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PREFACE

“It is not up to you to flnlsh the work...(for) the day is short and
the task is great." (Saylngs of the Fathers, Chapter 2, verses 20 and 2L)

In many respects much more has been .accomplished in ‘connection
'with this Grant than . was anticipated; In some respects, however, cer-

tairn anticipated goals were not attained. It is my considered opinion
N . \‘ — . .
' that the former far outweigh the latter and this Preface will attempt to
: \ .

3

present my- views in this connection, as well as some of my hopes for futufe
. . /.f
research deallng w1th the non-English languace resources of the United States

'

My 1n1t1al attempt to gauge the non-English language'resources of the

,Uﬁited States was made some 20 years ago and is reported in my Language
Co e N .
‘Loyalty in- the United States (1966). At that time, although I was almost

an.unknown quantity and the entire area of exploration dealing with non-

English language malntenance in the Unlted States was generally unapprec1ated,
/
if not unheard of, I had the 1ncred1ble good luck to be awarded a grant (and

as fate would have it, to 'be awarded that'grant by the direct predecessor

agency* of thé very agency that has supported the research dealt with in

a

this report) to gauge "the -invisible continent" of the non-English languages
of'thefcountry. I lopk back upon that attempt (now, retrospectively, referred

to as Language Resources I) as a valiant effort to do the impossible.

—

*1 will never cease to acknowledge and to be everlastlngly grateful to A.

Bruce Gaarder, then D1rector of the Language Research Section of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, for his willingness to  “"take a ‘chance"

. on me (as principal investigator) and for his deep sympathy for the topic to
be researched. His continued interest in this area - and not only in're:earckh
on it but in social policy and social action on behalf of it - deserves
special mention and makes him a model for others to emulate.

AN
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I was unknown and my requests for information fell not only on deaf
.ears, but also on suspicious ears. 1In addition, it was not at-all clear‘
how or where to obtain the informatﬁon that I sought on the magnitude of

/
our non- Engllsh language resources as reflected by the perlodlcal press,

radio broadcastlng, ethnic eommunity schools ‘and ethnic community

. churches. Nevertheless;'I succeeded in gathering what seemed to be a

T;huge amount of data of these four kinds,jas well as in systematizing
United States Bureau of the Census data on nonfEnglish mother tongue

) claiming, and'ln doing so ln historical persp;ctive; often golng.back to
the beginning of the certury in order to show trend lines.

Now (l979 1980), on being g1ven.a rare opportunlty to return to
this tOplC and to update- our.knowIEdge-of the state ot language main-
tenance in the USA, the entire context:of my efforts is appreciable dif-

‘ferent than'it was in 1960. Flrst of all NIE enabled me to spend a
year (1978~ l979) warming up for the current endeavor via focusing solely
on the ethnic community mother tongue schools of the country (Language |

' Resources II) Secondly, NSF has enabled me to go beyond the current
endeavor ‘via content analyses (and linguistic Wnalyses) of 1nterv1ews/

i
with communlty leaders and the published contents of ethn1c communlty

E

"

periodicals. via these two probes (Language Resources Iv) it is hoped

that_internal views of current and future prospects for language maln—;
tenance in the USA will become clarified (at least for four of the six
languages studied in depth in Language Resources I:‘French, Spanish,

German and Yiddish). However, the above additional support is merely
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symptomatic of the major differences between .1960-63 andrl979-82 insofar

a

as studying the quantitative dimensions.of'the’nonfEnglish resources of
the United States (Language Resources III)-is concerned. The topic as

such has much greater Visibility and credibility now than it had/then;'
. A o o . o .
it is of interest to at least a gocd handful of researchers and granting

agencies,’as well as to a not-insignificant'sector of the citizenry’ and

. of the lé§islative and executive branches of’ government In addition,
the nearly two decades that have elapsed between 1960-63 and 1979-80
have witnessed my own professional growth, preciselp ir this very area
of endeauor, so'that when I was giyen-another~opportunity to gauge

several of its quanititative dimensions, it was still a hugely complicate.

.char e, but ha an unprecedented one. What data to seek, where to -
g Y

(

look for 1t and what volunteer aid to enlist were not only far - s1mpler
LI

PO,

tasks than they had been in the early 60's, but they were greeted with
encouraging responses and truly heartening assistance from many“of the
very individuals, agencies, organizations and communities without
whose active'coOperation'little if any exhaustive research could be
accomplished on this topic.

'Lookednat from one point of view, thererore, Language Resources III,
herein being reported upon, has been a huge success. This’success_is

reflected in the facts that more claimants of non-English ethnic commu-

!

nity mother tongues and'more non-English ethnic community periodical

publications, broadcasts, churches and schools haye been confirmed for

.

1979-1980 than were origlnally confirmed for 1960-63. The upward




trend with respect to non—Englishiméthef tdngue claiming per se is analyzed '’

2

+~ - in Chapter-3 of this report and seems to be reliably attributable to the
“huge increase in the rate of third‘ééneration (or native born. of native

born- parents) non-English mother tongue claiming as of 1970.% waever, the

success of Language Resources III is primarily reflected in the sharply in-

creased numbers of units of the four kinds whoSé "discovefy” was/st:ictly

_speaking our own responsibility (ethnic community press, boradcasting,
churches and schools using a language other than/in addition to Eﬁélish),

units that neither government agencies nor private agencies have been

exhaustively locating. Neverthelesé, this success has cost us heavily
&.‘ i . . ; . . .
in our ability to examine certain substantive aspects of these units that

we had briqinally.égreed £o examine (particulérly relative to their utility
for langﬁaga téaching efforts'under nbn—ethnic auspices gt the elémentary[
secondary and post-secondary levels). -The outpc .ring of information with ™
,réspect to locating units of thése-fourwkinds was a veritable avalanche
and- it literally swamped the stéff available (two'part-time é;sistants
and a parf-time sec}epary) to such an extent that even at this writing,
almosf £hreé months afﬁer the statutory complétion of the project, we.
have not yet fully caught up even with the enumeration of the units that_'

have been located (particularly insofar as churches are”congerned). As

’

\

7

*Comparable 1980 data. ot this kind has -yet to be feléaéed by, the United

States Bureau of the Census. ‘ . /
A ) . /'
//




a result, the figures and trends discussed in Chapter 3 must be con-
v sidered-to be preiiminary indeed. It will require a modicum of
additional time and additional support in order” to accomplish the
.. - ‘ - B

completion of these two unfinished aspects of Language Resources III.

The gyalitative data pertaining to the availability/utility of eth-

nic language resources;fo;_the general language teaching enterprise

is available in our files and requires coding, punching, running,
analysis and write-up. The ful;'enumeration of our guantitative
. \ - .

data and the full intercorrelation of these data_also await.a'-

modicum of additional time and Tunds, but, fortunately, the NSF sup-

ﬁort mentioned earlier (for Language'Resources IV) should be usable
- / = 7 0

for this purpose. The importance. of completing our»quantitétive

B L ” . ' . . - ) . ) L .
efforts can hardly be exaggerated because if this is not done, then

future investigations of the non-English languége resoﬁrces of the
" United States will be faced by most of the same problems that we.
face ourselves in trying to render our 1960-63 to 1979-80 trend"

lines under%tandable. It does not seem reasonable that all trend

4 - .
lines should{be rising (even if non-English mother tongue claiming
has nearly dbubled intthe same time period). VIE is more reasonable
to assume Ehét a good part of the seeming increase (e.g., in the‘press)
. . - - l} . .

is due to the fact that an inexperienced investigator studying.what

A

o

was a difficult, touchy and unpopular topic in 1960-63, could not
locézé all of the uniﬁs that existed at that time. . If the very same

problem is not to plague the future researéher'intereséed in non-

/ . -

\ - §
|
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Engliéh résource trends in the ﬁSA, then everything we can possibly

do must be done to make sure that we have located all the non-English
- ' : : R £

languagé using ethnic community periodicals, ethnic community broad-

casts, ethnic community schools and ethnic community churches. for the

1979-80 period, Once and for all, a full, reliablée and valid count

must be'made»or we will never really be able to know whether (or.
which) non-ﬁnglish.language resources are rising,‘falling or re-
maiﬁing‘staﬁle‘and in which ‘part(s) of the country. It was my con-
sidered jddgment that it was nécessary to breék\out of this bind and
that i£ was more imbortant té do so here and now thén to discqntiﬁué'

' : ' / '
our demographic efforts in midstream for the purposes of undertakipg
. N AR

. ) ; ) ; !
and completing analyses and interpretations of the samples of

qualitative data that we had also obtained but merely filed. It is

true that this latter dat? now await ‘"rgdemption," but we pray

Mg in coming in_térms of..
S N ' i ,
future grant support for what may yet come to be -known as Language

that'such redemption.will not be overly

A

Resources V. _ | ' 4

There is another reflection of thel success of the .efforts and

~

\ﬂthe utility_of the data that the current project supported and

\

elicited. In 1963-64, when my‘énaiytic and interpretative efforts

'péftaininé to Language Resources I were happily completed (I was

‘the thousands upon thousands of names and'addresses of ethnic com-

then at the Center for 'advances Study in the Behavioral Sciences,

Stanfd:d, California), I was treméndously saddened by_thé fact that

3



. ‘ . A l
munity non-English language using units that I had located were of

no interest or concern to amnyoné.. Within a few years my files be-
came outdated as new units came into being and old ones died, 'moved

or changed their names/amalgamated. -An imcombarable data basé, in-

1 el
\ .

complete though it was, soon lost its value becausé there was no

recognition of the need to continually update it. That which in

- “ . : N . ,\ . . . "
other countTries is an aspect of national bookkeeping was left in

4

our country to the unpredictable whims of iﬂdividual_;ééearchers
{ -and funding agencies. Even my efforts to simply store the data .

that I had, accumulated were defeatgd by the limitatioﬁs'of university

v

storage capacity and the all too-real risks that during.sabbaticals

apa fiéid work periods abroad unauthorized "disposals" would be made

-5

by university.dead\storaée custodians. Fortunately, this will -

-probably not be the fate of Language%Resources III data. The

‘National Clearinghouse for .Bilingual Education has agreed to enter -
our name and address data into its computer and to prepare print-

outs and directories (by language aﬁd/or by locality) to all who

would care to have them at a nominal charge. This-is a tremendous

I . AN . ' .
gain for all those who are concerned, as I am, in rational lan-

R guége planning and language use in.the USA. 1In addition, NCBE has

© 1 -

also agreed to providé-some minimal support so that I can qndertake
t§ updatg”thése unit. files at least once (Language Resources VI:
1981-1982) and perhaps twice (again in 1983-84) in the near future.
. R 3 o \

This/these future update/s will also be\évailable on-1line from NCﬁEﬁlh\

’\ ]

s
<
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Two swallows do not make a summer, but they are far better than no

swallows at all. JActually,shoquer, what is needed is a permanent

e .

.data collectiﬁg, analyzing. and information providing Research -and

Deggiopment Center on the Non-English Language Resources.of the USA.
Such a CONELR is long overdue, is indispensable for future 1aﬁguage
planning and language policy efforts in the ﬁSA, and can have no

other conceivable data-based point of departure than the Language

| \ -
Resources III data herin reported.. -

On concluding this project and its report - non—definitive

though they both are|if for no other reason than that gbod.researéh

i
r .

always points to necessary fufther studies - I would like to'acknOWA

ledge and wholeheartedly thank those students, assistants and
. \ |

\

. \ _ _ i
associates who worked so hardsy along with Te, often on a volunteer

Maxine Diamond, avrom

basis,oh behalf of Langlage Resources III:
. N \\

) | . o , o : | o
Fishman, Dr. Michael Gertner, Esther G. Lowy, Barbara Markman,
) v . i

) - . P , .
'Dr. William Milan, Judith Petardi and Ellep Rosenblatt. I have

C i - :
" been ext{emely fortunate to have such a competent and dedicated.'crew
\ 5 :

"at my side on this enjoyable but exhaustiﬂg-effort”to'plumb resources

, ;
|

that were far greater than any of us had initially imagined. Finally,

my sincerest and heartfelt grgtitude<are hereby expressed to Arine
A : Vo , . _
Bucknam of the Yeshiva University Grants Office, whose aid was so
vital in enabling me - to. apply for support for Language‘ResougceS'III;
. . . - » *

-and¢, above all, to Julia Petrov \of the International Studies Branch,

Edpcation Departmént, whose undenstahding and encouragement have

V1



long mo§;vated‘me'to go be§bnd/whatéver point I had reached in my

study of -the non-English language resourtes of théVUQiEediStatés.

. R
A o : -
' o ‘fJéShué'A. Fishman, Ph.D.

November, 1980 '

P.S. Sincq the‘completion.of our efforts in éonjunction with Lan-
' ' a ‘ \, ° ’

guage Regoﬁrces III, two f;ne refé}egces, bne ﬂéid"‘and, unfof-

tunatelfﬁfgitherﬁQ unknown]t6 me,uandKSng fngw"-and thérefore un-
avallable\to me, héyeucomg to my atténtibhﬁ_‘The“formér is wayne
Miller'éldnbeligvabl;.exh%pstive Comprehe?sive ﬁibliogr&ﬁhy'fof £ﬁé:‘

Study of American Minorities (2 volumes;{, New York, New York

University Press, 1976. This reference tool will'now be updated

&

at regular intervals. The "new" reference, referred to above, is,

v

-of course, The‘Harvgrd EncYlepedia of American Ethnic Groups

| . :
(cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1980), for which I have writ-

\

ten the longish eSsay on "Language and\Ethnicity." Both of these
\ ' R

. \ 5 .
.. p - iy . . . . .
works should-be consulted for more detailed insight into particular
i - ‘ .
. . \\ . - ' ’ \ ’ .
non-English language resources in the Uniggﬁ States, e.g. in con- - N
\ o L L | . o C . \
nection with the material presented in Chapter 4 of this report on

any one or another language group. It is, indeed a pleasure to have
two ‘such invaluable tools as are the. above-names volumes for use in

furthering knowledge and appreciation of the non-English language

resources of our country.

o

< . .
[

'i. - |




CHAPTER 1

CULTURAL PLURALISM AND THE_AMERICAN SCHOOL_

) Joshua A. Fishman .
/ , . Yeshiva University* \

'T will not say much about either Title VII (The Bilingual I

Education Act) or Lau. The former has beenlrefunded twice (1974,
.1979) after its initial adoptlon (1969) atd is probably "here to
‘stay" as a demonstration effort to ass1st non—Engllsh language back~
ground chlldren 1mprove thelr Engllsh language skills. The latter )
- 1s now, flnally, on its way to being fully defined, via the Federal
'Reglster. as a Supreme Court ordered (1974) and Offlce of Clv1l Rights
“enforced: requ1rement that Justlce ("equity") be .done_for such Chlld-

fren, so that they do not fall behind educatlonally while the1r Engllsh !

,’—v-._.

“skllls are belng 1mproved The fact that the-one'ls a federally funded

~

by the_executlve branch of - government are themselves fully 1ndlcat1ve

Jof the well n1gh complete lack of Amerlcan educatlonal rank and file
‘.support for elther of these ventures . Nelther of them are accompllsh—
'ments of the Amerlcan School enterprlse and to the extent that this

enterprlse 1s 1nvolved 1n e1ther or both of them (thls extent belng

stlll small but constantL%though slowly, grOW1ng) it was elther en-

\..z

JthEd (br1bed°) or forced into d01ng so Indeed, 1f there has been any'

- . ‘ —
— —— —o—

o -
g N .

i*“ Prepared under grant No. G00¥79-0L816!Office ofTEHUCation,'Inter»
national Studles BranchA(“Language*Resources Of The United Sta .

Revisited").
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" massive, authoritative, organized expression of action and opinion. of

. uthe‘American Schoo;"zeﬁterprise at the regional, state and local l“\
levels concerning TitievVII and/or Lau it has been to oppose them, to |
-harraés them and to\sabotage them. Both AFT and NEA'are good examples
of the above'aha they are'both outdone by 1ocal school administrations
only in that the latter have found out how to take federal monles agd
even state and 1ocal tax levies meant for blllngual educatlon wlth ‘one

No, I W111 not say more about Title VII or Lau. They were not

i_t nded for the purposes of cultural_plurallsm (Gao 1974 Schnelder

+1976) . They will got_atta;n cultural_p;urallsm, not even when they are

_naively misused on:oehalf.of_thatvvery purpose by ethnic community ed-
unators and spokesmen. Indeed Tit;e/ﬁzz?and Lah‘werg;intended for_pur—_
Q_ses__ggos1te to cultural Elurallgm and, glven suff1c1ent ass1stance_
from soc1eta1 factors that are- far stronger than education -~ economlc :
'and polltlcal factors to be prec1se - they could both contrlbute to. .
the total establlshment effort in the dlrectlon of an evolv1ng mono-

'cultural Amerlca (Gaarder 1970 KJolseth 1973)

'What-istultorai Pluraiism° A ‘ o ' . |

_ Cultural plurallsm must not be confused with blculturlsm The ~
1atter is a euphemlsm for ephemeral exposure to a melange of marglnal_

and’ dlscrete representatlog&<f‘cultural delverslty (Gay 1975, Baker 1976)..
Blculturlsm involves neither personal. commltment nor soc1etal part1c1patlon
on the part.of the learner. It is constantly and evea rapidly changing, '

— —

; fusihg, reconstituting, and basically unifying or-integratfng the

S 14




kaleidoscopic American scene. :America is very basically and .deeply

a bicultural phenomenon evolving slowly toward a socio—cultural.unity
based on man& highly diverse ethno-religious heritages. This unity
has,‘by and large\“always been expanding during the past two centuries.
It has hardly ever been~questioned\in terms of its supra-ethnic de-
slrability.- It has constantly been evolving, constantly been dnflu—
enced somewhat by ingred.:nts contrihuted to it by newer immigrant Waves,
and constantly been associated with the overarching English language,
overarchlng democratic pr1n01ples and processes and overarching social

Lo
moblllty aspirations. The meltlng pot_is not dead.- in_| modern America -

the melting pot itself functlons V1a _biculturism. It will never make._'
Boston Yankees of us all -- and 1t was 4a m1stake to thlnk that it ‘
would --but it will make us all "bicuIturalvAmerlcansV, keeping other
(less generally shared.and:more locally-meaningful)‘aspects of=our
1dent1es 1ncrea51ngly secondary and 1nd1v1duallstlc- Unless cultural

‘ .plurallsm is recognlzed our progress toward blculturlsm is merely a O
‘functlon of economlc and 1mm1gratlonal pace - :

So then what 1s cultural plurallsm'> Cultural pluralism is a

.

cultur1sm It 1s 5001etal ( 1.3 the stable, polltlcal and eoonomlc)
support for ethnoculturally dlfferent homes, nelghborhoods, communl-
t1es and reglons on a permanent bas1s (1 e. on a basls far outlastlrr-.
‘the three generatlon rule of thumb for 1mm1gratlonal'blculturlsm),
" for. those populatlons that seek to cultlvate an authentlclty ‘of the1r
own ;n“add;t on _to the_generallx shared Amerlcan blculturlsm That

v authenticity will also .evolve, underg01ng the 1nev1table,transmutations__

S : . .
B - . 3 . ~




of culture change,aust as w1ll general Amerlcan blculturlsm per se,

but it will do so accordlng to a different rythm and direction and these

differences (always as additions to rather than as a substitute for

the contours of generally shared American biculturism with which they

) pr1n01ple is by far the weaker a;t

 principle" (McRae 1975).

will always be in contact and by which they will always be surrounded)
will be considered t@""bE, matters_of fundamental right, overarching value

and uni_ergal_gggitiye;goncerng(Fishman 1980, In this sense Switzer-

land represents cultural pluralism-in accord with the "territorial principal

and Norway or non-Gaeltachtvaeland in accord with the "personality

It is the "personality’principle" which-is

the only one that‘might conceivably meld witn America's tempo, its

geographlc moblllty and 1ts polltlcal 1nst1tutlons and traditions --
ethnlcally and llngulstlcally 1nnocent as they are " The personallty
' the less stable of the two 3001eta1
- patterns for cultural plurallsm but at least it is a pr1n01ple It .

Cets pragmatlc and voluntary requlrements for cultural plurallsm

they may be found in sufflclent numbers ‘to make it pract;gallx_fea31ble -

to ofier these 1nd1v1duals the soc;etal sggport that they need in order

1mplement thelr addltlongl ethnocultural _exposure and to do so .as a soc; al

gggrd gtqm deflned to. be 1n the pub ]C Lnterest; I /thls _sense there

is no cultaral pluralism in the Un1ted States today and the American

school 'not only does nothlng to encourage’ such plurallsm but generally

functlons as a factor 1n opp081tlon to the development of ‘sentiments or

practlces on behalf of such plurallsm (Lopez 1973, /Epsteln 1977)

15
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Divisiveness vs, the Public Interest
The major initial impediment to cultural pluralism in the Unlted
States is undoubtedly that our non-English language background popula—
tions have generally'neither been interested nor organized in pursuing
it ard 1ndeed to the extert that some small proportlon of them have
been conscious of th1s area of discourse at a11 they have ‘more often than.
not been 1nterested_1n avoiding cultural pluralism than in attainirg
'it.'(Fishman 1966).. However, wWere they to be substantially 1nteresteo‘
in cultural pluralism -- as a very few Hispanics and their Spokesmen
are today -~ they would doubtlessly by -~ and are -- accused of divis-
1vness and of advocat1ng a pOlle that is not 1n the publlc 1nterest
._As for the flrst accusatlon -~ oni that has already even been hurled
'at T1t1e VII and at Lau, establlshment creatures though they be'$--
it 1s pure de1us1on, and as for the second, it is a self aggrandlzlng
”proJectlon of the class1ca1 Freudlan.Varlety Amerlcan rank and- fllE'
educators and educatlonal spokesmen are among the major purveyors of
butn of these irresponsible charges (Shanker 1980) .- |
| ‘; Th""lelSlveness" label openly attached and . covertly 1n31ﬁu-7
ated w1th respect to those few among our ethnocultural m1nor1t1es in-
terested in cultural plurallsm - and their even fewer malnstream sup—.
porters, e. g ‘Hunter 1973 -- 1s a partlcularly vicious one. It is |

L |
'completely unfounded T have been studylng Amerlcan Hlspanlcs, German--

Amerlcans, Franco- Amerlcans and Jews for over two decades and Ukralnlan-
Amerlcans, Hungarlan-Amerlcans, Nat1ve Amerlcans Chlnese Amerlcans,

Armenlan Amerlcans and Greek Amerlcans for nearly that amount of time,

. and about the only thlng that I have almost never come across in this

~ . N
N . . L
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'entire'perlod is any manlfestatlon of polltlclzed d1V1s1veness (secesl o
sionism, pr1nc1pled lack of support for andxlnvolvement in America’ S
political syvtem or reJectlon of the democratlc values on which it is .
‘based, support for terrorism/sabotage of any kind.or'cooperation with
foreign powers in opposition io American‘policies or interests). Puerto
“Rican terror1sts, 1t should be remembered, have no aspirations tis—a—vis
any section of the contlnental USA and even Vis-a- vis the Island per se,
th§§ are an 1nf1n1tes1ma11y small minority. Indeed, our ethnoculturzal
minor1t1es tend to be the most apprec1at1vd Amerlcans I have‘encountered,
. the most dedlcated the most self sacr1f1c1ng 1ntimes of trouble, the
most protectlve of Amerlca when trGVellng abroad, the most consciously
""1nvolved" vis-a-vis the1r Amer1canness~' Those who suspect them of be1ng“

. e !
otherW1se not only demean them unjustly but may be. pursu1ng some 1mpos~

,s1b1e and unwholesomef{agment of soc1ocu1tura1 homogenelty'that can neveri
be satlsfled by - Amerlca s b1cu1tura1 reallty For some teachers, non- - ,
.Anglo ethn1c1ty per se is suspect if not anathema Such teachers have
c.a serlous prob1em Such teachers do not understand Amerlca and the
fact that there is no un1tary Amerlcan people 1n the sense “that there

is a Swedlsh or Portugues peop1e (AACTE 1972). They see ghosts and' .
they flght phantoms There is: no- constltutlonally spec1f1ed or legally_-
" defined Anglo Amerlcan core, Just as there 1s no const1tut10nal or |
istatutory deflnltlon of Engllsh as our ‘national or only *;thlal" e
1anguage (Heath 1977) - These lacks are, not acc1dents The& reflect jn
the ab1d1ng reallty\of Amerlcan b1cultur1sm re1at1ve to the monocultu—'

rlsm that typlfles S0 many other countrles (Tur1 1977) Tt }s para- -

noid to charge those who 1mp1ement the1r biculturism squarely and



solely within the frameworktof"American constitutional and statutory'
Taw w1th being d1V1s1ve Indeed. it'seems to me that those who are most
obv1ously regectlve,of Amerlcan values in thls connection are. “the very
ones who charge‘ethnlcs with being re3ect1ve of America.

If; the "d1V1s1veness“ charge vis-a-vis cultural pluralism
is nothlng short\of an aberratlon,‘the related- charge of belng "contrary

- to national 1nterest" is nothlng short of Self -serving partlsanshlp

P2

_Teachers unlons that may and do use strikes and polltlbal actlon as
means of furtherlng the1r own interests do_not v1ew themselves as being
bid1v1S1ve or in pursuite of parochlal 1nterests, Whereas they do. view
'ethnlc cultural plurallsts 1n th1s fashlon Marxlsts and liberals of
all hues who may and do advocate class: struggle and economlc determ1n1sm'
“ do not deflne themselves as belng ‘divisive or as or in pursulte of E
.i"s1ngle 1ssue polltlcs", whereas they do seek~+o conV1nce .one and all
that euhnlc spokesmen and ethnlc goals are. charaoterlzable in these
very terms (Eﬂterson 1977). Wonder of wonders: salvaging the V1ta11ty~
_of the Chrysler corporatlon is wldely regarded as’ belng in the natlonal
i 1nterest wheras salvaglng the cultural v1ta11ty of Chlcanos or CaJuns
.or Navagos v1s not. 1Is th1s not a perfect reflectlon of the materlallsm,
-anti- 1ntellectua11sm and parochlallsm “of Amerlcan educators and of
Amerlcanqsoclety° Is th1s not 1nternal colonlallsm and 1mper1a11sm -

or are these tenden01es only to be de r1ed outs1de of our boarders but

never within? Whatever 1t 1s, 1t is double standard, a self serv1ng

—

; standard, a false moral standard, whlch waxes eloquent whlle starV1ng

the weak and feedlng one 's self,'whlch deflnes one's own: 1nterest as

_un1versal, general, good for all, wh11e besmrr&hlng the 1nterest'



of compet1tors as petty and vile. &o, I-refuse to see the pursuite of
cultural plurallsm in the USA as anythlng other than ill-starred. We
have succeeded in co-optlngthe ethnlcs not only agalnst their own
‘better 1nterests but against the natlons as well " That does not make
cultural plurallsm 1ll conceived, nor does 1t excuse the American
School' for v1ew1ng it negatlvely and treatlng it shabbily.. It is a
legltlmate pursu1te for those who value it and a priceless natlonal

resource to which many can contribute and fpom which all can beneflt

".The School as a MQral Arena o -

In modern Amerlca —~»1ndced, partlcul 1y 1n modern, Amerlca

'w1th its d1vers1ty of creeds and’ its perlpherallzatlon of rellglon from

\
N .

the core of publlc debate - the school has become a majocr (at t1mes
the maJor) moral 1nst1tutlon \It was and is at the center of the modern
‘jstruggle for c1v1l rlghts It was - at the center of -the opposltlon to ;
‘the 1nternally—confl1cted war 1n Vletnam It was and is at the center
. of afflrmatlve actlon programs for m1nor1t1es and women It _was and is
: ﬁrelated to all our programs Tor: soc1al amelloratlon (1nclud1ng, theree;
‘V fore,;the priograms for those who .are - of "non—Engllsh language background")‘
K The fact that the school is not nearly as actlvely 1nvolved in the strug—=
gle for cultural plurallsm is thus merely a reflectlon of the fact that
the latter is generally not v1ewed ‘as a.moral 1ssue _ofﬁ.;: all 1nclu51ve
51gn1f1cance and, 1ndeed is- less llkely to bé so v1ewed by schools than
£ by courts, 1ndustr1es, museums, radlo/televlslon br other 1nst1tutlons ‘
o;\Amerlcan llfe Nonetheless, 1t 1s 'a moral 1ssue= an 1ssue of cul—ﬂ

t

tunal democra_y It may well take ‘a Supreme Court dec151on, one tha+

e o g e S
A

./




3 Will.be as ‘epoch-making ‘as the'court's desegregation decision,_before
'the generality of American educators will give it its.due. To our
N'shame3 this_was dlso the case (ard generally remains‘the case)'vis¢a~vis

desgregation. -Cultural democracy is even iess welliunderstood andvevena.
less valued than is desegregatlon'by.the rankéand—file_of American ed::“
ucators. If it were more valued by them then it would not be faced with
the specious AFT argument-that "it should be left to the home" or "it
should be left to the church“ Do we leave the rescueof .the Chrysler

: corporatlon to 1nd1v1dual donatlons° Are the collective- bargalnlng P

Hrlghts of teachers left to the merc1es of: local congrecatlons°_ Would

l / L}
che advocates ‘of ERA be satlsf;edﬁto»put the1r falth in 1nd1v1dual

' - . K © h

homes:and churches‘inlorder~to accomplish their goals? Are. sexleducationv

(or vocatlonal bralnlng or health ‘and’ welfare programs left up to. 1n— ’

dlvldual homes. and churches° Of course not! It is A reflectlon of the
+’d1smal fallure of cultural plurallsm as : a'moral 1ssue that it has not-'
 been able to redeflne 1tself w1dely to Amerlcan teachers or to the pub—

lic at large as b91ng in the Publlc 1nterest and; therefore,as deserv—-'":

“cannot ex1st - )

e Were cultural plurallsm to be recognlzed as the moral 1mpera—.'

hjtlve of cultural democracy then more publlc schools mlght be’ orlented'

to cooperate w1th the1r local communltles (bas1cally' local parents but ‘Ji

}ialso local buslness and 1ndustry, cultural organlzatlons,cultural leader—
f oot

.shlp, mass media, etc. ) on behalf of cultural plurallsm Most Amerl—

,’can schools would certa1nly stlll pursue nothing more than b1cultur1sm

‘(Wthh is to cultrual plurallsm what art and mu51c apprec1atlon are to..

2. .
N . N
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genuine art and music) while others would be content with Title VII/Lau

blllnguallsm (Wthh are to 3001etal d1g10331a (Fishman 1967) what
"-brushlng ones teeth from right to left or from left to rlght are to

healthy dental care), but some would do more than that. Some would

f

make it possible for-st;ll hidden ethn1c d;men31ons of social identity

Lid

to flourish in the sun-and to do so in the publicfinterest , societally
respected. socletally valued, societally Supported,because they conjbi
'tribute to our country's language resources. - It will ‘then no longer'be\

N

necessary to be:ignorant of grandma's mother tongue before 1t can ‘be-,
|

"legltlmately taught but not learned in school. Publlcally fostered f
. /' : :
¢'cultural plurallsm would contr1bute to our country s art, mu31c, song,_

‘llterature, dance (at a level 1nf1n1tely more live and meanlngful ﬁban

~l"show and tell") ' It would contr1bute to our country S sen31t1v1ty to
the world and its ablllty to empathlze wlth it, communlcate w1th 1AL
nd partlclpate in 1t I can thlnk of no more moral thing for\some

'Amerlcan schools to do When they begln do;ng So they w1ll not only be

'schools 1_;soclety,a redundancy 1f *here ever was one 1n—so-far as publlc

'schools go) but schools of soclety as well (somethlng much hardFr to be)

| We stlll havea long, long way “to go before any number of‘

/

‘

/

' /
!

v. - o ) . ’ ,' . . . / . .
. What about Engllsh and Other American Educat;onal Verities °/ R

-~

,;,W1ll get frog\ﬁ?ere they are to where they should be 1n thls donnectlon

/
. Can: cultural plurallsm be attalned w1thout lowerlng/achlevement
:~1n Engllsh, hlstory, llterature,lsclence, etc ,etc ? My studies of theu
‘nearly 2000 all day blllngual schools under ethnlc communlty ausplces

in the USA convlnce me that thls 1s S0 (Flshman and Marknan 1979).

"
. C . . : L /
. . . . : - . )

Lot Y s Y/ B o

Amerlcan ‘'schools °
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These schoolsicome as close as we come in the USA to cultural plural?'

2

ism in'the educational. arena. Some of ‘them are under secular auspices

' whlle others are under rellglous auSplces They serve the ethn1c poor
and the ethnic m1ddle classes ' Almost W1thout exceptlon the1r students
are at or above the national norm on tests of Engllsh, mathematlcs,,eto.
Their students are overwhelminglyJAmerican born and their parent-bodies
are primarlly”so“ (Fishman 1980b). They possess no pedagogic or ‘motiva-
tional secrets and aCcomplish‘no miracles in these .connections. They-
are plagued bytfiscal;problems, staff shortagesq deficiencies in pro-
grams'and'materials,~etc ’ etc However,-come what may, they do not
f”dlscontlnue use of the ethn1c mother tongue as-a med1um of 1nstructlon
..nor o they w1thdraw from llteracy fn the ethn1c mother tongue through-*
out the1r 6 year, 8 yeary or 12 year courses of study. Indeed they :y
‘seem to have 1ntu1t1vely h1t upon the very same factors of prolonged b1—=

hllteracy stress (i. e. cont1nued llteracy 1n both languages for at least

LI \

k6 years) and- max1mal communlty 1nvolvement that typlfy the many success-
ful T1tle VII and Lau - mandated schools" that I have promlsed not to -
tsay anythlng further about in this paper c(Cumm-rns l980 Leyba l978 o
(fTrolke l978) , All I w1ll say. is that when a few. courageous Amer;car :

' publlc schools and publlc schoolmen w1ll flnally push on beyond tepid

'b1cultur1sm to v1brant cultural plurallsm they" can expect to- be evalu—
'ated ad nauseum only 1n terms of how much Engllsh (and other general
_%subgect matter) the1r chlldren have mastered They have nothing to fear
*1n th1s connectlon The “Anglos" aren't dolng SO well themselves' The
J‘bulk of.. the children perfOrmlng below the horm in Engllsh and other

school subJects are monollngual Engllsh speakers completely unmarred
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- .\
by recent non-English ethnicity. While the mainstreams of American
educatlon is struggllng with that issue ~- an issue that’ cannot be blamed
on the ethnlcs, on purported sece331onlst tenden01es,\0r ‘on lack of
consensus as to what is 1n the publlc 1nterest -~ +the 31de stream that:
will he commltted to cultural pluralism as an addltlon to (not as a sub-
stitute for ) and ae an enrlchment of the common Amerlcan educatlonal
experlence Wlll be- educating youngsters for an Amerlca in Wthh 3001etal_

'b111nguallsm and societal biculturism are valued, fostered and protectec
as natlonal resources and as democratic r1ghts, for those who want them
and | who are lucky enough still to be engaged in them on a

.3001etal ba31sJVhen (and if) such a Slde stream of Amerlcan educatlon
“comes 1nto belng it'will 1nev1table have to turn to ethnlc Amerlca and 1ts
educatlonal materlals; practlces and experlences 1n order to functlon

-

w1th as” much sophlstlcatlon and sens;j1V1ty as p0331ble

L=
X

BT )
~ SRR

24.
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CHAPTER 2

~

<-

WHORFIANISM OF THE THIRD KIND: ETHNOLINGUISTIC DIVERSITY
€ AétA.woRLDWIDE SOCIETALfASSET/

(The Whorfian- Hypothesls- Varletles of Valldatlon,ﬁ
' COnflrmatlon and Dlsconflrmatlon II)*

Joshua_A. Fishman /

veshiva University

R - v //

e \ . /

. Abstract

Two hypotheses associeted“With Behjamin-Lee Whorf, Wl'or the
liﬁguistic reletivity'hypotheses apdfwz er thellinguis;ic deter-
minrsm hypothesis, have OVerShadOWéd a tbird, W3 , that champions
ethnolinguistic diyersiiy for the:benefir‘of pan-human creativity,
problem solving and mutua;rcrOSS-CUItural acceptance. With rsspect
to'Wé Wﬂorf is a disciple of Johann Gettfried Herder (1744-1803) -
with whom he shares many themes and basic perspectives. Although
basic methodological and philosophy of science differegces, par-
trcularly those that distinguish Iinear,'qeentisetive:experimenta%ism

_ 7 : L ,
" from the reborn wﬁolistic'and ethnographic stress on heaning; may
ultimately make it just as difficult‘to conclude what has been
: empirdcally demonstrated with respect to W3 as:it'already is/zi}h'
respect;to Wy and, particuiarly:»wz , nevertheless, w3 has a valuable -

_humanlzlng and sensitizing effect on the language-related d1sc1p11nes.,

Indeed, in that respect it may well have value above and beyond:

its scientific validity. o - ;

Key words: Whorfian hypothesis, Johann Gottfried Herder, multi-
llnguallsm/hult1cu1tura11sm, methodo]ogy theory relatlonshlps in

the language sciences. . :
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- We are currently Witnessing a revival of Who-J in linguistics

' and anthropology and it is a wonderous sight to behold (cee, e.g.,
Alford 1978, Friedrich 1979, Silverstein 1979) This revival is all

the more a phenomenon worth pondering given that previously some tw;
generations of researchers (primarlly working within research .traditions
| that come closest to replicating-natgral science paradigms within the
,social sciences) had overwhelmingly passed negative judgements upon |
fwnatawere Widel& considered'to be the most crucial as well as the most °
stimulating hypotheses .of Benjamin Lee Whorf. /Indeed. for some 25 years
" (at least from the late 50's to the late 70'5)'it was exceedingly:hard
to find a good word on behalf of Whorf in hardnosed, quantitative, ex-
perimental social science circles Per se or in the philosophical theo-
retical circles derived from and infiuvenced most directly by them.
During many of these years only a few courageous stalwarts (Deli Hymes
first and foremost among them (1966) ) among the leading lights of
_the language related disciplines, held the fort and keptthe faith inso
far as Whorf and Whorfianism are concerned; but even they obviously did
so in conjunction w’éh more whollstic and non-quantitative “poetic"
perspectives than the empirical tradition of American hypothetico—




deductlve science is either accustomed to. comfortable w1th or—im ressed
by. What was generally overlooked dur1ng this 1ong perlod of w1df;;;;;5\;
skeptlclsm or outright reJectlon of Whorflanlsm was - that his defenders g
and his detractors’ were not always reactlng to the same facets of Whorf's
thinking, were not apparently always concerned with exactly the same -
theories and, f1na11y. were. therefore, not 1mpressed by the same data,

-

proofs or tests.

: ethgdglog;cal D;ffergncgss Intgrprgtatl nal D;ffergnce

Now, as the worm turns (or beglns to do so), it seems clear to.me
that for a quarter century so many of us»1n the language related disci-
plines have been so mesmerized (positively or negativeiy) by two theories
so commonly associated Wlth Whorf (The linguistic relatlvgtx nxggtheslg.
which I will call Wlyi.e. "Whorf-sub-one", and the ;;gg;;_j;__ﬂgtg;m;n;__
hypothesis, which I will call W2, i.e. "Whorf-sub-two" )L that the rest
of Whorf remained correspondingly obscured., It was all the more dif-
ficult to recognize that much of Whorf himself was being substantially
neglected in the process,when not only uhere Wl and:wz recurringly found
wantiné but when‘they were so found by what was theé a new breed of re-
searchers who themselves initially represented and expressed a significant
expansion of what\the language related disciplines had been before their
arrival on the scene. Let us remember that the 50's and 60's (and even
the 70's) constitute a time in which a definite methodological tradition
matured and diversified within the language related disciplines: - the |

tradition'of quantitative experimentation following classical independent

R




t.variabie - depgndent variable lines of inquiry. proof and argumentatioﬁ
.This tradition, let us also remember was drastically different from the
more text—analytlc.descrlptlve anecdotal. ethnographlc. holistic and non-
linear commentary and ana1y51s that Whorf mlmself had employed and that
most of his adherants preferred and prefer to this very day. G1Ven these

ma jor dlfferences as to the ngtu; of evi dence and as to the nature of

proof that obtalned betWeen Whorf and his crltlcs (and. more recently.
between his staunchest deferders and his crltlcs). it is now evldent,
1nsofar as Wl and W2 are concerned._that not only do the crltlcs and

the dofenders disagree as to what has been _proven but that they also

disagree as to what Whorf's hypotbeses were to begin with.

Clarification of the latter (what Whorf "really" meant) 'is no easy
maifer It is compllcated by the fact that Whorf d1ed in 1941 at the
regrettably early age of 44. All of his profe551ona1 writing . transplred
‘between 1925 and 1941.° Thus, he has now been.deed for almost two/and\a

half times as many years as he had available to/clarify and finalize his“

R
3

lown hypotheses. Even during his own life time he was -aware of some doubts
and misunderctandings -- even in the circle of mis friends and admlrers,
including. Sapir -- and began to revise?xrestate and reinterpret his own
views and the’inconsistencies that inev1tab1y were to be found Jmong

them given the fact that they were always e4olv1ng rather than flxed and
final in his own m1nd NeVertheless. he Was granted very llttle time

for such revisions and emendatlons as he¢ may have had in m1nd.;and. as

a result he left us only the equivalent of one slim volume of |profes-

sional writings (totaling under 300/pages) Interpretatlons. tests /

A
!

and evaluations of W1 and W2 are by now obviously. much ‘more Qolumlnous




,than Whorf's work itself. Although he has become a legend (hero or
failure. as the case may be) that status has added nothing to either

the clarity of his own writings or to the uniformity of 1nterpretations

to‘which they have been subjected.

The gritigue of ziticism \ |

| Increasingly. current-day defenders of Whorf attack his detractors
as either (a) never having read or (b) vulgarizing him.. The "never
having read Whorf" criticism siezes upon the extens1ve anti-Whorf liter-
ature and accuses the critics of hav1ng largely read each other. thereby-
«merely contributing exegeses to each other's texts, rather than of "
having had recourse:to Whorf's original views. Whether austified-or'not'
"~ in thisrparticqlar case, there i§ an obtious danger for methodologically
different traditions to be ideologically disinclined to read each other.
This disinclination stems not only from the formalized and avowed higher
level differences that separate them. but from the fact that reading
oeach other's literature is oftenca truly aggravating and unenlightening

experience. given that it is accompanied every step of the way by IOWer -

level disagreements as to what is data. what is 1nterpretation and what

is demonstration. The “vulgarization of Whorf" criticism 1s also highly -

precedented in the anals of cross-methodological and cross-philosophical/

ideological debate.‘ Not unlike criticism of Marx.of Freud, much criticism

of whorf has been labeled simplification, reductionismt atomization, distor-
. . }

(e.qg., note Alford's 1979 criticism of ‘Brown 1976, Berlin and

~tion, etc.
on the other hand,

Kay 1969 Cole and Scribner 1974 Slobin 1971 and others;.

note the critiques of Wnorf in each of the above—mentioned sources. ”FO%L'

an exhaustive list of quantitative—experimental criticisms of Whorf in

-




n

; connection with wz in.particular See'Sridhar"l§80)' Similarly. the
defenders of Whorf have not escaped unscathed, having been dubbed mysticst
romantics. dogmatists and anecdotalists. - - b ' '
_ The underlieing,point that I .am trying to make .is one that is of |

. Wlde significance its implications going far beyond Whorfian hypotheses
'Wl and W2 and even beyond_linguistics or the language relatedhdisciplines;
The problems sketbhed above with respect to defining and confirming may
be expected to multiply rather than. to diminish, precisely as a by-
product of disciplinary growth and inter-disciplinary stimulation.'

The broader and the more inclusive 'a fiéld of ipquiry’becomes-- and the

i language'related disciplines taken together are certainly among those

to have experienced the most remarkable flowering and expans1on during
the past quarter century -- the more likely just such problems are to
.arise; What is data, what constitutes proof, what is disconfirmation,
"indeed. just what ig the problem; these all become less consensual rather
than more SO as~inter~disciplinary perspective increases. Indeed, this

is the price that we pay. and that work on the Whorfian hypotheses has
_paid. whenever we focus disparatezmethodoloéical perspectives on the

same problem. Different methodologies are different languages. They

» are not duplicates of one another. They intertranslate'only roughly
rather - -than exactly. They are different weltanschauungen and there-
fore, rather than articulate in any fine grained manner they are im-
~mediately ‘valuable precisely because they highlight different aspects

of reality Ultimately, a'type of bilinéual/bicultural accommodation

may be attainable between them but that takes more time, effort and
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good will than soience or. scientists can frequently spare. W1l itself
.would have predicted that maximally different methodological languages
- would ‘be maximally divergent in defining and discussing wl and in de-
ciding on its validity accordingly | o
Quite understandably the rise (or return) of ethnography, whoJ—
isn, linguistlcs of intent and anthropology of meariing during the past
_decade has resulted in a new view of Whorf s work and in new hope among
those who are attuned" to him 1ntu1tively or philosophically, not to
mention those few who stood by him during the long dry spell from the |
- 80's through to the late 70's. For many others, however, the recent
" change in zeitgeist (Methodengeist?).has left the basic issue either

unresolved.or‘in a distinct state of contention -- and particularly so
with respeot to W2 -- not only as to the:truth of the uatter (i e., as

to what hau or. has not been proven) but even w1th respect to the 1ssuek
per se (i/e. as to what Whorf himself did or did not claim in that
conpection) While I will not dwell upon my own views on these matters
here.2 I will briefly reiterate my considered opinion that regardless

of what our personal (or posterity s) judgment with respect to the above .
matters may be the past quarter century's intellectual"struggle»with‘ o
these hypotheses has been eminently worth-while. Not only have Wl and

W2 been re-examined and possibly rehabilitated but, more importantly, )
the struggle’has stimulated and even fathered a number of related flefds
of unquestioned Worth ard vitality Such fields as language universals
(at least in their-Greenbergian realizations, viz. Perguson 1978),

ethnosciences (including ethnotypologies and ethnocognition as a whole)

.‘f’




. and sociolinguistics;per se might‘all*be'weaker today if some of'their
,leadlng formulators and’ adherants had not qu1te consciously been

either struggling with'br for Whorf (1 e.. W1th or for Wl and/or Ww2?)

‘as they rightly or wrongly understood him. Even if W2 in particular °
were ult1mately to be discarded as untenable the st1mulatlon that it W1ll
'“have provided, both to. its erstwhlle supporters and its erstwhile de- p
tractors -- not unllke the stimulation prov1ded by certain unconflrmed
hypotheses of Freud and Marx -~ will have resulted in permanent galns \
i_for the very d1sc1p11nes that considered it most serlouslywpro and con. Thi
“too should be alesson to us for the futuresthe interaction between Zez tgei:ﬂo
in methodology of the soc1al sciences,on the other hand, and Zeltgelut in-
:the soclology of knowledge. on the other hard, 1nescapable though it may :
may nevertheless be worthwhile. Every orthodoxy. belng S1multaneously'an

orthodoxy in both of the-above respects (i.e. in respect to what is known:
e

and in resnect to how how knowledge may be pursued) -- whether th1s be Chomsky-
.ism, ethnomethodologlsm. ethnographism, or natural sc1ent1sm in the lang-;.
uage related d1sc1p11nes -~ leads a away from certain topics, sen51t1V1t5es
and questions as well toward others top1cs sensitivities and questions.

If we are lucky the gain may equal or exceed the loss, and if. . we are wise-

ne orthodoxy---not even our own-- will remain unchallenged for very long

et andther gide to Whorfi the val _of ethnolinguigtic diversity.
' -As' mentioned earlier, inter-disciplinary and inter-mehodological .
'struggles with and about W1l and w2'have tended to obscure from'sight

another aspect of Whorf. I am referring to whorf as a.neo—Herderian
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champion -~ 1inked»to’Herder by the usual intellectual linkage syetem |
of students to teachers and the teachers, in turn, to their teachers.

cand in this particular case via Sapir. Boaz. Wundt, and vbn Humboldt
(this complete linkage system not yet being fully confirmed _but quite
clearly reasonable (Y M. l9743 ) -~ o% a multilingual, multicultural
world in Wthh'"llttle peoples" and "little languages" would-not.only
be respect but valued (Fishman 1978). The advisability of'such a world
order, has long been a bone of contention'in'the Euro-Mediterranean’worldi
in. which for some three and a half thousand years opposing distinctly po-
lar Views with respect to this issue have been recurringly restated and
reexamined . The two poles mentioned above were occupied, ‘on the one hard,
by ancient HebrewyanduGreek prophets-and social philosophers, and, on- the .
other hand,%by spokesman for the Western Roman Empire and Thé Wes tern ’
Catholic Church The former conceived .of the world ethnocentrically.
(Patterson 1977) perhaps. but yet ethno- pluralistically, viewing ethnolin-
guistic diversity as part and parcel of the fundamental nature of huf
mar society and viewing ethnolinguistic stability or the intactness.of%any
ethnolinguistic'collectiyity as sanctified (and, If "properly" enacted,
i.e. enacted in accord with the divine mission or design that existed -
for each and every people, as eternal)..—In accord with this view,btrans-
ethnification and translinguification were viewed as cataclysmic tragedies
Whereas ethnolinguistic intergenerational continuity -~-if "properly“ en-
acted -- was viewed as its.own reward: ennobling, authentic, fulfilling.
This tradition. initially encoded via classical Judaism, Eastern Orthodox

hristianity -and, early Islam -- all of which yielded systems of thought and
valuation which’ are still generally_in accord with these views to this very
day - first,reached Central Europe via Slavic (i.e. Eastern Orthodom)

/




influences on-Czech and German medieval social phllosophlers (Jakobson
1945) It 1s then subsequently aVallable - with eVer-lncreaslng stress
on a. language aspect of authenticity -- to become an 1ngred1ent of early
Reformatlon thinking: and subsequently, has numerous Western as well as
Central and Eastern European spokesmen and defenders (Deutsch 1942)

, Meanwhile, the Western Empire and the Church that it adopted =~
and that flnally became 1ts maJor hier, hag deVeloped a theory of lan'
guage and-ethnlclty more in’accord w1th‘their own;needs. opportunltles |
and much greater technical capacities. Ffom'theirlpoint ofbview small
’and localized ethnollngulstlc collect1v1tdes ‘Were qulte natural, and -
even desirable early stages of social organlzation but as no more than
that. As greater opportunltles, rewards. understandlngs arnd beneflts
(sp1r1tual as well as materlal)became/avallableanulatlons were expected
tp_naturally reethnify and rellngulfx accordlng;y,in pursuite of their
own'best intgrests. Thus, except for iags attributable to temporary
break-downs in the reward-system and to the self-seeking stubbornness
of local leaders(afrald of be1ng depr1Ved of their prerogatlves) what
the East’ vlewed as sanctified and eternal the West viewed as open, change—
ablé~and reward- determined Any partlcular ethnollnguistic boundary
came to be VleWed in the West as no more than a functlonal and possibly
temporary reflectlon of the authoritative flow of rewards in the past,
and, therefore,as naturally and even Joyfully invalldated by newer,
more effectlve, more benef1c1a1 reward arrangements The outer limit

. -of this process -~ both for the Western Emplre/bhurch and 1ts.more

- modern, secular substitutes and replacements -- was a unified mankind - -

- within a single unified realnm, subscribing to a universal value system




N ana --as a result of all—ef the foregoing-—7 speaking a universal

; language. Thus, what{has come to be viewed as the epitome[of rational f
self- interest and enlightened pan-human concern for some.-- including
_predominant present day liberal, sitatist, Marxist. and neutralist SOClO—I
logical schools of thought - 1s viewed by others (usually operating on
a more local and intimate scale) as the epitome of dehumanization and

self-destruction Many modern societies -- including the - USA and the L
USSR -~ have simultaneously inherjited major segments of both of the

aoo#e traditions and, therefore, are internaily conflicted rather than
merely being conflicted with viewpoints from outsioe.their own borders.
In. this respect --as in many others-- Whorf is an avowed Easterner rather
than a Westerner; To show this clearly requires another brief detour

in order that we may review Herder'’s major premises.

Johann Gottfried Hg rder (1744-1803): praeceptor slavorum
o . Herder's unique contribution to the above sketched arena of com-
peting values and purposes was to @idestep either extreme --or to co-opt
them both-- via the view that the entire world needs a diversity of
"ethnolinguistic entities for its own salvation; for its greater creativity,
for the more certain solution of human problems} for the constant re-
humanization,o? humanity in the face of materialism, for fostering greater
_esthetic, inteilectual angd, emotional capacities for humanity as a whole,
indeei,for ‘arriving at a higher stage of human functioning It is
precisely in order to arrive at this higher stage and in order to parti-
cipate more fully_in it that less power:ul ethnolinguistic collectivities

must be prolected, respected and assisted, because it is they who have
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‘_;the most vital contributlon to make to these desirable goals.

While he shared the Hebreo-Greek view- that loyalty to one's au-
-thentic_tradltionpls a sine qua non that inevitably brings its own-re-
lwards.'he went.beyond'that tradition in two major respects. 'HWithin |
. any authentlc tradltlon he stressed its authentlc language as constltu-‘
' t1ng the very center on whlch all else depended Furthermore. the\re- .

wards of fldellty to language and Way of life he con51dered to be avail-
. able not only 'to the community in whlch these orlgrnated but to all of _
{ mankind For Herder. and for genuine pluralists since Herder, the great
" creative forces that will 1nspire all humanlty do not derlve out of unl—f
versal c1V1llzat10n but out .of the individuality of separate ethnic
| collectlvitles --most partlcularly. out of their 'very cvn authentic !.
_languages. Only 1{ each collectivity contributes‘its own thread to tne
tapestry of world-nistory.'and oniy if each is accepted and respected

for making its own contrlbutlon. -can natlonalities finally)also be ruled

by a gense of reciprocity, learnlng and benefiting from- each other's .con-
‘trlbutions as wel;;-In this fashion Herder encogpasses both_the partic-
‘ular and the universal. He ccnsiders political and economic arrangements .
~-that unite and that transcend individual peoples as possible and as
desirable. but only if they are built upon and derive from a genuine

prior cultivation o; ethnolinguistic individuality,because it is only

the latter that can render the constituent parts active, creative, con-
;tributing,self-respecting and other-accepting members of any supra-national
5design. For Herder the,two levels, the smaller ard the larger, are ul-
timately‘simultaneously;ongoing.rather than the latter displacing the former.

Even from tne above brief paraphrasing it should be clear how

much- of current thinklng (and how much more of current feeling). in the
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language related disciplines is Herderian in origin. Members of'theSe
disciplines are often deeply saddened to learn of mother tongue loss
and of cultural assimilation on the part of small and powerless ethno-
linguistic entities. Indeed. in deeply unconscious .and pre- scientific'
ways, conVictions such as these are- among the very ones that brought
many of us to linguistics. to anthropology. to bilingual education and
to a variety of ethnic studies. It is Herder who most clearly and
forcefully formulated these Vieus. He did not wince at their romanti-
‘cism,as many of us do now,for, unlike us, rationalists at least in
our professional.guises. he firmly believednthat-it'was at the level'of
‘the intuitive or pre-rational'that the most'profoundly human and creative
experiences were to be encountered Nevertheless. though our science“
clothes our pre- rationality far more fully .than did Herder’s literary.
esthetic and folkloristic interests. most of us can still recognize in
him hidden parts of ourselves. If we are-attracted'to Whorf too on some
) pre -rational, intuitive level. it is because Whorf too is an unabashed
- Herderian. Via his hypotheses Wl and W2 he seeks to control and tame
or discipline the Herderian passions within him, but the passions are
there nonetheless, amd, scientific or not, it is high time we looked

at ‘that part of Whorf directly rather than indirectly.

Whorf an nd Herder: overlooked gimilgrities in basic values
Herder s defense of backward SlaVic Europe. a defense which stresses
the untutored refinement and wisdom of peoples that have not Capltulated to

. the massive blandishments of Western materialism, who experience life
and nature in deepl; poetic and collectively meaningful ways.are paral-

‘leled in Whorf by the latter's defense of Native Americans in particular |
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and of non-Western wisdom and perspectlve in. general However, while

for ‘Herder the specter of uniformation hovering over: Europe appears 1n

" a French guise..;nsofar as Whorf is concerned the danger that approaches

is predom nantly Anglo-Amerlcan and Engllsh in nature. It 1s.not only -

\ ;
/

that he V1e s the Hopi language as reveallng : ; |
\sore rational
(which) compared to Hopi‘is like\z
11}
‘pared %o a rapier (1956 (193075785, ’
but that he recurrlngly flnds the West 1n gener:_ and th English foster-

".oo a higher plane of thinking, 4
nted English...

\ \
\\ analysis of.situations_than our
| b;u#geon com-~

ing West in partlcular to be 1nferlor concepitally, biased intellectuallya.
Aand overly proud, even haughty, intercultura.ly. ‘Whorf'S‘view that the
Greeks "debased" linguistics after the Hirdus (Panini)Had founded it at
an exceptlonally advanced level (1956 (1940), 232) is too well known to
- require citing here. Less well known is his view that. ST \:
"... the 'ideal of worldwide fraternity and co- E

operation fails if it does not include ability

to adjdst intellectually as well as emotionally

‘o0 our breathern of other countries.' The West...

hae‘ggt bridged the intellectual gulf; we are no:

nearer to understanding the types of/;ogical

thinking which are reflected ‘in truly Eastern

forms of'scientific thought or analyses of

nature. This requires...the...realization that

they:have equal scientific validity with our own' -

thinking habits (1956 (1941), 21)"

(i

A
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'Here we find not only Herder's theme that the universal is a fraud, a ' .
ask for the self-interest of the domlnating over the dominated, but
an insistance on putting the case preclsely in terms of science itself.
This, indeed, is one of Whorf's major themes: that science itself must
accepf the non-West as an egual and must come to view itself as no more .
obviously rational and objective than the so called mysterious East.
Indeed, the West is highly irrational in Whorf's eyes, and Western
science along with the rest, since it tends to confuse power with in-
sight and anderstanding. . 1\
"...(Do) our cultiVafed wheat and oats-represent
a higher evolutionary st;ge.than a rare aster re-
stricted to a few sites in the Himalayas(?). From
the standpoint of a matured biology it is‘precisely
s the rare aster which has the better claim to high
evolutionary eminence; the (Western) wheat owes
its ubiquity and prestige merely to hﬁman economics
and histo;y. The eminence of * our European tongues
— and thigging ‘habits proceeds from nothing more
(1956 (936D, 84"
As with Herder, therefore. ‘there iS a sharp anti-establishment bite
t05Whoff. Herder attacked FrenCh‘and Prancofied intepests in Europe as
‘a whole and'qpong Germans in parficular: Whorf points his finger at the
West as. a whole and at Anglo-AmeriCaannglish imperialism in particular.
In so-doing, both Herder and Whorf not only are opposing long standlng
(taken for grénted) 1nte11ectual assumptions but they are also foreg01ng




the safety and_ﬁatronage that nprmally come from siding with the
gsocial and political establishment. Whorf's digs at English are
» particularly noteworthy if we consider that Anglo—American and other
‘Western linguists were (and often still are) hard-put to detach them-
selves frem its purported superloritY-u Not only was Whorf completely
free of any such popular wisdom vis-a-vis English but he was particu-
larly dubioﬁs.concerning schemes to stter Basic English or some other
natural or artificial auxiliary language as the basis of.w°rld unity.
There was no easy road to world unityo as far as Whorf was eoncerened.
and the best that native speakers of English (particularly scientists .
_ ‘who were native speakers of English) could do in pursuit of that goal :
was to supplement their English with "the point of view of multi-
bilingual awareness (1956 (io41), 244", More generally put, he warned:
“Those who envisiOn a future world speaking
only one tongue, whether English, German or
Russian, or any other. hold a 'fnisguided view and would
\ do the evolution“of the human mind the greatest dis-
service. Western culture has made, through‘lang-
uage, a provisional analysis of reality ard, with-
out correctives, holds resolutely. to that analysis
as final. The onlY correctives lie in'ull those
other tongues which by aeons ef'indenendent evo-
1ution have arrived at different but equallg—
1og1cal. provisional analyses (1956 (194l). 244) "

Although Whorf's -overriding interes?® in language and cognition permeates

all of his writing -- even most of that which is of a semi-popular or




lay nature (and which we aléo‘tend to overlook today, even though

he was immensely involved in such writing as a public sérvice) - his
Herderian stress on divefsity. on "all those other tongues", on genuine
universality being attainable only via a "multilihgual awareness" which
.accepfs énd utilizes the languages and pershectives of nonJWestern peoples,
shines through and underlies all that he writes. Like Herder he believes
thaf the world's little languages and peoples are a treasurejtrove of
wisdom and refihement; Only if this human treaspggmig_gglggqnggw§hgggg
can biases be set aside and a genuine (rather than a self-serving imperi-
alistic) universél perspective be attained. Is it any wonder that aﬁong
American linguists Hymes has been the most outspoken opponent of the
impquiéhment that would result from seeking‘universals based on English
alone (1971 Cl974))1doing so precisely by invoking-Herder. '

As a neo-Herdian this side of Whorf, the Whorf of W3, is directly
11nked to much of the social .consciousness of the 1anguage in-society re-
lated disciplines. As such he is related to pluralistic language poli-
cies, to cultural democracy and 1aﬁguage maintenance efforts, to enrich-
ment bilingual education and to sympathy and assistance for the Third
World in effor;;\t\_,j%ain pan-human 8anity and salvation. Whorf died
still hoping against hope that a bilingual awareness might arise to re-
form the mlsgulded Western world before it was too late, before "the im-
‘pending darkness" (1956 {1942), 270) that he feared would decend upon
us all -- including the world of science -- without such an awareness.
It'is_ﬁhorf‘s abiding faith in the benefits 6f linguistic difersity that

attfacted manj of us to him and to the language related disciplines ard
that may Qell continue to do so regardless of the fate of Wl-and WZ2.
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fic status and methddolozical impli-

cations of W3. | ,
- Can the/ erder-Whorf vision of a better world based’uponvsharing
a multipllcitv of little 1anguages and appreclatlng a var1ety of little
peoples be tested, cnnflrmed or reV1sed and reflned. Does‘1t have a
scientific /rather than “merely" a humanlstic or Phllosophlcal future°
I think so, because even though neither Herder nor Whorf were marked hy
much econopolltlcal sophlsticatlon they might nevertheless both have
been r'ght (or wrong) on an emp1rical soc101ps§chblog1cal'level alone.
~Much-: of the recent and ongoing work on. global con?clousness and inter-
' nat*onal understandlng has conszstently demons trated that active and
| advanced multilingualism is a s1gnif1cant indgpendent variable in thear
rediction (Barrows, Clark and Klein 1980). (Eh addition;much of Wallace
lambert’s work on the greater cognitive flexibility of bilingual '
(1962, 1973) is in direct agreement with the W3 school of thought.
There has thus far been no explicit 1ink between WB and e1ther of the
‘above research endeavors but that is largely because Wl and W2 have
substantially'hidden W3 from sight. However, if that were no.longerl'
to be the case and if a veritabie»ground swell of interest in W3 were
_ to develop I wouid predict‘that'the consequences would be manifold,
quitejindependently of their 'directionality in any substantive sense.”.
Some W3'researchers wiil doubltessly seek to render the status
of th1s hypothesis more preclse.by operationallmnb quantitative measures

of its independent ard dependent variables and by ass1gn1ng subjects to -

randomly constituted,max1mally contrasted treatment groups for the
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' purposes of controlled experimental comparison. Other researchers,

however, will quite definitely take a quite different and more qualita-
tive route toward testing W3. The two approaches may well disagree.with
respect to some of their findings, interpretations; and, indeed, with

respect to their claims of fidelity to the original W3 hypothesis. Still

' other researchers will continue to believe .(or, indeed, to disbelieve) in

W3, entirely as a matter of devotion, as a Value, regardless of what the .

'findings'might be, since the 1anguage related disciplines, like all dis-

ciplines, are themselves also value sys tems and,(as such,.fhey are pro-

4

‘tective of kindred,values and of those who subscribe to them. Findll&,

- midway between the more internally eonsistent apbroachee to W3 mentioned

above, there will be those who will seek to combine both this world and

.the next, i.e. to reflne thelr "values" via "301ence" and to gulde thelr

"science" via “"values". The hypothe31s as such is necessarlly too broad

("necessarlly" because it: Qerlves not from science per se but from values.
more‘ba31c than science) apé science as an enterprise is too variegated
to enterteinaonly'a_single\interpretation, operationalizafion or formu-
lation thereof. It is consistent with the entire spirit of W3 to con-

clude that such must be its fate in any free scientific climate.

The legacy of W3 for llngulstlcs as a science

The past. quarter century s experlence with W1l and wz, and the-
coming quarter century's experlencejW1th W3 can serve to remind linguis-
tics -as-a- science that linguistics is also very significantly a human-

ities.field and an applied field as well; As a result, even more so than

‘were linguistics to be a science and only a science, it corresponds to




~certain per#asive, goul-satisfying, meaning - and - value needs of its
"members" These needs can also have dignifying and protective value

for the d1501p11ne qua SClence our frequent advocacy of the weak and asyet

unappreciated peoples and languages upon which W3 focuses, dignifies not
only them but us, safeguards not only them but us, for it keeps us from
fOIIOW1ng (or straylng) in the footstep of Hitler' s professors (Wein-
relch 1946) along a path Wthh glorlfled W1l and W2 W1thout experiencing -
the tempering impact of W3.

Csrtainly; linguistics as a science ahd linguists as sciehtists
cannot and should'not try to escabe frsm the values and 1oya1ties.
'dregms and intuitions, visions and sensitivities that move them ahd that .
tduch them. ' If these pre-ratioﬁalities are not self-aggrandizing, and'ne'“i-'
+her Herder's nor Whorf's were, if they lead to greater assistance, —appr'e'ci‘
tién and dignify-fbr the world's little peoples and little languages;

then these are prerationalities to be proud of. If we will but each

carry them on our sleeves in our couptry rather than merely in someone

- else's -—whethsp-dur own country be the”USA'or Israel, Egypt or Mexico,
Canada or Yugoslavia, China or the USSR -- then fhese are pferationali—
ties that.will be good for us as individuals, good for linguistics as
a discipline, and good for mahkind as our common concern. That, ul- - - ‘

timately was the very kind of linguistics that Whorf envisioned..’




FOQOTNOTES

/

% This paper constituted my ”Linguistic Society Of America'Professor”l
address at the meeting of The Linguistic Society Of America,'ﬁniver-
sity of New Mexlco. August 3, 1980, and was prepared under Grant
G-00- 79—01816 from the Research Section, International Studies Branch.
Department of Educatlon ("Language Resources Of- The Un1ted States
Revi51ted") ' /

. 1. I do not con51aer it necessary at this late date to more than mentlon
the well documented fact that ne1ther W1l nor W2 were hypotheses orig-
inal to Whorf. Not/only were there others in Whorf's immediate 01rcle
.of colleagues who had acknowledged interest and sympathy for these
views prior to Whorf's focus upon them, and not only had such v;ews
been articulated for approximately a century by various European
(particularly Gernman) thinkers'(e.g. Herder, von Humboldt, and Wundt :
to name only a few). but the basic notions in one or both of these
hypotheses occur several times throughout two and a half thousand

’years of Euro-Mediterranean language related speculatlon (Culjak 1968,
' Filhman 1980)and are probably of at least similar vintage in India., China
- and perhaps even elsewhere. Nevertheless. we not only parsimonlously
but also rightfully call these hypotheses ”Whorflan today because,
.it was precisely Whorf's stimulatlng focus upon them that returned

them to modern debate and inqulry. particularly in the United States.

7




21

To call these hypotheses Whorfian is, therefore, as technizally

" mistaken as to call the Western Hemisphere The Americas (after -,
. \ , - ‘

/
7/

Amerigo Vespucci) but, at the same time. it is also equally justi:

fied and, by now, equally traditional to do.

2. My documented view (Fishman 1960, 1977, 1980) is that Whorf did N
entertain both of the hypotheses here referred to as Wl and W2, al- B
fhough he Was cbnsiderably'less certain and less consistent with
respect to the latter than with respect to the former. Furthermore,
my‘dogum@nted evaluation of the empirical literature leads me to the

\hconelus'Oh thaf Wl has been confirmed over and over again, not only
by Whorﬁ and since Whorf but prlor to Whorft, whereas w2 has not been
conflrmed as a stable phenomenon at the leX1cal level by methods
that recognize the independent varlable-dependent variable distinction
and the canons of publically eonfirmable reliahility and validity. |
Even 1ess confirmation of W2 has been forthcoming 1n accord;with the
above research paradlgm at levels hlgher than the lexical. (See Hau;
gen 1977 for recent further conflrmatlon of this concluslon) If in-'
vest;gators following ethnographic, wholistic and non-llnear research
strategies.were.to become fully convinced ofbthe.validity of W2 (I
do not sense any such conviction among them at this times indeed, I
sense a tendency among such researchers to ascribe w2 hpt to Whorf |
himself but, rather to fhose who misunderstand him, e.g. Alford 1978, —
Silverstein 1979), IUWOuld conclude that.the two different interpre~
taﬁions/Operationalizafions of the hypotheses involved were respon—'

sible for the difference in findings. These.methodological differences
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might-or\might not prove reconcilable. As long as they were not,

I would tend to con51der the hypothesls contested or unconflrmed

(but, hopefully, in a state of productive ten51on) regardless of

my own preferences in the matter.

_ tatlons from Herder I will satlsfy ny urge to brlng Just such quota-

-tlons by summarizing Herder 8" views on various topics and referrlng

the reader to the sources ‘Where these views can be found.1n~Herder s

own words. The best account of Herder's lifejis Haym 1877-85. For

a fine account and interpretation of Herder's manifold direct and in-

direct interests in language and ethnlclty/hatlonallty - see Ergang

l931. It is dlrectly to Herder's. Sammtliche Schriften (1877-1913)
that the reader must turn for the full' treatment ‘of the view that:~
ther\is nothing more central thanvlahguage in the 1life of ahy ethnic
collectivity (Volk)(see e.g. xi 225, xvii 58, xviii 337.and 384);
neither“ipdividual nor_collectiue'creativity are possible if the
authentlc\Ethic lahguage is lost (see'e;g. xvi 46, xvli 59 and
288-89, xviii\387)§ ‘]earning'from other peoples and:languages poses

no problem if one does it without forgettlng or dishonorlng one’s .

own (see e.g. vi 2 7. i Lo7, Vlll 336): early and con51stant educa-

tion in the mother tongue is a’ necesslty regardless of whatever

_else one learns. (see e.g, 1 380- 381 and 406. iv 301. XXX 129), |
~the- universal can be partlclpated in frultfully (rather than slaV1shly)

‘,fonly through the authentlc (see e.g. %iv 448 xvii 211-212, xV111 248)
“A typlcal formulat;on of the latter view urges; "let us-contrlbute

e
) .
e .
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to the honor,of our nationali ~~--and learn incessantly from and

with others --- s0 that togethe We. can seek the truth and cultivate

3

! .
‘the garden of the common good (xvii 211-212)"; also "ILet us, there-

fore, be German, not because German is superior to all other nation-
‘alities, but because we are Germans apd cannot well be anything elge
and because we can contribute to humanity at ‘large only by being

German (Ergang 265)"

4. Whorf's lack of positive hyperbsle with resﬁect to English is all the
' more remarkable givensentiments such as the following which were
nurtured by linguistic‘culture prior to his time: (a) fThe Anglo-
Saxon-language is the simplest, the most»perfectly and simply symbolic
‘that the world has eVer seen... (B)y means of it the Anglo-Saxon saves
his vitality for conquest‘instead of wasting it under the juggernaut
of cumbersome mechanism for conveyance of thought" (McGee 1895). '
(b) "The English language is a methodical, energetic business-like
and sober language that does not care much for finery andelegance._
but does care for logical consistancy and is opposed to any attempt
fto narrow-in life by police regulation and strict rules, either of
grammar or & lexicon. As the ‘language is, so0 is the people...It must /”
be a source of gratification to mankind that. the.tongue spoken by two
of the greatest powers of the world is so noble, so rich, so pliant, .
.80 express*ve and so0 interesting (Jespersen 1905)”' Ironically. the
I latter author s lauditory view that "as the language is, so is the
people"‘would probably»be-characterized in recent days as revealing
"extreme Whorfianism", whereas thrf's_sharply critical views:' insofar
~as English is concerned have nevertheless not spared him from being:j

similarly characterized.
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'CHAPTER 3 : ' 1
\
. . \ .
THE NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGE RESOURCES OF THE UNITED STATES
A PRELIMINARY RECONNAISANCE®*

"Joshua A. Fishman,-Michael
Gertner and:Esther G. Lowy

Yeshiva University.
New York City

The general paucity and rarity of United States-Bureau of

ithe Census data on the non~English languages (Nﬁi) of ‘the country'
are a reflection of a long~standing underlying assumption that these

‘were only surface rather than deep structure phenomena. Given that
they were exgected to be ephemeral there was no need to count them
with particular care or-great frequency or to intercorrelate such
counts as were pexrformed with a 1arge varlety of other varlables
+hat might tend to clarify dlfferentlal rates of mother tongue claim-

. ing, non~English'use clalmlng or the-compatablllty betWeen non-English ‘
skills, on thé one hand and English skills, on the other. Since the
late '60's. however, the above trad1t10na1 view has begun to change

' More 1anguage related counts and more dlfferent kinds of counts have
.been undertaken in the past few years (slnce the beginning of the ’?O's)
than at any other time.in American.history.‘ Obviously, both the mag-
nitude and the longevity of. non-English language claiming and/or use -

in the USA'has assumed'proportions that were not previously anticipated.

% Prepared with the support of the International Studies Branch,
Division of: International Education, ED ED (Grant # G007901816)
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Federal programs and federal funds have come to be associated w%&h

these magnitudes and, accordingly, it has become ever so much-76fe

important to understand much more precisely than ever before ﬂow
T~ . .

-

large the numbers'iﬁleved are, where they ‘are to be encountered,

and what factors contribute .to their differential growth.

Mother Tongue Claiming 1970 _ , ,

With respect to the above issues the 1970 census/ may well
mark the end of a research tradition. Sinée 1910 the United States
.Bureah of the,Census‘(USBC) has repeatedly(except{f0§7a950) asked
?bout mother tongue (MT) (usuallj defined as "the 1a7guage most com-
ﬂonly spoken in your home during your early childhood").‘ Unfoptu-

tely, the genefations included for study Hgve(no always remained

f
~— ‘
\a

/constant. The second generation was included‘in USBC enumerations
only in 1910, 1920, 1940 and 1970, and the fhird. only in 1940 and
1970. Only the foreign bbrg\biiobvi;uély the fd?ﬂs of interesfi-—

. were included{on all.of.these‘;;Easibﬁs. Starting with 1980 (or,

‘more precisely, with two intgr—decehnia1 studieé_in'l975 and 1976)
the  USBC's émphasislus switchéd\to"nbn-EngI;shvlanguage background"

-(NELB) in view offgarious federgl\programs-Zértaining to the health,

\\‘ .
education and welfare opropulatiohs of su7 "background".1 Thus,

except for a small and generally noflto-b7rreleased bridge study in

-
1 o . .
Technically speaking "non-English 1anguége background"” (NELB) is de-
fined (NCES:1976) as "evinced by persons whosé usual or second house-
hold language is not English, or,-if over 14 years of age, whose mother
tongue is-other than English (whether not\the latter usually speak
that mother tongue)". Although NELB is, therefore, a mixed index, the
consequence of the above definltion is/ to focus, somewhat more on actual
current use than on early childhood household use alone. The 1980 cen--
sus specifically asked about NEL use rather than'NEL background. o

Pag/]
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1979-80, that seeke to 1link non—Englishlmother tongue claiming'and
non-English language background claiming, future USBC studies of the
NEL situation in the USA will probably be transferred te a new track
that is not easily comparable with the research on the first éevent&
years of this cenfury Although the new researeh traditior that such

a transfer will foster may certalnly be a worthwhile one, it is im-

l

portant also to fully appre01ate the o0ld one that is now probably coming

to a close. Whlle it has long been recognized that ' mother tongue

claiming has a somewhat larger than-usual standard'error of measure-

ment associated with it, it is also undeniably true that mother tongue

: claiﬁing has sefved ratheriadmirably in conjunction with a secondary ~

it

function with which it has always been associated, namely, as an in-

dlcator of the clalmed ethnolingulstlc affiliation of the Amerlcan

populatlon for a three generational time span.. leen this function

it is 1nstruct1ve to note from Table 1.0 that some 35_million people

- claimed (or would have so claimed had tﬁey been queried) non-Anglo

ethnicity in 1970. This maénitude corresponds to some 17% of the -
total USA population of 203 million and nearly 20% of the non-Black
populatlon of 181 million in that year These are high numbers, both

absolutely and relatively, and what Table 2.0 reveals is.that their

frate of change has undergone noteworthy quickening in the past decade

or two.

Quickening Rate of NEMT Claiming -

Whereas the total U.S. population increased by some 13% be-
tween 1960 and 1970 the English mother tongue component therecf in-

crzased by only_semeua%'while the non-English mother tongue component

1}
)

!

[
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* thereof inoreased by gome 71%! Spanish alone increased by 134% in
this decade (after having increased by 79% from 1940-1960)! However,
even without the clearly exceptional case of Spanish the other 22
(mostly European) languages for which there is historical comparitive
data from 1910 onward increased by 50% from 1960 to 1970. Obviously{
something unexpected happened to non-English mother tongue claims )

'in the 60's because from 1945ito 1960 they were (with a few easily ex-
plained exceptions) generally on theé decrease. By 1970, however, they
.were almost all on the increase. That, indeed} is exactly what is
amazing about the 1970 USBC mother tongue figure:;almost all of,them
show an increase relative to their 1960 estimates®. As a result,
mother tongues whose 1mm1gratlonal h1story is as dlssimllar as\Norwe-

. glan (hlgh p01nt in the latter part of the 19th century), Slovak (high-
point just prior to World War I) and Arablc (hlgh point after World .

- War II) all show about the same proportlon of 1ncrease from 1960 to
1970 Obvlously, we are deallng here w1th a Zeltgelst phenomenon.

- By 1970 the sp1r1t of the. tlmes was such that many 1nd1v1duals who had

"long ceased to claim (or, perhaps, who had never claimed) a non-English

mother tongue were, it would seem, doing so (or doing 80 agaln).

Generational Composition and Magnitudes of NEMT Claiming 1970

The differential magnitudes of NEMT's claimed in USA are also
considerable. Although the "big six" in 1970 remain the same languages as
were the big six in 1960 (Spanish, German.-Italian, French, Polish and

Yiddigh) -- not necessarily in the same order as they occupied at that

2The 1960 estimates are derived from Fishman and Hofman 1964 They

m be overly low, but,on the other hand,they are the medium rather
an either the high or the 1ow estimates arrived at by that study.

Even if a 1940- 1§7§ comparison is preferred 1t°'ie clear that NEMT

claiming is on the increase (overall). relative to its 19#0 status




‘:tlme ~-- only Spanlsh among them is stlll demographlcally growing.
Actually. Spanlsh is the major European derlved language that is both

numerlcally strong (1ndeed. it is huge, accountlng by 1tself for

roughly a quarter of all non-Engllsh mother tongue clalmlng in the

USA in 1970) and demographlcal_y young, Greek, Italian and Portuguese

being small examples of this type., Otherwise, the most rapidly grow-

{ ing non~English mother tongues in fhe USA ir 1970 were all non-
European: Chinese, Korean, Tagalog, Hindi. Turrish..Vietnamese was -
not even mentioned then because fhe Indocninese influx had not yet

~ begun. |

Obviously,.tne various.non-English_mpther tongues claimed in
1970 differ greatly as to"their”generational compositiﬁn,on the one
hand,land as'to the reasons:for that-composition, on the other hand.

. Thls 1°,due, irn part, to thc‘;act that the magorlty of xcandanav1an

Amerlcans, e. g ’ ar"Jved 1n the UsA prlor to tne madorlty of Slavzc

Amer;cansu as a result, more of the former Wlll now be native-of-

nativefborni(l,e 3rd veneratlon or beyond) +han Wlll be " the case

witn'respect to. the’ 1atter of course other factors may also be 1n—
volved in g'neratlonal composltﬁon dlfferences across mother tongue
groups. Those groups who nave succeeded in holdlng on to mere. of
their post-immigrational culldren and grandchlldren (in terms of
mother tongue claiming continuity) wiil showhup with larger 2nd ard
3rd generation components. 'Finally, groups that are significantly
indigenous rather than imnigrational in origin will show up as largely
natire-of—native-born (i.e. 3rd generation), simply ‘because that is
all they.gag be (e.g. American Indians, Cajuns and many Mexican-Ameri-

cans),regardless of what their recent attrition has been.




' ! .
Examining Tables 3.0 and 3.1 we see that the variation in

/tgeneratlonal structure is huge, from less than 20% native-of- natlve--
born for such ‘0ld tlme 1mm1grant groups as Swedes and Danes (with
similerl& lew_proportions for suéh still.xgggg groups as are the
mother tongue cleimants of Greek, Portuguese ard Chinese) to mech
larger proportions for Spanish, French, Germar'—- all of which have
substantial non-immigrational (“colonial") roots in the USA. |

wny Did NEMT Clalmlng Tncrease in l970° !

_ The purpose of the. above generatlonal and magnitudinal excursus
vis'to pursue.the relationship between the previously noticed quicken-
ing of non¥EnglishImother to;gue'claimiﬁg in.1970 and the generational -
structure of the l970°claimantet Clearly the rate of increaee for non-
European 1engUages in the USA was, .on the whole, significantly greatEr
than it-was'fer.EuropeaQ languages . 'However;.that itself cannot ac-
cbuﬁt_for;the-totaljrate of increaée‘shown in Table 3:0. The non-
European mother tongues in the USA were sihplj'tee few in.their total
numberjof'elaimants to cerry the field on-their}owh.“ObVioesly.‘the
brunt of the‘iherease in rateﬂofvnohéEnglish mother;tengue in 1970 -
was due to European languages, even to;Europeah }aﬁguages.other'then
Spahish. indeed, even to- European languages that had}experienee little
©if any immigrational growth in the past 20-30 years. -ih_;;*_"/// '
It is doubtlessly true that from 1960 to 1970 most non-English
languages in the USA gained in numbers as a result of immigratlon
However, it is probably even truer that in the case of the European
subset’of these languages they probably lost more due to ng tural demo-
',graphic factore (namely, the demise of f ormer immigrante many of whom

~
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are now their 70's) than they gainedtdue to immigration. At any

rate it is absolutely olear from Table 4 that immigrants'ano immi-
gration;cannot be the reason why the total rate of NEMT claining _
1noreased so dramatlcally from 1960-1970 (and even from 19#0 to 1970)
In that same decade only a handful of languages increased in their
c;a;mlng rate due to the first (i.e. the immigrant) generation.
Indeed,'on the whole, particularly if Spanish.is set aside as clearly
a special case that generations claiming rate decreased both from
1960 to 1970 as Well as from 1940 to 1970.. Thus we will have to look'
to Amerlcan born cla1mants, rather than to, forelgn born onesy in order'

. to shed llght on the surprising increases:that Table 2.0 reveals.

' The Native Born Claimants of Native Born Parentage

Both the native born .of foreign parents and the native born
of nat1ve parents 1ncreased their NEMT clalmlng 1n 1970 relatlve to
1960 (and to 1940) However, in the case of the 2nd generatlon th1s
~1ncrease is both meager ‘and unpredlctable from one language to the
next On the other. hand. in the case of the 3rd generatlon the - 1n-
‘crease is both huge and across the board. Interestlngly, as Table 5
revealo, the 1ncreases are generally even greater for languages other
'than.Spanlsh than they are for Spanish. W1thASpan1sh included the
1960-1970 increasefis some 279% (!) and with Spanish excluded the
1960-1970 increase is some 328%. Thos;the rise in total NEMT claimQ.
ing from 1960 to 1970 (and, to some extent, even from 1940-1970) is
not only not due to 1mm1grants but its also _not unduly due to Spanlsh

e1ther Nor is it due to non-European languages or to any other



easily formulatable sub-group of languages. It is a truly "across

/o
the board" phenomenon and one thatfls distinctly related to the Ameri-~

-,

\
" can born of American born parents (1 e. the th1rd generatlon and .

beyond). o - : \

- e
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N

\
s

A\

Non—Engllsh Language Use . \

In subsequent analyses we will undertake to examine ‘and re-

veal ‘the extent: to which the increase in NENT clalmlng that occurred in tr

USA has (or has not) beén accompanled by a~correspond1ng increase in
NEL use (at least to the degree that NELB 1s reflective of such use).
At this point, g1Ven that the above mentioned demonstratlon w1ll not
be presented here, 1et us agree on two matters: (a) that even,1f NEL

"use has not 1ncreased at the same rate or is not nearly at the same

lTevel aswas NEMT claiming in 19?0 - and, quite francly, it has not (Velt-

man 1979) -- that NEMT cla1m1ng tco is indlcatlve of somethlng mean--
1ngful It is a statement related to 1dent1ty (to “part 1dent1ty'
rather than to "whole 1dent1ty" ‘that isy to a part of the ent1re;

identity repert01re rather than to all of it) and, as such, it can

well have ethnic mother tongue consequences other than use as well

as ‘in addltlon to use. or, if use per se is to become the touch-

1stone of future NEL research in the USA. we will have to agree on a

broadening of the concept of use if we are to obta1n a true picture

of the language resources of the USA
U31ng a non-Engllsh language in church-related behavior 1s

also language use although it may not be -the kind thatlgets picked
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up by NCES or USBC statlstlcs. Using a non—English language
within an ethnlc communi ty school or in an ethnic communlty radio/t.v.
é-broadcast or 1n an ethnic community periodlcal publlcatlon - these
are all deflnltely‘NEL use. Indeed, they are particularly cruc;al
kinds of use if our nation's non-English language resources.are,being
considered because the above/exampies of "use" represent community-
1mbedded use of non-English languages, language in s001ety, language
-use in accord with societal allocatlon ‘of functlons, and, therefore,
language use which can attempt to secure 1ntergeneratlonal continuity.
Since neither NCES nor USEC haVe 'shown any interest in such kinds of
use (probably because they are not indicative of lack of Engllsh
mastery in other uses) it was necessary for such data to be gathered
by the current’ investigators themselves..

'Foﬁr Institutional Language Resources: 1980

_ As—of 1980—thernited—States—Was—a—oountry—oi—hugefinstitu—

tional langoage resources withih its ethnic communities including 3
at least 762 perlodlcal publlcatlons, 2470 radlo/t v. broadcasts,
5414 ethnlc communlty schools and 7203 local rellglous unlts ("con~
gregatlonsﬁ). As Table 6 reveals.these resources ‘are far from evenly
distributed. Some 3anguage groups are particularly blessed with in-
stitutionalized language resources -- in fact even some quite smali

g groups oan/be oescribed in this fashion -~ whereas others (even some
fairly large groups) have few such resources. No state is ﬁithout

‘such resources (Fable 7.0)and seme have them in very great numbers. all in
! 7 X I' .

3
All numbers cited here, patrticularly those for churches, are quite
-preliminary and are still being revised upWard almost daily.
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d1l1l these resources appear to exist in larger numbers today than they
did in 1960 (Fishman et al 1966). Both their qualitative and their

quantltatlve characteristics deserve ample addltlonal study. At

" this early date in our realization of the rlches that are at our com--

mand (and, indeed, that have been entrusted to us) 1t is already pos-
sible to indicate that certa1n 1nst1tutlonallzed areas of language use
are much more 1nterdependent than others (Tabled8). Thus, whlchever
”way they.are viewed, across states or across languages, 1oca1 reli-
giods units and ethnio community schools are‘highly related todeach
other (Fa=.96 and rb .92) Whereas broadcasts and schools are not
(r=.82 and .21).- Further correlations between the resource distri- -
butions_(by language or by state) and various demographic and socio-
linguistic indices will doubtlessly yield. further-un'derstanding of

the underlying‘support-systems upon which'they depend. In an earlier

study—(f1shman*1980)—1t—Was-already~shown—thatwthe number- Of‘ethnlcwﬂ~¥~ﬂ~

communi ty schools across states 1s more closely related to ,fthe total
NELB population of the states than 1t is to the' school—age NELB pop-
ulatlon alone. All in all. th1s is 1ndlcat1ve once again, of the fact
that we are not dealing with a vanlshlng'1mm1gratlon-based experience
but with a langua and-ethn101ty experlence that has succeeded in

‘1nd1gen1z1ng 1tsei;\nn ethnic commun.ty 11fe in the USA. Just as
NEMT claiming has become\prlmarlly a third generatlon affair so in-
gtitutionalized ethnic community language resources are largely in-
‘dependent of the number of foreign bern. Every aspect of these de-

velopments cries out for further research and, fortunately, the .

&
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.puzzle is belng put together little by little.

-One clear flndlng revealed in Table 8 is that languages
differ more widely from each other with respect to.thelr inter-
institutional activity than'do states. This is a very direct in-

Ea)

dication of the" demographlc concentratlon of America's: ron—Engllsh

language communltles. They tend to c1uster together in the same

states and this. ciustering is actually an aid to their 1nst1tutlonal
_vitality since not only is an atmosphere of non—Engllsh language 1n—

stitutions created thereby but many of these 1nst1tutlors (e.g.

radlo/t \& statlons but even schools, churches and’ publlshers) serve"
'several different language communltles at the same tlme The socletal
ﬂ structure of non—Engllsh language resources 1n the USA has obviously

been establlshed in accord with some very Amerlca* hlstorlcal and E

demographlc £a%tors

5e
N
o)
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Table )1 Estimated English and Non-Engfish H'other' Tongue Claiminé Totals, ' 1970,

by Nativity ;and Parentfqe o " '
] . \
" | - o ; - b~
| Mative . Total  forlN  NPeMative df  WAPeNativeof
Total of Native  Poreign Stock : of fp/MP  Foreign Parcntage Muxed Parentage  Foreign Born
@ ol for colum COW3,20,18 169,634,926 3,575,212 123,965,990, 12,902,9%  1Lasa.94 9,618,300 (1)
() ot reporteds in that ‘column 9,017,813 8,673,001 ITREY j"m,gqs 17,268 MLIS 914 @
. ) ' ' . . . ) ,..'-*1_,‘ |
@ @ . @-‘rotal teporteds in o : - J \
that colum L ms I0TLMS BN pamas  wodes loess  sss ()
() mohish claims (6 colom 16000013 MOI2AN LLAOLETS aqies 370, sswie Lenas ()
6 @-‘@-Non-anlguh reporteds 3,175,170 "11,449,410 2,125,782 1,900,432 - 9,585,2M 45,15 ,805,0 @
©/() % aetnglish reported  17,11% .1 '65,58% 59,884 - 15,0% 19.00% niN @
of total reporteds ’ . . .
@ smekasin (giopliedto § 1% GLIB 9L671 w589 L 133,119 s wwe ()
@) + ()2 woer Linit of ttal W4T L208L08 2001 L5l 9,688, 0% s e @)
Non-English (miniun estimate) , ‘
@ @)/G)'%Nm-znqlish for ' | ’ \____,
v coluens 'minimum eetimate) 11 . 1,15 65.58% 50.88% 5,00 19.9% 82.17% @ |




TABLE 2

Hother Tongue Claiming:

940-1960-1970' TOTALS FOR 23 LANGUAGES®

t

Changes 1940-1970

Changes 19601970

o Swregs; U5, Cenws of

- 12005

) B ' #
mmmdwnkwnﬂm%,mmumm“mmmmwymwwi‘
and 1960 doty ace Leom lunﬂuaqoggfalty in_the U,S.A,, Plshman ot al, -1966, whora orlginal wources are cited and estination procedures daucribed,

0ll.%§8.932
! ” ‘

The 2§ Janyuoyey included in thiy teble are the only onea for which 1940-1960-1970 dats lrh{uval}able, ‘“

o

Q

I

t

490,55

",
Vi

|

A

|

,

[
!

1 '

o

J

1960 Total Chaser 1940- 1960
Lanquage 1940 Total _fest] | 1970 fotal n A Lk . :
Horveyhun G20 L] o0 - W60 -skiz - 450 - 689+ BLI0 40
Sued)sh B0 45,600 6610 - 415000 - 4998 - 04800 - 2654 210,300 $ 50,65
Danish WMo Wnen a0 - 900 - W - R -l 68N +3L0
Duteh 209,580, 221,61 A0+ 00 +IL06 ¢+ I #4244 SR04 280
Prencl LALOD  Lo0 05840 < J8e0 - M2 #LIGID 402 LSS0 308
Getman LHSTE0 LIS 600050 - Lotolo <645 ¢ 1I020 4200 ¢3,7,80 "4 8189
babish L6 LI 2ANN - DL - 9% ¢ e ¢ 095 ¢ 00 1SS
Caech o W gl - e -S06 - 660 -1 4 UsN0 HoE
Slovak B0 %000 SO - 240 -6l ¢ W00 ¢ 83 ¢ 2004368
Nunyarhan SO0 A0 Wsm o - B0 -l03 - S0 - L2 e 000 elo
Setbo-Croatian LU0 1900 2940 4 Moo+ b M0 4564 4 S0 4008
* Slovenien Meeo @l man - LLSH -e41 - w0 -ssr ot la20 s
st W00 g0 Mem - B0 - - n0de -8 - 120 260
Uktainian 81,600 253,90 9350 ¢+ 163,310 200,60 + 165,750 198,27 - 3,60 - L8
" Lithuanian M Wb men - 660 -u4s ¢ 0 #2390+ 86780 ta.n
Finnish MAn Mol A4 - lma -9 -l - 05l 4840
Humanian e SR [ T X R L )
Yiddish 1,751,100 564,40 1,593,990 < 786,490 - 44,90 - 150 - 89 Y 629,780 ¢ 65,2
Greck M0 o ¢+ RS ¢ 61 ¢ L5160 #6691 e 16660 4055
Tteltan LKGRD LA Gl - L0 - 249 ¢ Mo elopr e ALl el
Spanish- LESLADD DRSO TEDSH LSO M 4552000 M0 e ddeng0 HLE
Purtuyuese ' 25,060 (181,010 . 65,30, - 4,550 - 16,02 t 3149,640 - 469,39 o0 Rt
Mabic 40 g0 s - 80 -+ g6l ebos 4 ea6l0 vBe
Motal for ) Languages 20,786,040 10,066,400 0,034,800 - 49,0 - 1524 48,6050 +9.00 12,078,470 *gS.gg .'
Aove Total minus panish 19,924,940 1&,020,440 22,61[,290 - 4,904,500 ° = M4.61 49,682,350 ¢ 12,58 $ 7,590,850 ¢+ 30,
Tutal U.b.'?qpﬂlit‘0ﬂ‘ IJ?.155,129 | 9,]25.671 - 203,210,158 ’47;160,542 + 35,60 ) ’71'045.029 4 51,75 '2].034.‘87 NIRIE
Total Eiglish W1, 92,009,640 149,209,776 160,717,111 N :
N onioglish A8, ROGI0 ML ol ST T
e : 11,19, + L1

n‘,‘:‘ilw followlng Tablew am B, J)=1A, 1940

’\) .

3

t

(i
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. TABLE 3:' MOTHER TONGUE OF THE Popunawxon,a197o:
i NMATIVITY AND PARENTAGE POR 39 LANGUAGES
: BATIVE/POREIGR
FOREIGN PORN R MIXED .
- Total Proportion _{1st gen) Proportion (2nd gen)

Total 203,210,158 .0493 9,619, 302 .1179 23,955,930
English 160,717,113 .0106 1,697,825 . 0604 9,706,853
Celtic 88,162 45,459 32,969
Norwegian 612,862 1540 94,365 .5118 313,675
Swedish 626,102 .2099 131,408 .6094 381,575
Danish 194,462 «2994 88, 218 .5510 107,155
Dutc 412,627 .3602 148,635 .3907. 161,225
French 2,598,408 .1619 410,580 .2801 727,698
Breton 32,722 .3066 10,031 .4718 15,439
German 6,093,054 .1972 1,201,535 .3944 2,403,125
Polish 2,437,938 1722 419,912 .5528 1,347,691
Czech 452,812 «1561 70,703 .5149 233,165
Slovak 510, 366 .1618 82,561 .6679 340,855
Hungarian 447,497 .3603 161,253 .5231 234,088
Serbo-Croatian® 239,455 .3469 83,064 .5525 132,296
Slovenian 82,321 2330 19,178 .6572 54,103
Albanian 17,382 .4331 7,528 .4765 8,283
Russian 334,615 «4461 149,277 .4622 154,673
Ukrainian 249,351 .3875 96,635 .5216 130,054
Lithuanian 292,820 .3251 95,188 .5563 ; 162,888
Finnish 214,168 .1788 38,290 .5498 117,754
Rumanian 56,590 .4604 26,055 .4483 25,369
Yiddish 1,593,993 . 2749 438,116 .6183 985,703
Greek 458,699 .4223 193,745 «4537 208,115
Italian v 4,144,315 .2476 1,025,999 .6063 2,522,696
Spanish 7.823,583 . 2168 1,696,240 .2501 1,956,293
Portuguese #°.-365,300 .3841 140,299 .4455 . 162, 749

L .

Armenian 100,495 .3813 3s,323 .4818 48,414
Persian 20,553 .7738 15,986 .1753 3,602
Hebrew 101,686 .3551 36,112 .4512 45,883
Arabic 193,520 . 3806 73,657 . +4B862 94,097
Turkish 24,123 . 6900 16,646 2349 5,666
Hinda 26,253 .8386 22,017 .1138 2,987
-Korean " 53,528 6492 34,748 .2994 16,024
Japanese 408,504 .2891 «118,090 .5080 207,528
Chinese 345,431 .5508 190,260 .3602 124,407
Thai/Lao 14,416 .8113 11,695 .1070 1,543
Tagalog ‘217,907 .6998 / 152,498 .2619 57,073
Algorquin 19,909 .0321 640 | .0598 1,190
Navajo 91,860 .0000 120 . 0000 648

[E

O

a) Only languages with at least 10,000 claimants are listed heres.
as well as for language “"families,” "all others" and

b} Includes Flemish

€) US Census figures are not re
d) Summary figures across all v

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ported separately for either garbian or Croatian.

arieties or dialects

77’;

Fee table 3.1 go
“not reported."

NATIVE

Proportion

.8348
.9290

.3342
.1807
. 1496
. 2491
«5619
.2216

.4084

«2750.

.3289
.1704
«1166
.1006
.1098
«0904

«0917
.0908
.1186
«2714
.0913
.1068
.1239
.1461
25331
.1704

.1369
.0470
«1936
.1332
.0751
.0475

.0515
.2029

".08%90

.0817
.0383

«9081
«991¢

15

AT IVE

{3rd qer.)

169,634,92¢

149,312,43¢
9.734
204.82:2
113,11¢
29.089
102,777
1,460,132
7,252

2.488,394
670,335
148,945

86,950
52,156
24,095
9,040
1,571

30,665
22,662
34,744
23,124
5,16€
170,174
56,839
605,625
4,171,052
62,251 .

13,758
9€5
19,691
25,766
1,811
1,249

2,756
82,886
30,764

1,178

8,336

18,079
91,092

r.tnallor languages
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Table3.1 Mother To'ng.uo' of the Papulation By Netivity and Parentage: 1970

N .Jh'lun!!vn-w-ﬂ,n-;-\n 7o MeDRrg & SVPRBML. see Y2t

' | ¢ Foregn yrocs \
) . : : : : |
. . Ngrrg of oF MU JWFYETOOE
United Stater i . e ot ! Toren \l
| atrve - ' dnreen Maec ! foresr
) Tovo! { ooromuye Totot Tore porerToge . 20rerTage | 0™
I :

e R 203 210 153§ 109 434 934 XIS D 13 essew 12 %2 e 1oz el ¢ a1y om
by - ——n 140 17 13§ W9 112 5! 11 404 478 9 704 282 1178 a2 8 434 adl | 1 697 828
Caine 3 1421 LV} b o< oY) 2 st ? 312! 45 455
NGrwcpan 12 882! 2 408 040 - 315 475 19 78 I T 04 245
Swoisn. 626 102! 13 ne! 12 3 - T 8738 1) 4k B | NS
Domen 194 482! 5 089 165 373 ; 107 58 " sla ET 8 'E
Duren 350 748 0 7 260 €25 1 86 4a) a5 127 3

é) 8291 12 Qb4 . © s - 2 Cia .2 o 737 20 %
Frenen 2 598 4081 1 460 130 1138 278 27 &%9 = = 1 T 41C $3C
Bewron 32.‘:25 782 - 2847 'S &9 8 %4 ¢ 478 10 28
! .
German ‘6 093 084 2 488 54 3 604 660 - 243t  ab8 T alC 1200 £2¢
Polish 2 437 9381 670 281 V787 o2 P 347 &9t Ty %,x 419 912
Cocn 452 812! 148 944 1 303 368 . ™ &z X< R 4al 70 702
Sicvok 510 Jae ! 84 9501 423 314, 340 A5¢ P XS 61 =82 82
Munganaon - 447 497" 52 15 8 734 C85 ‘98 t5a b e 8 L3
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Siovengn 02 2t 9 001 n o 5% 103 a7t & Xy 6 TR
Ommat 9 8021 3o 5 764 4 748 1200 ! 547 :lie
Add l73&:f 15y 15 811, o] 67X L ¢ Tz
i .
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v - 292 820 | I Tas 258 976 . 142 888 12 97 19 &9y 95 8&
Other 30110~ SIGVENC GINLTS eeueocvccnmsccaccee 19 7481, tan, 18 017 xs 6 oad [ 0 e
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TADLE 41 MNOTHER TONGUE OF THE PORKIGHN BORN
POR 26 LANGUAGES, -1910 TO 1970, WITH PRACEMT
IICABASE (DECARASE) 1940-1970 AND 1960-1970%

. ’ _ I

1940-1970
‘ : : ‘ . 1940-1970 % Increass 1960-1970
Mother tongue 1970 1960 1m0 1930 1920 1910 Change  (Decreass)  Changs
Total 9,619,302 9,730,143 11,109,620 13,903,405 13,712,754 13,4545  ° 1-990.118 (-13.41) - 118,841
; S, . . "
english 1,697,025 1,852,992 . 2,506,420 3,097,021 3,007,932 3,363,792 - 008,530 (=32.26) = 155,167
Borweg ian 94,365 140,774 232,820 8,522 362,199 402,57 - 118,455  (-59.47) - 46,409
Duedish o DLeoe 211,597 423,200 615,465 643,203 683,218 - 91,792 (-68.95) - 0,163
Danish P 88,218 19,619 122,100 . 178,944 . 169,53} 106,345 -  ©63,9%2  (=52.35) - 2l,40l
Dutch? 148,635 123,613 102,700 133,142 136,540 126,043 45,935 “.13 - 25,022
French 410,50 330,220 359,520 . 523,297 466,956 528,842 _ 51,060 1.20 90,360
i .
Gerwan 1,201,535 1,218,772 1,589,040 2,188,006 2,267,128 2,789,032 - ; 367,505  (-26.3%) - 7,27
Polish 419,912 581,936 801,680 965,899 1,077,392 943,791 - 381,768  (~47.62) - 162,024
Czech 10,703 91,71 159,640 . 201,138 234,564 28,738 - 88,937 (-85.71) - 21,008
slovak 82,51 125,000 171,580 ° 240,19 - 274,948 166,47¢ - 09,019  (-51.88) - 42,439
Bungarian 161,253 213,114 41,220 1250,393 268,112 229,004 - 19,967  (-13.15) - 51,661
Sarbo-Croatian 83,064 69,094 70,600  "109,923 . 125,844 105,669 . 12,464 17.65 - 5,00
Slovenian 19,178 32,108 75,560 17,6711 102,744 122,631 - 56,382 (-Mw62) - 13-:30
Russian 149,277 | 276,84 356,940 315,721 392,049 57,026 - 207,663  (-58.18) -127,557
Ukrainian 96,635 106,974 35,540 58,685 c 4 61,095 17191 - 10.3::
uﬂmnpn' , 95,160 99,043 122,660 165,053 »- 182,227 140,963 - 1.41  (-22.40) - :-0 |
?innish : 38,29 53,168 97,080 124,994 133,567 120,086 - 39,790  (-60.56) ~ :.gz:
Rusanian zg.oss 98,019 43,120 56,964 62,336 @an - 171,06 (-29.58) - l'm
yiddieh 43,116 503,605 924,440 1,222,658 1,091,820 1,051,767 - 486,324 (-52.61) =~ 65, ¥
Greek 193,745 173,001 165,220 189,066 174,658 118,379 8,55 1126 20.7‘
Itslian 1,025.99 1,226.141 1,561,100 1,808,289 1,624,998 1,365,110 - 535,106 © (-34.28) - 200,147
Spenieh 1,696,240 766,901 . 420,360 743,286 556,111 258,131 1,267,880 295.98 929,219
Portuguese 140,299 87,109 83,780 110,197 105,895 12,649 36,319 67.46 53,190
Japanese 118,090 - 95,027 | 9 g q g - - 23,063
Chinees 345,431 89,609 g, g g g - - 100, 651
Atabic 193,520 / 49,908 50,940 . - 67,830 57,557 32,868 142,580  279.89 143,612
fotal M- . : L . . 421,134
snglish ' , LI 1,244,149 (-15.14) | ,
' ‘ /
fotal Fon- / , ‘ ‘
mglish =/ . . -'2,512,029 (-32.24) - 508,145
Speniech . _
8, 1910-1960 data derived from Y, shaua of Population 1960: General Social and Economic Charac-

taristics, United Statss Summary. Pinal Report PC(1)-1C, Table 70 (washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
sent Printing 0ffice, 1962), 1970 data derived from Pc(2)~-1A (1970). Population tigures for 1910
. to 1940 apply to whites only.
b. Includes Plemish in 1960 and Prisfan in 1910 snd 1920.
c. 1920 tiqure not reported in 1960. Reported as 55,672 {including Ruthsnisn) in 1920. ,
4. 1910 fiqure not reported in.1960. Reportsd as 25,131 (including Ruthsnian) in 1910.
o. Includes Lettish (1910-1920). . ,
f. Includes Lappish (1910-1930) and Bstonian (1910-1920).
g. ¥ot available

1960-1970
% Increase
~ (Decrease)

(- L22)

(- 8.37)
(-32.97).
(«37,90)
(-26.08)
20.24
“0”.

) " ‘o“,
"21‘“,
{-22.91)
(-33.99)
(~24.33)
(- 5.71)
(-40.27)
(46.08)
(- 9.66)
(- 1.89)
(-27,98)
(-31.47)
(~13.00)

11.97
(-16.33)
121,16
61'“

19.53
1.3
872,13

6.14

(- 6.34)




fable 4.1 Wother Tungue of the Poresyn Burn fupalation lut Regions & Divialonss 1970

NI STTLS Nusber Patcent diitribution by lanquaye within_reqion/divinion v D

(Al fotal ’ ‘ wot | total '

DIVINIONE loreign : ‘ M - |lomgn thge Gere M- Mure Tid- [ale Span- Al Wt
borm __ paqlish  frsnch  Gersan  Poluh  Russien Yiddih Italien Spaniah  other _ ported fborn _ i Pranch man _ lish sian duah  san __ish__othet_tsportes

tnited feates B.619,00 1,697,825 410,580 1,201,505 419,912 19,200 430,016 1,005,990 f,69,200 12,48),67% %10 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0160.0 1000 100.% 100.0 100.0° 100.0

Ml )

ortheant p.ll’.“l‘ 77,937 1,509 d%6,610 210,661 75,609 294.290. 115,950 19).814 "HMJ! Wie | 0 6 9,8 0.0 S1.0 50,8 0,7 68 06 NI GM.

yorth Contral 1,000,500 108,009 49,751 Jeb, 245 152,96 24,259 S)M6 15,100 109,97 628,14 17,010 9.5 18,0 1LY B8 6D 6.6 120 150 0 ) 1D

Jouth 605 20N L850 laasl 20 LON S SEL ggds DL 1S [ D716 1L 0088 82100 %) 02 ) 10

[ 1} 0,109,855 407,940 12,048 6,198 36,609 15,195 4449 10201 Cphl ) 02,004 20,53 no N0 16 NS 60, 0.6 10,0 %% A4 N0 nA

! ' . : . ' 0 ' ‘

Jorthpest . . .

v Daland W919 1SN 1N SLIB SLGN ILDE WOW LSS gme0  WgM 95D | & DS 4) IREER T NI A N A A NS

%.0 311 9.5 ) 600 554 09 N4 16,0

Widdle Athentrie 1,190,489 341,947 106, 3N 405,000 166,000 W, 11 26,29 $10, )95 jse,050 660,138 .62 | DTS

‘porth Central : ’ : . ‘
t forth Contal LSILSTO IS AL ZSE WG WL WIS ML e 9N WO E IS 16 10D 200 D j0d 18 13 0 M
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Total -

Northwestern Buropes

English
Norwegian
Swedioh
- Danish
butch
Prench
_Central Burope
t‘ German )
Polish
Czech
Slovak
Magyar (Hungarian)
Serbo-Croatian
- -Slovenfan

- Eastern Burope .

Rusaiana
Ukrainian
- Armenian
* Lithuanian
- Pinnish .
Rumanian -
Yiddish

sobthurn Burope
Greek
Italian
Spanish
Portuguesa

All other

Arabic

Total Non-English

Total Non-English
—uinus-Spanish

" 1940

84,124,840

78,352, 180
81,160
33,660
9,100

. 65,800
518,780

925,040
185,820
81,760
29,260
13,180
5,200
5,780

13,980
2,760
1,860

9,400 .

14,880
2,060
- 52,980

6,160
125,040
718,980

11,380

3,720

2,917,780

3,198,800 1,516,000

’

TABLB 'Sy, MOTHER  TONGUE OF THE NATIVE OF NATIVE PARENTAGE FOR 25 LANGUAGES, 1940 TO 1970,

WITH PERCENT INCREASE (DECREASE) 1940-1970 WND 1960- 1970

(Eatim)
1960

145,275, 265

40,000
, 17,000
6,000
74,000

.Change
1870

169,634,926 85,510,086

149,312,435 70,960,255

383,000

588, 000
87,000
34,000
10,000

_ . 16,000
~ 7,000
3,000

18,000
10, 000

'8,000 '

4,000
2,000
39,000

12,000

147,000
1,291,000,

7,000 '

4,000

2,807,000

i
i

\

204,822 . 123,662
113,119 79,459
20,089 19,989
102,777 36,977
1,460,130 . 941,350
2,488,394 1,563,354
670,335 484,515
148,944 67,184
86,950 57,690
52,156 38,976

24,095 18,895 .
9,040 . 3,260

i

30,665 16,685
22,662 19,882
13,785 11,905
34,744 25,344
58,124 43,244
5,166 3,106
170,174 117,194
56,839 50,679
.- 605,625 480,585
4,171,050 3,452,070
62,252 50,6872
25,765 22,045
10,646,702 7,728,922
4,276,852

1940-1970

1940-1970
% Increase

[Docraalol
101.65 -

90.57
152.37
236.06
219.66

56, 20
181.45

169.00
260.74
82.18
197.16
295.72
362,37
56,40

119.35
715.18
633.24
269,62
290.62
150.78
221.20

822.71
384.35
480,13
447.03

592.61 "

264.89

194,51

Change

1960-1970°
24,359,661

164,822
9,119
23,089

.oa,m
1,077,130

" 1,900, 394

583,335
114,944
76,950
36,156
17,095
. 6,040

12,665
12, 662

26,744

54,124

3,166

131,174
I

’

\
44,839
458,625

2,880,050 -

55,252

21,765

7,826,017

4,945,867

1960-1970V
% Increase

]Docrcale]
16.77

412.06
565,41
Js4.82

30.89
281.2)

323.70
670.50
338,07
769.50
225,98
244,21
201,33

70.36
126.62.

334.30
1353.10
158.30
336.34 .

373.66
311.99
223,09
789.3}

544.13

. 278.80

6,475,652

]

{

328.41



; I " " WABLE 61 INSTITUTIONAL IANGUAGE RESOURCES '
Fr USA ETHNIC COMMUSITIES: 1980 ‘

Iocal
R Religious .
Broadcasting Unit Press Schools

.Albanian o . 4 18, 10 1
(Amerindian) ©92 15 4 110
Arabic . 18 : 11 11 3
Aramaic 5 3 5 1
Armenian 17 89 - 32 83
Basque 3 - 1 -
Bulgarian .1 - 2 1
Byelorussian - - 2 1
Cambodian 1 - 11 -
. Carpatho- Rusyn - 62 -5 , -
Chamorro 3 - 2 13
Chinese 29 45 31 . 142
Croat 18 17 9 16
Czech - 18 30 22 12
Danish 2 6 6 3
Dutch . 8 - 5 1
Estonian o 2 5 4 15
Finnish ' 14 - 69 10 . 2
French " 133 161 l¢ 103
German 190 141 51 807
Greek 99 476 21 445
Haitian Creole ' 5 8 - 1
Hawaiian® 3 - o -
Hebrew 19 3002 ) 2425
. Hindi : . 19 - - 3
Hmong o 1 - 2 2
Hungarian 32 130 23 58
Indonesian 1 - - -
Irish 25 1 3 .-
Italian . 170 256 40 61
-Japanese 34 103 14 130
(Jewish) . 11 - - -
Korean . 17 18 14 37
Lao 2 - .4 1
Latvian 5 RY 1 46
. Lithuanian 27 52, 32 41
Macedonian 5 - - -
(Micronesian) - 6 - -
Norwegian - 5 12 11 5
Pali . . - - - 1
Persian 6 - .1 1
(Philippine). 22 ? S N 4
Polish i 235 448 41 105
Portuguese ¢ 73 45 - 20 35
Punjabi o : RS § - - 1
. Romani : - . - - 2
Rumanian e ... 10 . 23 5 2
Russian 15 105 18 6
Samoan -3 - ’ - i -
Sanskrit - : . - - 2
Serbian 15 - 3 3
Sinhalese L. 1 - - -
: Slavonic (0l1d Church) - 3 - -
Slovak 21 118 23 14
Slovene 10 ’ 6 9 13
Bpanish 932 1422 104 423
Swahili 1 - - -
Swedish ' . & A T12 14 12
Tamil 1 ) - - -
Thai - - - . 5
Tibetan ‘ 1 2 - 2

Turkish ! : 3 - 2 .
Ukrainian - B } 210 ° 29 1
Urdu -7 - 3 - : - - ) -
Vietnamese 12 42 38 6
Welsh t - 2, 2 -
Wendish - (- 2 - -
yiddish. . 13 . - 36 128
(Yugoslav) e . L - - -
Totals | - - 2870 7203 o762 5414

i . : .
#languages/ ) ‘ SR

- categories 59 41 48 50

O = exact language name requires further clarification
~N
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TABLE 7:  INSTITUTIOBAL IANGUAGE RBSOURCED BX BTATE

l

TABLE 6: INSTITUTIONAL LANGUAGE RESOURCES
OPF USA ETHNIC COMMUNITIES: 1980

. Brosdcasting
Albanian L3
{Amerindian) 92
Arabic ) 18
Aramaic : - 5
Armenian 17
Basque 3
Bulgarian 1
Byelorussian -
Cambodian 1
Carpatho- Rusyn -
Chamorro . 3
Chinese 29
Croat ’ 18
Czech . 18
Panish 2
butch - : 8
- Estonian 12
Pinnish - B 14
Prench . 133
German 190
Greek . 99
Haitian Creole -5
Bawaiian -3
Hebrew - ' " 19
Hindi . S 18
Hmong . 3
Hungarian . 32
Indonesian 1
Irish 25
Italian 170
Japanese . 34
(Jewish) : 11
Korean 17
. Lao ] 2
Iatvian : °5
Lithuanian o 27
Macedonian 5
(Micronesian) -
Norwegian 5
. pali -
| Persian 6
(Philippine) 22
Polish 235
Portuguese - 73
Punjabi : 1
Romani -
Rumanian ’ ) .10
‘Russian b 18
Samoan “3
Sanskrit -
‘Serbian 15
Sinhalese : 1
Slavonic (01d Church) -
Slovak . 21
Slovene 10
Spanish 932
Swahili 1
Swedish 17
Tamil 1
Thai -
Tibetan 1
Tsrkish 3
Ukrainian 32
Urdu - 3
Vietnamese 12
Welsh -
. Wendish . -
Yiddish T 13
(Yugoslav) 5
Totals 2470
#languages/
categories 59

() = exect languag.-nanc‘!o§uir.l further clarification

Local
Religious . .
uUnit Press Bchools
18 10 1
15 4 110
11 11 3
3 5 1
89 32 83
- 1 -
- 2 1
., - 2 1
- 11 -
| 62 -5 -
! - 2 13
45 31 142
17 9 16
30 22 12
6 6 3
- 5 1
5 4 15
69 10 2
16l 16 103
141 51 807
476 21 445
8 - 1
3002 6 2425
- - 3
- 2 2
130 23 58 ..
1 3 -
256 40 61
103 14 130
- 18 14 37
- 4 1
17 1 46
52 32 41
6 - -
12 11 5
- - 1
- 1 1
9 ? 4
448 41 105
" 45 20 35
- B I
- - 2
23 5 2
105 18 6
- - 2
- 3 3
3 - -
119 23 14
6 9 13
1422 104 423
12 14 12
- - -5
-2 - 2
- 2 -
210 - 29 80
42 38 Y 1
2 2 -
2 - -
- 36 128
7203 762 5414
41 - 48 S0
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.. . TABLE

Broadcastino
Local Reliocious Unit
-Press

4

'Schools-

J o
Broadcasting- .. .
Local Religious Unit

\Presé

Schools

8: CORRELATIONS OF PRELIMINARY TOTALS

i

/

(a) By State

Local
» L Religious
Broadcasting Unit - Press
- .72 ‘ .84
- .90

1
) \
_(b). By Language
Local
Religious

Broadcasting Unit “ Press

- .43 .80

' - .34

i
j ‘

Co
O

L
. L
Schools}

.82

. 96

Schools

.20
.92

.22



N CHAPTER 4

- Yeshiva University
New York City

Introduction ' ' g
/7
,/ There are probably well over 6000 ethnic//ommunity

mother tongue schools in the USA today, manx/ﬁ//them still
unenumerated by any effort to gauge the/language\resources

of the country A ouarter of the total number consists. of

'all day schools that are obViously, officlally and direc g
'engaged in:hilingual education, the rest being involved in

this same enterprise more indirectly, in that their students
are primarily English Speaking and, therefore, English i \
often (if not usually) employed in school efforts to educate
and to influence the parents and pupils with which they are in-
Volved. However.,above and beyond their involvement in bi-
'lingual education these schools are involved in language
maintenance and in community maintenance efforts So little/
attention has been pafd to them . in the past that until now
T Initially drafted under NIE Grant G-78-0133 (ProJect

8-0860) and completed and updated under OE Grant
G 007901816 - _
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TABLE I - Ethnic-community mother-tongue-schools in’
) - by 1anguage and state

4

New England
alilne

New Hampshire
Vermont .
Massachusetts

Rhode Island

Connecticut

Middle Atlant =
or

New Jersey

Pennsylvania

Ohio
Indiana .
Illinois
Michigan
Wisconsin

s
o
=
[}
L
-

Minnesota
Iowa
Missouri
- N. Dakota
S. Dakota
Nebraska
Kansas

SCUTH_(1

ou c
Delaware

. Maryland
Dist. Col.
Vvirginia
W. Virginia
N. Carolina
§. Carolina
Georgia
Florida -

Kentucky
Tenriessee
Alabama

Mississippi-
cent

Arkansas
Louisiara
O0klahca
Texas

Montana
Idaho
Wyoming
Colorado
‘Arizona
New Mexico
Utzh
Nev
Washlngton
Oregon
California
Alanka .
Hawali
Puerto Rico
Guanm:
Marianas

Totals
NORTHEAST /
NORTH CENTRAL ©
SOUTH

WEST

Other

TOTALS

1

' the USA 1980-81

o
-yt
-]
[}

.

N

E

4
2

% &G o g g 2 ' o
-l Dl =~ F—
ik 8 ez .8 .23 3 5.8
a0 ~+ B 2 o 8 © L0 O et 'E 2‘ E
S EREEES R TN R
2 2 85 5 &8 4 8 & w & ©
= .
.10
~ ‘ 5 2
1 8 1 28
. 3
1 2 5 4
1 W 11 3 3 12 15
1 1k . 2 1 25
4 1 3 ib
1 ‘5 3 9
5 7 5 7 1 1 i t
1 41 3 1 - 19
3 1 1 1 ﬁ-a
1 2 101 1
: 1 b
) 2
1 1 2
11 1 1
1 3 2 2 3
1 1 1 1
2 2 2
1
1 2
2 1
3
.1;
4
: 2
3 6
12
1 ' 1
| ) 1
. 11 6
1
22 6 3 31 9 57
.6 -
12 , ,
1 5 ’ (
1 83 61 1 1314~ 116123 1 154 .2 103°171
' 43 1 411 2 :3 C 66 L6
1 13 1 17 © 11 93 i 27 7 U6
] 7 o1 22 . 19 11
22 & 3 42, 11 68
[ s |
1 83 1 1 131421 16123.1 154 2 103 171

n

\

82
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~FORTRERST 19T : :
New England
Walne k9 1
New Hampshire 12 8
Vermont 1 1 3 .
Massachusetts 40 122 2 1 3 11 1
Rhode Island 3 15 .2 2 3
) ggrlmec:icut 13 95 6 3 2 3 8 3
¥ii e Atlantic .
New York - 19. 56 621 8 27 8 7 B8 3 2 36 B
New Jersey 23219 111 2 2 6 2 1 6 7
Pennwlvam;a % 33213 2 1 R 2 3 9 2
ﬁﬁﬁ%‘wm e 22 94320 5 2 12 5 4 / 4
Iiinols o 4 R
. 33 1 2 W : 4
¥ichigan Lly 1
Wisconsin - %3 1; ‘31 t3 .l 2 g 3 : Zi
West North Cen 1 :
ﬂf';’meso‘%a ? 4 19 1 2 13
Iowa 21 - 6 16 b §
Miszouri 39 3 26 1 1
“p. Dakota 4 2 5 L2
S. Dakota - 33 1 3 9
Nebraska - 1 4 7 2 1
Kasnzas 2 6 <
Delaware - 6 17 2
[ ¥aryland 5 Z 61 2 1 2
- Dist. Col. 1 1 2 1
' Virginia 5 9. 40 1 4 1
W. Virginia 6 10
. N. Carolina 10 2 2
$. Carolina 3 1
Georgla 29 1
Plorida 21 113 2
§g_s_t_§ﬂl‘§_h_0m&
Kentucky 6 2 1
Tennessee 7 k 23 * |
Alabama % 18 1
Mississippi "1 212 b
West South Central
Arkansas 3 .7 K
Louisiana 2 15 4 1
klahoma 2 7 i
exas 12 k9
WEST .
untgln . ’
ontana - 22 2 2 ) 21
Tdaho 2 2
; ayoming 4 2 3
Colorado L 2 13 1
Arizona . 2 21 21
New Mekico p 11
Utah z 3 )
Nevada . / 3 !
ashington 3 5 16 2 3 2 1
Oregon 1 8 1 1 1 -
California 3 220 7 S42 512 2 1 2 1
Alaska . 1 3 22
 Hawali 1 2 59
Puerto Rico ,
sirgium Island . 1 1 |
n Is 8 . ’
' 636 b 5 358, 2 61 130 1~6b 110 51 0
%8&%51"%@ 222 185 nos f% 1 go 16 2 511 1;3 3%
g e 5l gl ey BR300
P g:ig , . 25 57 292 g E) mv 1 2 & 2 2 1
" r N 1 :
Q TOTALS ‘ 636 4b3 21425 3 B 2 6 13% 37 1 8 u 110 g 1 1105 35
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NORTHEAST (1
New Eni Ia?é
Malne PR | 25
New/Hampshire 27
" Vermont 11
Massachusetts 3 5 1l 1 242
énnecticu 2 5
Middle Atlantic L 5 158
ec or 1 3 28 11 20 107 1026
New Jersey 11 14 6 352
Pennsylvarnia 5 1 11 13 1 "4 shs
2 15 Z 5 2 313
’ ‘ 109
Tlinois 2 2 2 35 18 11 )
: Iﬁ_i.chigagx 1 1 Tk ';-1 : iéi
sconsin
% North C 1 2 1
) innesota 4 3 3 1 sh
Iowa . 2 %
Missouri 2
N. Dakota J
S. Dakota & 50
! Nebraska h 28
Kansas -
outh Atlantic . '
Delaware 1 2 - 22
Maryland 1 9 11 3 1 1L
Dist. Col. 1 5 1 26
/‘ Virginia 1 | 1 68
W. Virginia A\ 16
i N. Carolina . Lo
S. Carolina 21
Georgia \ 33
Florida 29 168
Kentucky ) 19
Tennesnee h 38
labama © 25
_ Migzlesippl 18
Hesh, iy 2
Avipigas 2 1
Louisiana’ 2 L2
Oklahoma 2 14
Pexas 59 1 132
Montana . b7
Iasho .. ‘;
yoming
Colorado - 1 3 1 29
Arizona - 8 ‘ 1 53
New Mexico 13 32
Utah . 26
Nevada ' 8
Washington 1 1 43
Oregon ] : : 13
California 1 3 1 54 1 11 3 526 -
Alaska ' 26
Hawail 1
Pr.erto Rico 137 137
3?”'1 Island ' 1‘{
rgin Is 8
- 1 2 2 2 3 1b 13 k2 2 2128 .3414
RN
NORTH CENTRAL 2 2 3 1 2 1185 -
SOUTH 1 2 110 1 1 ga 1 795
glgﬁ'l‘r . 3 1 1 §9 1 2 & . | 864
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there has been ne central source of information for finding,
u%iliiing or helping them. This lenguage-by-language guide,
supplemented by the name anu addrees directory upon which‘it
is based (this direetory being acce%sible to all upon request)
aims at finally'meking fhese schoolé into a functioning re-

source for all who need them.

ALBANIAN (Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 17;382);*

The bulk of Albanian speakers in the United/étates
are relatively recent arrivals, most adults having arrived '
nof only since the end of World War II but even during the
past two decades. Current estimates indicate that‘s@me 20,000
have settled in thebNew York metropolitan area; lone (rough-
ly half of these in the Bronx, NY) durlng thls period. The
total number of. 1nd1v1duals .of Albanlan descent in the USA
today is roughly 50,000. /

Albanians are generally €ither Mosiem or Eastern
Orthodox. Only .one Albanianféé;nic'COmmnnity md*her tongue
school has thus far been 1ocated, although it iz lixe'y that

several more such have been established in connecmﬂrA with

the various relizious institutions (churches and mosgues) of

%/ Census flgures and "estimates of usual speakers" ~ited

.throughout this report are generally from Kloss, ‘. and
G.D. McConnell Linguistic Composition of the Nations_of

the Wor'd, v.2s North America. Quebec City, Laval. Tni-
versity Press, 1978. ' !




Albanians Iin the USA. ‘Further information may be obtained
frum the Free Albania'Committee, 150 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY.
Source\materials on Albanian-Americans are svallable at The
Immigration Hisotry Research Center, University of Minnesota,
,St;??aul, Minnesota 55114. | |

\\\ - . . .
ﬂﬂgRICAN INDIAN LANGUAGES! see Natite American languages

'

ARABIC (Total mother tongae cl-imants in the 1970 Census of
the United States (cus 19?0)s 193,520)

Among the roughly 2, OOO OOO Moslems in the USA today
«approxlmately 10% are of Arabic speaklng descent. Thanks
largely to them - the use and study of clas51cal and classlclzed
Arabic in Moslem rellglous and cultural. efforts has greatly
increased in recent vears. The natlonw1de development of
ethnic consciousness --'as well as the nauzonw1de debate con-
/

cernlng Near Eastern policy =-- have also ¥ ompted more vigor-

ous Arab-American partlcipatlon in Amerlcan Islamlc affairs,

1nclud1ng a stress on Arabic. "///‘T_—T /
 The recent s1gn1flcant growth of Arabic- speaklng stu-~

dents 1n Southeastern Mlchlgap has led to the establishment
of the arabic Language Bilingual Materials Development Center
at the University of Michigan (Ann Arbor). "The Center's
major theme -- is the interrelationship of the students' two

- cultures" via the preparation of bilingual elementaryvcurri—
cula and maz jerials Little corresponding Arabic ethnic com-

munity effort with a clear language—and-tradition-maintenance




.thruet has come to our attention thusfar, but it seems more
than likely that various Mosques (and some Eastern Orthodox,

. Maron;te and Meskite churches) in most larger American cities
corduct a variety of weekend hnd/or‘weekday afternoon schools,
both to teach Arabic as weil as to use it as a medium of in-
struction.' |

For further information contact The Islamic Center, -
2551 Massechusetts Ave., N, Wéshington‘Dd, 20008, as well as

Arab information centers in Chicago, New York, San Francisco,
\ i
. \

etc.. , ) 1 \
Referencess (a) Lois Gottesman, Islam”in America, New Yorkx
Americar Jewish Committee, 1979; (b)uKayal P. The Role of |
the Church in the Assimilation Process of Catholic Syrians in
the United States. Ph.D dissertation. Fordham Unlver31ty 1970.
Source materials for the study of Arabic speakers in the USA
are aréilable at The Immigration History Research Center,

University of Mimnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota 55114,

ARAMALC

Variously referred to also ééﬁArgmic, Assyrian, Neo-
Aramaic and Chaldean we are concerned'here\with a group that
is generally associated either with the Westegn catholic Church,
via-instituticns that follow the Chaldean Ritea or with a
branch of the Syrian Orthodox church. 1In bo%p instances,
schools‘have been establ .shed to teach AramaiE\Qo'community

members -~ adults as well as ch11dren -- as well as to teach




in that language.

Aramaic, as referred to here“is, of course, not to:
be confused with (Judeo-)Avamaic legg_referfed to as Aremio),
"a language which progressively displaced Hebrew as the ver-
nacular of Palestinian Jewry over 2000 years ago (Weinrich

l979), a regional variety of which has survived fo this very

g

day (Garbell l965) ,
Referencesx Garbell, I. The Jewish Neo- ramaic Diglect of

Persian Azerbaijan. The Hague, Mouton, l965
Weinreich, M. History of the Y;ddlsh ngg age .

Chicageoc, Univeréity of Chicago Press, l980 (=Engllsh transla~

tion of volumes 1 and 2 of the 1973 four volume YiddiSh_orig~

ARMENIAN (Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 100,495)
A network of church related schools -- allday, weekday

aftz=noon and weekend -- has been established in the USA,
thanks to the”effortstof (the Eastern and Western divisions
of the Diocese‘of'the’Armenian Churcb in America, and the
Eastern and WestefnmdiVisions of the Armenian Prelacy) the
branches of the Armenlan Apostollc Church functioning in the
USA, -the Armenlan General Benevolent Unlon, and several as-
sociations of Armenirw educators as Well as!other.fraternal

and cbofdinéting bodies: One tertiefy institution has also

'-”been establlshed under Armenian ausplcos. namely, The Ameri- -

can Armenian International College 1n LaVerne. California.

e
D
(J
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" The Diocese of the Armenirn Church (630 Second
Ave., New York. NY 10016) maintains an Arnenian Language
Laboratory and Research Center for students and teachers
'in Armenian schools in the USA. - All in all some 2000 stu-
|[dents attend the Armenian day schools and roughly twice‘"‘
Jthat number attend schools of the otherAtwo typesrd Most
:'day schools have been established during the-pasta20.years
and some additional érowth in their number is still ex-
pected. For further information also contact Armenian
National Education Committee/ 138 East 39th St., New York,
‘N.Y. 10016 (associated'Withthe Prelacy) or the.Diocese of
the Armenian Church (address-listed above). '
A Visit to an Armenian Day School:

The various types of schools currently maintained

by Armenian Americans serve both 2nd and 3rd generation

parents and_pupils as Mell as a goodly number o? recent

arrivals from Tuikey, Lebanon; Bulgaria. Roumania and
%rance The schools, particularly all day schools like

the Holy Martyrs School in Qleens, arnvﬂommonly related

to (supported by, affiliated with, or in some other way
attached to) an Armenian church. The school.and the church
,tendvto beccme magnets for newly arriving families and the
-culturalnreligious-educational-social_activities that they
sponsor provide both a senac :i _21lowship and of security
" for thcse that participate in them. In additisn they

f
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provide an arena wherc‘the ncwcomers "re-Armenianize" many
of the 2nd and 3rd generation parents and pupils; while the
latter help the former over the rough spots with which Am-
erican life témporgrily confronts them. School and church
ar: also curricularly ihterrelated. The day schools teach
Armenian'for an hour a day inevery grade. In addition,
they also devote time to Armenian singihg and to religion.
'The churches- conduct masses in old (ecclesiastic) Armenian
and provlde'sermons in modern,Armenlan (as well as in- Eng-'
1ish). The schools are vital means of providing the 2nd
and Jrd generatlons with access to church rituals and the
churches help rovide a strong rationale for the language
emphases of the schools. Tte churches are also the mee ting
places for Saturday language schools (for children who do
not attend all dﬁy Armenian schoo;s)_as well as for Sunday
school classesq | .
The Diocese's language Léboratory and Research
Center has helped the schools by providing curricula, ma-
terials and texts fcr Arhenian—American—schools. .In ad-
dition some diocese'(e g. that in De4roit) have also pre-
pared currlcula and- materlals that are rather w1de1y em- .
ployed. - Flnally. SOV1et Armenia itself is alsc a source
of t%xts. particularly since it has begun to prepare "dias-.

pora” oriented texts written in-Eastern Armenian (rather - /2/

than in the Western Armenian standardized for use in
_ o
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i i
Armenia pef se). Children in the all day schools generally
begin to read both English and Armenian in the flrst grade
“(hav1ng gone through readlng readiness programs for both-
languagea in Klndergarten) “Newcomer" children and "old
settler" children are usually co¥present in the same' classes,
with teachers giving one éroup extra help in Ehglish and the
other extra help in Armenian. All children are usually co-
present in the same classes, with teachers giving one group
extra help in English and the other extra help’in Armenian.:
All children are fiuer® in English and in Armenian-by the
time thej complefe the 6 to 8 year programs thxzt mo&} schools
offer. Armenian concern for their language is’quite palpable,
a specgal’day being set aside for Sts. Sahag and Mesrob who
devised the Armenian alphabet and translated the scriptures
into Afmenian. Unfortunately the total ArmenianuAmeriéan‘
population is small ard there are very few Armenian‘high
schools at WHich further studies can be pursued be&ond the
eighth grade. The fact that a few colleges and uhi#ersifies -
offer Armenian instruction does not at ell'make up.for the
fact that most students have all too few opportuthles to
cpeak Armenlan or to socialize with other Armenlan speaklng
youngsters once their elementary schooling is completed
While Armenian Americans are aware of the fact that thelr
parents have overcome many hardshlps in the past, and whlle

ther = re determlned to.find Ways of not permltting the peace

(V)
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ahd pienty of’America'to’be their ethrio-religious undoing,
‘they. are,nevertheless, currently experimenting with linguis-
ticaliylleés demandihg programs in'several of their schoolsé
in order to see whether a stress on Armeniannéss—éhrough-
English might not be generally more successful than the 4if-
-ficulties poéed by the traditional stress on Armenianness-

i

via-Armenian.

Referencesi‘(a)'Fraser. James H. Arméhian 1anguage'mainten-
ance in the Unlted States and literature for children.

ph~ us 1979, Sprlng. ‘'79-813 (b) Mat0331an, Lou A. The

Armenlan 1anguage in Amerlca Penn Review of Lj ics

}

ASSYRIAN, see Aramaic

BASQUE

The Boise,’ Idaho area is the Basque capital of the
United States, with Reno, Nevada, and a few other locations
extending as far to th° Southwest as Bakersfield, California,

constltutlng other areas of appre01ab1e settlement. . The

"Basque Study Center at The University Of Nevada. in Reno, is

a ma jor resource for research on Basque language maintenance

- in the USA.. No community maintained schobls have thus far

beeti located but are to be expected in connection with Catholic

churchéé in which Basques predominate.
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.BULGARIAN (also Macedonian)l

. Although only one commdnity school has osen located
thusfar it seems reasonabie to expect that sereral others
w.1li ultimately be located in Orthodox Church contexts. The
Immigration History Researcn Center, University of’Minnesota,

St. Paul, Minn. 55114, contains resource materials on Bul-

garians/Macedonians in the USA.
. .

BYELORUSSTAN (Estimated number of immigrants of Byelorussian
. origin 1961: 10,000)

Also (decreasingly) referred to as Nhite Russian and
White Ruthenian, schools teaching and . teaching in Byelorussian

f

are generally assoCiated with and sponsored by the Byelorus-
sian Orthodox Church. Unfortunately, our list of these\schools"
is.stiil practically non-existant at this time.

vFor further information contact Archimundrite Joseph
Strok, 2544 W. Lemoyne'ét , Chicago;NIL 60622 In view of

the galloping "plannedi.attrition” of Byelorussian in the

3oviet Union (Wexler 19?9) the future of ByeloruSSian in the

USA is of particulagly great concern to Byelorussian communi ty

leaders and members alike. The estimated total number of
'individuals of Byelorussian ancestry in the USA today is
roughly 25,000. |

Resources Resource materials pertaining to Bvelorussians in
the/United States are available at The Immigration History

Research‘Center, University of Mirnesota, St. Paul. Minnesota
55114, /
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‘Reference: Wexler, Paul. The rise (and fall) of the modern
Byelorussian literafcy.language. ‘Slavonic and East European
Review, 1979, 57, 481-508. | |

\ . A

'CAJUN, see French (d) A
CAMBODIAN, see Khmer ) \

. CAPEVERDEAN . o \ | Y
Also referred to as Crioulo and Cape Verdeanfcrioulo}

» this varietj's,status as a separate languagegderives fpem Cape
Verdefsfestablishment as . an independent Republic in 1975. At
the'pfesent time it does not appeaf that therz are anytcoh— |

: munlty sponsored ethnic mother tong e schools in Cape Verdean.
If and when such are established the& may, indeed, be blllngual
(ur trlllngual since Engllsh too mig t be employed), utilizing
” botn Cape Verdean and Portugese as media; as do several of
the Tltle VII _programs for Cape Verdean children in the greater
Boston area (Gonsalves 1912) _-Some 20,000-25, 000 strong (and
1ncrea51ng steadily) Cape Verdeans arel not yet fully unanxmous
' as to. whether Cape Verdean (a) is or is not\;\separate language,
(by if it is, whether 1t should be written and used as a med-
_ium of instruotion, and (c) if so,:how| radlcal the ausbau

from Portugese should be. .These 1ssue§ all deserve attentlon

during the years immediately ahead 5 \
i X

2
- .

|
1
1




Referencet Georgette E. Gonsalves. ‘on Teaching Cape Verdean '

Chitdrens A Handbook for Administrators and Teachers.
Rosslyn (VA). National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education,
. ) N \ )

.=

1979.  For further information contact Ms. Gonsalves, 125
Chiswick Rd., Apt. 310, Boston, Mass., 02135. h

'CARPATHIAN/CARPATHO- RU“YE/CARPATHO—RUSSIAH/(SUB—)CARPATHO;

BD_SL.APPA._HQ_RLII' mﬁmmmmm

Also ri. ¢ =»d to (decreas1ngly) as Iemko, Rusyn,

Rusniak, Ruther. .:, etc., this language has recently ex-
perlenced a rcbirth of interest Although there are.no
ethnic commt”l‘y mother tongue schools that utillze it as
a r.edium, %izre are a number of church~related classes that

teach it to young and old, a number of texts and other ma-
7

terials for learnlng the language and a growing English 1lit-

erature relating the experiences of Carpatho- Rusyns during
the past few.centuries. Only in Czechoslovakia (briefly) /

and in Yugoslavia (to date) has a standard written form of

the ! language been developed for’ ‘all modern purposes. While
‘asslmllatlon policies have led to a serious weakening of .
“the language in the USSR and in Czechoslovakla, (in both

settlngs Ukralnlan having been declared to be the wrltten

/ —

3standard corresponding to spoken regional varieties of th1s
language) efforts to, foster it in the USA have attracted the

support of secular intellectuals, Byzentine Rite.Ruthenian
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Catholic Spoxesmen, as well as rank-and -file members of the
communlty. many of whom had been unaware, until comparatively

recently, of the separate status of their mother tongue.

For further information contact Carpaiho-Rusyn Research
Center, 355 Delano Place, Fairview, New Jersey 07022.
Referencess Magocsi, R. The Shaping of a Natlonal Identlty.

hCambrldgep Harvard Un1vers1ty Press,

- arpatho Rusyn American (Newsletter), \\ublished
four tlmeq a year by the Carpatho-Rusyn Research Center (see
abo;e). R
Resources: Resource materials concerning Carpatho-Rusyns are
available both at The Immigration History Research Center,
University of Minnesota, St Paul, Minnesota 55114 and The

Ukrainian Research Center at Harvard Unlver51ty, Cambridge, -

Mass. 02138. : .

CHAIDEAN, see Aramaic

CHAMORRO .
A language with some /60,000 speakers (chiefly in Guam

and others of the Mariana Isiands, but,with migration, also
represented increasingly in Hawa11 and on the mainland),
Chamorro is currently in a state of turm011 “Some Guamians
have recorded their disincllnatlon with respect to maintain-
'ing it and a 1972 sociolingulstlc survey found that a majority

of Guamian parents were no longer speaking it to their children.

o)
<



On the other hand, language loyalists have begun a campaigh
to make Guamians aware of the importance of thelr language,
.both for the sake of their own cultural dignity and éreativ-

ity as well as for the sake of Gﬁam's "local color" for pur-

poses of tourism. The local Cétholic authorities have stfongr
1yvsupported maintainiﬁg Ché@orro language and culture. As

a result, a substantial proportion of the local Cathoiic_ﬁur¥
sery-kindergarteﬁ, eleﬁentary and secqndary schools are en-
gaged in maintenance oriented bilingual education so that
"Chamorro culfure ...'. will last forever“‘(Bishop F.C. Flores
of the Agana Diocese quoted by Miguet, How much of the past
will be brought into the future? Pacific Dateline (Guam),

1974, Septf 13, p.7).

CHINESE (Estimated numbers of persons of Chinese language
“background" 1976: 537,000 (Waggoner 1978). Total
mother tongue claimants CUS 19%%: 345,431;.
) The.proud possessors of one of the world's classically
great literary traditions the Chinese communities thrdughout
the USA support a large number of schools under varying aus-
pices, with varying curricula and attaining varying degrees
of s;zcess in teaching some form of Chinese, from the regional
pronurciation of transliterated ("Latinized") texts all the
way through to classical Mandarin reading of ‘the Mandarin
classics. Given the regions of origin of most Chinese in the
- USA most schools teach a claséicized Cahtonese.pronunéiation

of the characters while conducting their classes in modern
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"city Cantonese". After decades of complete decent?alization
and disinclination. to cooperate (due, in part, to snarp reli-
gioué, political, region of origin and gznerational differences
among the diverse teachers, parents, and sponsors of the
varioos schools).a neutral interschool communication/assistance
. organization was finally establishedvin 1978: The Association

- of Chinese Schools. Established thanks to a grant from The
Ethnic Heritage Studies Program the ACS publishes a NeWSletter.
convenes an annual conference, seeks to gather information on
Chinese education in the USA, and to give advice on a range

of curricular pedagogic fronts.

For further information write to (a) Association of

“Chinese Schools, c/o Becky T.'HSieh, 601 Stacy Court, Balti-
more;,MD 2120#, (b)nCouncil of Chinese Schools of Southern
California, 12094 Wagner Street, Culver City, California 90230,
(c) Mr. Gordon Lew, East-West, 838 Grant Avenue, Suite 307,

San Francisco, California 94108, (4) A useful bibliography

on Chinese education in.HaWaii and other pertinent‘offpfints
are available from thefHawaii Chinese History Center, 111 N.

King Street, Honolulu, Hawaii 96817.

Visits to Chinese Community Schools




Chinese Community Schools

Scheols supported by various sectors within the
Chinese-American community functlon in most larger urban
areas. Since the community itself is so varled (with re-

'spect to social,elass} recency of immigration or post-
ibmigrational generation,  languages spoken at home, etc.)
the schools also differ greatly. 1In San FrancieCO the full

gamut of this internal variation can be readily noted.

—._a) At the Chinese Children's Community Centers (ccec)
reughly a dozen teacners. almost as many of them being Anglos

as Chinese, provide a pre-school/nursery program for roughly
50 children, some 10% of whom are not of Chinese ethnicity
but who live in the immediate area of the school Most of
the children come from immigrant homes in which Chinese
(usually a variety of Cantonese) is spoken and most of the
Chinese school-personnel speak “City" Cantonese to the
children and do so freely arnd almost continuously. Chinese
songs, games and reading readiness activities alternate

" with parallel English activities. Most pupils are bilingual
upon arrival at the school but are clearly Cantonese domln- |
ant at that p01nt Most children are called by Anglo-

American names and the school provides a cheerful blllngual~
bicultural atmesphere in which a good bit of Englieh is
acquired under Chinese‘auspices. Approximately 80% of the
school’s budget is provided from etate Tunds end fhe bureau-

cratic regulations and uncertainties related to these funds

99




- is a censtant source of trials and tribﬁlations for the
staff and dlrector _ |
_ Several other nurserles, roughly similar to CCCC,
are fohndlln the general area Which 1s densely populated
by &ouhg Chinese families Many of these families are re-
cent arrivals from Hong Kong and Talwan (a constant stream
of additional new arr1vals being expected from the main-
land proper with further normallzatlon in diplomatic re-
lationships). The nurseries protlde them with bilingual
child care (ennabllng both parents to work during the day),
guldance/referral services pertalnlhg to the various welfare
/

and social service programs for which they mlght quallfy

/
(e.g. the Kai Ming Head Start school), and, more rarely,

/

orient them toward and 1nvolve them in explicitly language
and culture maintenance actirities and responsibilities
(e.g. the Wah Mei School). /All of these bilingual programs

are directed by American-trained Chinese personnel.

b) St. Mary's (Chihesez Catholic School is a well known

and long established Chlnatown landmark offering x daily half

‘ hour period of Chinese instruction in grades 1-6. Grades 7-8

have received no such instruction during the past few years
since "by then the children are too high-school-oriented to
be. interested". Viewed by critics as a "golden ghetto" for
the upwardly mobile middle class, many children nevertheless

seem to be quite fluent in Chinese as they reply to questions

7

put to them by their teachers, make up sentenqes for new words,
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etc. The texts ‘employed are from the Lo series, specially
prepared for American born Chinese youngsters, in Wthh

both English translations and distinctly a traditional Ro-
manized transcriptions are employed. Even so, some traditional
Chinese school characteristics are quite evident: decorum,
conventlons (traditional class salutatlons to teachers upon

arrival and departure) and appre01ab1e t1me spent in copylng

and chantlng of characters The school's general and Catholic
activities (and its predominantly non-Chinese.staff) operate
within a physical setting that is decorativeiy Chinese—(even
"Christ and other‘Christian holy figures are presented pictori-
ally as Chinese). Although‘few families observe Cathoiicism
the school represents one:avenueuamong many via which Chinese
are introduced to Christianity and a Christian-Chinese-American
'ahalgam comes into being. | |
c) In the.very same building, after St. Mary's Catholic
School has dismissed its classes, a traditional afternoon
_Language School convenes. Although it does not have’the huge
enrollment it once boasted it still serves severai hundred
children, a small number of which complete all twelve years

of study. All classes meet five afternoons a week for an

hour and a half per day. The curriculum emphasizes reading
and writing of the characters. . Almost all pupils caome from
Cantonese-speaking homes. Textbooks are from Hong Kong
(considered to'be easier.than Taiwanese texts on the one

hand, and less "untraditional” than the Lo series on the other).

Classes engaged in considerable repetition, unison readlng,
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copying of characters Discipline is strong, children are

:constantly worklng and admonlshed if they have not learred what
is expected of them " The drop out rate is substantial after
three or four years of . study Those few who rema1n thereafter
get to study history and geography of China, the Chlnese clas—'
sics (finally studied in Mandarln per se) and the writing of

“"formula letters". Graduates of the full program may still
read only haltingly in Mandarin but the1r reading of the

characters in Cantonese is fluent for most adul% level material.
Al though naturally there is inter-school variation, (e.g5.~
some afternoon schools do employ Ta1Wanese tex%s, since these
are not only more inexpensive &s a.result_of the governmental
subsidies that apply to them, but they are also considered to
be i eologlcally/polltlcally preferable), almost all of these
schools derlve their new teachers from Taiwan. Most teachers
_ work during the day at varicus occupa’ >ns and then teach
roughly 15 hours per week in the evenings for $130/month.
The ‘schools are largely self supporting from the $5/manth
tuition paid by. each student. Some schools are also supported

by one or another Chinese econom1c -fraternal organizatlon

d) Another frequently available type of school is the

Saturday School. One large school of this type in Chlnatown
has 200 students. Most commonly these schools cater to 2nd
and 3rd generation students -- or to the children of recent;y
arriving and highly mobile professlonals Many also come '

from Engllsh speaking suburban homes These schools are
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often under parental auspices and many are unstable and do
fﬁot last for more than a few years. Often griticized for
their minimalisfiE goa1§ and incohate programs (e.g., linguis-
tically they may aim at no more fhan a few utilitarian phrases
and simple Charactéré), these schools nevertheless teach sub-
:jects generally ignored elsewhere, e.g., Chineée music, art,
drama, dance, singiné and qaligraphy. |
Attempts at educational expérimentation are not un-
‘commonlin Chinatown, particularly for 2nd and 3rd generatioh
children whose parents may be equally unhappy with the "social
segregation" of the parocial school,athe “Unbending tradition-
alisﬁ“ of the affernoon school and the "minimalism" of the
Saturday school. There have been attempts to start day schools
under'parenpal (rather than Christian church) auspices./ ‘Chi-
nese studiee programs in local colleges have pbntribuﬁed to the

/

emotional and to the intellectual development of students who~

dropped out of or never received any childhood Chinese educa~
tion. Subsidized summer camp progréms in Taiwan have made it
possible for many middle clasé children to'spend at least
eighf weeks a yéér ina comﬁletely Chinese (and Chinese speak-
ing) environment. There have been attemﬁtsﬁto foéter reading
and writing in modern (rather than in archaic) Cantonese.

There have been materials produced by Iit1e VIi materials cenﬁ
, !

L]

ters ‘that have appealed to children attending community sup-
_ ported schools or attending no Chinese schools ét‘all. Al-

though some 50% of 2nd and 3rd generation children may be re-
ceiving no Chinese education at all, the large numberfof new

ERiC‘ o ; o ; 103 o //
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arrivals may once again‘delaj'éttention to the curricular
" needs of the more Aﬁericanized. The number and quality of
English bublicaﬁions by and.for Chinese Americans is growing
with the involvoment of American born and/or trained young
intellectuals Many of the latter are employed in Title VII,
Unified School Dlstrlct, or University related work amd aré
_bringing a new sophlstlcation, a new synthesis, and a new
leadership to tho fore of communal educational and cu;tural
efforts. All of this makes the Chinese school arena one of
the most\lnterestlng ‘among all American ethnic communltles
Many of the observations concerning Chlnese schools
ih San Francisco are rather generalizable, as can’ oe seen
from an indebendent deéofiption of a Chinese scﬁodi in

'

" New York City.
e) Transflguratlon School is a small, Catholic parochial

school located at the southern end of Manhattan, roughly 8
blocks from the foot of the Brooklyn Bridge. With a total

" registration of about;375 students in grades one through
elght (only 75 of whom are Catholic) enrollment was, untll
recently, a mix of Chinese children (who 1lived in or had
parents. working in Chinatown) and Italian youngsters (drawn
- from nearby Little Italy). Howevér. the recent growth of

" New York City s Chinatown and subsequent shrinking of Little

Italy have resulted in a student body that is approximately
95% ethnic Chlnese. Approximately 5% of the Chinese students"

are recent immigranté from‘Hong Kong, the vast majority of

104
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the remainder of the students being American-born children
'of 1mm1grant parents. The mother tongue and home language
of most students is some variety of Cantonese, although there.
'is the occasional child'whe is a native speaker of Mandarin.

4 As is the case with most of the Catholic schools
across the country, English is the primary ianguage of in-
struction at Transfiguration School. In the nearby Pre-

Kindergarten program which eventually feeds 1nto Transfigu-

ration, children are permitted,to use Chinese in the class-
room; by Kindergarten. the useiof English is strongly en-
couraged, and from first grade on it is essentially required.
The teaching staff at Transfiguration School and in the af-
filiated Kindergarten ar Anglo, and function exclusively
-in English. An ESL specfialist spends .three days a week at.
the school, working with students who are having difficulty
in English. 1In addition. a Title VII-funded full-time bi-
linguai paraprofes51onal;1s available for English remediation
‘work. :Bofh the ESL specialist and the paraprofessional work
with the children in small groups. on a "pull-out” (i.e.,
taking individualzchiidren out of class) basis;“the children
they deal with are, with few (older) exceptions, in Grades 1
through 4. S | |

"Three years ago the school, in an attempt to meet
what it berceivbd'to be the needs of its students, instituted
a Chinese Langﬁage and Culture class for first graders. Each
year since then, the pregram has been extended for the original
class and introduced to a new groub of first graders, with the

result that Grades 1 through 5 were participating in the
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prograh during the 1980-81 school year. The school plans to
:continue to/lhtroduce the program to a new groub each Yyear
untll the program is operatlve in all eight grades .

The CthESP Language and Culture class is an 1ntegral
part of the curriculum for all members of a glven class, be-

they ethnic Chinese or not. Once a week, a Chinese instruc-.
tor.\assisted by the school's bilingual paraprofessional.

'takes over the students' regular classroom for an hour.' Both.

\

adults speak malnly antonese durlng that hour; they use
English when they fi d that it is needed, and some of tne '
chlldren use Engllsh when respondlng to questions.

The subject matter of ‘the classes is ethnocultural

mater1a1= Chinese folk\tales. legends, festlvals are all topics
\
around uhlch lessons are organlzed Part éf the class time

is devoted to oral group work; the: 1nstructor introduces the
topic for the day., wrltes pertlnent characters on the black-
'board dlscusses the toplc w1th the chlldren. has the childrer
recite the characters as a group. etc. The rest of the lesson
- involves\ individual, written work, i.e., ehildfen are required
to practice writing characters and/or to uraw pictures.relatlng
to the day's lesson. Although homework is given, it is keptvv
to a mihimum, since the Chinese class is also viewed by the
School as an opportunity for the children to "relax" and en-

. joy themselves in a language ih which they are comfortable.

The school building, lg\addition to housing the allday,

\‘
\w
-

\
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. , /
predomlnantly English speaklng school, serves as a communlty

center for residents and workers of Chinatownc a weekend

Chinese school, which is also attended.by many of Transfigu-

: , ) |
‘ration's students, runs 4 separate sessions in the schools -

classrooms. Local chapters of unions hold their meeting ir

the bdilding and church groups hold meetings‘and’bazaars or

the premlses,and so forth, so that the bulldlng s Chinese

efforts are just some of its many outreach and communlty in-

VOIVement endeavors. - . . : o
> . Tt j

‘ Lee, Betty Slng Statistical profile of the |
1970 Census. New York, Arno
) :

Press, 1975. ’ - - I
Steiner, Stan. Fusang! The Chinese Who Built

Reférences:
Chlnese in the Unlted States:

,//

America.New York. Harper, 1979
and Choi, P. P Hlstorxiof the h; ese

B | Lal, H.M.
" in ngrieet' San Francisco, Chinese Amerlcan Studies Plannlng _
(\rou . . . : T o e .v S _.,s», P B
 SrouP ‘ - o
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CRIOLE, see Haitian Creocle
y ,
\

CRIOULd}\see»Cape"Verdeani, B .
‘ N ’ N\

\»

CROATIAN - (Total mother. tongue clalmaéts cus 19701 9802 ;
Serbo- Croatlan: 239, 455)

Croatlaﬂs are tradltionally Western Cathollcs but

‘most of their schools;in the USA are conducted under secular

This hay be largely due to generational

-

eommunal auspices.
L

o
/
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factors, ‘the most recent wave of Croatian immigrants (whose
children are §erveo by these schools) being less traditional
in orientation than the "01d-timers" who arrived in the USA
during the period 1880-1920 and whose schools generally wére
(and remalned) under Church auspices. Another factor at work
here may also 'be the inability or unW1111ngness of the Church

to take a sufficiently strong position here on the Serbian

vs. Croatian issue. Yugoslav national'policy has consistently

sought to fuse these two languages (viz: Serbo- Croatian and,
| 1ncrea31ngly, "YugoslaV1an"), counteractlng Croatlan nation-
allstic linguistic ausbau (and political separatlsm) senti-
ments and golng 1e) far (via constltutlonal proV131on for

"freedom of languages and alphabets") as ~to encourage the

writing of Serbian in Latin (rather than in Cyrilic) charac-
ters so as to vitiate the visible distinction between the

two languages. As a result language maintenance is very

much at the'foref?ont of the agenda of Croatian-Americans,

.

N
many of whom reject the notion of SerbofCroatian/Croato—

Serbian as a sham. Unfortunately, the total community is
small in numbers, limited in numbers and lacking sufficient
institutions under its own control.

Reference:s Magner, T. F Language and nationalism in Yugo-

- slavia. Canadian Slavic Studles. 1967, 1, 333-347.
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Brozovicy, D{ O problemima vari janata (On the

problem of variants). g;lk 1965, 13, 33-66.
Lenok, R.L. and T.F. Magner. The Dllemma of the

Melting Pots' The Case of the South Slavic languages. Univer-

sity Park (PA). The Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania State UniversiF

,fy Press, 1976 (Note: Treats Serbs and Croatians as Serbo-
Croatians, Also treats Slovenians. Does not treat Macedon-
ians or Bulgarians contrary to impiication of title).

| Henz1, Vera:M. Slavic lenguages in the New En-
‘ virohment, in Shirley Hea%h and C.A. Fergusoﬁ.(eds.) Language
- in the v . New York, Oxford, 11980. | | | _

. For further 1nformat10n contact (a) The Croatiar
Academy of Amerlca, P.0. Box 1767 Grand Central Station, New'
York NY 10017. (b) Croatlan Ethnic Instltute. Inc., 4851 S.
.Drexel Blvd ’ Chlcago. Illln01s 60615 and (c) Croatlan Fra-
ternal Union of Amerlca. 100 Delaney Dr. 9 Plttsburgh. Pennsyl-
vania 15235

Bgagnzggs} Resource materials concerning Croatians in the
United States are avallable at The Immigration Hlstory Research

Center. Unlversity of Mlnnesota. St Paul, Mlnnesota 55114

CZECH (Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 452,812)
. As the humbe? of local ethnic community schools (reli-
 glolus and secular) teaching and teaching in Czech has slowly

but steadily decreased QVer the years, increased effort has
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gone into introducing'the language into American colleges and
universities as a foreign language. At present 45 institutions
of general hlgher education do. 50 (as do two Benedictine semi-
naries), encouraged by organlzatlons such as Slavonic Benevo--
lent Crder wno help.cover the expense of such efforts. This

is a good examp.:; of the prestige elevation experienced by
many once-lowly ethnic\mother tongues 'in the USA in post World
War II years (an elevation first experienced by German, Nor-
Wegian and Swedish some 3 or 4 generations ago). . Note, hoW- -
ever, that the prestige elevation is also accompanied by de-
etnnization, i.e. the language generally losesﬁits ethnic - 2
--communlty functlons It 1s 1ncrea31ngly taught by profes-'

_ 31onals, to-an ethnlcally diverse student body, studylng it
for_ethnlcally unrelated reasons. .The ethnic studles pro—

. grams‘intrcduced into American colleges and_unlver31t1es

since the mid-60!s.include~a goodly number of such-language
(and language and-culture)- courses. It remains to be seen
;whether they can avoid the communlty detachment ("routlnlza~
tlon") and sheer profesulonallsm experlenced by their pre-
Adecessors-and remain "in service to" thelr ethnlc origins
rather.than écholarly,exercises alone. Thus, it is a balanced |
combination (and mutual enrichment) of two responsibilities
that elevatlon of ethnlc mother tongues to college level in-
structlon requlres. Seemlngly it is a difficult. balance to

r

maintain. not just in the case of Czech but in the,case of

diy

A
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many. many other ethnic mother tongues as Qell. When the .
necessary balance is lost‘gng possible extreme consequence

is the complete de-intellectualization of the learning ex-
perience so that it becomes nothing but an ethno-emotional
experience, an exerc{se in‘passion. in heat without light.
The oﬁposite extreme consequence is egually real, however.
namely the complete ossification of the experience as it
becomes an antiquary "sciencef for academ1c specialists in
recondite knitpickingAWhile.the ethnic community that gave
birth to the language program (and that often funded it and
perhabs continues to<do so)-whithers and disappears Whlle
some of the more recently elevated ethnic mother tongues

(1n terms of 1ntroductlov nto Amerlcan colleges and unlver-
sities) may . stand closer to the flrst extreme, most of those
introduced to the campus prior to World War II are now faced
by_the dangers of the second extreme. WhllehCzech currently
stands-smack in the middle of these two dangers itais the |
latter that is already the greater of the two. -
Reference. Henzl. Vera M. Slav1c languages in the new en-
Vironment, in Shirley B{‘Heath and C.A. Ferguson, eds .

. [
~Language in the USA. New York, Oxford, l980

‘

“For further information contacts: National Alllancajof Czech
Catholics, 2057-59 S. Lawndale Avenue. Chicago, Ill1n01s 60623.
Resource: Resource materials'on Czechs‘in America/are avail-
.able at The Immlgratlon Hlstory Research Center, St. Paul,

Mlnnesota. 55114, o ’ ‘ A
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DANISH (Total mother tongueﬁclaimants CUS 19701 144,462)

Dur remarks pertaining to the de—ethnizatfon of
language learning on college campuses (see Czech, above) /apply
alsc to Danish, but with a vengeance. Danish has rently
even "graduated" from reliance on campuses ard is now gen-
erally available through commercially published textbooks,
records, dictionaries, cassettes, etc., in addition to courses

at some 20 institutions of higher education (including Dana

College, Blair, Nebraska, initially established by Danish-
Americans); On the other hand, neither the Danish Sisterhood
nor the Danish Brotherhood in America sponsor ethnic community
mother tongue schools (although many of the lodges of the
Brotherhood still offer 1nformal language classes for the1r
members) .- ThlS state of affairs is in agreement with Einer

_ Haugeh's observatlon of some 35 years ago (Haugen l953) that
the Danes were less language retentlve 1n the USA than either
~ the Norweglans or the Swedes, both because of thelr smaller
‘numbers and because of the;r.greater dispersion throughout
the USA. | "

For further 1nformatlon 0uncern1ng the few remalnlrg
ethnic community mother tongue schools. contact either the
Danish Brotherhood in'America, 3717 Harney Street, Omaha,
Nebraska 68137, or the Supreme Lodge of the Danish Sisterhood,
3438 North Opal Avenue. Chlcago, IL 60634 For 1nformatlon '

concernlng college level courses and commercial materials for

‘the study of Danish consult llstlngs of the Cultural Sectlon,
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Royal Danish Embassy, 3200 Whitehaven St., NW, Washington,
DC 20008. A useful reference is Askey, D.E., G.G. Gage and

R.T. Rovinsky, Nordic Area Studies in America:s A Survey and

Directory of the Human and Material Resources (1976) which

originally appeared as the June 1975 issue of the journal of

%
Scandinavian Studjes.

‘DQTCH (Total mother tonguez claimants CUS 1970: 452,800)

. Although the number of speakers is rather substantial
there seem to be almost no ethnic community mother tongue
schools in this language at the present time“‘0ver'80% of
the Dutch mother tongue population is now Amerlcan born and.

seemlngly. rather completely anglified in language /

DZHUDEZMO, See Judezmo

ESTONIAN |

: lee the Danes the Estonians in the- USA (some 25 000

- in all) are few in number and scattered throughout the country
'Nevertheless.'they support a network of schools and ‘an Es- '
ton1an Educatlonal 5001ety The relatively recent 1mm1grant
status of Estonlans and’ the1r ongolng ethnollngulstlc struggle
for surv1val under Soviet rule are probably both r» gonslble

- for thls phenomenon It should be noted, however, that all

of the schools are weekend (Saturday and/or Sunday schools).
and. in keeplng with the secular nature of the post wWorld-War II

-4
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migration, few if. any of them are church related or affiliated.
These two character1st1cs may not bode well for the long-range

‘ future of Estonian ethnic community mother tongue schools in
the USA, however much the current scene may be one of consid-
erable act1v1ty and apparent accomplishment, unless renewed
immigration from Estonia becomes possible.

-. For further information contact: (a) Estonian House°
in various c1t1es. e.g. Estonian House, 243 East gbth Street.
New York, NY 10016. The Estonian Educational Soclety. Inc.
may be contacted at the same addressi (b) Estonian Arohlves.
607 E. 7th Street; Lakewood, N.J. 08701. | N

- References: (a) Pennar. Jaan (ed ). The Estonians in America,

1627- 1975, Dobbs Ferry, Oceana Publlcatlons. 1975; " (b) Kolva."‘
Enn C. Uslng Estonlan/Amerlcan Based Culture Models for Multl-

r

Cultural Studles Andover (Conn ), ELACM. 1979

Resource: Resource materials on Estonlan—Amerlcans are ava11—

able at The Immlgratlon History Research Center. UnlverS1ty of

Mlnnesota.-st(Paul. Minnesota, 55114.

FILIPINO/PILIPINO (Total mother tongue clalmants Cus 1970:
7,907; Total estlmated "usual home speak~

ers" Census opulatlon Studies. (= CPS
19751 322, 000)

Also often referred to 2% magalog. this language
(w1th greater purism vis-a- vis Engllsh influences (=Pilipino)
or with Iesser emphasls on purlsm (-Flllplno), with-greater
‘fidelity to the@speech of the Manila reglon (Tagalog) or with

more stress,on'a semblance of multl—reglonal-representatlveness
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(=Pilipino/Filipino) ) is the national and co-official lang-
uage of the Philippines. As.its"speakers continue to in-
crease (and rapidly so) in the USA and as dissatisfaction with
Title VII.programs in whatever variant of this language also
-increases. efforts to establish ethnic community mother tongue
schools, now just beginning, are bound to multiply. Similar
efforts may also be expected on the part of speakers of vari-
ous regional languages of the Philiprines (e.g. Cebuano,
Ilicano, etc.) who have, thus far, received only scant at-
tention from Title VII authorities, many. of whom may’he'un—_
aware of‘the plethora of mother %cngu2s in the Philippines or
who may be convinced that the basic similarities between most
of these languages‘are;great enough for‘all children”to be‘
effectively served-via Filipino/Pilipino/Tagalog ' Whether or’
not this- is 1ndeed the case (or w1ll be 1nterpreted as belng
the case) is also, to some extent dependent on the - ethno-
llngulstlo att1tudes and 1dent1ty self- concepts of the speakers
of- the reglonal languages 1nvolved At the moment no organlzed
-.local. (as_opposed fo natlonal) language sent1menfs are v1s1b1e
in the Ph;llpplnes proper. Whether such sentiments w1ll de~
velop given the greater freedom and ethn1c contrast1v1ty of
\ ‘the USA remalns to be seen (but should be expected) ‘,
\ The dlscrepancy between the relatlvely large number of

\
«\ flrst generatlon chlldren from the. Phlllpplnes now in the USA '

(as well as the concom;tant growth 1n second g%neratlon ch11~

dren of this background),‘on therone handr and ‘the small
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number of.ethnic-community mother tongue schools on the

other hand, bri'ng‘s to mind the more general fact that this
discrepancy generally ohtains_for_recent (post-World-War II)

- immigrants that lack»a llteracy-based ethno-religious tradi-

_ tion uniquely their_own.ﬁ Like the Filipinos. the Indochinese,
Chicanos, Puerto Ricans’and other Hispanlcs have established
relatively few‘ethnic/community mother tongue schools of
'thEir'OWn' whereas thnese and Arabic speakers have (or‘have
continued to do so) The absence of modern language-and-na~

- tionality movements 1n the1r countr1es of origin may be an

addltlonal contrlbutory factor to the1r 1nact1vlty on this

front s1nce thelr arrlval here. Under these c1rcumstances

.f and glven thelr recency of arr1val and relatlve poverty

they have tended to rely d1sproportlonately on Tltle VII for
language ma1ntenance purposes. a rellance they may ultlmately

,(and sooner rather than later) come to regret

For further 1nformatlon concernlng pos51ble Flllplno

'; ethnlc community mother tongue schools contact Flliplno Fed-

.,,\

»eratlon of Amerlca, Inc ; 2289 w 25th St., Los Angeles. Cali-
fornia 9001 8: Phlllpplno Assoclatlon, 501 Madlson Avenue, New
_York NY- 10022; Flllplno American Coordlnatlon Commlttee.
;2741 Frultrldge Rd. . Sacramento, Callfornla 95820; and Phlllp’.
* pine- Amerlcans for Community Action and Development 9323 Old
Mt. Vernon R4 ., Alexandrla. Vlrginia 22309 -

References Breebe. James and Maria. The Fllipinosa a spec1al

case, in Shlrley B .Heath and C A. Ferguson (eds ),- uage

Ty



-d0_the USA+ New York, Oxford.University Press, 1979.
Klm. Hylng Chan’ and Cynthia C. Mejia. The

» Mum_ma_l% Dobbs Ferry (N.Y.), Oceana

" Publications, 1976.

FINNISH (Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 21%,168)
AlthoughFinnish' is only regionally (rather thar
linguistically) allied‘to tne other Scandinavian languages,
1ts current status 1n the USA, elther as an ethn1c communi ty
mother tongue or as. a subJecI of study at the hlgher educa-
" tion level,’ 1s..1f anything, even weaker than that ovaanlsh
(q. v. ). UOMI College (Hancock Mlchlgan) was originally:
establlshed by F1nn1sh 1mm1grants and ‘some of its faculty and

.7

= students are still-of" Flnnlsh herltage and are 1nvolved ir
.:EFlnnlsh stud1es (whlch. of course, are open/tolall students),.
as well .as in Flnnlsh church -and communlty concerns 'In ad--‘
idltlon. Concordla College (Moorehead Mlnnesota). through 1ts;
summer language camp program..offers a two week summer camp d
experlence 1n F1nn1sh language and culture to elementgry and ,

| secondary level/students (Slmllar programs are also,avall-:
Euable at Concord1a 1n French. German. Italian, Spanlsh. Rus-
sian and NorWeglan) : ThlS ‘summer camp opportunlty is a re-.
cent‘and 1nnovat1ve effort and may present the- Flnnlsh ethnlc
; communlty in the UsA w1th an effectlve (and perhaps last)

: opportunlty to expose its chlldren to a Flnnish env1ronment

-w1th1n the USA

b~
~i
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For information.conoerning Finnish at American univer-
sities-and colleges contact the Consulate General oF Finland,
Finland House, 540'Madison Avenue, New York; NY 10022. Other
information»on Finns in the USA can be obtained.from Tyomies
Society, P.0. Box 553, Superior, Wisconsin 54880.

Resource- Resource materials for the study of Finnish Am-y
ericans are avallable at The Immlgratlon History Research Cen-

ter, University of Mlnnesota, St. Paul Minnesota, 55114.

FRENCH (Total estimated number of "usual home speakers” 1975:
-1, 472 000. Total mother tongue cla1mants Cus l970s'

' Because of its rema1n1ng international 1nstrumental
value as Well as (and even morel because of its 1nternatlonal

reputatlon as a language of esthet1c and cultural refinement,

French, far more than any other ethnic communlty mother tongue’ﬁz

1n the USA, has “successfully" negot1ated the- dlffloult pas~
sage to supra—ethnlc status As a result of its very spec1al
. worldW1de s tatus, 1ts h1story as a colonial language in North‘
Amerlca and 1ts hlstory as an 1mm1grant language here, there
_are at least f our dlfferent arenas in. whlch French in. the USA
, 1s«educatlonally-act1vet o o . . ii '
a. Thg_gihnié_ﬁﬁgn&é .Gone are . the days when French ‘was
kﬁxused as a co- -medium 1n scores of parochlal schools of" Franco~_.
Amerlcan parlshes throughout the length and breadth of New
England (LeMalfe l966) ’ Although many of the schools are -

: stlll there.'and although many of them stlll teaoh lTenCh
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(to pupils many of whom are often still of Franco—American
extraction), extremely few of them still have the combination
of French mother tongue students, teachers, and community
context that makes French as a co-medium possible. The
schools still conducted by the Sisters of Saint Anne in
Webster, Ludlow, Lynn and Newton (all in Massachusetts) are
examples of an approach that was once far more widespread
and which may yet experience a new lease on life if the "new
ethnicity" movement among Franco-Americans becomes more en-
terprlsing. |

b. The privategjbut'usually not ethnically related) front:

Two types of private schools are to be found in various Ameri~
can cities in. wh1ch French is used as a co- medlum of instruc-
tlon One . type, the Lycee Francals, follows the program of
_1nstructlon that would be followed by a school 1n France
proper plus a small number ‘of courses in. English and Amerlcan
"hlstory Students may attend from klndergarten through to the
end of" hlgh school and rece1ve ‘a French Baccalaureat degree
(and, at t1mes, an ‘American hlgh school diploma as well)

The other type, varlously refeéred to as Ecole Blllngue.

Ecole Internatlonal Ecole Ffancaise, etc ’ prov1des a mere
~1lnearly balanced billngual program and ylelds an Amerlcan dlp—;
7: 1oma (Some of these schools prepare for the Internatlonal ’
Baccalaureat examlnatlons as well) Tuition rates are rather

_ high (averaglng over $2000/year), results are typlcally good.'

<
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and scholarships for "central city" children (a euphemism
for poor Blacks and Hispanics) are sometimes available.
The Washington International School rs one of these (also
offers a full Spanish track in addition to its French track),
as is the United Nations Internatlonal School (also really
a Multlllngual School) and the Flem1ng Scnool (both of the
latten being in New York Clty)
_ The de-ethnicized nature of these schools is such
that some hardly mention French as a co-medium of instruction,
con51der1ng it to be no more than a self- ev1dent approach to
a good educatlon Nevertheless, these schools do sometlmes
serve ethnlc French mother torigue children (partlcularly in
- the Boston area), as well as French .mother tongue chlldren-of.
Francophonegdlplomatlc and commerclal representat1ves in. the
-USA (e~g in the Washlngton area) Some of the large French_
" firms operatlng in the UsA (e g. Mlchelln) operate French -
‘schools of th1s type attended exclus1vely by the chlldren of
their European French admlnlstratlve and techn1cal staffs
c. .The p 11c front/ Yet another 1nd1catlon of the "suc-
cessful® de-ethnicization of French as a co—medlum of in- A
'structlon in the USA is the fact that French 1mmerslon programs
(full or part) have been established by a few publlc school -
d1str1cts (Burllngton. VT3 Sllver Sprlng. MD; Clnclnnatl. OH.
_ Detrolt MI) and un1vers1t1es (SUNY ‘Plattsburgh, NY) These~

are obv1ously'engaged 1n_enr1chment‘b111ngual educatlon (as




are the schools in category b, above), andgone can only
hope that their numbers will multiply. Although a very few
such programs are available in other languages (Germanx
Milwaukee. WI and Cincinnati, OH; Spanish: Culver Citj. Hay-
ward and San Diego. CA) French still tends to be the only
L\\;language that Amerlcan parents. educators or legislators
readily accept for blllngual education beyond the ranks OI

the disadVantaged and the ethnics.:
4. Tne Cajun front: Although there has been a tangible
r1se in ethnollngulstlc consclousness among the Acadlans of
., Lou1s1ana. these are currently in even worse stralghts than
the Franco Amerlcans of New England 1nsofar as ethn1c com—
&munlty mother tongue schools (or other formal 1nst1tutlons)
are involved. Nevertheless. this s1tuatlon seems rlpe for
a change for the better alnce CaJun has recently begun to be?-
wr1tten and more school related claims are being mentloned
in connection’ with 1t Contacts between CaJuns and New Eng~
land Franco Gmerlcans as well av between CaJuns and Quebecols
\are also 1ncrea51ng and these too should lead to greater de—
mands for schools in CaJun and/or standard French.
‘Refgrence Re (a) above: see: Lemalre. H.B. Franco Amerlca;

efforts on behalf of the French language in New England 1n L
J.A. Fishman, .Language Loyalty -in the United: States The' :

- Hague, Mouton. 1966, 253-279; Coleman, Rosalle M. An Hlstorl—
. cal Analysis of the French/Engllsh Bilingual Educatlon Pro-vi“f
grams Conducted- in Connectlcut by The Daughters of “the Holy \,..&

'.‘
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Spirit. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Connecticut, 1978: -

Also note Glen C. Gilbert. French and German, a comparative

study,vih shirley Heath and C.A. Ferguson (eds.) Language in
the USA. New Yprk.'bifofd University Press, 1979. For in-
formation 6oncerning annual meetings of the Franco-American
Conference (a joint undertaking of Franco-Americans in Louisi~
ana and New England)ﬂéontacf National Bilingual Resource Cer-
ter, P.0. Box 43410 USL, Lafayette, Louisiana 70501.

" Re (b)'abovez contagt'Services du Conseiller

Culturel, French Counselate, 972 Fifth Ave., New York, NY

10021; also contact The Washington International School

(2735 Olive Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20007) for a copy
of its Newsletter and for a copy of the membership list of

The Association of Genuinely Bilingual Schools, most of which
féil into this category.

_ Re (c) above: Derrick, Wm. Early immersion ir
French, Today's Education, 1979, 68, no.l, 38-40; also see
his: An early'languéée'immeréion’model in a demonstration
school. ADFL Bullatin, 1978, 10, no.l, 34-36. For details
concerning a Title VII programs in a Ffanqo-American context
contact Bilingual Educatién Program, Office of the Superin-
tendent, Richford, VT 05476.

Re (d) above: Smith-Thibodeaux, J. Les Franco-

phones'de Louisiane. Paris, Entente 1977: Rushton, W.F.

The Cajuns From Acadia to Louisiana. New York, Farrar Straus
Giroux, 1979. Also note the many up-to-date reports of

123
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“Project Louisiana" a joint research effort of the Geography
Departments of McGill University and of Laval University as well
as of thevApthropology Departments of Laval ﬁniversity and York

University. Many of these reporté focus on language use.

A visit to French co-medium school of type (b):

THE FLﬁMING SCHCOIL (FRE™CE)
_ New York City's Fleming School is located in a pretty,
bustling neighborhood on the Upper East Side of Manhattan. |
Started as a pre-school instructional'program in 1957, the
Fleming School has since developed into a small private school
offering instruction through Grade 8, with a commitment to
teaching (and teaching in) French.

The school, housed in two buildings located less than
two blocks from each other, cérefully‘maintains an enrollment
of very close to 600 children, that being perceived as an en-

.. rollment that the physical facilities can comfortably handle.
Since instruction in French begins at the nursery school
level, only children aged 3 to 6 years are admitted into the
program. Fully 90% of the students are Engliéh mother-tongue,
‘American children -- thus the program, for the most part, in-
‘volves teaching French to children with no knowledge of that
language. | | |

The newer, more modern of the buildingé owned by thé

school contains the younger children -- nursery through third
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grade. The building is large, bright and airy, with children's
.artwork and predomiﬁantlyAEngliéh signs prominently displayed.
Many of the "classrooms" in this buildiﬁg. particularly those

used by the younger children. are nen-traditionélly lajid out,

with child-sized tables scattered areund'the rooms and lots of
open space available. Children work in small“groups. urder

the supervision of a teacher; a variety of activities and pro jects
~are underwey at any one time, and members of the eame "class" may
be doing very different things.

- The second building owned by the school houses gradee 4
through é. Each of the grades is.divided into classes;'students
grouped according to abiiity, with the aim of keeping class
size small (less than 20 students). Classrooms in this bwild—
ing are smaller and more traditional; desks are arranged 1n rows
facing a blackboard and a teacher's desk. 1In addltlon to class-
rooms, this building contains a small gym, a library, reading
‘and science laboratories and an impressive filﬁ collection.

The school's French program unfolds in carefﬁlly gradu-
ated steps, deslgned to fa0111tate the learning of French.
There is more than one teacher assigned to each of the 1owest

grades, minimally, one native-speaker of Engllsh and one native-
speaker of French. who attempt to function exclusively in their
mother tongue, are active in any one clagsroom. Those French
teachers .involved with the three and four-year old groups

work on developing oral/aural skills -- vocabulary building,
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simple French' production

comprehension of simple sentences,
Reading'and writing are introduced at

skills, and:so forth.
the kindergarten level in French only;'the school's attitude

being that French because it is monophonic, should be and is
more easily. 1earned than (polyphonlc) English. After a full

" year of readlng and wrltlng in French orly. Engllsh readlng
ard wr1t1ng are 1ntroduced (Grade 1), W1th no reported aif-

flcultles, and 1nstructlon in French is continued.
From first grade-on. the school day is "departmentall—

zed", that is, div1ded into blocks of t1me. with each period ~

assigned to a partlcular toplc Each class. from flrst through_

eighth grade, devotes (at least) 7 periods per week (roughly
Senior grades study French

20% of instruction time) to French.

Language Arts. French L1terature and French Hlstory in French,
/ !
In addition to class- - |

uslng textbooks 1mported from France.
room work, there is a full program of extra-currlcular ac-

t1v1t1es arranged for students, some |of whlch involves French

. -

language and/or cultural events
The Fleming School provides the following description |

N
N . .
i .

|

of itselfs , e
- vpf F ; SCHOOT, . ‘

|

/

: Effective learning takes place when a child has
confidence in his teachers, in his school, and when he has
self-assurance, confidence in himself. A most important ;

- factor in his school life is a sure knowledge that he is i

" loved and respected. Added to confidence and self-assurance
must be a“sense of accomplishment, of success, built on both |
achievement and an appreclatlon for temporary failure as a

learning experlence

125 -
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A school which creates an environment fostering
growth in confidence and self-assurance and which stimulates
discovery-learning is an effective school. Most schools lay
claim to this. distinction. However, a hallmark of such ex--
cellence is found in-the way the learning experiences are
organized and in the response of the children. Individualized
work, projects, individual work in laboratories, in art, music
and dance programs, with children producing movie films, plays
and original drama productions, field trips, use of rich com-
munity .resources all speak to the worth of a program which -
does truly bring out in each child a high degree of his po-
tential. , ‘ ' ~

Too often, the words used above suggest permissive-
ness. ‘But when there are also well-understood guidelines of
achievement and expectation in learning and in social behavior
there is creative success. Standards and high expectations
without being repressive are welcomed by children and young
people. Children like to know clearly what is expected of
them. They enjoy knowing where things are and having them
readily available. They respond enthusiastically to words of
commendation, approval and helpful suggestion. As a result,
learning is enhanced and behavioral problems become rare, the

true exception.

Perhaps the best indication of an effective program,
in addition to the typical evidence of achievement, 1s the
happiness and enthusiasm of pu ils and teachers. There are
of course, off-days for both child and teacher.: There are
times when even a group may not 'be up to its best. However,
if, as a rule, youngsters look forward to a day in their
school, and if teachers enjoy sharing with pupils and work well
with administration in planning and developing programs, then
the school is a happy school, an intelligently creative school.

This is the Fleming School. This is the spirit the
School tries to cultivate. It Seems to do this rather well."

Note that French is not specifically mentioned. It
is p;eéumably a naturél ingredient of a "happy school, an in-

telligently creative school®.

GERMAN (Total estimated "usual home speakers" 1975: 2,288,000;
. total mother tongue claimants CUS 19701 6,Q93,054)

As in the case of French, German too is employed as a

medium of education in the USA in schools of many different



“kinds. As in the casc of French tyoe (a) there are also
ethnlc community mother tongue schools utlllzlng German,
1ndeed, type (a) is much stronger. today (and was once ever
so.much stronger) in the case of Germar thar it is in the
case of French. On the other hard, schools of type (b) anrd
(c), private (ethnic community ohrelatéq) and public,talthoughA
theyvexist for German, are clearly much stronger inithe French
case thar ir fhe,German case. “Finally. wheh we turn to type-
(d).'dialectally divergent schools with a weak or non-existent
tradition of writing in the dialect itself, we find not only‘

: é truly huge number of day schools but, oddly enough, the '

largest such number for any ethnic community in the United

States.

a; Ethhicvcommunjtx éofher tongue schools. Although the
rumber of such schools is smaller than it was some 50-75 years
égo (Kloss 1966), it is still quite substantial today. Day
schoolsvln this category (under the auspices of one or another
church) have well nigh disappeared (the Missouri Synod Luth-
erar Church having come almost to the ehd of the line in this
connection as well as in connection with its former afternoor
schools) and weekend schools (Safurday/Sunday schools) havc be-
A_ come almost the only alternatlve Nevertheless the number of
the latter is groW1ng and the sources of support for them are‘

.varied and also growing. Some schools are particularly orlented

toward German-Americans of one or another regional origin (efg.,



Dpnauschauﬁen). _Some a?e maintained by derman-American fré~'
ternal assopiations (e.g., the German American National Con-
greés)-ﬁ;o%hers are maintained by educational organizations
;(e.g; the German'Américan School, Association of Sbuthern“
California) énd/or by the growing number of German social
and cultural clubs sprihging”up in many parts 6f the USA.
Almost all of these schools are llsted with the nearest

. Consulate General of the Federal Republlc of German and

many of them receive some support from that source. All in
éll; this represents a remarkable recovery from the nadir

of World War II days when almost all such activity groqnd:fo
; a halt as a result of wartimq anti-German sentiments, many
.of Which were shared by German~Aﬁericans too. 1Indeed, Ger-
man schooling has sufféred from two such reverses (the firsf
coming during énd aftef World War I) and has partially re-

covered each time.

" b. Private schools only marginally related to the Germar-

American ethnic mother tongue community.

The German School in Washington, D.C. may well be the
only one of this klnd It provides a complete (immersion)
12 year German currlculum to its roughly 650 students, 80%
of which are of German mother tongue and roughly 60% of which
are.the children of;German”consular or commercial persohnel
‘in the Washington area. Graduates of the high schoPl.receive

_an American high school diploma and/or a German Reifezeugnis.
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Englishbis taught from:grade 1, Latin from grade 7, and.

French from.- grade 9. \In addltlon ‘to this school there dre’

three elementary schools for chlldren of members of German

military forces statloned in the USA for training purposes

(Sheppard Texas. Fort Bliss, Téxas; Glendale, Arlzona)

c. Public schools engaged in German b;llngual educatior.

* Only two such schools have come to our’attention re-
cently, namely, that in‘Milwaukee, WiSConsin andsin Cincin-
natl, Ohio. The large number of such schools that functloned
at the beginning of this century (Viereck 1902) and the mon-
umental German contribution to the first era of bilingual

education in the USA under public auspices (Kloss 1966) have

been almost entirely forgotten. They certainly deserve to be

remembered andvcare?uilyAstudied'by'all those interested in
public bilingual education that is not remedial and that has ..
not lost its link to the ethnic mother tongue communlty

d. Dialectally dlvergent schools with little or no atten-

tion to wrltrng in the dlalectn_German sects.

It is’in this rather atypical area that the over-
whelming bulk of GermanAethnic community mother tongue educa-
tion is conducted today.“The 575 01d Order Amish and 01d
Crder Mennonite all day'schools and 61 Hutterite weekday
afternoon schools constltute one of the most stable language

ma1ntenance blllngual educatlon efforts in USA history. Their

sociolinguistic experlence needs to be fully.explored ‘and the -
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lessbn'that it has er.bilingqglheduCation and for ethnic
mother tongue maintenance needs to be fully learned. Aithough
all of tﬁe O;d Order schools teach German it is not vernacular
German that'fhey.tééch or -that théy use for teaching (al-
.thoﬁgh in all of these schools such German'ié sometimes spoken;
‘ par%iculariy by tﬁe youngsters) buf. instead, the German of
the Luther Bible, i.e., a variety which is ob}iously no longer
used for ordinary intérpersongl communication. The Hutterite
pétferﬁ is somewhat different in that children attend ail-
English "public" schools intheir respective coloniesh Théy
also attend all-German supplementary schools ‘after public
school hours. Neverthelésé, the Hutterife results and the
' 61d Order results are very much the same. The students at-
tending these schools are trilingual, biliterate (in English
and Luther Bible German) and mother tongue retentive (Penn;
sylvania German or Hutterite Ge?man). However, what is prob-
ably crucial hefe is not so much the fact that the socioling-
uistic division of labor is tripartite (as it is with Hasi-
dim; see Yiddish;'below) as much as is the fact that it is

compartmentalized. Everyone knows English but uses it only

for school or for economic transactions with butsiders.

_EVeryone reads Luther German but uses it only in connection
with religious texts or rituals. Everyone speaks their par-
" ticular vernacular fof all non-sacred iﬁtra—cbmmunal inter-

actions but typically neither writes nor reads it. A
_ : /

L

i




'“residentialaseparation of all three grodﬁs from the.Anglo-'
American malnstream 1s present of course, but it is not
!early as 1mportant as -is their phllosophlcal separatlon
Lhe Amlsh and Mennonltes in particular: have mastered the

A
'art of "1nteract1ve separation".. They commonly buy and

" sell (and increasingly even work) in thenEvglish speaking
town but they do not live there, 3001a11ze/there. or bring

its ways, artlfacts or values back home w1th them 1n their

: horse—and—buggys Given such ethnlc communlty d1301p11ne
the communlty school can aim at a hlgh degree of English

fluency and literacy without either of,%hese,harmlng ethnic

mother tongue maintenance or German literacy.

/

. /
A visit to an.0ld Order Amish. School.

g

The Fairview School, near Lancaster, Pennsylvania, is
typical of the 600'or'so-01d Order;ﬁmish and Mennonite schools
that are now functioning; It is a dne room school house, pure.
ehased reughly a decade'age when/the public educatioﬁ authori-
tiee abandoned such schools in favor of large centralized‘
scheels (to which children frqm’varieus outlying areas are
brought by bus). Since such centralized public schools posed
a threat to the Old Order communltles (thelr children would
be clearly outnumbered in such schools) they then decided to
'buyvup. operate and fully control the local schools that their

children were attending and Qhere they were either the only



students oruclearlyliﬁﬂthe majority. 'The Fairview Séhool
has an enrbllmeﬁt of‘25\ One teacher teaches all eight

| grades..as wéll%és the vocatlonal group" of 15~ 16 year olds
who atterd only one mornlng a week. The school is 1it by \
ol lamps and heated by a cogl“stove; An older boy, or the
teachér heréelf minds the s%bve on cold or chilly days. The
children are attired in tradltlonal Amlsh dress and most of

them arrive and depart in horse\and buggys, living too far

from school to walk there and back. partlcularly on cold or

)

rainy days.

Each grade studies "LutherEGerman" twicé a week for
two houfs Starting with a nrlmer flrst publlshed in 1887 7
"the children move up through an 1ntermed1ate text (Mennonite
publ;shed). 0ld Testament stories, and flnally. the New Testa:
ment in "luther German”. They read German, sihg German (ffom'
an 1841 Mennonite songbook) and learn to spell German ("be-
~cause it lmproves their pronunciation"). The children do not,
of course, speak "Luther German", nor do their barents. They
sbeak Pennsylvénia Dutch to each’ other and to other Amlsh.
they speak English to outsiders, and encounter "Luther German"
only in their hallowed texts or, in variably modernized
(vernacularized) fofm. in sefmonsvby their bishops. ‘No in-
terpretation of biblical texts is offerea in school since
‘that is the province of their church per se. First graders

«still commonly arrive at the Fairview school (and at many
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llothef similar schools)'knowing insufficient:Engl;sh for the
”teacher to be able to use it alone -- as is her goal -~ as |
'~the medium of 1nstructlon for secular studles As a reéuit
these chlldren are initially helped out, now and then, by al
Pennsylvanla Dutch phrase .’ Such help is soonzdlscontlnued
and philuren soon speak English well enough in échcol, and
not only do so fiuently, but do so without any "foreign"
accent. The English social studies texts used in school
are surplus coples of public-school texts of some 25 years
ago. They prOV1de a general understandlng of American his-
tory and geography without raising "touchy" up-to date issues.
The Amish Pennsylvania Dutch world is not an unchanging
one. Some of the yourig men have begun to work in local fac-
tories fbr a few years in order to save up suffiuient money
for a éiieable cohort to.purchase land and bggin new colonies
in the west, southwest and Latin America. = Some of the'rAmiéh
"shops" (blacksmiths, saddle makers, plumbers, .carpenters,
even a health food shop) cater primarilyto tdurists as well
‘as to local non-Amish families. WNevertheless the interaction
with outsiders isventirely transactional rather thanipersonal.
f Eléctricity is now employed for cooiing and‘pasteurizing milk
that is to be marketed (as reqiired by state health and food
inspection laws) but is strictly prohibited for home use since
-1t is v1ewed as tieing in with the outside world and 1ts

values. All in all, the Amish seem not to have lost thelr

133



50

boundary malntenanoe and compartmentallzatlon skills.. The
school and ‘the’ language 1t requires are both viewed as condults
“to an out31de world that must not be admlred nor indigenized
_-but. ather.‘a world that must be gingerly engaged for ir-
‘reducibly crucial legal, technlcal and flnan01al purposes.
References: Re (a)zeabove. fhe ba31c source for this toplc

ie still Kloss, H. German-American language maintenance ef-

forts in J.A. Fishman, Language Maintenance in the USA. The -

Hague, Mouton, 1966, 206-252. The Bulletin fur Samstagschulen
of the German language School Conference (80 Inwood Avenue.
Upper Montclalr. N.d. 07043) provides 1nterest1ng news abbut

various schooils.

Additional material may be encountered in various is-
\ .

sues of Dgutsohe Lehrer in Ausland (published by the For-

schungstelle fur Auslandeschulwesen at the Unlver31ty of 01~

denburger), and Pedagoglk und Schule im Ost und West

‘Re (b), above: the ma jor sourceln Auslandeschulverzelchnls.

a register of a11 government recognized (for degree/dlploma pur~
poses) German schools abroad. Published annually by Max Hueber
Verlag in Munlch
Re (c), aboves there are few if any extensive references
~after Kloss 1966. A description of the Mllwaukeg experience
can be obtained"from local school“authorities. The Cincinnati

program has been wrltten up br//rederlck P. Veidt, "German-

Engllqh bilingual educations {The Cincinnati innovation.
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WEST
Mountain . ’ ‘
Montana - 1 ’ 1 21 22
Idzho ) ’
“Wyoming
Colorado
Arizona
New Mexico
Utah -
Nevada
- Pacific ‘
Washington '
Cregon
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Alaska : o
Hawaii
Puerto Rico
Guam:

Totals

NORTHEAST 65 151 27 72 242 ‘ 242
NORTH CENTRAL 142 258 13 302 37 339
SCUTH 7 21 1 5 30 30
WEST 1 L1 24 . 25

TOTAIS " 214 431 28 90 575 61 635
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Die Unterrichtspraxis. 1976, 9, no.2, 45-50. (This journal
is published by The American Association of Teachers of German, Inc).
For much earlier and more widespread efforts see Viereck, L

German instruction in American schools. Report of the Commis-

sioner of Education for 1900-1901. Washington, GPC,\1902, 531-
\

i

708.

Re (d),vaboves No detailed research has been done in
.Amish: Mennonite or Hutterite schools per se. However, these
societies have been well studied on more encompassing grounds

by J.A. Hostetler in his Hutterite Society, Baltimore, John

Hopkins Press, 1974 (also note his briefer tfeatment. jointly

with G.E. Huntington, The Hutterites in North America, New York.

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1980) and in his Amish Society,
Baltimore. John Hopkins Press, 1968. For the annual directofy

of OldereAmish and Mennorite schools see the December issue of

Blackboard Bulletin.

Also notes Sawatsky, R.J. Domestioeted sectarianisms
lennonites in the.US and Canada in comparative perspective.
Canadian Journal of Sociology, 1978, 3, 233-244; Glen C. Gil- \\\
bert. French and:German,'a comparative study, in Shirley

Heath and C.A. Ferguson (eds.) Language in the USA, New York,

Oxford University Press, 1979.

\

GREEK. (Total estimated "usual home speakers” 1975: 488,000.
Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 434,571).

Thanks to endless and highly systematic work of the

137
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office of Education of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of .
North and South America, Greek in the USA is not only blessed ﬂ
by an extensive school system but by one that annualhr;mepare;?
and distributes a goodly amount pf statistical informatior as

well (Greek Orthodox Archdiocese ..Directory). Serving ar

ethnic community with a substantial mix of old timers and
new comers Greek schools in tﬁe USA, almost all under Church
auspices, discharge an important religious function as well
in view of the fact that "no Greek bfiésf“ih no Gfeek"church’
has ever conducted the Liturgy wholly in English or in any
other local lénguage“ (Patrinacos 1970).. Thus, while the
use of English is growing, especially in the Sacraments and
particularly'outside of the larger urban centers (in which
Greek has maintained itself far better than in newer, subur-
ban or smaller urban communities), the schools are part of a
conscious, concerted effort to mainfain»Greek and Greekness
in and around the church. ' |
In the 1977-78 school year the combined enroliment’in_
22 church supported day schools (one school in Canaéa and-oﬁe
in South America are included in all statistics since fhey
too are under the Archdiocese's éupervision) was 6512. Of
thé 22 day schools, ljtincluded junior high grades (7 and €&),
4 included high school grades (9 and above) and two were high
schools entirely. These séhools employed a tota; of 314

teachers of which 65 (ile.,’zo%) were in the Greek program

per se.
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In addition to the;day schools there ié/an extensive
. network of "Greek Languag; and Culture Schoo}é.“ almost every
parish affiliated with the Archdiocese suppé&tingfcne such
school. There were'398'shch schools in the USA, Canada and
South America ir 1977~ 78 (92 five day a week schools, 71 four
»day a week schools. 61 three day a week schools, 86 two day
a week schools and Q} one day a week schcols) -- 383 in the
USA alone -~ the n@gber having expanded slowly but surely

during the entire decade of the 70's:

School year No. of schools No.- of students No. of teachers .
1970-71 340 24,200 : 550
1971-72 . 350 25,100 660
1972-7 © 355 . 25,700 ‘ 680

. 1973-7 * 360 26,050 702
1974-75 © 375 26,500 735
1975-76 382 28,036 796
1976-77 393 28,622 ' 819
1977-78 398 28,681 831

If thére is any fly in the ointment it»is,“perhaps.
the fact tﬁat_only 639 of the 28,681 students enrolled in
1977-78 were attending junior high school classes. On the other
hand,'there are a nﬁmber of clearly unusual positive factors at
work as well. The Office ofJEducation of thé Archdiocese, in
cooperation witﬁ the Ministry of Education ir Greece, arranges
for the admiséion of male graduates of.its local elemgnfary
schools to a high school in Greece whefe they can "complete
their secondary education in a Greek environment, enabling them
-to master the Greek languagé'and acquire a deeper appreciétion
of their Greek heritage wﬁile preparing for ﬁigher studies in

either American or European universities (p. 82, 1979 Directory)."
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Montana
Idaho
Wyoming
Colorado
Arizona
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Abcordingly,'in 1977-78; 17 students were admitted to the
fAnargyrios—Korgialeinos"School on the island of Spetsae.
Teachers in the Greek schools of the Archdiocese are
invited to annual sem;nars in major metropolitan areas (New
York, Chicago, etc.). One such seminar takes place every
year over a\three‘week period in Athens at the expense of
the Gr~ek Ministry of Education. The Greek government also

awards pensions to teachers who have served in the schools"
of the Archdiocese. In addition, retlred teachers also re-

celve flnan01a1 agsistance from the Greek Teachers Benevolent
Assoc1atlon which the Archdlocese malntalns

The Greek schools stress '%he cultural environment
‘which underlies...the Orthodox falth the Apostolic and Pa-
tristic tradition...consisting of the Greek language, customs,
heliefs and_ideologiest as well as the attitudes underlying
our family;.Ltraditions (p.75, Directory 1977).T
All in all, Greek'Americans have one of the most ex-
tensive and best organized,community—school—systems among Am-
erlcan ethnic groups. They have éood reason to he proud be-~
. cause many of their schools are quite effectlve and - because
the support and guldance that they rece1ve from the Office of

Educatlon of the Archdiocese of the Greek Orthodox Church 1s

appreciable and helpful.

' For further snformation see the monthly The Orthodox

Observer, €.£.,
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Hatziemmanuel, E. Our present and future system of~
education. The Orthodokggpg‘xxgr 1970, 36, nos. 604- 605
(July-August), 9-10 and 14.

Moskos, Charles C., Jr. -Greek Americans New York,
Prentice Hall, 1980.

i _ ’ :
Patrinacos, N.D. The truth about our historic 20th

Congress. The Orthodox Cbserver, 1970, no. 606, September
46, o | |

Villas, E.A. The Greek Immigrant Child. The Ortho-
dox Observer, 1969, no. 597, December 14-15.

/ Finally, it should be noted that the Greek ethnic com-
munify mother tongue.schools derive various direct and in- |
dquct benefits from Title VII funds ir the form of materlals
preparatlon, teacher tralnee and teacher trainer fellowshlps,
and, in the case of some of the day .schools, basic yrogram

funds as well. | /

A Visit to a Greek School
| At the all day Cathedral School (grades K-8) some two
thirds of the 180 chlldren in attendance are Amerlcan—born, a

goodly number-belng children of native born parents: Never-
theless almost éll;pupils speak sone'Gfeek at home (if only to
their grand-parents) and ndtides sent home by the school are
" in both Greek and English. There are, however,'a‘numbér of
cnildren whose'mastéry of Greék is narginal or gxgg_non—ex~

istent and these are éeparately streamed for two-three years

1435 -



untfl\they catch up with their grade. Other children who
.speak only Greek when they arrive in school are given spe01al
Help with English.

" In 1976 the.Greek government decided to switch from .
Katharevusa (a semi- classical ‘variety) to Demotiki (modern
spoken Greek) as. the languave of .school and of government.

The Greek Orthodox Church however retains Katharevusa as the
language of many of its.stressed:and hallowed writings. Clas-
sical Greek is also highly valued (beirg the language of
Plato, Aristotle, Socrates, etc.), particularly as the hall-
mark of a first rate education. AS a result of this com-
plicated language situation the Cathedral school teaches
Greek subjects in Demotiki in all grades, introduces'Katha;
revusa 1r ‘the middle grades, and begins teaching classical
~-.Greek ir the uppg;_gzadggn In some subjects for which there
will ultimately be Demotiki texts, Katharevusa texts (from
;Greece) are still employed. . However, these are slowly being
displaced by texts prepared here in the USA by the Education .
office of the Archdiocese. These new texts are also "more
Americar" both in subJect matter emphasis as well as in their
controlled vocabulary .

~ Children are exposed to "Greek readiness" in Kinder-
garten. - In the first grade they are taughtvto read.and write
both English and Greek. This seems'to'he accomplished without -

particular difficulty. Given approximately 6-6% hours per

.week of coursework with Greek as the language-of—instruction.
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-3

- and with Greek dancing, arts and\ crafts, chorus and religious

studies, ceremonies and celebrations, and given the study of

Greek"history} geography, 1iteratur s the school's program is

demanding and effective. vThis is a no-nonserse school. The
worﬁ is hard, the teaching is good, and the results are grati~
fyirg. French is taught as a reqdired‘fo eigr language fron 2
grade 5 and on. Formal Greek gramnar is taught from the 2rG
grade on. |

)

The school believes that it has ar impact on the stu-

“dents. Some have come back-to teach at the school. - Cthers
have ultlmately gone to high schools, colleges and universi-

ties 1n Greece. Certain traditional pract1ces that had genr-
erally been forgotten have. been revlved by the school. 'The

Greek Crthodox youth organlzatlons (GCYA) enrolls the 7th

ard 8th graders and continues to bring them together (and
back to the school) even after they graduate. Pupils may
-grumble that the school gives a lot of work but they remember
it fondly and provdly Like the other twenty-some all day
?schools in the USA/the Cathedral school accomplishes sub-

stant1ally more vis- a vis ‘Greekness than is typlcally

achleved at the 430: some afternoor schools that are asso-

ciated W1th Greek Orthodox Churches throughout the country<
Broader American developments are felt in the‘school.

On the . one hand, some of the materlals created by Title VII

Greek components are finding their way 1nto the lower grades
On the.other hand the church's-more liberal policy vis-a-vis

use-of;English has caused some schools to experiment with
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offering less Greek in their programs than heretofore.

The Cathedral'SchOOI is dubious of the value of either of
these developments It is eommitted to the view that Greek
culture and Greek rellglon are completely 1ntertW1ned and |
that“both requ;re'the Greek language ir order to be learnred
ard implemented. It serves a middle‘elass population (tuitions
:eughly'$1100/&ear) and even attracts a few non-GreeK-pﬁpils"
and is able to eccomplish its dual language and dual culture
goals by ihsisting that educatiohal compromise are self-
defecting. ‘ ‘a | !
‘Additional referencesi (a) -Vlachos, Evangelos E_Q_Agglm;_axlgr

‘9£_Q£2Qhaﬂk_;ﬂuleujﬁd_ﬁja;gﬁe Athens, National Center for

Sonal Research, 1968 (b) Burgess, Thomas. Greeks ir America:

Ar Account Of Thelr Comlng. Progress; Customg, ILife and As-
pirations, Boston,\1970; (¢) Kalaras, Stavros. The Greek

language and faith. The woreed". of the Greeks. Tribune of
G.A.P.A., 1970, 34, Sept.-Cct., 6 and 14; (d) Seaman, Paul
d—- .

David. Modern Greek and American English in Contact. The

Hague, Mouton, 1972. Zotos, Stephanos. Helenic Presence jirn

America, Pilgrimage, Wheaton (111.), 1976.

Respurcess Resource materlals on Greek- Amerlcans are avall-

i

able ‘in The Immlgrat\:n Hlstory Research Center, Unlver51ty
1

of Mlnnesota. St.Paull, Minnesota, 55114.

HATTIAN CREQLE (Total estimated number of speakers 1975 85,000)
No information hés’geen forthcoming on ethnic commurity:

~mother tongue schools.

N



66

HEBREL (Total mother 'tongue claimants CUS 1970: 101,686)

By far the largest ethnic-community school-~network
in the ﬁSA is that maintained by.Am&rican.Jewry. In almost
all cases it involves the teachinz of Hebrew (technically -
HebreQ—Aramaic), either ir its classical biblical/prayer book/
talmudie form (= Loshn koydesh) or ir its modern Israeli form
(= Ivrit), dr both. Cf a total of 2560 schools functioning ir
the 1977-78 year, 425 (=17% of the total) were of the Sunday
only variety. The amount of time available to them per week
for language study is quite limited but, on fhe other hanrd,
their curricula usually stretch over a 10-12 year perlod, and,
as a result, appreciable facility is attalaed with respect tc

readlng a limited selection of prayers and reading as well as

speaking very simple modern Hebrew. In the weekday afternoon

schools'(n:1630 or 64% of the total) the level of Hebrew

language facility is noticeably 1ncreased ir both connectiors;

‘nevertheless, the graduates of such schools are invariably

urable to speak modern. Hebrew or to read an Israe11 publicatior,

or, indeed, to read any classlcal texts (other than the prayer

book) not specially adapted for students. DMost of the latter.
skills are within the grasp of graduates of the 490 day
schoeis, although, oddly enough, most of them are enrolled in

schools that set themselves no goals at all with respect to

the modern language, stre331rg classical hallowed: texts ex-

clusively. Vo schools established by Israelil parents for

Israeli (Hebrew speaklng) chilcren have yet been encountered, -

1,

147
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although the number of Israelis in the USA is now estimated
at 300,000 and some. (but seemingly very few) ef their elemen-
tary school- aged chlldren must ‘be receiving Jewish educatior
of some kind 1r the USA. o

The last full scale natioral census of Jew1sh school
enrollment was conducted ‘in 1967 by the Amerlcar Ass001atlov
for Jewish Education. At that time some 350,000 chlldreh
were in attendance, 30% of'themﬁbeing ir the New York lietro-
politan area. 1In view'of deﬂﬁbraphic fagters (such as smaller
-family size and a tendehcy for the Jewishfpopulation to be .
older than the ron~Jewish population) the total enrollmént ir

'Jewlsh schools has almost certalrly decreased somewhat s1nce
\‘1967. At that time 36o of all studerts were studylng urder

" Reform auspices. 345 under Conservatlve auspices,. 22% under
Crthodox auspices,and theiremainder (8%)'under rorn-congrega-
tional auspices)of various kindsr Sunday schools accounted

for 42% of the total errollment. weekday ‘afternoon schools

for L&, the remainder (14%) beirg in the.allday schools.

of the tdtal school enrolliment only 16% was .at a post-primary
level. Siﬁce accurate Jewish demographic data are non-existant

in the USA, only estimates are available as to the proportion

of Jewish chlldren of school age rece1v1ng a Jewish education
of any kind. In 1967 this proportlor was est1mated to be 3wa__
- for the 3-17 year age group but 70% for the 8-12 age.group.
More boys than girls were enrolled in Jewish schools (57% vs.
L43%) and these boys received % more intensive education than

was accorded to the girls.
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The growth.in~day schools under Jewish auspices has
beer consistent ﬁnd even dramatic during the past three dec-
ades. At the oquet, day schools were entirely underfdrthc—
dorbcommunal auspices. in 1952-53 there were 144 such; ir.
1961-60: 213; in 1971-70: 307; in 1977-78s 371. 1In the last
mentioned year there were also 124 day schools (kindergarten..
elementary ard high schools) under Conservative, Refcrm or
other nor-Orthodox auspices. (Ahove figures based upor: Torah
Umesorah.and Americar Association for Jewish Educaticn direc-
tories for the years<cited). Although most day schools’_»(par:~
ticularly Orthodox day_schools)'are in the Northeast area
(including New York, Fennsylvania, New Jersey, Massachusetts
and Cbnnecticut) eyery American Jewish community cf at least

7500 people now has a day school. Some 120 of these 495 day
schools also teach Ylddlsh These schools, as well as other

schools that teach or teach in Yiddish, will be d1scussed
separately unrder YIDDISHy
What, if anythlng, can the rest of ethnic America -

learr from the continuous'variegated Jewish educational ex-
perience vis-a-vis Hebreu? Perhabs yery little since Ameri-
can JewryIWas neyer ﬁebrew speaking Even for the masses of
’Jew1sh 1mm1grants, Hebrew.functlored. 1f at all. rnot as a
vernacular but as a ecrlbtlfled language of r1tual prayer
‘and textual study Nevertheless,  some thlrty years have'

already transpired since the esuabllshment of Israel.

There Jebrew has become the common vernacular (and. in-

creasingly, the mother tongue). Amerlcan Jewish educatlor
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" “JEWISH SCHOOLS IN THE USA: 1978
> by Type and .language

| APTERNCON - _SUNDAY

DAY ‘ -
Heb Yidd Heb Yidd- Heb Yidd
NORTHEAST (9)
New Encland
Maine . 2 7
New  Hampshire _ S 3 5
Vermort - ° : : 2 1
- Massachusetts 14 100 8 k]
Rhode Islard 2 11 2
.Connecticut - 13 ’ 70 1 12
‘Mid Atlantic . :
New York 154 107 . - h22 15 Ls 2
.New Jersey 26 - L 170 23 2
Pennsylvaria 19 2 163 5 31 1
. NCRTH CENTRAL 5122 . . :
B “E. North Cen. _ ) S .
Chio 14 1 30 50 2
Indiana . ' 3 14 17
Illirois \ 15 70 1 9
T"ziChigan ) Ly 24 16
" YWiscorsin 2 .. 24 5
W. North Cen. :
Minnesota 2 1 7 10
Iowa 1 8 7
Missouri 2 16 8
North Dakota o 1 4L
South Dakota . -2 1
Nebraska 1l 5 1l
Kansas 1 5 -
SouT '
South 1 :
Delaware ‘ 1 o 6
Maryland 10 1 Ly 1 7 z
Dist. Col. 5 1
Virginia 3 25 12
West Virginia 5 5
N. Carolina - 2 15 10
.S. Carolina- 1l 7 6
Georgia L 16 9
Florida , 20 81 12 1
E. South Cen.
Kentucky 1 3 7
Tennessee 5 13 - 5
o Alabama 2 .10 6
Sy . Mississippi L 8
W. South Cen. S
Arkansas _ ' 2 5
‘Louisiana: 1 3 (1l
Oklahoma 1 L -2
8 33 - 8

JTexas




WEST (13)
Montana
Idaho
Wyoming
Colorado
Arizona
New Mexico
Utah
Nevada
Pacific.
Washingtor

- Cregon

\ California
Alaska

' Hawaii

</ uerto Rico

Guam

TCTALS
NCRTHEAST

NORTH CENTRAIL

SCUTH
VES™

Cthex»

TCTALS
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229

Lb

378
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276
187
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118 1617
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114

61

430

70
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‘has, therefore, begur to atterd incréasingly to vernacular,
modern Hebrewk\ggt.-by all objective estimates, has generally
accomplished very\iittle in any of the active skilis. or
course, young people are increasingly visiting Iéréel,'going
there for study and vacation, and this experience does fos-

ter some active Hebrew competence and woulé do so ever more

if English were rnot such a widely available lingua franca
there. Perhaps the Jewish experience with Hebrew shohld make
all ethnic mother toﬁguefgrqups in the USA more aware of the
difficulty, ray: the improbabilty, of school-based language
acquisition, maintenance and use evenrn if the network of schools
. is extensive, varied and.viewed as culturally indispensible..
lihere an active mother tongue community exists it should be
maintained at all costs if acquisition, maintenance and use
‘are to be maximiied, fdrain its 'abserce the school will simply

not be able to fill the brééch:

'References: American Association for Jewj ducation

National Census of Jewish~Schools; New York, AASE (101 Fifth

. —
' Avenue), New York, NY (1000373

American Association for Jewish Educatior

| Jewish Education Directory: 1978} New York, AASE, 1978.

Torah Umesora Directqu of Day Schools in the

United States and Canada, 5Z3?:5738/1927—1928. New York,

Torah Umesora ("National Society for Hebrew Day Schools",229

, N
Park Avenue South), New York, NY (10003).\

\
N N
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1
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{
Ackerman, Walter. The Jewish School System in

the United States, in D. Sidorsky (ed.) The Future 'of the

Jewish Community in America. New York, Basic Books, 1973.

Gold, David‘L. The speech and writing of Jews,

in Shirley B Heath ard C.A. Ferguson, eds., larguage in tr=

 USh._ New York, Oxford, 1979.
Irbar, Efraim. The Hebrew Day School: the Ortho-
‘dox communal challenge. Jcurral of Ethric Studies, 1979, 7,

13-29.

HINDI/Urdo (Total mother tongue claimarts CUS 1970: 26, 253)

- Almost no information available at this time. It stands
. to reasor that several schools exist that have rot as yet oveerx

fourd.

Roughly 20,000 Hmorig speakers have recently been re-
settléd in the USA and some 50,000 more are awaiting admissior.
The Hmong, traditiorally a rural minority group in Laos where
they constituted some 15% of the- populatlon. were 1nd1genous
allies with Amerlcar offlclal and unofflclal efforts to sterm
the Pathet Lao take-over of Laos. W1th the collapse of the
Amerlcan effort there in 1975 some 3000 Hmong were airlifted
to the USA Most were resettled in the St Paul area ard

most of the more recent arrivals have also continued to join

them there. American'social'workers and educators are stilil

generally unfamiliar with the Hmong, erroneously classifyring
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9
them as Vietnamese. There are exceedingly few Americans who
have learned Hmong and-edually few Hmong who,haﬁe been trainred.
to help their compatriots adjusf to the problems of modern
urban 1ife including the problem of language shift. Half of
the“Hmong in theAUSA are at least nomi-ally Christiar; the
'others stlll maintain tradltlonal Hmong:: "beliefs and practlces

For furtng; ;nformgt;or concerning Hmorng and all other
| Indone31an groups (Cambodlan/Khmer. Lao and Vietnamese) cor-
tact: a) National Indochinese Clearlnghouse. Center for Ap-
plled Ilngulstlcs, 3520 Prospect St., N.W., Washlrgtor, D.C.
20007. (Note.npartlcularly.“thelr 1978 General Information
Series publicationA#lé: "Glimpses of Hmong History and Cul-;
Cture"); ard #17: "An- Annotated Bibliography of Materials onr
the Emong of Laos"; b) Hmong Association, c¢,’o 1eng Varg, 415
Marshall Ave., #L, St. Paul, Minn. 55102. |

HUNGARIAN (Total mother. tongue clalmants Cus 1970s Luy, 497)
The rather complete list that we have ‘of Hungarlan

=schoo‘s in the United States was compiled by the Hungarian

'Reaearch Center, Americar: Hungarlan Foundation, rew BrunSW1ck,

New Jersey. Thisrorganization also publishes the Hungariar

Studies Newsletter (a very informative and sophisticated re-

view of all aspects of Hungarian American cultural activity),
as well as Karikazo,Hungarian_Folklore Newsletter, and seeks
not only to encourage Hungarian studies among Hungarian
Americans but among as wide a circle of others as well.

It is now almost 25 years,since the last major influx

o
i
L’-’.
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of Hungarian immigrants (orlglnally called "freedom fighters"
because they left Hungary as a result of the fallure of the
léga‘uprlslrg against Soviet cortrol) reached . the USA Prior
to that time Hurgariar immigration had practlcally ceased ir .
the early 20's. S;nce then almost all Hungarlan Americar ef-

: forts-are conducted by these "old-time%;" and a few of theif
children and:grandchiidrex. Whatever impetus the rewcomers
iritially gavé tp Hungarian language maintenarce in thé UsSa ~-
never very much to begin with due to fhe,major gulf separat-
irg "old timers" and" newcomers" with respect to educatior,.
religion ard general culture (Fishmanfl966) -~ has now,sub-
sided. oCf the Hurgarian schools that ‘remaii: ir the USA only
two meet or a daily basis. iiost of the others are Saturday
schools whose contribution tb larguage mairténance is neces-
sarily a modest one indeed

For further information (and for a copy of the Hungarian

Sttd1e° Novsletter) contact: 8) the Ameplcan Hungarian Founda-

tion, 177 Sumerset Streét,vPC Box‘1084,'New,Brunswick. NJ 08903.
fmorg the Foundation®s uwn publications Master's Thesis Related

to Hungary and Hungariars Accépted in the.United States ard

Canada, 1977, by Joseph Szeplaki, and Blbll-nraphy of Hungarian

Linguistic Research ir .the United States and Canada. 1979, by

~ Andrew Kerel,.would be of most interest to students of Hurga-

rian languége mainterance in the USA.. The major. study of this

topic is still Fishman, J.A., ‘Hungarian lLanguage Maintenarce
ir_the United Stgtes, Bloomington.'Indiana University Publi-

cations (=v. 62 of the Uralic and Altaic Series), 1966,
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B) Amgrican Hungarian Educators' Associatidh (Note its Newsletter),
P.C. Box 4103, Silver Spring, Md.  20904.

References: Kegek, Andrew._-Hungariap language research'in Morth
America: Themes and directions. Canadjan -American Review of

Hungarian Studies, 1978 5 (no'z), 63—72- Szeplaki, Josepkt.

The Hurgarians in Amerlca.<*583 _97%1n OhrOPOIng_aDQ_Easinﬁoo

Dobbs Ferry, Ocearea, 1975.

Rgsogzces:' Resource materials on Hungarian~Americans are avail-
ab1e ét The Immigfafion Histdry Research Center, University of
irresota, St. Paul,»Miﬁn. 55114.

-

,ICELAﬁDI (Immlgrarts from Iceland and thelr children rumbered
just urder 10,000 inr 1970) ‘

I

There seem to be.no communlty-ethnic mothef torgue
schools ir the USA that teach or teach in Icelandic. - Some courses

are available at the college and_universitj levels. For further

irformation consult the Gage and Rovinsky volume listed under

Darish, above.

ND LANGUAGES, see Native Americanr languages
) ' e
IRAMNIAN, see Persian
- IRISH .
- In several cities Irish-Americar organizations offer
, / ; -
evening Jlasses -- generally for adults -- orce a week in this

slowly weakening tungue. These efforts at language revival




' . . 76

(more than maintenance) ere'cnrrently also weakening ir
Ireland proper. Nevertheless,_they may yet grow stronger*
in the USA -- where they“are already noticeable at the‘
“.terciary education level -~ if the ethnic reviral here and
unif%cation efforts in The Emerald Isle-~~ irtensify. For
further informationvcontact: irisn Arts Cernter, 553 .. 5ls%

' Street, Mew York, N.Y. 10019.

ITATIAN (Total estlmated‘"usual home speakers" 1975: 2,853,0C0;
Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 4,144, 315)

L Although Italian is the thlrd most frequently claimed
ethnlc motber tongue in the USA (comlng af ter Spanls“ ard
berman) 1ts school-~ relatedness is exceptlonally sllrht per"
hape ever slighter thanr that pertalnlng to Spanish. uarguaﬂe
malnte nance in most.Italien commurities in American urban
areas (and ir a number of suburbar ones as well) is a result
;of populatlon,concentratlon and the 1nforma1-processes ard
established traditions of the family, neighborhodd, church
and social ‘club. = ,"I_ : | ;

~In marked contrast to the above "folksy" dapproach te
language teaching and language use is that of the Sciola
d'Italia (50 East 69th Street, New York, NY 10021), a school
sponsored by the Italian Governmert and chartered by the
Regents of the University of the State of New York. At this
. school -- which covers all grades through to the completion

of high school --.only English and American history are
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taught in Italian. As in'uany other such schopls, students
(who do not know Italian ma&‘be'accepted into a spepial pro-
‘gram in which they receive intensiveAinstructibn ih‘Italia“
while they pursue other subJects in Engllsh untrl they car
comprehend Itallar sufficiently well to enter the regular
classes. The Itallan teachers at the schocl have all bee“
certified in Italy and have taught in Itallan schools. The

iy

-Enélish and Amerisan history teachers.are also fluent in\\
Italian. Students who complete the high'school (Liceo) ﬁro~-
’gram are granted a.lNew Yerh State diploma and the diploma
di Maturita Sciertifica. The latter entitles recipients o
immediate and direct entry 1nto any Itallan unlverslty at
the gradua ate school level (e g archltecture, }aw, medlclue,v
_etc.).
.The Itaiian A@eriean Committee on Education ccrducts
2 network of Saturday‘schools fer children (asiyell as everir:
. courses for aduits)k' Somewhat simi;ar efforts are sporsored
‘on a smai;er”scalerb& a few other organizationsi In some
: cases. some Italiar government support is provided to these
schools. Cn the other hanq.lthe fqrmer'Catholic school‘inv
volvement (e.g. on the part.of the Filippini order) in Ital-
ian instruction (Fucilla 1967) has now largely been discortir-
ued. What little remains is generally rela%ed te Title VII

and is oriented toward recent immigrant children and. at no

m»ore than transitional bilingualism. Although this situation
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is not appreciably differert from that which haé long ob-
tained in Catholic educatioral circles for mbst other efhni@
dmother'tgngue groups (e.g.; French too is practically uriti-
lized.in Pranco-American Catholic schoolé“ thiz Catholic dis-
engageﬁént from ethnic méthér tongue schooling - - now be”i“~
‘nir" to be modified ir more ethroculturally appre01ative di -
rections --- probably made less difference for speakers of
Iualian thaﬂ for many others Italian was never as substar-
tially schooi - or literacy~related as was rrench (or ever
Pqiisq)» If something has changed at all, relative to a dec-
ade or two ago;vit'is ihé"clgsh betweer conscioué Italiar
oride, or the ;ne‘hapd; and Italiar social (and, mosf re-
centlyh"geogranéib) mobility or the other. These,twovf;rces
“;jofte;‘léadﬁin dppqsité diréctiohs, irsofar as language mair.-
~ terarce is concerned, and the resolution Bf forces betWeen
‘H‘ them is far irom clear LIt could‘jusf Be that the close~krit
- Italia* family and neighborhood will still triumph in the |
| .end, ever over 3001al mobility,.but the odds are against it.
For further 1rformatior contact: (a) Dr. Angelo
"Gimondo, Progrém Director. Italian American Committee on
 Educatiorn, 66 Court Street, 15th Floor, Brooklyr, NY 11201,
(b) Dr.. Yole Correa-Zoli, Department of Foreign Languages,

California State University atuﬁayward. Eayward, California.

ous542,
Referencess (a) Barton, J.J. Peasants and Sirangers: Italians.

Rumanians.ahd Slovaks in an American City, 1890~1950.l
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Cembridge, Harvard University Pres:z, 1975; (b) Bondi, Law-

.rence. The ItaloﬁAmerlcan Child: His 5001011ngulstlc Ac-

culturatlon, »ﬂshlngtOh, D.C. Georgetown Unlver31ty Pres~

1975; (c)~Cordasco, Francesco. The Italian Communi ty and

its Language in the Unlted States. Totowa ! (F J.), Rowmaw

and thtlefleld 1975 (d) Correa-Zsl, Yole, The laﬂguage
of Italiar Amerlcans. in Shlrley B Heath. and C.A. Fergusor,

eds., Language in the USsa. New York, Oxford :1980; (e)

Di Pietro, Kobert. - The verbal magic ‘of Itallar in the New
World.. Proceealngs of the Thlrd Anﬁual L. A C.U.S. Forum,
1976,_OOO~OOO; (f).Fucllla, J.C. The Teachlng of Italian

in tho.United StateS°h A Documertary Hlstory New Bruns-

'wick Wew Jersey, Anmerican A33001at10n of Teachers of Ital-
ian, 1967. '_ .
ReSbuzges ‘Resource materlals on Itallar Amerlcep’ are avaJ.1
able at The Immlpratlor Hlstﬁry Research,. Center, Uhlverswty

of=M1nnesota, St. Paul, Minn. 55114. ‘ B

JAEAHESE (Total estimated "usual home speakers" 1975: 527,000.
Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 408,504) -

Given thgr indecent tregtment by the Americanlgrvern"
ment during Wori \War II, Japanese-Americans have almost
miraculously snapped, back since then. They have been active
on the ethnic communify mother fongue school front as well.
establishing a large number of language schools both on the

mainland and in Hawaii. These schools are generally oper

15
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only oh Saturdays and provideiinstructien in Japanese
.language and culture. One ef.the mest noteworthy netwerks
of these schools oh the . malnland is the Japanese Languaae
School Unified System in the Los Angeles area. Classes
from. the elementary to,the hlgh_schcol level meetjfor three
to four hours onr Saturdays.and study conversational Japa-
nese, Japanese grammar; cempqsitioh, 1iterature, history,
geography, fanji, comfositioh, Tlower arrangement, calli- e
graphy,ﬂtea ceremony, etc. They "not.qriy strive to teach
the Japanese*languagei..f hut.also help'... students.to ap-
preciate and acquire;Japanese cultural traits andfpersonal

manners. Furthernore, (they) trair the students to deyelop_ .

! cooneratlve nature at home and ir s001et‘z‘j tStudents'ir
the 9th grade or hlgher 1h publlc scho - nay be granted for~

| eign langua e credlt by examlnatlor o

_ Another type of Japare e school in ‘the USA 1s the'

all day school llost of the. students in these schools
(there are three at nresert) are the ch17drer of Jananese
"consular or commer01al personnel statloned in the UsA for
periods up to0 flve years. .The day schcol receives budgetary
support from the Japanese gbvernment but also depends.suhﬁ
stantlarly upon the tuition ?ees pald by the parents. ,"In
the future such schools may attract more American born stu-

dents as well. (An arnotated three- volume report lists all

— such schools the world over)

161
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Finally, there are also Buddhist schools, particu-

" larly in Hawal-, which teach and/or teach in Japanese. Those

ir Hawaii have probably never returned to thelr pre-World iiar
I strennth Those on the mainland may be grow1ng beyond their
former numbers but are, or the whole, less irtenzive ani le=zs
integrated“intp:an intactnethnic.community context.

" For further informatior concerring Japanese language
schcols edntact lir. Hiroshi Okano,kChicago, Illinois 60075
(concerring da& sehools) and/or'the Japanese Language School
Unified System, 1218 Menle'Avenue, Los Angeles, Caiifornia_

90006, (concerring Saturday schools)."Fbr information per-

_taining to Japanese schools in Hawaii contact Dr. Zino Song,

Department of East Asian Languages, University of Hawaii,

Ho-olulu, Hawaii 96822.

References: Kitano, Harry. Japanese-Americans..  The Evolu-

tio» of a Subculture. EngleWOed Cliffs, Prentice~Hall,>1969;

Cornor, John V. Tradition and Chanze ir Three' Generaticrs =~

JapaneSe-Anericans. Chicago; Nelsdn~Hall 1977: Lebra, Takie

T 3. Japanese Patterns of Behavior. Honolu]u, University Fress

of Hawall. 1976 Japanese Educational Instltutlons Overseau

(3 vols.) Tokyo, Japanese Overseas Educatlonal Services, -1979.

(In Japanese).

A Visit to a Japanese School

N

TneJJapanese"School of New‘York is one of the allday

schools maintained by the Japanese Government for the childrer

1 ala) '
O -
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f
of its citizens temporarily residing outside of Japan. Lo-

cated in Jamalca (Queens), New York, it “draws " ehlldrer from
all over-the Metropolltan New- York area, ap ox1mately 70%
- of the student'quy'being bussed in from locations ir West—
chester County, Riverdale (the Bronx), Great Neck ir Nassau
Ccunty, Queers, "and Fort Lee, New Jersey. h
 As mlﬁht be exnected, almost all of the studentc a<
~the school are Japanese- born, natlve speakers of Japanes».”'
They and their parents generally remain ;n‘the United States
for a neriod of five to eight years.'depending on cbntraptu~
ai agreements between a parent and his,/ her employer' A
large maJorlty of the school S students return o J;pan for
high school educatior, even il their parent's cortract keeps
~ the~rest of the family in the United States. In such cases,.
the child lives with‘relatives or isvsent to boarding school
until his/her family returns to Japan. Approximately 70% |
of students are male. | | ‘
‘l -_ Housed in a modern two -floor building in Jamalca. the';
) scheol is a brlght cheerfulh‘bustllng place. B;llngual slgns
adorn the walls, and-a showcase rear the'mair entrance cortairs

dlsnlajs of Japanese ceramics, Qbodwork and ‘dolls 1n tradi-

tional dress With approximately 230 studerts. the phyS1cal
facilities are being used to capacity; a long waltlng list of

students (some ertered on the list before they have left

Japan) attests to the fact that the school s servlces are
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much in demand. Classrooms are small, but adequa%g for
~the (approximatel&) 23 students who occupy each. The at-
mosphere in classes is businesslike,,bﬁt informal;{students
are attentive and industrious. Clothing is casual; all
studnets are dressed in American-style c“othing; many oﬁ
the boys .ir Jjeans, T-shirts énd sneékers. Casual coﬁfefsa~
tion, both in the classroom and ir: the hallways, is almoct
exclusively ir Japanese,kthe‘ohe exqeptidﬁ being-when stu-
dents address a non Japanese;speaking teacher or visitor.

when it was established in 1975, the school was
authorized by tﬁe State of New York to offer elementary
instruction, and admitted children;into gnades three through
6. 3ince that t;me, the State of New York has authorized |
an extensior of the ra-ge of ihstruction: the school now
operates through grade nine. This extension has allowed toe
school to fulfil its goai of preparing students to take
high school ertrace examinations in Japan.

>Tﬁe typical school day isvbroekn down into sever Lo~
minute instructional periods, -r 80 minutes »f classroom
time. Between 75% and 80% of the school day. .involves in-
struction through Japanese: Japanese, Mathematicsf Science,
Social Studies, liusic, Physcial Education (and Industrial
Arts and Homemakiﬂg, in the upper grades) are taught ir Jap-
anese by native speakers of the'langﬁége. Of'19 Japanese |

teachers ir the school, il are sent by the Japanese
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Government; on three year contracts, after which time

they return to Japan. The reamining Japanése teachers are
Japanese nationals residing in the ¥nited States. The bulik
of textbooks and curricula used in the school‘are sert by
the Governmert cf Japan (a shipment arrives =t ;he'begirmirr

of each year) anrd correspord to the ones being used ir =schs

[

ir ZJapar.
The English-larguage componert of the prograrn ccam-
prises 20% to 25% of the available instructioral time. Eng-
\ /

lish is taught five times per week, in classes ﬁhat have been

subdivided according to student ability. Thosé studerts with

least proficiency ;Q_English.are taught usingf%raditioral EZC
methods. liddie-ability levéilgroups contaid studerts with
varyirnz levels of English proficiercy, each jof whor is ‘unc-
tioning below grade level but above the leyel of the least

proficient grour. ihere there are sufficient studerts func-

F
/

tioring at or rear grade level in Znglish, a third ability
i

group is formed. Both American and British texts are used

/
: . . . . .
for English language instruction; curricula are relatively

fiexible,, taking irto accournt the needs ard abilities of

/

students.

.

-
[

In additior to English, Americar Social 3iuries ard

Arts are taught usihg English as the medium of instructiorn,

American Social Jtudies for one period per week and Art,

twice per week. The five teachers teachirg or teaching in

RTS



English are American, native speakers of English, two of
whom are fluent in Japanese. American Studies and Art are
taught without textbooks, using materials prepared by the
teachers involved. |

Beoth teachers and administirators view the school
and its program as an important compronise betweer the ar-
ericar and the Japanese educational systems. Cn the ore hand,
they SQy, relatively strict adherence.to the Japanese curriculum
is both desirable ard necessary, in order that students be well-
pfepared to (fe-) enfer the fﬁercely competitive school systen
in Japén. Cn the other hand, the English component of the
nrogram attempts to equip their students to cope with life in
the United States, and perhaps to enter American high schools,

<

should they remainr in the United States.

JEiISH languages, see Yiddish and/or Hebrew and, or Judezmo

JUDZZIC “
The prospects of.Judesmo/Judézmo/Dzhudezmo (also re-
ferred to as Ladino, Spanyolit, Judeo-Espanol) in the USA
have improved slightly ir the past few years but the future
of the language ~-- particularly in literacy-related functior-
~- is shakey at best. There does not seem tc be a Sephardic
communrity mother tonéue‘school'anywhere ir the US.\ today,

although the language 5till har several thousand speakers




i

and many more "understanders.”" The improvement rgférred to
“above refers to the formation of the Judezmo ng&éty by a
group of Universit& students and the intermitggt appearance
of its newsletter Adelartre: as well as otheflpublications.

In recent years Judesmo has also been taught at[Yeshiva gni-
/
M~ -,

ver31ty, New York University ard Columbia University. The
past glories o the larguage have recelved regular attertic

ir the Americarn Sephardi. The future-/of the language is

—
e
s

still of very little genreral concern aworg those 1r wbose

patrimony it figures.

For further information contact The Judezmo Society,
4594 Bedlord avenue, Brooklyr, New York, 11235. Informatior
re Judezno related research, meetirgs, publications, pro-
grans, etc. is often found in the Jewish Folklore and sihno-

logy liewsletier issued by tne American Folklore Soriety ard
—~— » \

the Yivo.

References: Buris, David M. A Guide to Reading ard Jiritirs

Judezmo. New York, Adeléntre! The Judezmo Society, 1965.
Gold, D. The speech and writing of Jews, ir
Shirley B. Heath and C.A. Ferguson lanzuaze dr the JSA. New

York, Cxford, 1979.

Note also the napers and discussion cn Ladino/Judezmo in H.H.
Paﬁer (ed.). Jewish Languages: n iation. Cambridee,
(Lass ), Association for Jewish Studies, 1978. Also rote

1JSI, 1982, 33 devoted entlrely to. 8001011ngulstlc research

on Judezmo.
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BEIiZR. No information is currently available concerning con-
nunity maintained schools ir Khmer. (Also se> Hmong Llao, .
Vietnamese). |

-

KOREAM (Total estimated "usual home speakers" 1975: 249,500C.
Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 53,528.

This reiatively small commurity has manraged to es-
tablish a relatively large number of ethnic mother-tonsue
schools. By ard large these are church-affiliated Saturday
schools, mcst‘Kofean churches beihg'either I"orear Church,
liethodist or Presbyteriar. In addition there are ﬁnaffiliated,
communal‘language~and-culture schoois which constitute about
a third of the total. The students at either type of schsol
are largely immigrants themselves cr the childrer or immi-
grantsr_’ |
’1Ks is the case ir Korea itself, Korean ethric eeémunity
schools ir the UZA at the elementary school level use mate;ials
that are written entirely in Hangul.'an almost totally phoeric
writing system dating back to fhe 15th certury. Koreans are
extremely proud of - this writingwsystemmLprohibitedeby—$hewJapwmﬂ—;
anese durihg the perioﬁ of their occepation of Korea 1936-45)
ard ore of their most popular holidays (Hangul Day) is de#oted
te horncring it. Nevertheless. most Korean newspapers ani ad-
vaneed texts are writter in a combinatior. of Korean ard Chirese
charactefs. The latter begin to be studied in the midd’e

school ir llorea and are becoming increasingly problematic for

\

-

18y
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Korean—Amer;caﬁ children attending ethnic.communify schools
in the USi. The community's educational leaders still ir- -
sist on teaching the required Chinese characters but some
parehts are beginning *to objecf that the motivatioral to’l
amonz their children is too gfeat.

ﬁany ethnic commurities ir the USA are mofe lirguis-
tically (and graphically) conservative thar are those ir
the motheriand from which they hail. ' In some instances this
is due to foreign occupants or foreigr influetbes'to which
their ethnic.motherlands are exposed, the expatriaté con-
murities in the USA serving as staunch defenders of the un-
defiled and authentic ethrolinguistic traditiors. .In other
cases this is due tc the conservative response of threatered
ard alarmed minorities while théir finsmer. in the "old coun-
try" carn afford to ekperiment with "new fangled" spellings and
writirg systemS“thé minority communities outside of the ethric
motherland cannot afford such a iuxury. Deviations from
"the origiral pattern" arec viewed (and perhaps rizhtly cz)

as tending to weaken the entire language-a d-culture main-
- . . [

: - O S
terarce enterprise. Zthnic culture in the USA does change,

of course, but .its rationale is.normally that of{continuity,
defense, preservation, guardianship and cautior. 1In a few

B ’ . I . T // .
instances, viz the Cld Order Amish, the Cld Ordep'Mennorltes,

the Hutterites ard Hasidim, this stance is formally ideolo-
gical and implemented: In most other cases it is a posture

that co-exrists together with appreciable overt behavioral

+
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and philosophical interaction with and acceptance of the
Anglo-American economic,~pblitical. and cultural mainstream.
The re:ulting tensions between these two discrepant orierta-
tions, one for eth;ically encumbered viéwpoints, are ofter
beyond the comparfmentalizatior capacity of minority ethno-

- linguistic systens, particularlyiwhen the bulk of reyard arc
recozrition derives fron tﬁe realm of ethnically unercumbered
pursuites. The Korean ethnic mother téngue coﬁmunity's resc-
lPtior of the cortradictory forces to which jt is exposed
remains to be studied.

For further informatior conrntact Dr. Byounghye Chang,
Asiay/éilinguai Curriculum Developmert Center, Setor Eal:i
Un;éérsity, South Crange, New Jersey 07079.

Réferencgs: Cheorg-300 Suh and Pak Chun-Kun, eds. é§ﬁ2§£§

of Korear Culture. Seoul, Soodo wWomen's Teachers College

Press, 1974; Choy, Bongyoin. Korears in Amerjica. Chicago,

Nelsorn Hall, 1979; Kim, Byongwon. Reading ard readirg in-

structior in Korea: past and present ir. Feitelsor, Jira, e*

al. DMother Tongue or Second Language On the Teachirg of
Readirs ir Multilj ieties. Newark (Del.), Irterra-

tional Readingz Associatior, 1979, 82-11.

LA.\s ‘ : o
Little information is currently available concerning
J . . . -
ethric-community maintaired schools ir Lao. (Also see Cam-

PE

bodian/Khmer, Hmonrg, Vietnamese). ‘ : P

Iy




LATIN

No schools teaching latir for sbecifically ethnic
comnurity purposes have been located. Some 30,000 s tu-
dents are currertly studying latir in public high schools
ir the USA. (See Christian Science Koritor, 1980, April z:,

/
n. 251).

LATVIAN/Llettish (First and second generatior Latviar Am-
ericans rumbered 86,413 ir 1970)

The Latvian ethnic mother tongue communify is per- .
haps the most active among'tbe post .orld Nar II immigrarts
wnose home counéries feli urder the Soviet heel. This
plethora of activity;— whicﬁ ircludes churches, cultural
~societies, sports gréups énd welfare organizations -- is
also fully recognizéble in the educatioral realmn. A ret-
work of schoos is affiliated with tne American Latvian As-
sociation in the United.States. "The AIA prepares and pub-
lishes school texts and teachirg materials, organizes re-
gioné; teaqhers conferences, plans school curricula, ga-
thergxspatistical'data. engages ir teachér preparatior,
operatéé a home-study division for children who do not
live rear ary Latvian mother tongue school, and provides
awards tojsupefior students -~ all on a volunteer basis
P 3 _

{Sanders 1979).

In addition to the ALA-affiliated schools -- most
of which are ore day a weekjsch3ols -- a number of congre-

!

gations'(primarily of the Latvian Evangelical Lytherar

17;
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Cpurch) support schools of their owr unaffiliated with
ALA. A majority of the ALA affiliated schéols are also
congregationally affiliated. The peak year of Latviar
community mothér tongue schools in the USA wa5u196di61.

1

when the AL4 listed 58 schools with ar enrollment of 2000
pupils. Today there are 4¢ schecols at all levels ars o°
all types with a proportionately smaller enrollmert.
classes meet fbr approximately three hcurs per week and
are devoted‘to religion, lénguage. literatﬁre. geography
and history of Latvia, folk singing, folk dancing and
other Llatvian arts. There are thrée summer high schools
held ir summer camps in three differert-regiors of the
USa. For the past ten years there has also beer ar 4ALA
‘sgpnsored'7 week summer piogram at wWestern Michigan Cri-
versity during‘which time a ilatviar Teacher's Semirar is
also held there to provide young (American borr) schoo:
,teachers.with the knowledge.needéd t0 teach in Latvian
 schools ' their lccalities. . Nevertheless, rotwithstand-

ing == . the followirg, language maintenarce among the

v

young is lessening as irtegratior with genreral Angle-
American life proceeds.

For further irformation concerning Latviar. ethric-
community mother tongue schopls in the USA contact Bureau
ofJEducation. Américan'Latvién Associatior in the United

States, Inc.,ﬂﬁoo Hurley Avenue, P.C. Box 432, Rockville,
Maryland 20850. Note, the various departmente and cections .
‘ . o .

of the Bureau in the table of organization preserted ir
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Zinta (1979, see below); Alsc: Compittee for a Free lLatvia,
12 Ainsworth Ave., Easlerunswick, N.J. 08816. |
nge;gh;e: Sanders, Zinta. Latvian Education in the United
States: antecedenrts and development of suﬁplementary schoo.is
Jourral of Eth-ic Studies, 1979, 7, 31-5:.

Resources; Resource materials on Latviar-Americanrs are als;
available at The Immigratior History Research Center, Uni-

versity of liinnesota, St. Faul, linnezota 55114.
LENKC, see Carpatho-Rusyn

TITHUAMILN (Total mother tongue claimants CUS 1970: 292 820)

Although nearly four times as numerous the Latvian-
Americans Lithuanrian A?er;can ethnlc community schooling ir
the USA functiors both 'or a somewhat smaller scale and at A
a lesser level of org;nization. lost of the Litﬁuanian schools
are Saturday schools ard although some of them are church
(usua1lj Roman Catholic) relatedfg%ét of them are not.

The major qualitative difference between Latvians ard
Lithuanians in the USA is that an appreciable number of the
latter arrived in the USA before 1920 and, as a result, there
are proportiorately more 3rd generation Lithuarian-Americars
thén Latvian Americaﬁs. Sincejthe ma jor modernization of

blthuanlar occurered subsequent to 1920 there are noticeable.

dlfferenceo in the gramnars as well as in the lexlcons of

173
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Lithuanian as spoken by "old timers“ and their children, on
the one hand, and by "rewcomers" and their children, or.
. e . i

the other hard. Since the\mass is now'also performed ir

. \
. \ « I . | - e . . .
Lithuanian and since moderr, standard lLithuanrian is used ir

the mass, the mass function$ as another avenue for learrirg
this variety of the 1énguag§ for "old timers" and their
childrer/grandchildrer. This "dialect" differéﬂce (indica-
tive as it is of intra-communal differences), plus the ger-
eral lack of assistance from church authoritiesA(with a few
noteworthy exceptions), may be co-responsible for the gen-
erally 1owér state of Lithﬁanian language maiﬁteﬁance ir
the USA relative to that of the latviars.

For further information contact Mr.B.F. Juodelis,
chairmar, Lithuanian Educational Coﬁncil of USAa, Inc., 912
Plainfield ®d., Downers Grove, Illirois 60515. Zrglish
ianguage ?ublicatians on iithuarianr topics are available
from Dzrbinirkas, 341 Highland, Brooklyn, N.Y. 11207.
Referenc2s: Alilunas, I.J. LLmuuuﬁquLilehe_Hnijﬂd_statas.

Sar Francisco R and E Research Association, (n.d.)

Greere, V. For God and Country: _The Rise of

Polish ard Ljthuarijan Consciousness ir America, 1860-1910.

Madisbﬂ; State Historical Society of Wiscorsin, 1975.
Resources: Resource material on Lithuanians in the USA is
available at The Immigration History Research Certer, Uni-

versity of linnesota, St. Paul, Minn. 55114 . L

RYCO
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MACEDONIAN, see Bulgarian

_AIIEE_AJEBIQAH.LAAGHAuns (Total mother tongue claimants
CUS 197C: 268,205)

Because of the larze number of small languages ire
.volved, all "”tlxe Americar cortrolled mother torgue ”CHOV‘M
will be treated Here collectlvely of all of the languaizes
involved orly a very few have been related to literacy ever
to a moderate degrée and in a stable, continubus fashion-
ard, therefore{ fo literacy-based educatior as well. Scme-~
what more have (or have had) a more minor or %eéent rela-
tionship of this kind and, in sonme cagés at least, literacy
related (rather then merely ora}) schooling in their ethric
nother foégues*may have been (ré) established. Beyond these,
thrr~ are yeu others, particularly among the A¢ask§\ eskimscs,
among whom irterest in school use of (or in school. instruction
via)_their lénguage is growiné; ever though implementation cf
this’interest generally is very recert ard, at times, eratic.

|
The major recent factor facilitating Native Americar

) ——— o
gthnic mother tongue schpollng has beer the willingness of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs to contract with\zfj' us (pe‘

by any means all) Indiar nations whereby the lattef will
operate schobls for their.own childrernusing-BIA funds rather

thar haveathe BIA coh%inue‘fo operate such schools for them

as was -the rule ir the past. As a result some 50 "Indian

N
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Controlledvséhool Boards" have come into being which operatd'\J
schools in which children spend 2-4 hours a day learning and/o;
learning ir their ethnic mother tongue. The result is ar -
offén unprecedé;ted level oflliteracy among the younger éercr~
ation whiqh:is in marked con%ragt with that of their parert:
and grandpafents} Irndeed yourgsters ofter speal: the larnguarc
‘better as well, and ofteﬁ are taught 13%g neglected sofgs.
dances, arts and'crafts, clothirg and/grooming styles, eté.
Cbviously, such results reflect cqmmd%ity support (irndeed,
commurity pressure) in this direct?én rather than scho.l cur-
ricular inrovatior alcne. Intereg%ingly enough, the above
sults have been obtained:not orly without a drop iq English
attairmerts but, indeed, with a rise inr such attairmerts
(Rosier and.Holm 1979). Significantly sgch schools not only
can boast of ethnic mother tongue attainments but of English
achievenert that surpasces that of the English morolingual
or Title VII dominated schools.

| Nevertheless, after all is said and done, the majority
of Native Americar children still receive no exposure to their
mother tOnéagrir“EﬁéEr literacy related eaucation, whether
they attend public’ schools or schools directly conducted by
.the Bureaﬁ of Indiar Affairs. 1Indeed, many of these languages
are at the verge of extinction and others‘have been :,zporérily

nrecalled from the grave", so to speak, by belated efforts to

revive them or to teach childrer -to at least sing or chant

]
I



N ) : 96

,“\
AN
N -

them, or-to recognize certain phrases ir them. The cruel

- 3 . s \\ N s .
extinctior of Native Americanr cultures continues apace, par-

<

haps without bloodshed as 