬂ*ﬁi;Tadzhikstan and . Turkmenia (Uch Gaz. 5 7.96). - s '

R . _ ' \._ ;
AR The*same is true of the. nationalitiea of the Far North " It was
'-:ireporte&,in 1949 . that 60 'of the teachers in those schools ‘were

.recruited from outs1de the area and spﬂcial bonus=s were. oaid to

“ attract teachers (Nar ooraz. 1966, Seot) In the. schools of the - - . g’f
‘vaenni there were very few more teachPrs who °poke the lancuage as - v;:
L v S A S Lo ‘v T

N . C E e B X .
v ST N - o i . Loe S S .
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j 3§¥lTbiliSi has seoarate seccions for ‘the baSic lanﬁuaoe o”

‘e

their mothcr tongue in. 1947 than the’lz who were there in 1935
Because of this shortgace of. oualifiad teachers The Institute of the,a.
APeoples of the NWorth was estaolished on the foundations of the
‘f«Lenincrad Institute of Geugrarhy The Institute became incor oroteo
'into the Harzen Institute which has been the prototype for other _?9(
. _institutes concernad Wlth training teachers of nationality lanouages
A\;:jv'dy 196u th° Institute was aole tofracruit a’ hundred students annually,i
- Tfive ‘from each of the main norther;,ethnic grougs These are tenth ,
- grade Qtudents, and at the Institute they follow a’ three year academic
';course and subsequently a three year d&ofessional teacher s couf?e to i
_ ... which" a fourth year is added to preoare them for the specific problems
o T of oilinoual education in the Far North up to the 8th Crade. In 1967:'-
‘..f the situation had shown a mnasure of improvement cne tenth of the .
. k‘teachers working in schools of the Chukot National District were.g
~Chukchi oL, Eskimo, cvenk or.- some otﬁer Northern nationality.' In the A
J~'fNenetz hational District henetz and Komi\teachers comorised a quarter.i"
" of: the staffs of. the schools and of these up’ to. 80 'had hioher or e
(,seconqary soeCialisedsducation.; (Nar Cbraz.-1967 6). " In addition
i»}{to baing able to continue their education at the horren Pedagogical
'.Institute in Leninorad or at Krasnoiarsk, Magada or Kharovsk the j.'ffi:
A students may be trained as teachers in Nar'ian-ﬂar, Salekhard Igarka

: _" There 45’ similar orovision ror intending teachers of hgta‘;_ PO
’ nationality languages at. the Tashkent Institute, The Tb ifInstitutel
jyand the' Pedaoooical Institute o Erev=n uhich like th stituté'at ‘
. “the Republic
. and for Russian.u All these Institutes work in very close asspciation
..Wlth the3=cademy of. Pedaoogical Sciences in Moscow which in; 1949 ‘set up
A a Scientific Research Institute of the Nationality SchOols ; This has:
ﬂ;'¥"ficontributed craatly to “the. understandino of oroblems connected with
L bilingual education, the teaching oi RusSian as a stond lanouaoe_”;dk
EF”’and ‘the. use ‘of minority lanouaoes in schools.; At one time it had :
ffour branches in the various Autonomous Reoubbics of the RbeR, and

Aexperimental schools for children who soeak NordVin, Buryat, Chuvash
;and Kabardin. S j: S o ;,3;_" -
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6. What has the Soviet Union to offer’ SOme‘personal observations

'fA;' Introduction

v Ideally I Would hope that the descriptiv% account which has been ff
~aggiven in this study would encourage and enable American teachers and ,f
”*7administratcrs to draw their own conclusions'and make their own-' E l
&%*comparisons. The American bilingual—education s1tuation is so varied
' “"not: to say somewhat confused that teachers in different parts of the iR
aUnited States may quite legitimately come to different concluSions ‘
n::about how they compare with the system of education in the Soviet Unioa
l;j_There is more than(United States of America and eveﬁ afnative American‘
- . who has" Spent years Adn. studying its prqvision of bllingual education ao;
_i.Theodore Andersson has done; is aware,as a. study of: his publications _
b'_reveal how. difficul;‘it is® to generalize.“ Furthermore it is impossib-'
_ifito isolate any one aspect of Soviet bilingual education from ‘the. B ';
- fpolitical, ideological and social context which,affords it significancéj
'fﬁone cannot approve of this or that aspect of Soviet bilingual educatiorj
compared with our own, and disown the total system of Sov1et educationﬁf
-bszith which’ it is:ﬂentified or the social system that the system of :
.\J?education is created specifically to- serve. Even, more “than other, :
7*'countries the educational system is 'holistic"and is only a microcosm H
ffvﬂof the 'holistic' social system. Even if it were p0551b1e to: introducef
. 'felements of the System of: Soviet bilingual education into the American-ﬂ
L :scene the probability is that in. the short rather ‘than: the long ‘term T
| “the assimilation of one element would be: the 'relude to. the’ introducti ,
‘of associated What\I have’ said isfnotl_@

iof associated features of the: Soviet system ;
atmeant to discourage the comparative study of Soviet and American {] s
’"’ibilingual education ..On the contrary that study is neces3ary but itrﬁpf
-ﬁ'involves more than is involved in attempting to benefit £rom the ex—f' |

tgperience of Canada or Western European bllingual countries such s,
.7f13elgium, Ireland and Wales. A system of e ucation does not exist 1nl”
f;a vacuum - it reflects and ma1nta1ns the ' frent distribution of :
‘;:vpower between professions,.social classeslab',ethnic groups.?,fﬁ

\

e ‘ - "\‘,-"'v ".

G For the reasons already suggested earlier.‘ﬁythis study the ifu R
t ansﬁers given by Soviet educationists to’ SOme ofﬂthe bas1c questions”;"
_‘;”concerning the education of a multilingual society may not and in -
gf;my ‘view do not find acceptance in. the United Stétes.. The first '
"{pquestion is "How far is the maintenance of an ethnic language




e~y

justified foranything out local oral.and intragroup communication” :
The Soviet Union takes a, philosophically utilitarian' view of the ﬁ{fi
matter._ If the demographic decline ‘ofa particular language or its gf;
. disuse for a particular purpose en&tances the overall advantage of
:;jf the’ whole State, the ggsise of. that language is. not only justified
‘but.. welcomed and promoted Thus, although during its early years
: the regime prov1ded alphabets for many - very small hitherto unalphabet—f
icised languages, it was‘realized that ther advantage of" other moxe-;:ﬁf
viable languages like Russian as well as the welfare of the Soviet .
Union itself was. aot promoted by doing so and the newly provided e
."alphabets were used less and less frequently., Mother tongue literacy~
'_fﬁ-iaksuch languages does not now oroceed beyond grade 2 ;

..:
‘.

“,.jw':- The alternative to this pclitical philosophy is to regard all
‘i5imembers of a society. individuals or groups(together with their |
._f:?languages)as possessing equal and inalienable rights which are not
_‘1_”to be abrOgated even if the sacrifice promotes the well being of all
"*f the others. This, vaguely conceived and even ﬂbre vaguely acknowledcsﬂ
V’is the philosophy which guides the proponents ‘of ’ethnic' 'cultural‘.;
.?1or 'linguistic pluralism in the United States. That Et is a reversa "
~Jof the policy of assimilation previously pursued which was onen to ';.'
‘ﬁujthe Justifiable criterion which’ has been levelled against‘it
: beowever,the natural rightsvpolicy may not be acceptable in practice, .
”*uihowever cogent the theory may: be. Strong philosophical and practical'*
.:arguments exist in favour of’ ignoring the demands”for ; : :
:v;;education “Eor s ;
';f7jfreceding langu
" the- contrary :
"};:are fundamenta

(% B

fingual" '
small communities speaking obs,o,fscént{ r o
vs is the policy of the Soviet Union, whereas LR

. the roots of poliﬂCal philosophy.:;;

S e

E-ig% 59The second Qhestion the Soviet'Unioﬁw(as well as’ the Uhited
‘1ffystates) faces is 'how to justify the maintenance of the language S
;?ff; of.& large ﬁthnic group or nation (e g.»Armenians inéthe USSR,.Poles lé
q'_;;or Italianséin the. United States) if the language, though spoken, -.:,
. by over a million Armenians,with a strong territcrial base whsre e "
‘ 1~the~ma}ority«ts—dispersed claim it- as. ‘the. medium of education for f'”
;;fjsmall Armenian groups in other Republics.. The position is even. more
'ycomplex in the United States where only the Alaskan, the Amerindians
'{;:and ‘the Mexican Americans of the South West may be said to possess
Jnﬂﬂcompact historiéal territorial bases. ﬁll larae ethnic groups in thci{
itUnited States’ are dispersed and for that reason though some of the
.;languagEs,like Spanish,throughout the United States*are spoken:by
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‘ millions, and though gapups of speakers in large urban areas, like

the Pples~of Chicago, constitute what would be large cities of native fffu.
speakers in their homeland -he question has still to be- asked “What 1*[“_uf

’ crﬁteria should decideuthe creation of ‘a. bilingual programme where the e

numbers are relatively few anad nation—Wide communication between the Hf;";

5-members of such ethnic groups may be infrequent.c In- such cases bilingual

education is primarily meant to maintain 1ocal intez—group communication.w
The Soviet Union resoIVes the problem by allowing parent choiCe but . ;
using evéry means which state propaganda allows to. guide parents to the"'

:;choice of Russian medium schools where the native tongue is taught as a
"subject. or providing schools where the medium of. instruction is the _.yT“

: or stated policy is pluralist' limited by practical considerationﬂ

provideévfor extremely small numbers‘- a minimum of 20.

Eeof either/langhage ‘or of the languagé of the-Union Republic he happe_
f:tp be inhabiﬁnng,or of Russian. _"“Language dominance" is’ irrelevant in.

official languag:‘of the: host ' ‘Union Republic, or,. where numbers allow,
creating multi-tr%cked integrated schools._ “In the Soviet Union theory K

- In- the United States theory ‘or: policy is 'unitary the exception being Ve

- A third question important to the Soviet Union ‘andlthe United State
is whether a claim to be: educated in- one s mother tongue can be o

jhstified as 'of right'; or as a- pedagogic convenience or: expedient.
Inqthe Soviet Union group rights' ‘or: 'national rights are enshrined
1n the constitution,.so that ‘a Tadzhik ‘can” claim to be taught in

Tadzhik wherever he may- liVe irrespective of the level of*his’ comman
native.

. Rﬁssian.g”Nevertheless it ‘s'a right which can ‘be claimed No citizen

'?fparental»choice Again, this right is severely Circumscribed by practicat

considerationS'and is apt to ‘be eroded by propaganda in favour of

o dt the United Statee can claim to. be educated in a oarticular language
'“@simp&y on: the grounds thatklanguage is his mother tongue. He has to

J

prove that hf% knowledge Of" anothen language, English is so: limited that
ﬁe cannd;w@t a pﬁraicular point in his career at school profit from his _
*‘ There_are no group rights- the rights that govern bi%incual

l_rights qf equality‘of educational opportunity for

}oviet citizen is immensely greater than those availablr
¥ a minority group in the United States.;,In the first '
“"fhole sgstem of education is: geared to provide a bilingu



Autonomous Republics, or Oblasts (each of these categories,bf a{fﬂ AL
tenritories bein"the territorial bases of non-Ru Sian peooles, like : fﬁj

{ small minorities.z Where Russians (corresponding to theaAnerican Anglds)
»,have emigrated 1o other Union Republics the'ltoo will be obliged to l:' y
: receiye a bilingual education. LI Cel

language of the Republic (i &, Georgiaw is al$o taught ox’ in the :
language of a non Russian minority,'e g. Armenians in‘Georgia may be .
educated in Armenian while Georgianpand Russian a%sy 150, taugh On ,
the other hand not only is bilingual education not statutory in thef77~:ﬁ;
\United States paxental choice of langugge of instruction is restricted :“
by the concept oﬁi'language doninance’ 4 The United States is not only

unable to providé‘

g free selection o_ variants_of universal bilingual L
education, but in’ fact’makes it difficult fo Ch minority o choose an'~;

: English language education if the child is 'Minority language dominant"’

: My undentanding is that«the Concept of ‘languaga dominance' constftutes

‘4 ra: .p§§ental freedom>o£lchoice of meéiumvof instruction.f}a

’ as well as: professionals. The.goal of 'national' i e.. Soviet unity is
the detef?nnant of bilingual education policy in that country, where g.f?"
bilingual education tt,is~ ynonymous with.solving the ‘nationalities vfﬁ -
problem' How;ver ethn__‘ » ., _.

f its content"" m _v;_“_fft"jff i 'ﬁf'* .l It anpears |

bilingual ,' ion are onaysign of that radical criticism of the ’iffg-
- principle of unity. On the other«hand if the goal of unity 'emains o

.
&
L




‘,
2

:':.lntact are the means which are’ now be '“'osed to maintain it 11k91
tpS
;to proVe effective, -

nity.' The concept
| ‘ '_Y}Zbetter approach
u‘to unity is pluralism' not in traditionam terms where -3 large ‘number
hof interests, religious economic, cultural political and linguistic, ";
B competed, and where oy one indiVidual would inevitably belono to severz:
' grdd sﬂﬁbut in terms o} segmented ethnic interests;,,
'__' economic and other_interests subserv:qg the
ngh 'pluroliswﬂ represented by ethnic and ot
) sﬁfes -‘an even more fundanental cleavage within
'society than do"c'asses' in the Olo Wérld, since membership of an
'Qwethnic group is ascrfbed inherited and in xible’whereas cla§s membersh-

is flexible and a matter of personal achievement 6r failure. How ﬁar

tgrrfacilitate the

'can bilingual education ‘as it is proposed in the u. S.,adcommodate 3 'T?-
creative form of@pluralism or avoid a segmented society. - 'f - B
: o e oyl

.JIC)' Develo mental differences betweenuSoviet'and*American;::g Co e
‘ bilingual education L o ’ - S T 4‘;'
L

(i) - Russian and Enqlish as Second Lanquages -Hﬁﬂ‘

L Cverall the Soviet Union is in the category of developed and
._,industrialised countries, but within the Union the leveL\of development
' varies/regionally as it, does in. the United States. However ‘the reoions
of the Soviet Union correspond to the territoriaﬁ bodhaaries of differen*,
nationalities. Consequently between thé more developed and mestern ?g.‘;
ynion Republics and the less developed Central Asiaoand far eastern o
national teriitories there is a significant migration, with consequent
” new urban arsas and'considerable eitension of,older cities._ Thus. .

» linguistic hetercgeneity is a characteristic feature of Central A51an .
_o old and dew cit“es.: However unlike the United States where the cities v;g
+ ‘are egua'ly ﬂ% 2} more linguistically heterogenous the Soviétfurban 7.fd“

cénéres apart from those the western areas"do not possess traditiona
1mmigran§ commun;ties ligépthe:Poles of'Chicago{ or the Chinese of San
Francisco.' They are diffused immigrant communities, noniof‘them very
numerous and?for that reason tﬁey are less likely to maiptain theirf][" _
sever national langques‘} For ‘3 conmon language they have a choice ofﬁ*v
Russizh, of the 'orficial lgnguage of the: Union Republicgigire they ,
are %“ﬁ“ _yinég;\mhe majority choose Russiann‘but since i not a ; ,fﬁj'
4 languagaﬁépokdggby any considerable numbers dn’ their new localities it
is to all intents and purposes 3 foreign rather than g second language
The pressura to teach Rusoian is far greaxer than ‘is theapressure to
=~ teach- English 5% a secondélangumge because Russifn has penetrated’the

. P
LR ' . e L. . _. [ ,,_;_.. .o R
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‘_ ) o ' gv ' '.v » Tt Kl T Un., B
) social env1ronment of the non Russian areas slightlyiand recently. 1

(ii) Authoritarianism versus libertarianism “in bilinqual education ;;_

o T, -

_ ‘$Because of its expahsioni t or imperialist political policy the*»-*

Soviet Union needs an authoritarian,‘highly centralised system of o
government .These cherdcteristics are to be found in- .all spheres of

w“Soviet act!bmty - poﬂitical ec?nomic, demographic, cultural and " ,
educational , Ecucational policy. is formulated &t the centre by the —
Communist Hi rarchy, and ‘thcugh responsibility £or implementation,rests
with/the respectivggﬁinietrieswof the Union—Republics they have little

' oggdrtu%%ty even . to" mo £y the policies already determined The ";
Academies of. Research andl”ducational 1nst1tutions of the Union Republic=
aremgegarded as 'branches‘ ﬁthe Moscow based parengs The allocation

. of funds, the preparaticn of prototypes of" teaching materials (which
may be adaptedgb‘f ocal institutions o meSs - ‘nationality language".

Nﬁeeds, as well as the determination of research priorities are thg
responsibility'of central organisations.a_”3$_;3' ‘

NS

R Nothing could be more unlike the ‘libertarian“policies pursued ,iﬁm
,Iwithin the United States, ‘Where these ‘are: lcrge numbers of . different N
"central agencies wfth oveglapping 1f not competing interests in i
f_education,_an array of pending agencies - public and;pr1Vate - and a
{considerable degree of autonomy granted to individuaﬁ States,,and to .
'School Districts and Board%ﬁ Apart from Congressional legislation “f\*”“'
'which is”limited by the. autonamy\of the institutionsto which we have
,referred initidtive to promote bilingual education rests with each
"locality uhless it is adJudged legally to contravene the civ11 rights : ]
of’ parents. Tﬁis strategy of appealing “to the: judiciary (though A»_}:'}f
:forced upon minozities because of: the innate conservatisn}of the States é
and School Boaxds) militates against the creation of*a system of o '1,
bilingual educotion.f Each case. isjadgudged according to its -own set RO
of c1;cumstances, it‘can be apﬁaal a; precedents are difficult@%o -}?ETV"
ﬂestanlish, and in -~ some cases 3udgeg have diSclaimed the1r competence
"to. 38 dicate on educational matqus, ‘and have strassed that . their’ (qg"
;concern is with ‘ind1v1dual'.civil rights. and have in addition hecged -{
;their adjudication\by.the acceptance of the. principle of practicelity,
especially where‘numbers ‘are concerned Finally once a judgement has
been handed?downf or’ agreed an: inflexibility is intrqﬁuced into the.
required prggramme, and’ thls inflex1bility is maintained by a f"f SR
sophfﬁticated system of - monitoring, which has given rise ‘or at least :

“3._)...; oy
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ﬁfﬁ’}bilmgual education is due to
Jj 's, which was' enun01ated .even
;befor y'the regime and is“enshrined in Lenin
‘Added. ﬁo is were the other

dec sions to avoid making Russian an official ate 1anguage, and to »}m
p vide compulsory public, and only public education. The whole of the»
/ viet Union came to possess universal free,.. public education dedi \
o} being socialist in content: and national in form - the two. paths.'

Within this overall uniformity of provislon flexibility,v

“disc ssioh of 'nationality policy,,b

far as
' languages are concerned, was guaranteed by the  fact the whol_i
T Soviet Union consists of 15 major, territorial units each roughly corres~-
ponding to- the home.of an ethnic group and ‘the base of an ethnic jiﬁ _
.N;,language. Within ‘such. larce territories exist smaller but equally comc

. nationalities. Furthermore although there is a varying degree of migr
into and out of these territorial/linguistic units, the level Of native
language maintenance 1s very high and because of favdurable birth ‘ratec
“likely to remain high in spite of. migration. The. guarantee of a good s
bilingual education in the Sov1et bnion rests, therefore on the followi

>.

First- There is no official otate language which is oblicatory by

Statute - although propagan a'd the - orestige of Russ1an and

‘the need fox a common langua By made it a,necessary

-

‘w}u;:%' {jh language in every schoolji

Second:i Politically (in theory) aIl nations are equal butnmore g 'f:ﬁ@;

.‘ 'l

. Thi a: The principle of 'mother tdﬁoue'“ or 'native language"has ﬁeen"

L l.' . T policy. .

14

?

' ;7,.3n' part of. Soviet theory from it% early day and is official
o RN r;} e

%mrollary ;

._?four : The Soviet Union recognis g&ou" rightsi'addﬁth
: that any citizen may demand { ‘iae ',"ught in his na f'onal

' language though he may be “livingg in 'an e.,\,(a ke ty ¢ t//li cw Pj
w Union hepublic. e _,: o :

[4
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’bFifth:”f'At the same time in principle parents are allowed freedomﬁto R )
e choose the child's language of 1nstructlon This policy was
: ‘ fadopted becahse it was felt that when 1t game ts the point
_parents woulc tend to choose Russian, while safeouarding their
national language because it was the territorial languaoe .1@.5

.
‘.

The 'territoriality of Sovzet languaoes solves many problems which o
" face bilingual teachers in the United states ’ o

é*._‘.

First- . The problem of 'ethnic teachers' does not arise except where a

rmigrant minbrity chooses 1ts native language as a medium of
jinstruction Even in such cases,’ if the migraht minority 1s .
of long standing they are able to'generate th81r own - 'ethnic'
teachers

-Second: ' The problem of biculturalism, or basically the maintenahce of
o ‘a native and minority culture does. not arise’ because s;udents Q
l‘are taught within their native cultural environment. One 3 ?_'-
| l,important question does arise with regard to tgs cu}tural - pg.
g ;'content of bi!ingual education’ in the’ deiet Union. Irrespectibu
. of the type of bilingual school the childgat ends, in wha@ever'
, . Union Republic he is exposed to a 'supra-natiofial. culture' ‘whick
_ - is: virtually synonynous With Sov1et 1deology eﬁpressed maihly
4n ‘the Russian language “The aim is to: greate a 'Sbvxet man"'m
‘,Even in a 'native 1anguage' medium school—bacuﬁturaliSmﬂcons§§t='
.cf inculcating 'national' values as well® as the id@als of the '
Soviet Union, and- Soviet culture which is a 'civder culture,
It is exp].icitly political and its mculcaticm i§ corrgspomdingl;‘
7 F..'.ipropagandist I find the bicﬁlturalism of America 1qﬁinitely
.."m*_ pre erable because/the English language culture possesses strona
| A?for many. people adgerse political associaﬁions it is. _
Ca s one which 811 'minority language' students in: the United States
H§an share with English speaking, -and English acculturated J
‘_'-..j; students in historically*English speaking countries Ci% many T
R .parts of the world. -The English speaking component of Ameridan

3
»

bicuLturalism has a unifying crqss-national role. The Russian
Speaking civ1cfculture:of the Sov1et Union is restricted to. a.

-+ SUrrdn o
particular imperialist social order Y S

. . -

'QfThree- The question of recognizing the different 'learning styles' N
- of different nationalities does not present a problem ~ the _
learninggbtyle is- characteristic of the territory in which the

children~are taught and from which the;teachers are recruited *
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It wouln be wrong to claim that the Soviet 1nterest in types‘of :
§ch0ols, the curriculum, methods,‘and materials ‘is. npt to educate the

indibinual students. It would be wrong sc to argue,but it would alSo bed;
the whole %uestion, which is what concept qﬁ ses fion‘and society Be
‘_'.schOols, curricula, methods and materials are intende to- realize.if__
_‘gs bilingual education is concerned 1n’the USSR the a%n 1s‘tooresolve j
wthe problem of~ the' nationalities‘:_and this is approached along two
'ﬂxlpaths - respect for the languages of the nationalities, so far’ as 1t is;
_xcnnsonant with the advancement of. Russian.. The changes in’ the alphabets T
:‘were motivated by political consideration and;led first to ‘the isolationyég

« . of many‘languages from languages of the same Eamily spo?en outside Xthe- ‘f3
- bnion, and ultimately to the use of Cyrillic to ensure closer relations* oy

' h influence of Russian. The social function of the nationalnlangpages were

'_<distributed in such a way ‘as . to add to the prestige of a&%’thf
., for Russian’ I

'zthe Soviet Union one is struck by the firmnessnwitb which the
: ;Complementary paths are pursued - respect for national languag

JC,‘

iz{supra-nationél, civic culture in which the members of all natio'“
J‘1Q@n partxczpate without forsaking their own parxicular heritage !
' linguistic pluralism are not. simply encouraged they cannot be‘ionor
‘"‘in view.of %he size ‘of. the componedt units and-their ethnic conservat:ns~
BuFithatopluralism is not segmented° each nation is a pillar, a N

. -
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_ g t‘he Spanfeh épeaki c latior ossik
’ in' ‘view of __the"'Canadi»ah expe;:i:ence and»external EU pean.;.'

-0 :
; 'J:y diﬁfused grdhps énttirel iSoIa,ted @fro ‘
ﬁs{y"a bilingua'l educef:ion policy ‘can; '
eakingQ comnmnities is' a],ready l‘ead‘;t.

0ver arching co—-operation'ggf a,llx the const. ue
of the’ _mited States shoulcf'

ene‘nts of the Two__xstems 'Céhpalred ; '_" B

o (i)/ '. ‘Schbols ; ST

. éD) Some %

ig 'I'here is one. systexnkof‘ education in ‘the Soviet nion. ‘.'jThat sys ém [
fgﬁ‘s a composite '?of °everal variants of 'bilingual in truction' o ""‘I‘he .‘\ -
R nPted States h~as several systems of education - public and private, L

‘ religious and secular etc,, ~varying from ‘State to State and according f
"% to. the" demands _' school district, - It is true: that there are b::oad°
5 guidelines which st be obéerved, gbut otherwise it Would be diff’icult
) W T g
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They are”'
unul:n7 of such programmec'

encapsulates._

‘ Programme

s‘might accrue in pedagogic terms. [

Cur?&culum deﬁig has beeq{cffticised as being amateurrsh by emlnent

and éducaéionists (Troike., No date - p 5)*
. ,. 1{9"’ .

.-,“v

_aid that"options are available *parents anxious that
il jenﬂshculd haye a bilingua"education. Nationally there is

. i immarsion. alter ate day, the same .
ilesson taughﬁ to the’whole claSs taken bj the ‘same’ teacher in each of

: the-
. i-.hsamea_esson.i These dtfferent approaches withiﬁ’the class may coincide
‘;:;4f bilinguaﬁ school organisations which use ‘graded, ungraded (or~~',
aCrossxgkade grouping) or, m@ltigraded systems., The classes may be =~
gﬁ%ﬁlinguﬂstically homogenogs or.multilingual And AE they are multi~ e
' ‘ling&%l a discrete teacher ‘(and h°r aide if avaiIable) may : employ -'!x'
;' lfnguistic grouping. The deployment of teachers in such schools: may
g2 vary~ "the teacher for each claSs may ‘be bilingual and be responsibl
ﬁ for all bilingual inst;uction; two clasges may be taught by tWo BT
Y iTroike. R.C, - BilinguaL@EducatiOn in the Uni‘%d States.' the ». ' 7.
S T < Pirst Dedades ' . , S
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different teacher,. one of them a-'SpeCialist"' itinerant. bilingual ,ﬂ?
teachers may be emplpyed-f there are. examples of 'team teaching where
monolingual and bilingual teachers plan a_complete programme for severa’u-

7'classes': ‘and there are numerous eAamples where a teacher is assisted i
by a bilingual aide._ All these and other organizational options and " )

‘ ~class. systems are available,.but in spite of the emphaSis on 'community
participation' even 2 large city like New York does not ofrer more than :

:‘very limited nunbe: of options - a school where any one of the systems i_

y listed above operates, a SpeCial centre catering for two or three schooli
in the same district, or a MI'L; -school . The limitatidh on. the -
parent's choice is due to the fact that bilingual education is periphero},
to the 'main stream' and in any locality outside the largest Cities Or"
any. district of such large cities for any ohe language group (sometimes
for ‘any" combination of’ several such groups only one programme is
available.) S

i -

C-(B) Training,of teachers ff

The training of teachers of bilingual children has been severely :
critiCised in the United States.; So. far as concerns Title viz-

1 programmes 'the quality oi}teacher and teacher-trainer-preoaration
programmes .. has. unfortunately been quite uneven®’. ‘(Troike: .op cit p.-,g
A publication of the N. f'E.~'Minority Students. A Research Appraisal' S

is more - categorical° "Although the number of studies is’ still very 3
. small it is Clear that school board members, superintendents -and o h _
‘ principals- have lagged s°riously in supplying educational leadershiﬁQinv_.
inter-racial settings.' Studies oF teacher attitudes strongly 5uggest '

. a generally negative orientation toward minority chi dren' (p 240).

'a_i The Public Two—Year Collegesy(to a small extent) andQPublic Four Year :

o "and- Graduate Colleges,-together.With Ihdependent Colleges, in New Jersef'.

-

- . for instance (Bil. Hicher anuc Resources ‘1978)- offer a comprehensive N
A covera of training for prospective teachers (see PP, 77 -82) .~ However, >’
' 13 ike@the bilingual programmes themselves the training of teachers for Y~

tho§e~programm°s ls peripheral to mainstream teacher training - teachers,%,

-~

qualify for "amﬁennorsement“ . ‘
'For instance anteacher in traiping in New Jersey who' already possesses-ﬂ
f a degree based upon a fou year programme in ‘an accreditedécollege and

: certification in anothn
Social Psychology and th Bilingual Child or Contemporary sociel proble"
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‘ f(with emphasis on. the bilingual/bicultural child), though both cour$es
‘f.are vgtal to the 1ntending teacher. Some. courses which are as importan.
,'fas the above need not in fact’ be taken. The prospective teacher in N
"training who has cof'leted a minimum of.3 full years of successful _
ii;experience as a t of bilingual/bicultural and/or English as a" seconc
fﬁlanguaoe, need not .omplhte the obligatory 24 number of semester hour
credits in the relevant areas., The training of te,ihers of’ bilingual
children in the Soviet Union is undettakeny generally'speaking in the. o
; _ Pedagogical Institutes or. Universities of their native Republic, and sincc
' the System. of education for which they are deétined is 'integrated"
namely the’ native language is caught and used there is conti” 't
schooling and teacher training.f RuSsian 1s taught to such t.achers as . a
first or second languggg/if they-propose +0 teach in Russian medium schooT;
they will receive their ttaining in. Russian. Teachers who are members
of minority groups in any particular Republic (e gf'Armenians in: Georgia)
generally receive their training in their titular
choose Russian as a,first. language. In other Wor
, teachers is a completely 1ntegrated system and a: ¢
' )and Secondary Bilingual rducation. R P

o

-

'3ublic,_unless they
'he training of
inuation of Primary -

Furthermore, it is- my iﬂpression that the teacher training course in.'
the SOViet Union is far more arduous, intensive and practical than in the .
United States. -In Univer51ty courses students. have a weekly programme-
of 36 hours of ‘study.- Of this total 4 hours is spent inoralpractice of
the Nationality Language, and 6 hours in. Russian as a’ first or 4. in ‘fvwf
: Russian as. a second language. Facilities for additional superv1sed study 'ﬂ
-p‘ are provided in language laboratories.l Students are taught in very small .
' groups and the regulations lay down a maximum of ten and n optimum of
‘‘devote’80% of' their _
allocated time in the academic study of language(s}_the remainder is
_‘jdevoted tb professional' courses - methodologiqal,'soc1olog1cal and
',ﬁglpsychological This is different from th ites ‘States and Britain
"where the theozj of educa%ien —\whether philosophical, SOC1010 '
psychological, or tne theory of language bulk inordina@ely lar
in Britain, ‘and from my limited experience bilingual égachers 1:th
-,United States know more about the ‘theory of bilingual teaching- han
“-pSoviet teachers, but are leéeﬂconfident in practice In ‘the USSR S
'teaching practice‘ begins in the fourth year when' students devoﬂ% 4'mon;p
~at the- beginning and a similar amount of time at the end of the year t

-;-7 ina practical study group.J Prospective teacher'

preparing lessons and teaching classes. They put.in a.similarvanountfo
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}@"':1.time at- the beginning and the end of their fifth year.' A prospective
a “H‘teacher in the. course” orahis training will hnve spent 2,000 hours 1n
~"vpractn.cal 1nstruction in his langﬂage(s) 200 in -the practice of .
”g’;fteaching and a simil»r amount of time on the theoretlcal aspects.-

: Refresher courses are common to the Sov1et teacher and teachers in
_ffthe United States, . but thére are 1mportant oifferences. They are. .
' Tl obligatory in*SovietKUnion, thougi} the . impression I am always given
is that teachers welcom° such’ courses.". They may be pursued during one_'ff
day a week over a:period of five.years, when the teacher returns to the ..
'11 {fPedagogical Institute or JnivarsitS\ Or ‘the - teacher may take a con-.‘w
e Solidated period of- one month every fivekyears to pursue courses at ,
'designated centres. Since the courses' are - obligatory the teachers _recex
"no credits but they are free to those who attend, It is possible for .
“‘the local SChool Inspector to excuse an outstanding teacher from — ”;’
'"i‘attendance at’ such courses. ' B R

':U(F)f Aobroach to the teaching of languag

i - The general Soviet theory of 1anguage teaching and- the relationshi*_
" of .the acquisition of the mother tongue .and the second language have be=;}
'described, and what remains to b% done at- this point. is to indicate a -~
,_personal view of how the Soviet aspects of language pedagogy differ from
tu'those of the United States. In the first ‘place though the work of Piage
’;-(popular in the United Stqtes and the basis of much of its language
’ teaching theory) as well a§ Qhomsky are held in high regard by’ teacner-
‘-trainers the epigenetic aporoach f-the former is held to be 'idealist'
gd therefore suspect, The purel nguistic analytical theory With
, w“ich Chomsky isaSsociated, transformational theory, is an important
' n\elenent in,; the t°aching of linouistics in the Soviet Union " The . . :
,rationalist metaphysi Chomsky, the postuLation of an’ innate linguis B
_ 'fsgructure is rejected Soviet’ linguistics 1is 'empir1c1st' in its approac :
f‘:and although bkinner s work is thought to be naive Sov1=t teachefs owe '
much- to the empiricist school which he represedts.f Contrary to earliers
'fj.‘developments towards 'Structuralism' in the United States, this approach
" is. not: favoured in the v1et Union._ A repetition of what has élready
been*descrioad in the sedtion oq. 'Implication of Soviet Theory for o
-_-Language Pedagogy' is unnecessary and American teachers are better able‘
" than I to- assess 1 W far American: teachers agpee ‘with: the Sov1et ‘4
Vlinsistence on the students' consc1ousness of linguistic rules, the
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' e the language text book,_ is-more traditional, generally Speaking le%s ._ja"

e
Sy
.e‘;v “ <)

xy5severely strLctur;g‘programmesof language 1nstruction, the emphasis on
:ﬁthe interh ntion cf” the teachar (not only :as motivator but as" instructo~
"the use of the mother tongue and translation in learninc the second '
.Qlanguage, the relatively muted appraisal of comparative analysis of
_vlanguages comparedawith the value of’error analysis. My own: limited
experience of American teaching is that the, differencesbetWeen American
:teachers are greatar than is the oifference between the fairly uniform ‘
. 'approach in the SOViet Union and the.most_fayoured approach id the Lnitec
»‘{TStates. This is to be\expected in view of the '11bertar1an',attitude
nﬂ.to education in the United States. e

..

hl"(G’, Prenaration of. Materials:’ .fjlfi-;fli .{ .chl . o 7,' ;."f'
» ‘The. main difference between the Soviet Union and the Lnited States
: y=lies in the reliance of the School Boards and teachers in the United
'States on 'commercial' resources. Consequently there is a greateﬁ.variet
',of text books and readers for. the major- ianguage id’ the United States.;.
The second difference is the preparedness of the United ‘States 'to use
K vmaterials prepared in the countries of ﬁﬁe origin of the languages.
'"é'houeveerueedg' Some teachers in Universities especially,criticise this
"practice. Third, the materials for use in teaching English as a second
-"language in ‘the United States is far superior to that prepared for . .
v.teaching Russian as ‘a second language in. the wOViEt Union. This - relative
fdefect of Soviet material derives partly from the attempt to allow each
major language group, baseaion its own Union Republic ‘with its own
academic institutions, to adapt the Russian prepared prototype to meet
jthe particular needs of their own native language speakers. While this i
. .good in principle it does not produce good materials. Fourth ]tha »*“ )
literature which«is introducec‘in teaching the languages as distinct from A

e

b

“ ff appealing td the.Soviét stud'eh Finally,-the availability of the -~

'7f"material, irrespective of ité ue is severely restrlcted in- the Soviet
3Union. Allocations of paoer are made at the centre and itids. a recurrina

. complaint that non-Russian students are less Well treated than the

'if Russiaas.xf S ' '

zﬂt’ns has been suggested already more of the major linguistic groupsj
'are able to modify centrally prepared materi ls, whether these are for th:,
purpose of teaching a particular language or a 'cOntent subject" like
. History.. But thisAundertaken by 'brancnes' of the central Academy of,.-
,Pedagooicel Sciences and in’that respect they dl fer from the network
‘ o £ Centres for,the'preparing and disseminating materials, established
-1;fairly receqtly in the bnited States. :
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» Ehe SOVIEt mdterial adapted by nationalities States are not 504115'
comorehen51ve in the’ range- of. curriculum area° for which they cater
Qf;The section of: the Academy of Pedaoocical Sc;ences in Moscow is strongs
szqacademically and: more proouctive in preparing, testing and evaluating
"i*y;i_fmaterials,fand has hgh a longer history of Co-operatlon Wlth teachers-;
s than -any- institution of which I am aware in the Uniteo States - I- can
_: only compare the uncertainties and v1cissztuoes experienced by the
‘\'5Reading ReSearch project,;aiming mainly at. the NavaJo, in the Universit
bjof New. Mexico, and the long tradition of ouch Work for . the Peoples f@' B
’df the North undertaken by Leningrad University.. Finally to Justify?"'
Hmy criticism of American materials I. may be allowed to quote a former
Director of C A L. -~ “The History of the fanding and lack of criteria
for operatdons have seriously hampered the effectiveness of the -
'" materials development centers DeSpite the expenditure of millions of
‘ dollars, only a. small amount of materials has been developed thus far,ffy
?_ much of. it of a relatively anateurish nature and lacking in ;any . f_igﬂi
- orcanized desigp or research base. (Tr01ke-? op cit p. 5) . Soviet _f"'
e material prepared at the Moscow centre. though it is biased in favour _
:-of Russian, 59, far as availab11ity is. concerned, is professional in’ the .
highest degree; the- research design is. we&l founded and the results = -
professionally and practically evaluated by teachers over 2 period of };
five. years before its general release .;,=“ ;i' - : ;‘§;_ '

-Evalu&h P DUt e
o One- of the'consequences of the Judicial" or, ]]’egal' ﬂ’as‘lgstinct ‘
‘ from the constitutional' basis of.American bilingua educatich ‘is the ;a
neéd.for strict formal and objective sur%eys to ideqtify the' ,‘f; ' '
population eligible for bllingual educatidnu If a Q?hool distrlct :
identifies twenty or morE’of a language minprity who,possess limrted B
- prof%ciency in English a diagnostic/grescriptéve approach is adopted
..;:.H‘ to: %Pe design of a bilingual pro ramt “This apptoach entails the use.
' : lﬂfive point -rating scale for EnqliSh ?é% Well as %o; Native

.

O :
ge proficiency. Connectxcut has forwulated“the most sophisticate

Setw i@criterie of diaanoses and assessment It involves 3 two stage o
assessment of thg bominant Language. The final determination of ',;%r}'

_ dominance is made”according td formal objective tests or lengthy _
\fommal observation by trained«assessors of the performance of'a student .

. +in unstructured situations. ﬁ?hereaft;r\procedures for’ determinin
o @"English language profidiency gﬁﬁ?ﬁpntinded and before :ebruary oﬁ¢f,
";\j year all boards*oﬂ?education thvolVed in. bilingual programmes a%.;’"
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o expected to' £il with the'Secretary the numbar of children whose;y
‘ dominant language 1s other than English and- those whose dominant;
»ﬁ' languaoe is Engllsh There i ,an.annual rev1ew of the English ,
L proficiency and . of the p'ace ent' of each child in the procramme, and
"—\' thJ.s rev:.ew involve@ Standa' ized tests, academic grades LI their
‘ equivalents and a personal interview. Standards for annual 1ncreased
English proficiency are set and a determinatiqn to remove the child v
from the prcgramme (or not) and the basis of the determination conveyed
to the parents._{ Such surveys involve the elicitation of infdrmation .;“,
from parents -as’ to the language sgoken at home,v teacher assessment at y
the ‘end of the first yéar of t\e level of. students' competence ia J
B comprehenoing, expressing himself and reading English i 0n the basis of
' “a‘cross tabulation oftparental ‘aad school assessments, a, decision i%:“-‘v'
concerning students who' are identified as having limited.English speakinc
» proficiency are. administered a uniform state’ wide aural/oral language
'ﬂ. dominance test Students who are native language dominant are
' administered a uniform statewide native language proficiency test

7 : ’, L
Ih Texas tests for minority children involve objective assessment SRR
. of oral language giving major Consideration to pronunciation, vccabulary
',fb-'and syntax. "They include rhetoric,~i e. the fcrms of discourse such as
' '-explaining, describing, narrating and persuading and their literal, ‘ _
SOCial artisti',use~ register or style i.e. "the adjustments a. speaker'
makes for variables such gs' formality of situations,.type of audiencev ;
and topic' (Texas Educ. Acency Minority Programs Performance Objecti‘
Pilot Project on Oral Language) ‘One, is reminded by this statement
o of - the contents page of a. text book on linguistics and rhetoric. Th,
o balance betweed teéching and the theory of testing has been revers d, .
{f’; and the practice of education is eyaluated as though it were possible to-
' ,regard it as a number of discrete units rather than an ongoing exercise
s - ia listening, speaking, reading and writing. For thls type of testing
’,;‘“ to be. applied to Sov1et students whether they are learning their native
T ‘or sécond language wculdfbe inconceivable.Jxﬁ'l_“=, I
B ~”9:ﬁ.~ T e *».:w R S SR
' ' The State of New Jersey\it has been 8 ggestedC'reouires a, total
rethinking of 'program transztibn' the net :LSult of ‘which wculd .be to

-

'a_assess the student's ‘home languaoe.on-a continuous baszs, teachers'j..v

"

evaluhtion of students' 1inguist“

_ _ability, cross reference of these
two.processe%,_ ah anglish languaoe proficiency aSsessment according

formal and objective Scheme for the whole State- a.dual

7 B



- “fflanguage measure éggasce "
‘jfproricienCy assessment

‘in detail e. g- Aural 8nd Onal sk,lls each Y

! .

,",

'anguege domin nce- native language '
) /’fm/zno( T

most of'these lang:age tests ‘are: Laeensified ;
ith 9 sub-items, Morphology/

*1¢?Morphophonem£es wzth 7f!ub-item5, léxzco .wifhg2 sub-items. To these

" are added tests'
".Semantics with

:‘,exist."

:,f'(ij Research

'finally research , _
v_'“perennial,source of‘discussion ahd the hIE eupported efforts ‘to determine »
| “szesearch priorities. The office of Child Development conferred on’

’

*

'f/ Skills ncluding Syntax with 7 sub-iten:

T e .

o e

'L];Jeducation. the Unitedﬂ_taﬁﬁs‘has a proliferation of priVate ConSultancy
'iand Research organization whidh may be’ employed by boards of: education f'

‘rEsort is funded fro resoufces which might be better used by the State
‘gsetting up or imp ving its dwn research ingtitutions, or by supporting
?~7the existing and exceptionally well qualified_academic organizations.

"taken. The C A L priorities placed 'research' on -
stes‘requ?ring attentipn, namely teacher /?*9/“’”/

materials ﬁevelo_

ince 1969 (puOE Conference7 research has been a’

Studeﬁts ‘are: gradedhby the teacher at the end‘ofteach lesson ‘fv'
e and the annual assessment of erog;ess is made on\the aggregation’of
' Ugsuchz grades'-"', : . o el

. -

'Even in B tain, which is accustomed tOj;“ﬁf

.,

i

<' I

priorities 1n91976 but no: basiC'research has been designed or promoted.

Y T-eé»ie VII M. A.8.Ph.D: .ﬁellows
much of their material is derive;ﬁfrom the evaluation of ?eble VII
programmes and it is’ no exaggeration to. saﬁ that as research material
these rESources are not only unco-ordinoted but trivial (Troike, R C

'ﬂ Reseerch evidence for the effectiveness of bilingual edhcation ) Attempm

L are made to

Zate and generallze from single bIlingual programmes g

RN

: L S
‘?rom my reading of some 9issertation’

'

*3 }ghe ? frequentkresearéhes into bilingual edggation arer undertaken ﬂ:f-”

...&.




